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Ricoeur’iin Hermenétiginde Merkezdis1 Ozne

Ozet

Ricoeur, ele aldigi semboller hermenétigi, yorum felsefesi veya bagkalik sorunu
gibi farkli konularda kendine has bir 6zne felsefesi olusturmustur. Onun temel
ozelligi, hem Descartes’tan gelen egemen o6zne fikrine hem de Nietzsche veya
Heidegger’de karsilastigimiz 6znenin reddine karsi ¢ikmasidir. Ricoeur’iin 6znesi,
kimligini bir metnin baskaligi dolayimiyla kazanan “merkezdis1” bir 6zne, bir
“yarali” Cogito’dur. Bu calismanin ilk amaci Ricoeur’iin, yorumlayan 6zneye
metnin kargisinda nasil ikincil bir pozisyon kazandirdigini incelemektir. Ricoeur’e
gore, merkezi ve birincil olan metin, yorum esnasinda benin (le moi) degisimine
yol acar, ve 6znenin, metni kendi 6nyargilarina indirgemesine engel olur. Ancak,
caligmanin ikinci béliimiinde goriilecegi gibi Ricoeur, 6zne fikrini tamamen yok
etmez. Bu gelenegi sorgulamasina ragmen, refleksif felsefeye bagl kalan filozof,
Ozne anlayigina dirimselci bir boyut kazandirir. Ricoeur’e gore kendi (le soi)
olarak diisiiniilen 6zne, yorumlama siirecinin basinda degil, bir proje olarak
sonunda yer alir. Degismesine ragmen, Oziinde tasidigi bagkalik sayesinde
kendiligini muhafaza eder. Bu baglamda, yorum felsefesindeki merkezdis1 6zne
fikrini, bagkalik kuraminda anlatisal kimligin tagidig1 idem/ipse farki ¢ercevesinde
degerlendirmek gerekmektedir. Bu sekilde hem kendinin, hem metnin ve hem de
otekinin baskaligiyla yilizlesen merkezdis1 6zne fikriyle Ricoeur, bir yorumlama
etiginin zeminini hazirlar.

Anahtar Sézctkler
Kendi, Yarali Cogito, Metnin Diinyas1, Mesafe, Baskalik, Iimgelem, Etik.
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Giris

Sozlii ve yazili sdylemler arasindaki farka degindigi Phaidros adli kitabinda
Platon, yazili metinleri Misirli bir Tanr1’nin ismiyle anilan Thoth mitosuna basvurarak
elestirir. Soru-cevap diyalektigine izin veren sdz canli iken, yazi 6lidiir. Soylem yaziya
gectigi anda konusan kisiden kopar ve elden ele dolasir. Hem bu mitosa atifta
bulunarak, hem de Sokrates’in yorumlarina yer vererek Platon, yazimnin muhtelif
zaaflarmi siralar. Bizim de burada ilgimizi ¢eken nokta, yazinin hi¢ bir zaman yazarin
gergekten demek istedigini ifade edememesidir (Eflatun 1990: 119, 275d-e). Zira, her ne
kadar soziin kayit altina alinip hatirlanmasini sagladigi i¢in gerekli olsa da (a.e., 117),
yazi sorulan sorulara cevap veremez ve okuyucu ona haksizlik ettiginde kendini
savunamaz. Yazi diislinceye yer vermez; o sadece sozsel diisiincenin kopyasidir. Tipki
sofistlerin szlerinin hakikatin kopyasi oldugu gibi.

Fransiz filozof Paul Ricoeur de yazili metnin yazardan ve onun niyetinden
Ozerklestigini savunur. Ricoeur’iin ilgisini ¢ceken sdyleme eylemi (dire) ile s@ylenen
(dit) muhteva arasindaki ayrimdir. Yazi, sézceleme (énonciation) hadisesi ile bir anlam
tasimak iizere ifade edilen sozcenin (énoncé) arasinda mesafe (distance) yaratlr.1
Dolayisiyla, Ricoeur’un “tim hermendtik sorunun 6zi” (Ricoeur 1986b: 105) olarak
sundugu bu mesafe yazili metni yazarin niyetinden koparir. Fakat Ricoeur, yazar ile
yazili metin arasindaki ayrimi Platon’dan farkli ve miispet bir sekilde yorumlar. Zira
yaziy1, arkasindaki yazarin niyetine kapatmamak, onun Oniinde “metnin diinyasi”ni
acma imkanini sunar. Yazinin kazandirdigi 6zerklik sayesinde metin kendi canliligini
bulur ve yorum vesilesiyle onu ifsa eder. Aslinda Ricoeur, yazi vesilesiyle ii¢ tiir
mesafeden bahseder: konusanin bizzat kendi niyeti ile, ilk dinleyiciler ile ve sdylemin
tarihsel baglamiyla mesafesi (a.e., 111). Her haliikdrda metnin anlami, yazarin niyetini
veya sozlii sdylemin ilk alicilarinin anladiklarini asar. Ve yorumlamanin hedefi de,
acilan mesafeyi kapatma gayretiyle, bu kaybolmus niyeti bulmak olmamalidir.

Fakat Amerikali sosyal bilimci E. D. Hirsch’e gore metni yazarin niyetinden
soyutlamak, anlami zorunlu olarak okurun niyetine indirgemeye yol acacaktir. Metin
mutlaka bir kiginin anladigini temsil eder. Eger bu kisi yazarin kendisi degilse, metni
yorumlayan elestirmen olacaktir.” Ricoeur ise konuya farkli bir agidan bakmaktadir.
Zira onun i¢in metnin anlamini yazarin niyetinden uzaklastirmak, onu zorunlu olarak
okuyan &znenin beklentilerine kapatmaz. Tam tersine, nesnel ve 6zerk olarak var olan
yazili metin kendi anlam diinyasini agtiginda okuyucuyu sorgular, ona kars1 ¢ikar, hatta
onda degisikliklere yol agar. Dolayisiyla metni yorumlayan 6zne “décentré”, yani
merkezi terketmis, merkezdisi bir 6znedir.

Benzer sekilde Gadamer, yazi ile “sdylenen seyin anlami onu sdyleyen kigiden biitiiniiyle
koptugu”nu ifade eder. (Gadamer 2009: 185). Fakat Ricoeur’den bu noktada ayrilan
Gadamer, yorumlamada diyalog kuramiyla bu ilkel s6zselligi tekrar canlandirmay1 hedefler.
Hirsch 1967: 3. Hirsch’in bu goriisiiyle ilgili daha genis bilgi igin bkz. Tatar 1999: 63-72.
Ingilizceye “decentering” seklinde gevrilen Ricoeur’iin “décentrement” kavrami, bildigimiz
kadariyla Tiirk¢eye daha Once g¢evrilmemistir. Ricoeur’den bagimsiz fakat onun da yakin
oldugu Freud’cii (veya Kopernik ve Darwin) baglamda “decentering” fikri icin
“merkezsiz”lige atifta bulunulmus olmasina ragmen (Bkz. Cift¢i 2007: 97; Rorty 2010: 2) biz
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Caligmamizin ilk bolimiinde Ricoeur’iin, Descartes ile olusmus egemen 6zne
fikrine ne anlamda kars1 ¢iktigini ele alacagiz. Bu merkezdisiligin ilk asamasi yorumdan
bagimsiz bir sekilde okuyucuyu dnceleyen bir 6zerk nesne olarak metnin varligindan
kaynaklanir. kinci asamada ise yorum siirecinde agilan “metnin diinyas1” vesilesiyle
metnin yorumu, anlami kontrol eden merkezi 6zne fikrine karsi ¢ikar, ve onu merkez
dis1 birakir. Ancak, Heidegger veya Nietzsche’nin attiklari adimi atmayan Ricoeur,
bilingli 6zneyi tamamryla yok saymaz. Ikinci béliimde, Ricoeur’iin Cogito fikrini hangi
anlamda muhafaza ettigini ele alacagiz. Ricoeur 6zneyi merkez dis1 birakir ancak ondan
vaz gegmez. Yani degisen, sorgulanan 6zne hala 6zne olarak kimligini muhafaza eder.
Bunu, Ricoeur’iin yorum felsefesi ile kimlik kuramim iligkilendirerek aciklamaya
calisacagiz. Yorum siirecinde degisen 0zne, sabit ve t6zsel dznenin tersine, baskaliga
yer veren “anlatisal kimlik” sahibi 6znedir. Dolayisiyla, Ricoeur 6zneyi sorgular ama
onu yok etmez. Yani ikinci bolimde Ricoeur’iin nasil refleksif ve kartezyen gelenege
bagli kalabildigi lizerinde durulacaktir.

Egemen Ozneye Kars1 Merkezdis1 Ozne
Okuru Onceleyen Ozerk Metin

Metinle kurdugu yorumsal iliski esnasinda 6zne, iki farkli sekil veya anda
merkezdist kalir. O hem yorumdan 6nce nesne olarak metin tarafindan hem de yorum
stirecinde, anlam olarak metnin diinyas: tarafindan merkez dist birakilir. Heniiz metni
okuyup da yorumlamadan oOnce, ilk metinle bulusmasinda bile 6zne ikincil bir
pozisyonda bulunur. Oznenin diginda olan ve yorumlanmayi bekleyen bir metinle
bulusmak, baskas: konumunda olan yabanci bir sdylemle yiizlesmektir. Burada Ricoeur
i¢in 6nem tasiyan nokta okuyucunun bu metnin kaynagini olusturmamasidir. Yani insan
birden, kendi eseri olmayan, ona disaridan sunulan ve dolayisiyla kontrol altina
alamadig1 bir nesne ile bulusur. “Ozerklik ve Itaat” baslikli makalesinde (1967: 3-22),
Ricoeur itaatin degerini vurgular ve S6z (Parole)’d “dinleme”nin 6zgiirlik kaynagi
oldugunu savunur. Burada bahsedilen s6z Oncellikle ilahi s6z olmakla birlikte,
Ricoeur’iin ele aldig ikili iliski genel bir felsefi tespit niteligindedir.

“Tim modern kiiltiirimiiz itaatin elestirisi ve 6zerkligin savunulmasi iizerine
inga” (Ricoeur 1967: 5) olmus olmasina ragmen, bu 6zerklik insana disarindan gelen bir
sOze itaat etmesine zorunlu olarak engel olmaz. Ricoeur i¢in “itaat etmenin anlami (...)
oncelikle ve esas itibariyla s6z dinlemektir”.* Séz baskasi tarafindan ifade edilmis olan

“merkezdis1” kelimesini tercih ettik. Zira décentrement veya decentering kavramlar1 6znenin
merkezsiz kalmasini, merkezini kaybetmesini degil, onun artik merkezi konumda olmamasini
isaret eder. Dolayisiyla, aslinda s6z konusu olan 6znenin merkezini kaybetmesi degil,
merkezin 6zneyi kaybetmesidir.

Ricoeur “dinleme” fiilini, Tirk¢ede “itaat etmek” anlaminda da kullanilan “s6z dinlemek”
fiilini animsatacak sekilde kullanir. Kendisinin de ifade ettigi gibi, burada Heidegger’in etkisi
¢ok agiktir. Zira Varlik ve Zaman’da dinleme basit bir isitme giiciinden ibaret degildir; dig
diinyaya ve bagkalarina agilan Dasein i¢in ilkel bir varolus modudur (Bkz. Heidegger 2008:
172). Metnin 6nceligiyle dinleme eylemi arasindaki bag, bu noktada Heidegger’den etkilenen
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ve benim Uruniim olmayan bir sdylemdir. Ricoeur’iin de ifade ettigi gibi “bir sozii
karsiladigimda, efendisi olmadigim yeni bir durum olusur. Ustiinliigim bu
merkezdisilik (décentrement) hadisesi tarafindan sorgulanir; artik merkezde degilim:
baskasi konusur”.5 Burada Ricoeur’lin kars1 ¢iktigi mutlak 6zne fikridir yani genel
olarak dis diinya ve 6zel olarak metinle kurulan iliskide, merkezde, ilk pozisyonda olan
Oznedir.

Dinlenen s6z igin sdylediklerini Ricoeur yazi i¢in de savunur. Zira sdz sadece
sozli sdoylemden olusmaz. Bu sdylemin kanonize edilmis — kitap — halini ele alan
Ricoeur, buna otorite niteligi atfeder. Otoriteyi ii¢ kavram agisindan ele alir: digsalik
(extériorité), Gstlinlik (supériorité) ve oncelik (antériorité). Mushaflastirilmig Kutsal
Kitap ile kurumsal otorite arasinda kurulan dongiisel iliski ¢ercevesinde kanon®, kanon
olma itibariyle bir otorite kazanir. Digsalik kitabin daima insanin diginda olan, onun
iiriinii olmayan bir nesne olmasina gondermede bulunuyor. Yani kitap 6zne ile 6zdes
degildir. O kisiden &zerk bir nesnedir ve onun miidahale alaninin digindadir. Ustiinliik,
otoritenin ikinci temel 6zelligini olusturur. Yani otorite sahibi sdylem hem 6znenin
disindadir, hem de ahlaki olarak ona listlindiir ve onun igin bir referans, bir model olma
niteligine sahiptir. Son olarak da otorite zamansal bir kriter olan 6ncelige vurguda
bulunur. Yani otorite sahibi séylem, insandan 6nce var olan veya kronolojik olarak onun
¢agdagi olsa da, onunla bulugsmasindan once var olan bir nesnedir (Bkz. 1995b: 6-12).

Ricoeur metin hermenétigi doneminden once, heniiz irade felsefesi gergevesinde
sembolleri yorumlama sorunu ile ilgilenirken, Ricoeur 6zne ile metin arasindaki iliskiyi
“dolayl refleksiyon” (réflexion médiate) diye niteler. “Diisiince” kelimesi ile karsilanan
réflexion ayni zamanda “yansima” anlamina da gelir. Dolayisiyla buradaki diisiince,
disarida bulunan bir nesneye c¢arpar ve — dolayli bir sekilde — 6zneye geri déner. Cogito
bir isaretler evreni vesilesiyle dolayimli bir boyut kazanir.” Metinle kurulan ikili iliski
fikrinden 6nce, kotilik meselesi ile ilgilenirken bile Ricoeur, Descartes’in egemen 6zne
fikrine kars1 ¢ikar. Elestirdigi Cogito anlayisi, dig diinyadan bagimsiz olarak, kendisi
icin dolaysiz bir sekilde sezgi nesnesi olan 6znedir. O “Descartes’tan gelen Cogito’nun
yapisal sakatligi”ndan bahseder (2010b: 249). Bu anlamda Ricoeur’iin ele aldig1 Cogito
“yaral1” (blessé) veya “kirik” (brisé) bir Cogito’dur.

Yalniz, Ricoeur’iin kotiiliik sorunu ile yiizlestigi bu donemde 6zneyi onceleyen,
heniiz metin degil: semboller ve mitlerdir. /rade Felsefesi kitabimin birinci cildinde
Ricoeur, Descartes’in Cogito’sunda “kendisi ile daire olusturma”sii, kendi kendini
temellendirmesini elestirir (1959: 17). Benzer sekilde, ikinci cildin ikinci boliimiinde
yine Descartes’in kurdugu, kendi kendini temellendiren 6zne idealine karsi gikar:
“Semboliin rehberligindeki felsefecinin gorevi 6z-bilincin biiyiili alanmi kirmaktir”

Gadamer’de de mevcuttur. Gadamer bu bagi diyalog kurami agisindan ele alir: “Birbirine ait
olma daima ayni1 zamanda bir baskasini dinleyebilme anlamina gelir (Gadamer 2009: 140).
“Sonlu bir varlik i¢in sdylemenin ilk belirmesi, sozii telaffuz etmek degil onu baskasindan
duymaktir” (1967: 11).

“Kanon” terimi Kilise’nin Tanri tarafindan esinlenmis olarak kabul ettigi ve dolayistyla
Kutsal Kitap’a dahil edilmis kitaplar: tanimlar.

2009: 299. Kendine has yorumuyla, Ricoeur Descartes’in Cogito’suna sik sik deginir. Bir ka¢
ornek icin bkz. a.e., 17-21; 2012: 121-122; 2006: 49-51, vs.



Ricoeur’iin Hermenétiginde Merkezdisi Ozne

i, KOLYOl 2015724 5

(1960: 331). Biling aldatmasim Ricoeur, Freud (zerine kitabinda da ele alir. Burada her
bilincin dolayimli veya “donisli” (2006: 50) oldugunu ve dolaysiz 6z-bilincin
imkansizligim1  vurgular. Psikanaliz, bilinci kendine héakim olma iddiasindan
vazgegmeye gotliriir (1969: 319). Dolayisiyla, koétiiliik sembolizmi bir istisna
olusturmaz. Ricoeur ig¢in, tiim diigiinceler, tiim biling eylemleri dolayhdlr.8 Ve surekli
gelisen Ricoeur’iin diisiincesinde bu dolaylilik sembollerle sinirlhi degildir. Yetmisli
yillarda, “Fenomenoloji ve Hermendtik” (1986b: 39-73) yazisinda, dolayliligin
sembollerle smirli olmadigini, tim nesnellesme sekillerini kapsadigimi vurgular.
Kendinin  digindaki temsiller, eylemler, eserler ve kurumlar vesilesiyle
nesnellestirilmeyen bir biling bos ve soyuttur. “Ben’in kendisini sdzciigiin en genis
anlamiyla bu nesnelerde yitirip bulmasi gerekmektedir” der Ricoeur (2006: 50).

Bunun i¢in disiince her seyden once yorumlamadir, zira diisiinmek insanin
cesitli isaretlerini ¢ozmektir. Yorumu dis imleri ¢oziimleme faaliyeti olarak goren
Ricoeur, bu noktada Gadamer’den uzaklagir. Zira Alman felsefeci i¢in sorun, nasil
yorumlamak gerektiginden ziyade yorumu bir ontolojik aidiyet olarak betimlemektir.
“Bir Metin Nedir?” (1986h: 137-159) baslikli ¢alismasinda ise Ricoeur, sembollerin
yorumu sorusundan genel olarak metinlerin yorumu meselesine gecer ve agiklama ile
anlama arasindaki tamamlayict diyalektige vurgu yapar. Zira “Daha fazla agiklamak,
daha iyi anlamaktir”. Ricoeur’iin bu meshur sézii, onun Gadamer’den ne anlamda
uzaklastigina dair bir fikir vermektedir. Temel noktalarda Gadamer’e yakin olsa da
Ricoeur, yontem fikrinden vazgegmez. Anlamak sadece ontolojik bir katilim degildir,
ayni zamanda insana digaridan gelen nesneleri yorumlamaktir. Yalniz, daha sonra da
hatirlatacagimiz gibi, Ricoeur ayni zamanda Gadamerci aidiyeti kabul eder. Zira, bilinci
merkez dis1 birakan zaten nesnenin Onceligidir. Dolayisiyla, tiim nesnellesme
sekillerinde oldugu gibi (mitler, semboller, sanat eserleri, vs.), okuyucu ve metin
arasindaki iliskide de yorumlama faaliyetinden de dnce metin ilk pozisyondadir ve 6zne
ikincildir. Okuma hep sonradan gelir; dnce okunacak nesnel dilsel verilerden olusan
imler olmalidir. Ve Ricoeur i¢in bu ikincilik sadece kronolojik degildir, ayn1 zamanda
etiktir, zira okuyucuda bir “tevazu”ya (Frey 2008: 3) yol agmalidur.

“Vahiy Fikrinin Hermen6tigi” yazisinda Ricoeur, “dolayli refleksiyon”
kavramini vahiy yorumunun yol a¢tig1 merkezdisiligin zeminini hazirlayan ii¢ kavramin
ilki olarak sunar. Diger ikisi Gadamerci “aidiyet” ve “metnin onilinde kendini
anlama”dir.® Ik anlamda merkezdisilik, yani metni yorumlamadan 6nce yabanci bir
soylemin egemen oOzneyi sorgulamasi, metnin yorumu ile gelen ikinci anlamdaki
merkezdisilik icin hazirlayic1 bir 6gedir. Bu ikili iliskiyi Ricoeur, o6zellikle dini
metinlerden bahsettigi bir makalede ele alir. Burada Ricoeur, teolojik hermendétigi tiim
soylemler i¢in gegerli olan bir yorum poetigine kesinlikle uygun gorir. Vahyin yol
actig1 merkezdisiligin zeminin hazirlayan kavramalarin “felsefi” boyutlarinin altini
¢izer. Bir anlami da vahiy olan (révélation), 6zne ile bulustugunda onu merkez disi

Bu noktada Ricoeur, bilincin daima bir seyin bilinci oldugunu vurgulayan Husserl’in
yonelimsellik kuramindan etkilenmistir. Ricoeur’iin Husserl ve fenomenolojiyle ilgili yazilari
icin bkz. 1986a.

2010b: 251-253. Gadamer’e atifta bulunan Ricoeur, “aidiyet” kavramini “sozde dzerk 6zne ile
sozde karsit nesneyi kapsayan igerme (inclusion) iliskisi” olarak tanimlar.
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birakir ve onun 6zerkligine, egemenlik hissine kargi ¢ikar. Ancak buradaki révélation
kavrami, sadece dini degildir, nitekim Ricoeur’iin ilgisini ¢eken de “kelimenin gayri-
dinT (a-religieux) anlami”dir (a.e., 237-238). Fransizca révélation, “agiga ¢ikarmak”,
“aciklamak”, “ifsa etmek” anlamma gelen révéler fiilinden tiiremistir. Dolayisiyla
burada Ricoeur’iin ele aldigi révélation kavrami yorumun, yazarin Oniine metnin
diinyasin1 (monde du texte) agmasini isaret etmektedir. “Metnin diinyas1” yorumun yol
actig1 ikinci anlamda merkezdisilig1 anlamak igin kilit kavramdir.

Yorumla Acilan Metnin Diinyasi

Ikinci anlamda yani yorum esnasinda 6zneyi merkez dis1 birakan unsur “metnin
diinyas1”dir. Yani artik s6z konusu olan sadece nesne olarak metin degil, onun
anlamidir. “Metnin diinyas1” veya Gadamer’in “metnin konusu” (Sache) olarak
tammladig1'®, metnin anlamim 6znenin beklentilerine kapatmaya engel olan kavramdir.
Okuyucunun kendine mal ettigi, sahiplendigi anlam, gizli bir niyet gibi metnin
arakasinda degil de metnin Oniinde acilan bir diinya teklifidir. Sorun, yazarin nesnel
olarak ne demek istedigini anlamak degildir, metnin gdndergesini (référence), ne
iizerine oldugunu bulmaktir. Metin, diinyaya yeni bir bakis imkaninin baslangicim
olusturur.

“Metnin diinyas1” kavramu Gottlob Frege’nin yaptigi anlam ile gonderim
arasindaki ayrimin sonucudur (1971: 102-126; Rizvanoglu 2008: 222). Anlam, sdyleme
ickin olan ideal nesneyi ifade ederken, gonderim dil dis1 bir gergeklige gondermede
bulunur ve 6nermenin gergeklige ulasma iddiasini olusturur. Dil ile s6ylem arasindaki
fark bu sekilde agiklik kazanir, zira dilde dis gerceklige hi¢ bir gonderme bulunmaz
iken, sdylemde dis diinyaya gonderme s6z konusudur. Ricoeur, sdylemin sozlii halden
yazili hale gectiginde, gonderimin nasil bir doniisim gecirdigini sorgular. Sozli
sylemde, dilin gosterimsel (monstrative) boyutu ¢ok agiktir. Yazili soylem ise olusum
stirecindeki baglamdan kopar ve olagan gergeklige gondermeyi iptal eder. Yani, tipki
kurgusal metinde oldugu gibi, yazili sdylem de olagan dilin génderimsel boyutundan
styrilir ve gergekligin giindelik dilin ulastigindan daha derin bir katmanina géndermede
bulunur. Birinci derecede gonderimin askiya alinmasi, ikinci derecede gonderimsel bir
giicli ortaya ¢ikarir. Artik bu gonderimsel gii¢, giindelik hayatin el altindaki nesnelerine
degil de Heidegger’in isledigi diinyada-varlik’a gondermede bulunur (Ricoeur 1986b:
114). Yorumlanmasi gereken metnin projeksiyonunda bulunan diinyada-varlik
modudur. Bu aidiyet bi¢imi, 6zne ile nesneler arasindaki iligkiden once gelir ve
uygunluk veya ampirik dogrulama olarak algilanan hakikat fikrine karsi c¢ikar.
Dolayisiyla metin, agiga c¢ikarici, ifsa edici (révélant) bir glice sahiptir. Ve bu gilg
sayesinde okuyucu metin vesilesiyle diinya ile kurdugu iligkiyi farkli sekilde
yasayabilir. Metnin olusturdugu, gondermede bulundugu diinya, 6zneyi gindelik
hayatindan uzaklastirir, onunla bir “mesafe” (distance)ll iliskisi kurmasimi saglar.

10 . . . . . .. <
Ricoeur “metnin konusu” veya “metnin diinyas1” ifadelerini Gadamer’e borglu oldugunu

belirtir (Bkz. Frey 2008: 33).
“Mesafe” kavrami Ricoeur’in hermeneutiginde o6nemli bir yer tutar ve bir anlamda
Gadamer’e karsi ¢iktig1 noktalar1 dzetler. Zira her ne kadar Ricoeur Gadamer’in “aidiyet”

11
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Metnin diinyast hem yazarin niyetinden uzaklasir, hem de okuyucunun niyeti ile arasina
mesafe koyar. Bu sekilde metin bir 6zerklik, bir nesnellik kazanir.

Ikinci anlamda, yani yorum esnasinda gerceklesen merkezdisiligi anlamak igin
onu, metnin diinyasinin okuyucu tarafindan sahiplenmesinin sonucu olarak gérmek
gerekir. Hermendtigin amaci eger metni anlamaksa, metnin diinyast bunun okuyucunun
beklentilerine indirgenmesine karsi ¢ikar. Metnin “konu”su veya “diinyasi”nin okuyucu
tarafindan sahiplenmesi gerekir, ancak bunun i¢in insan kendi kendine sahip olmaktan
vaz gecmelidir. Burada Ricoeur, “décentrement” kavramina yakin anlamda
“désappropriation” kelimesini kullanir. “Dé” olumsuzlamaya isaret ederken,
“s’approprier” yani sahiplenmek, aym zamanda “propre” (has, 6zgun) kelimesine
gondermede bulunur. Yani, metnin anlamini “benim-semek” igin &znenin kendi
benliginden uzaklagmasi gerekir. Ricoeur, meshur deyiminde de belirttigi gibi “kendinin
efendisi beni, metnin dgrencisi (disciple) kendi ile” degistirir (1986b: 54). Yani ¢ok
garpict bir ifadeyle, okuyucuyu metnin hizmetgisi, takipgisi olmaya davet eder.
Okuyucu kendi benligi ile arasmma mesafe koyup, bir anlamda metin tarafindan
sekillenmeyi kabul eder. Daha 6nce kabullenmis oldugu diinya goriisiinii askiya alir ve
olaylara “metnin diinyas1” acisindan bakma tevazusunu gosterir. Ricoeur’e gore
hermendtigi, “okuyan 6znenin metin iizerine dnceligiyle tanimlamak” (a.e., 31) soz
konusu olamaz. Burada merkezde olan tek unsur, ne yazar, ne de okuyucudur, sadece
metnin kendisidir. Okuduk¢a degismeyi kabullendigi miiddetge, okuyucu metnin
otekiligiyle gercekten bulusmus olur (Jeanrond 1995: 28). “Kendi (soi), metnin ‘konu’su
tarafindan olusturulmustur” (1986b: 117) ve metin tarafindan sekillenen, hatta
yorumlanan bu ben, kendi, daha “genis” bir kendidir. Metni tam anlamiyla anlamak, bir
nesneye sahip olmakla degil, narsistik benden vaz ge¢cmekle olur (Joy 2011: 228). Zira
yeni “dlinyada-varlik” tiirlerini teklif ederek metnin diinyasi, 6znenin kendisini farkli
sekillerde yorumlamasini saglar. Bu nedenledir ki “metnin bende yeni bir 6znellik
agmast i¢in, okuyucunun dnceki 6znelligi askiya alinmalidir” (Abel 1992: 26). Birinci
bélumde ontolojik bir ikincilligi ele almistik. Burada ise merkezdisilik siireci ¢ok daha
ileri gider, zira yorumlama insani degistiren bir eylemdir. Metnin agtig1 diinya
“gergeklige olagan bakis tarzini askiya alir ve 6zneyi dnyargilarinin, sinirh goriiglerinin
ve yanilsamalarinin digina ¢ikarir” (Amherdt 2004: 627). Metnin bagkaligina samimi bir
sekilde agilmak, merkezdis1 kalmay1 kabullenip, kendini farkli sekilde algilamaya hazir
olmay1 gerektirir. Dolayistyla, 6znenin yorum esnasinda karsilastifi kisi baska bir
bendir, “bilinmeyen bir kendisi”dir (Greisch 2006: 44).

Ricoeur’iin hermenoétigi 6znellige yer verir ama 6znelci degildir. Anlama, ancak
metnin diinyasinin bir biling tarafindan sahiplenilmesiyle miimkiin olur. Metin dzellikle
bir kisiye hitap ettigi miiddetge anlamlidir, ancak bir kisiye hitap etmek zorunlu olarak

fikrini benimsese de ona gore bu fikri “mesafe” kavramiyla dengelemek gerekir. Aksi
takdirde 6zne elestirel boyutu tamamiyla kaybetme riskiyle karsi karsiya kalir. Bu acidan
Ricoeur, ontolojik yaklagimla yontem fikrinden vazgegmeyen epistemolojik yaklasim
arasinda bir bag kurmaya galisir (Bkz. 1986b: 362-377).
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onu hakli ¢ikarmak anlamina gelmez.12 Ricoeur ne anlami mutlak bir nesnellige
kapatip, 6zneler arasindaki farkli anlama olanaklarini yok eder ne de anlami tamamiyla
Oznelerin diinyalarina indirger. Metnin 6zne i¢in siiphesiz bir anlami veya daha acik bir
ifadeyle, 6znenin tecriibe ettigi bir anlami vardir; ama o anlam 6zneyi degistiren 0znel
anlamdir. Yani metin 6zneyi haksiz ¢ikardigi miiddetce 6zellikle ona hitap eder. Bu
sekilde 6zne daha genis bir kendi ile bulusur, bu genis benlik ise “diinya teklifine en
uygun sekilde cevap veren varolus teklifi’dir (1986b: 117). Yani yorumlama siirecini
kontrol altinda tutan 6zne degildir, tam tersine o metin tarafindan kurulur ve bu sekilde
metin mutlak bagkaligini korumus olur. 13

Aslinda Ricoeur 6zne fikrinden tamamiyla vaz ge¢mez. Bu anlamda o, farkh
sekillerde Nietzsche veya Heidegger’in attiklar1 bilingli 6zneyi degilleme adimini
atmaz. Degisen 0zne yok olan 6zne degildir. Tam tersine, merkezindist da olsa, onun
varlig1 devam eder. Ve okuyucunu kimligi, 6znelligi metinde yok olmaz. Bu noktaya
aciklik getirmek icin Ricoeur’lin yorum felsefesi ile Baskas: Olarak Kendisi kitabinda
ele aldigi kimlik kurami arasinda baglanti kurmamiz gerekecektir. Adi gecen kitapta
Ricoeur, Derek Parfit’le bagkalik konusunda diyaloga girer ve bu konuda ondan
uzaklasir. Kisilik tizerine kurulmayan bir ahlak felsefesi olugturan Parfit Reasons and
Persons kitabinda “ldentity is not what matters” (Bkz. Parfit 1986: 245-280) der. Hatta
kitabinin sonunda Budizm’e gondermede bulunur: “Bouddha sdyle demistir:
‘Kardeslerim! Kalan, eylemler ve sonuglaridir, eylemde bulunan kisi kalmaz (...). Birey
yoktur; bu sadece bir 6ge yiginina atfedilen uzlagmali bir isimdir’” (a.e., 502). Parfit
burada, Budist ogretiye yakin bir sekilde, kisisel ozerklikten vaz ge¢me Onerisinde
bulunur. Iste bu noktada Ricoeur, Parfit’le arasina mesafe koyar. Zira ona gore Parfit
“aynmlik” (mémeté) ile “benimlik” (mienneté) arasindaki farki yeterince gérmez ve
yalnizca ikincisine karsi ¢ikmaktansa, birincisinden de vaz geger. “Aynilik”, zaman
gecerken bir kimligin ayni kalmasina isaret ederken, “benimlik” sahiplik, iyelik
fikirlerini ¢agristirir. Yani Ricoeur’e gore “kim” sorusunu sormaya devam etmeliyiz.
Eger benim kimligim tiim anlamini kaybetseydi, bu 6tekinin kimligi i¢in de s6z konusu
olurdu, der Ricoeur (2010a: 187).

Refleksif gelenekle elestirel bir bag kursa da Ricoeur bu gelenegin icinde yer
almaya devam eder. Gadamer’in tersine o 6zne felsefesini reddetmez.™ Ricoeur icin tek
sorun benligin, 6znenin kendisi degil, ondaki kendi bilincine varmanin dolaysiz ve kesin
oldugu iddiasidir. Descartes i¢in kesin olan Ego, Ricoeur igin bir bilmecedir, bir
muammadir. Bizim ac¢imizdan buradaki O6nemli nokta Ricoeur’iin 6zne fikrinden
vazge¢memesidir. Zira 6zne hermenétik siirecin hem basinda hem sonunda yer alir.
Metne gore ikincil de olsa, siirecin bagindaki 6zne metni anlamak i¢cin onu kendi
hayatina uygulayan 6znedir. Siirecin sonundaki 6zne ise, yorum vesilesiyle daha otantik
bir sekilde kendine dénen 6znedir.

12 . . . .. Cog.
Jean Greisch Ricoeur’iin merkezdisi 6zne kuramini manevi bir agidan ele alir ve “Tanrinin

s6zii kendini bana duyursun, bana karsi olsa bile” diyen Biiyiikk Gregorius’le yakinligini
vurgular (a.e., 46).

“Ricoeur appreciated that a text represented a form of otherness that could put the reader into
question” (Joy 2011: 227).

Ricoeur bu fikri tekrar tekrar vurgular: 1986b: 25; 1969: 322; 1995c: 15.

13

14
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Refleksif Gelenek ve Oznenin Muhafazasi

Anlamin Ozneye Uygulanmasi

Ricoeur’in Cogito’su ne Descartes’in temel kaygisi olan yiiceltilmis Cogito’dur
ne de Nietzsche’nin soybiliminin dipsizligine kayip asagilanmig Cogito’dur (2010a: 28).
Ne var ki Ricoeur Descartes’¢1 gelenegi tam olarak reddetmez fakat tartisir; Cogito’nun
merkeziyetini ve egemenligini sorgular. Onun refleksif felsefeye hem yakin hem uzak
olusunu anlamak i¢in bu geleneginin temel iki egilimine deginmek gerekir. Bir yandan,
Descartes’in  6zne felesefesinden, Kant’in kritisizminden ve Husserl’in agkinsal
fenomenolojisinden olusan “rasyonalist egilim” (Michel 2004: 645) bilincin kendi
kendini konumlandirmasina vurguda bulunur. Ote yandan Ricoeur’iin meyilli oldugu
“dirimselci (vitaliste) egilim”, bilinci “arzu” (désir) ve hayata bagimli kilar ve onun
istlinliiglinii tartismaya agar. Bu ikinci egilim dogrultusunda Spinoza, bilgi dereceleri
ile var olma arzusu ve g¢abasi arasinda bag1 kurar, Nietzsche Gii¢ istencinden degerler
¢ikarir, Freud ise bilincin temsillerini libido’ya baglar. Ricoeur’e gelince, o refleksif
felsefenin rasyonalist kolundan ziyade bu dirimselci gelenekte yer alir. Burada artik
biling “anlamayr saglayan degil, anlasilmasi gerekendir” (2009: 239). Biling ve
temsilleri daima bir arzuya ve bir ¢abaya, bir gayrete (effort) tabidir. Ozneyi etkisi
altindan tutan giigler, onu kendisinin dolaysiz bilincine varmasini engeller. O, siirekli
olarak bir gelenekle, bir kilttrel eserle, bir metinle — veya bir baskasiyla — bulusarak var
olur. Yani Ricoeur’{in dirimselci Cogito’su hayattan kopuk bir biling degildir.

Kendinden uzaklasma, kendini yeniden sahiplenmeden bagimsiz diisiiniilemez.
“Ben, okuyucu, kendimi kaybederek bulurum” (1986b: 117) der Ricoeur. Yani
Ricoeur’iin refleksif felsefesinde biling siirecin basinda degil sonundadir; o bir “gérev”
(tAche)’dir (2006: 51). Okuyucu bir “stinger” (Greisch 2001: 262) misali anlami emmez.
O degisir fakat metinle 6zdeslesmez, kimligini kaybetmez. Ricoeur i¢in, 6zneye doniis
kagimilmazdir. Dolayisiyla Ricoeur’lin Cogito’su yaral bir Cogito’dur. “Yarali Cogito”
kavrami Ricoeur’iin gorislerini ¢ok iyi Ozetler, zira bir biling vardir ancak baskasinin
varlig1 tarafindan yaralanmis, kirilmistir. 1 Baskast Olarak Kendisi kitabinda Ricoeur
durumu su sekilde Ozetler: “Nesnellestirme sapagi” kendi (soi)’nden kendisi (soi-
méme)’ne gotiiren en kestirme yoldur (a.e., 454). Siirecin bagindaki Cogito ile slrecin
sonundaki Cogito farki “benlik” ile “kendilik” arasindaki farktir. Bu noktada da
Ricoeur’iin Gadamer’den ayrildigin1 goriiriiz. Zira her iki felsefecinin baslangig
noktalar1 farklidir. Daha once de ifade ettigimiz gibi her ne kadar bu gelenegi igeriden
sorgulasa da Ricoeur refleksif gelenckten gelir. Gadamer ise Heidegger’ci goriigiin
etkisi altinda Descartes’a tamamiyla karsi ¢ikar.

Oznenin  muhafazasim  Ricoeur’iin  uygulama kavrami  gergevesinde
degerlendirmek gerekir. Anlamak, metnin diinyasmi okuyucuya uygulamak, tatbik
etmektir. Daha 6nce ifade ettigimiz gibi, metni tam anlamak i¢in okuyucunun anlami
“benimseme”si,  sahiplenmesi (s’approprier)16 gerekir.  Appropriation  yani

1 “varali Cogito” (Cogito blessé) veya “kirtk Cogito” (Cogito brisé) deyimlerini, Nietzsche’nin

putlart kiran ¢eki¢ diislincesinin Descartes’in 6znesine uygulanmasi olarak yorumlayabiliriz
(Bkz. 2010a: 15).

18 Ricoeur iki kavrami denk olarak goriir (Bkz. 1986b: 116).
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“benimseme”, mesafe kavramini disarida birakan, onun aksini ifade eden bir anlam
haizdir. Ricoeur anlama siirecinde mesafenin dnemini farkli yerlerde ve farkl sekillerde
vurgular: Yazi vesilesiyle metnin yazarin niyetinden uzaklagmasi, metne epistemolojik
ve yontemsel olarak uzaktan bakma imkani, okuyucunun kendi kimligine mesafe
almasi, vs. Ancak mesafe ayni zamanda diyalektik olarak yakinliga baghdir. o
Uzaklagma sahiplenmeyi imkénsiz kilmaz; tam tersine, onun karsit dengini olusturur.
Ayrica “benimseme”, romantik hermenétigin 6ngordiigii gibi yazarin niyeti ile i¢sel bir
bag1 ifade etmez. Benimsenen yazarin niyeti degil, metnin agtig1 diinyadir.

Anlami kendine uygulamak icin, okuyucu kendinden uzaklasmali ve aym
zamanda metnin diinyasini benimsemelidir. Dolayisiyla anlama siirecinde 6zne ile metin
arasindaki mesafe — ister kultlrel ister zamansal olsun — azalir. Ricoeur i¢in buradaki
kilit kavram uygulama kavramidir zira “okuma, bir miizik partisyonunun icrast gibidir”
(1986b: 171). Tipki miizik alaninda oldugu gibi, yorumlama da metnin semantik
imkanlarin1 canlandirir. Bu noktada Ricoeur, Gadamer’e atifta bulunur ve onun oyun
kuramin1 savunur (a.e., 132). Tipkt ger¢ek hayatta ciddiyet fikrinin hapsettigi imkanlari
serbest biraktig1 gibi, “oyun 6znellikte, salt ahlaki bir 6znellik algisinin gérme imkani
sunmadig1t baskalagma olanaklar1 acar” (1986b: 132). Kaldi ki alman felsefecinin
hermenétiginde de uygulama (Anwendung) kurami 6zel bir 6nem tasir. Ricoeur’iin de
hatirlattig1 gibi, uygulama meselesi hermenétigin eski konularindandir. Temel sorun,
metnin anlamimi okuyucunun bugiinkii hayatina tatbikidir. Gadamer’e gore eski
hermen6tik — yani Schleiermacher ile 6zel hermenétiklerden genel hermendtige gecisten
once — ii¢ kisimdan miitesekkildi: anlama (subtilitas intelligendi), agiklama (subtilitas
explicandi) ve uygulama (subtilitas applicandi) (Dursun 2004: 227). Gadamer, anlama
ve aciklamayr uygulamadan aywran ve bunlart iki farkli asama gibi goéren
Schleiermacher’i elestirir ve hermenétigi 6zellikle uygulama kavrami cercevesinde
algilamay1 savunur. Ricoeur de bu noktada Gadamar’e katilir. Heidegger’den once
uygulama, anlamaya nazaran ikincil bir mesele gibi algilaniyor, yorumlama esnasinda
6zel durumlara uygulama sorusu heniiz glindeme getirilmiyordu. Yani hermenétik siireg
ikiye ayrilmaktaydi: Once yorumlama vesilesiyle metin anlasilir, ardindan da ele edilen
ve okurdan bagimsiz oldugu diisiiniilen anlam, okurun 6zel hayatina tatbik edilirdi.

Gadamer’e gore 6zel hermendétiklerden evrensel hermendétige gegisi saglarken,
Schleiermacher’in kullandig1 model filolojik ydntemdi. Bu da metne karsi mesafe
almay1 gerektirmekte ve anlamin tatbikini 6nemsizlestirmekteydi. Dolayisiyla her ne
kadar ilk iki subtilitas (incelik)’1, yani anlama ve agiklamay1 bulugturmus olsa da genel
hermendtik uygulama sorununu kenarda birakmaktaydi. Metnin evvela bir nesne,
tarihsel bir belge gibi ele alinmasi gerekiyordu. Pratik anlamda uygulama sorunu ¢ok
onemli degildi. Gadamer ise filoloji yerine hukuki ve teolojik hermendtikleri model
almay1 Onerir ve tarihi de bu agidan sorgular (2009: 68). Dolayisiyla tipki hukuki ve dini
metinlerde oldugu gibi uygulama meselesi merkezi bir konum kazanir. Gadamer’in

" Benzer sekilde Ricoeur, Dilthey’in kurdugu ve Gadamer’in daha radikal bir boyut
kazandirdig: agiklama ile anlama arasindaki net ayrim kabul etmez. O, ontolojik aidiyet
gerektiren ve agiklamadan once gelen anlama ile yonteme yer vererek anlamayi gelistiren
agtklama arasinda bir hermendtik dongiiden bahseder (1986b: 186; Rifat 2008: 51-58).
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netice olarak vardigi nokta, anlamin pratik boyuttan bagimsiz bir sekilde
nesnellestirilemezligidir. 18

Ancak Gadamer’de oyun metaforunun tasvir ettigi ontolojik aidiyet 6zne fikrine
kars1 ¢ikar. O, Heidegger’in takipgisi olarak, metinle kurulan i¢ igelik iliskisinde
Oznenin kayboldugunu savunur. Dolayisiyla, uygulama kuramini 6znelci bir sekilde
yorumlamak i¢in bu noktada Gadamer ile Ricoeur arasindaki temel farka deginmek
gerekmektedir. Oyun metaforunda, iki filozof metin ile 6zne arasindaki iliskiyi farkli
sekillerde diistiniirler. Gadamer i¢in 6zne kendini tamamiyla oyuna kaptirirken ve
okuyucu bir anlamda metinde kaybolurken, Ricoeur metnin 06zne tarafindan
benimsenmesinin sartlarint sorgular (Frey 2008: 102). Yani Ricoeur’e gére metin ile
insan arasindaki bulusmada insan yok olmaz. Zira eser “okuyucularina dogru kendine
bir yol agar ve bu sekilde karsisinda kendine has bir 6znellik kurar” (1986b: 116). Yani
oyun kurami Gadamer’i bilingli 6zne fikrinden vazge¢cmeye sevk ederken, Ricoeur’i
tekrar ve dolayli bir sekilde — arzu duyan — 6zneye yonlendirir. Her ikisi icin de
oyundaki 6zne ile metnin i¢ i¢eligi okuyucuyu doniistiiriir; onu merkezin digina iter ve
yerine metni yerlestirir. Yani Ricoeur’e gore uygulama kurami hem egemen O6zneyi
merkez digt birakan unsurdur — zira yorumlama 6znenin uzaktan yaptigt bir sey degil
aktif olarak dahil oldugu ve onu degistiren bir siiregtir — hem de 6zneye geri doniisi
mimkiin kilar, zira 6znenin katilimi, onu vazgecilmez kilar, kimliginin g6z Oniine
alinmasi zaruretini dogurur.

Uygulamada 6zneyi ayrica kagimilmaz kilan ondaki imgelem yetisidir. Imgelem
vesilesiyle yorumlama 6zneyi merkez dis1 birakir. Metindeki kurgusal boyut, yani onu
0znenin giindelik hayatindan uzaklastiran yonii 6znedeki kurgusal boyuta tekabiil eder.
Okuyucunun kurgusal yonii onun su an somut olarak heniiz olmadigi ve bir giin
olabilecegi seydir. Metnin diinyasi, 6zneyi ondaki “tahayyiili ¢esitlemeler” (variations
imaginatives) (2010a: 200) uyandirarak doniistiiriir. Ricoeur “tahayyiili ¢esitleme” veya
imgelemsel varyasyon fikrini, 6znenin yanilsamalarini elegtirmek i¢in en temel imkan
olarak goriir (1986b: 370). Metnin 6znedeki imgeleme bagvurmasi, olanaklar
yelpazesini agik tutan varolus imkanlarmmin gergeklestirilmesini saglar. Benlik bu
sekilde degisime ugrar ve metnin yeni diinyalari, kendi kendimizi anlamamizi yeniden
sekillendirir (2010b: 112). Imgelem, diinyada daima baska sekilde var olma imkanlar:
oldugunu siirekli olarak insana hatirlatir. Ricoeur’iin imgelem anlayisi, imgeden veya
imge olusturma kapasitesinden yola ¢ikmaz. Onun zemini, metafor veya Oykiisel
kurguda oldugu gibi, farkli séylemsel yaraticilik bigimlerinden olusur. Ricoeur’iin
ilgisini ceken onlardaki ikinci derecede yani gundelik hayattan uzak, gdndergeler
olusturma giictidiir. Dolayistyla yeni varlik benlikte dnce imgelemde sekillenir. Ricoeur
imgelem kavraminin altin1 ¢izer ve onu iradeden ayirir, zira “kendini yeni imkénlar

8 Hakikat ve Yontem’in birinci boliimde, Gadamer bu iligkiyi sanat ¢ergevesinde ele alir ve

oyun kavramu agisindan betimler (a.e., 141-154). Tipki bir partisyonun yorumlanmadan, bir
tiyatro piyesinin icra edilmeden tam anlamiyla var olamayacag: gibi, anlam da okuyucunun
hayatina tatbik edilmeden gercekten var olamaz. Metnin kurallar1 vardir ve 6zne bu kurallara
uymak durumundadir. Oyun baglaminda diisiiniildiigiinde 6zne merkeziyetini kaybeder ve
yeri oyunun bizzat kendisine birakir.
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tarafindan kaptirma giicii, karar verme ve tercihte bulunma giiciinden 6nce gelir”
(1986bh: 132).

Dirimselci Cogito’nun 6nemli bir yetisini olusturan imgelem soylem poetiginden
varolus poetigine gecis imkanini sunar (a.e.). Onun vesilesiyle, yorumlama siirecinde,
metinden onu okuyan Oznenin hayatina yani eyleme gecis saglanmir. Imgelem
yorumlanan sdyleme ontolojik bir boyut kazandirir. Zira onda tam anlamiyla yaratici bir
giic mevcuttur. Dolayisiyla basit bir metin okumasi imgelem sayesinde insani
degistirebilir. Clinkii metin dnce okuyucunun imgelemine hitap eder. Bagka sekilde
yasama imkanlar1 oldugunu hatirlatan bu imgelemdir. Bunun i¢in okuyucu, 6znelliginin
imgelemsel varyasyonlarinin “oyun”unu saglamalidir (Amherdt 2004: 442). Yani oyun
kavrami sayesinde imgelem, okuyucuda doniigiimii miimkiin kilar.

Aynilik ve Farklhihik Diyalektigi

Benlik degiserek de olsa varligim muhafaza eder ¢ilinkii aslinda metni
yorumladiginda okuyucu ayni zamanda kendini yorumlar.19 Metni anlamaya gayret
gostermek, “insanin kendini anlamaya” gayret gostermesidir (Rifat 2008: 53). Zira bir
metni yorumlayan 6zne, ayni zamanda kendisini de bagka bir sekilde gérmeye baslar.
Frye’in Biiyiik Sifie kitabina atifta bulunan Ricoeur, okuyucu ile kitap arasindaki
0zdeslik gereginin altini cizer. Kitab1 bir aynaya benzeten metafora basvurarak sdyle
devam eder: “Metni agirlayarak, kendimizi ona Oziimliiyoruz ve kitabr aynaya
doniistiiriiyoruz” (1995a: 168). Ve okuyucu bu aynada kendini kesfeder. Ricoeur’iin
ozneye verdigi onem burada farkli bir boyut kazanir zira onun i¢in metni anlamak ayni
zaman metnin 6niinde kendimizi daha iyi anlamaktir, yani metin sayesinde kendimizi
daha iyi tanima olanaklarim bulmaktir.’ Yorumlama siireci yine insanla biter zira
metnin diinyasinin olanak olarak sundugu varolus modlarini sahiplenen odur. Metin ona
daha genis bir kendilik sunar. Ricoeur icin kendilik “metnin konusu” tarafindan
olusturulmugtur. Anlam metnin arkasinda bir niyet degil de metnin oniinde acilan bir
diinyadir demistik. Oysa metnin 6niinde olan insanin kendisidir. Dolayistyla, okuyucu
icin metni yorumlamak aymi zamanda kendini yorumlamaktir. Iste tam olarak bunun
icin “anlamak, kendini metnin 6nlinde anlamakzr” (1986b: 117). Okuyucu kimliginden
vazgegmez, metin sayesinde daha genis bir bene ulasir. Bu ben, metnin olanak olarak
sundugu diinyaya en uygun sekilde cevap veren varolus modudur.

Cogito’nun kendinden vazge¢mesi, kendine yeniden sahip olmasina engel
olusturmaz. Ricoeur bu baglamda kendini-olumlama ile kendini-silme diyalektiginden
bahseder ve otantik kendiligi bu sekilde tanimlar. Bu diyalektik, “sahip-olma ve sahip-
olmama21, 0zen ve Ozensizlik (...) diyalektigidir” (2010a: 229). Daha oOnce de

9 Anlamanmn énce kendini anlamadan ibaret oldugu fikri Heidegger’in Dasein kuraminda da

mevcuttur (Bkz. Heidegger 2008, 154).

Greisch 2006: 45. Jean Greisch, ayna metaforuyla Ricoeur ile Biiyiik Gregorius arasinda yeni
bir benzerlik kurar ve kitabin okuyucuya kendi ruhunu gérme imkanini sundugunu savunur.
Burada Ricoeur “dépossession” kavramini kulanir ve “décentrement” veya “dessaisissement”
(elden birakma) tabirlerindeki gibi Fransizca’da karsitlik, yoksunluk veya olumsuzlamayi

20

21
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belirttigimiz gibi “Ben, okuyucu, kendimi kaybederek bulurum” der Ricoeur. Kendini
kaybetme ile kendine geri gelme arasindaki dairesel iliskiye Ricoeur sik sik deginir. Bu
iligki, merkezdisilik ile anlamin sahiplenilmesi arasinda bir “oyun”dur (Amherdt 2004:
114). Bu degilleme ve olumlama diyalektigi Ricoeur’iin Bagskas: Olarak Kendisi
kitabinda kimlik kurami ¢ercevesinde kargimiza ¢ikar. Burada Ricoeur farkli bir kimlik
anlayist sunar ve kimligi aynilik ile baskalik arasindaki dongii vesilesiyle tanimlar.
“Kendilik ile kendinden bagkalik diyalektigi” kimligini 6ziine bir bagkalik yerlestirir.
Ve bu sekilde, kendilik baskasi olmadan diisiiniilemez ama ayni1 zamanda kendiligini de
terk etmez. Ricoeur Levinas’tan 6zellikle bu noktada uzaklasir zira ona gore ne Husserl
ne Levinas baskalik ile kendilik arasindaki dengeyi tam kuramaz. Zira bir taraftan,
Kartezyen Meditasyon’larin besinci meditasyonunda Husserl baskasini bagka bir ben,
bir alter ego olarak diisiinerek, onun bagkaligim1 6znenin benligine indirgerken, diger
taraftan Levinas, ikili iliskinin merkezini tamamen baskasinda goriir ve benlige
yeterince yer veremez (2010a: 251). Yani Ricoeur’e gore, “kendilik ‘krizi’nin etkisi,
kendinin-takdirinin  yerine kendinden-nefreti gecirmek olmamalidir’(a.e., 229).
Dolayisiyla, baskaligi digsalikla 6zdeslestirirken Ricoeur, igsel bir bagkaliga, bilincin
digsalligina yer verir (a.e., 532).

Ricoeur Latince sozcukler olan idem ile ipse arasindaki fark vesilesiyle, 6znedeki
aynilik ve farklilik boyutlarini vurgular. ldem olarak kimlik zamanda aynilik, siireklilik
anlamini tasir, “ne?” sorusuna cevaptir (a.e., 164); kiside karakterin sabitligidir.
Karakter “sayelerinde bir kisiyi tanidigimiz siirekli egilimlerin tamami”dir (a.e., 162).
Belli nitelikleri tasiyan kisinin belli bir kisi oldugunu biliriz. Ipse olarak kimlik ise
“kim?” sorusuna cevap olusturan, sorumluluk tasiyan 6znedir (Acar Vanleene 2011b:
216-217). Burada sadakat, verilen sdze bagli kalma devreye girer (2010a: 165). Vaat,
O0znede degisim imkanini sunan unsurdur. Bu acidan, alti yagindaki bir ¢ocukla, kirk
sene sonraki adam ayni kisi olabilir. Ancak aym kisi oldugunu bilmemize ragmen,
burada sabit belirgin bir t6z yoktur. Yani “kim” sorusuna cevap tozsel bir 6zne
degildir.22 Ricoeur kimligi bu iki boyutun diyalektik bulusmasi olarak goriir ve bu
sekilde kimligi sadece sabitlik olarak algilamaz. Onda bir baskaliga yer verir. Anlatisal
kimlik (identité narrative) bu iki model arasindaki baglantiy1 kurar. “Anlatisal kimlik”
kavrami par¢alanmig Cogito’ya veya merkezdigi kalmis 6zneye yeniden bir birlik, bir
kimlik kazandiran unsuru olusturur (Bkz. 2007: 71-107; 2010a: 189-201). Bu biitiinliigii
birey, kendisi hakkinda olusturacag bir dykii vesilesiyle kazanir. Zira ister tarihsel ister
kurgusal olsun, her oykii bir karisikliga, cesitlilige birlik kazandiran bir “entrika”
(intrigue) olusturur. Oykii, farklilasan veya catisan olaylari, amaglari, sebepleri,
tesadiifleri, tamamlanmis bir eylemin zamansal birligi icinde birlestirir. Genel olarak
insanin zaman algisia uyguladigi bu yaklasima, Baskas: Olarak Kendisi kitabinda
Ricoeur kimligi diisiinmek i¢in bagvuruyor.

ifade eden ve daha once de degindigimiz “dé” Onegine ozel bir vurguda bulunur. Yani s6z
konusu basit bir “sahip olmama”dan 6te sahip olmay: kaybetme, sahip olunandan yoksun
olmadir. Miitercim ayn1 kitabin bagka yerinde “dépossession de soi”’y1 “‘kendi’yi sahiplikten
azletme” seklinde cevirir. Bu geviri, yoksunluk hareketine gondermede bulundugu i¢in bize
daha dogru goziikiir (Bkz. 2010a: 187).

2 Bu konuda daha genis bilgi i¢in bkz. Acar Vanleene 2011a.
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Idem ile ipse farkinin bagkaliga yer vermesi, ayn1 zamanda metinle bulugmadaki
degisimi de miimkiin kilar. Yani Ricoeur’iin Descartes ile Nietzsche arasinda ¢izdigi
benlik anlayist hem diyakronik olarak, metinle bulusmadan sonra degisen ve baskasi
olan bene, hem de senkronik olarak ayni anda hem kendi hem bagskasi olabilen bene
atifta bulunur.”® Bu sekilde, kendine bagka olmak metnin bagkaliginin idrakinin
éinkosuludur.24 Dolayisiyla, Ricoeur’iin kimlik felsefesinde idem/ipse farki ile yorum
felsefesinde merkezdist 6zne kurami dogrudan ilis;,kilendirilebilir.25 Zira metnin
diinyasin1 sahiplenmede, 6zne hem idem’in ayniliginda kalir, hem de baskalik tarafindan
etkilenmis “kendi”ligin kimligine ulagir (Chauvet 2011: 8). Yani, metnin yorumu
Oznenin benlikten (moi) kendilige (S0i) ge¢mesini saglar. Aslinda, yorum sorununa
odaklanirken, “kendinin efendisi beni, metnin dgrencisi (disciple) kendi ile
degistiriyorum” dediginde Ricoeur, farkli bir sey séylemez (1986b: 54). Aradaki tek
fark, Ricoeur’iin sdyleminde baskalik fikri, metnin bagkaligindan bagka kisiye gecer.
Fakat her iki durumda da 6zne kendini sorgulanmis, merkezdisi bir halde bulur. Her iki
durumda da “kendini-olumlama ve kendini-silme diyalektigi” s6z konusudur (2010a:
229). Yani, “kendi” (le soi) kavramiyla artik dirimselci Cogito etik bir boyut kazanir
(Michel 2004: 654). Ayrica, daha once degindigimiz imgelem ve imgelemsel
varyasyonlar, yorum felsefesinde merkezdisilik fikri ile kimlik sorunsalinda anlatisal
kimlik kurami arasindaki bagi kurmay1 saglar. Zira hem Metinden Eyleme’de (Du texte
a I’action), hem Baskasi Olarak Kendisi kitabinda degindigi bu “tahayyiili ¢esitlemeler”
kavrami, kimlik ve hermenétik alanlarinda kendilik ile bagkalik diyalektigine imkan
tanir. Iimgelem sayesinde, hem gecen zamana ragmen, hem metni yorumlama siirecinde,
0zne bir yandan degisir, diger yandan ayn1 kisi olarak yasamini siirdiiriir.

Yazimizin basinda, Ricoeur’iin “Ozerklik ve Itaat” baslikli metninde itaati
Ozerklik ve 6zgirlige engel gérmedigini ifade etmistik. Aksine, o sozii Ozgiirlik
kaynagi olarak goriir. Ve digsal bir sdyleme itaat veya 6zneden once gelen bir metnin
yorumu, Ozgiirliigii yok etmedigi gibi kisisel sorumluluga da karsi ¢ikmaz. Oznenin
muhafazasi, ayn1 zamanda sorumluluk imkanini da sunar. Yani, Ricoeur degisimine
ragmen eylemlerinden sorumlu olan bir 6zne tasarlar (1995c: 76). Buradaki sorumluluk
fikri 6zel bir Onem tasir: Ricoeur’iin 6zne ve biling kavramlarindan vazgegmek
istememesi sorumluluk fikrinin 6neminden de kaynaklanir. Bir “sorumluluk etigi”
kurma istegi onun diisiincesinde Cogito’nun 6lmemesini saglar (Michel 2004: 650).
Oysa sorumluluk 6zgiirliik gerektirir ve bu sekilde aynilik ile baskalik, veya sahiplenme
ile vazgegme arasindaki diyalektik, ayn1 zamanda Ozgiirliik ile itaat diyalektigine

2 Bilesiklik ile degisebilme arasindaki baga Platon da farkli bir baglamda deginir: “Sence de

bilesik seylerin her zaman istikrarsiz ve degisken olduklari yerde, bilesik olmayanlarin daima
istikrarli ve sabit olmalar1 cok muhtemel degil midir?” (Platon 2013: 74, 78c¢).

Jean Greisch, Ricoeur’de ii¢ tiir bagkaliktan bahseder: metnin, baskasi olarak kendisinin ve
Tanrinin baskaligi (Greisch 2001: 427).

Din felsefesi ¢aligmalarinda Ricoeur, “gok-merkezli kendi” (soi polycentrique) kavramina bas
vurarak kimlikte baskaligi farkli bir sekilde diisinme imkanini sunar (1995a: 176).
Yorumcunun merkezdisilifa ragmen O6zne olarak kalmasini saglayan, kimliginin cogul
olmasindan kaynaklanir. Kimlikteki bu g¢okluk aslinda gesitli sdylem big¢imlerine denktir.
Yani her tiir sdylem bi¢imini (anlatilar, kehanetler, yasal metinler, 6zdeyisler, dualar, vs.)
ozne farkli sekilde okur; metnin ¢agrisina farkli sekilde cevap verir (a.e., 178).

24

25
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doniisiir. Yani 6znenin merkezdigi olmasi onun 6zgiirliigiinii yok etmez, zira o, tam
tersine, daha otantik bir sekilde imkanlarini sahiplenir. Imgelem vesilesiyle 6zne,
zorunluluktan siyrilip 6zgiir bir sekilde yaratma giiciine sahip olur.

Sonug

ki boliimden olusan yazimizda Ricoeur’iin hermenétiginde okuyucu &zne
fikrinin kartezyen gelenegi nasil sorguladigini ele almaya calistik. Birinci bdliimde,
kronolojik ve ontolojik Oncelikten ve yorumlamayla degismeden olusan iki farkl
merkezdisiligi ele aldik, ikinci boliimiimiizde Ricoeur’{in buna ragmen Cogito fikrinden
tamamiyla vazgegmedigine degindik. Ricoeur, yorumlamayi yazarin niyetinden koparsa
da onun amaci, anlami okuyucunun niyetine indirgemek degildir. Yani yazili sdylemin
yazardan bagimsizlasmasi, 6znenin metni istedigi gibi yorumlayabilecegi anlamina
gelmez. Ote yandan, yorumlama siirecinde okurun dznelligi veya kendiligi metinde yok
olmaz; zira metni anlamak ayni zamanda kendini yeni ve daha genig bir sekilde idrak
etmektir. Dolayisiyla yorumlama siirecinin sonunda, refleksif gelenegin olusturdugu
soyut 6zneden ziyade, varolussal olarak kendini anlayan bir kendi vurgulanir. Metin ile
Ozne arasinda kurulan ve her iki kutbun da o6zerkligini muhafaza eden bu iligkiyi
Ricoeur’iin sik sik degindigi “gerilim” (tension) kavrami gergevesinde degerlendirmek
gerekir. Bu gerilim agisindan yorumlayan 6znenin ontolojik ve etik konumu su sekilde
sorgulanabilir: “anlati diizleminde silinip gider gériinen bir ‘kendi’, etik diizlemde nasil
sirdiiriilecek?” Ricoeur’iin verdigi cevap sudur: “Ben Kimim” ile “Iste buradayim”
arasindaki “verimli (...) gerilim™i yasayarak (2010a: 228).

Yazimizin baginda, Ricoeur igin 6znenin ikincilliginin sadece kronolojik degil,
aymi zamanda etik oldugunu yani okuyucunun metne “tevazu”yla (Frey 2008: 3)
yaklagsmasi gerekliligini de icerdigini ifade etmistik. Ricoeur’iin yorum felsefesini
Bagskas: Olarak Kendisi kitabindaki kimlik kurami acgisindan yorumladigimizda, séz
konusu etik boyut daha da belirginlesir. Zira 6znenin i¢indeki baskalik hem metnin
baskaligin1 hem de 6teki 6znenin baskaligini kabul etmeyi miimkiin kilar. Ozne bu iic
farkli baskalik tipini esit derecede kabul etmis olur. Bu sekilde Ricoeur, bir yorum
etiginin zeminini de hazirlanug olur. Etik ile ahlak arasindaki farki betimlerken Ricoeur
etigi “iyi” yasami hedef alan yaklasim agisindan, ahlaki ise belli kurallara uymay1
gerektiren yaklasim agisindan yorumlar. Aradaki fark, vurguyu iyilige mi yoksa ddeve
mi yaptigimiza baghdir (1991b: 258). Ricoeur bu farki ayn1 zamanda Aristoteles’in
teleolojik etigi ile Kant’mn deontolojik ahlaki agisindan da agiklar.”® Kendi etik
anlayisini bu iki tutum arasinda bir orta yol arayarak savunur. Ricoeur kurallara uyumun
ehemmiyetini ihmal etmeden, ¢atisma durumlarinda etik amaca Oncelik tanir.
Aristoteles’n ihtiyat (phronesis)27 kuramina atifta bulunarak farkli durumlarda iyiligi
gozetmek icin farkli sekillerde davranmayi kabullenen “pratik erdem” (Sagesse
pratique) fikrini savunur.

® Ricoeur bu iki yaklasimi Bagskast Olarak Kendisi’nin 7. ve 8. béliimlerinde ele alir.
%" Phronesis kavram iizerine daha genis bilgi icin bkz. Aristoteles 2004: 286-289
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Etik ile ahlak arasindaki ayrimi1 yorum sorununa uygularsak, metni anlamak igin
zorunlu olarak kullanilmasi gereken mutlak bir kural sisteminin, bir ydntemin s6z
konusu olamayacagi goriilir. Ancak metnin nesnel anlamini veya yazarin niyetini
aramaktan vazgegmesi, Ricoeur’li etik olarak “iyi” yorumlar1 aramaktan vazgeg¢meye
gotlirmez. Metni iyi yorumlamak, tipki baskasiyla kurulan iligskideki gibi, onun hakkini
vermek, ona saygisizlik etmemektir. Yani burada amag, yorumun etigini savunmaktir.
Boylece, Ricoeur’iin yorum felsefesinde 6znenin konumu, hermendtik ile etik arasinda
bir bag kurmay1 saglamaktadir.
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The Decentered Subject in Riceeur’s Hermeneutics

Abstract

Through the different phases of his thought, as the hermeneutics of symbols, the
problem of the interpretation of texts, or the question of otherness, Ricceur
develops a particular conception of the subject. Its specificity lies in his concern to
be opposed hoth to the sovereign subject initiated by Cartesian philosophy and to
the negation of the subject found in Nietzsche or Heidegger. The Ricceurian
subject is a “decentered” subject, a “wounded” Cogito, who realizes his identity,
through the mediation of otherness, the otherness of a symbol, of a text or of the
other. Our purpose is to show initially how Ricceur thinks the secondarity of the
subject in front of the text, which remains first and central, preventing the reader
to reduce the meaning to his own prejudices. Thus, this decentered subject is a
reader who changes through his reading. But, in the second time, we will show
that Ricceur does not go until the annihilation of the subject in the text. Indeed, he
remains within a reflexive philosophy, to which he gives a vitalistic orientation.
For Ricceur, the subject, thought as the “self”, is not at the beginning of the
process of interpretation, but in the end, as a project. And what allows the self to
remain himself while changing in the reading is located in the part of otherness
that he carries in himself, and described by Ricceur through the duality between
idem and ipse in the narrative identity.

Faithful to his constant concern to connect the opposite, to make the conflicts
fertile, Ricceur is situated between the reflexive philosophy which comes from
Descartes and the ontological turn which, with Heidegger and Gadamer, refuses to
think the subject as a sovereign and autonomous being. The challenge on a
hermeneutic plan is to make sure to avoid both the disappearance of the text in
front of the subject as the disappearance of the subject before the text. Because in
the first case the risk would be to reduce the text to be only a pretext for the reader
and in the second case it would be that the subject, with what makes its
characteristic, its identity, disappears completely in the act of interpretation.

The idea of a decentered subject represents a way of solution to this dilemma.
Because, on the one hand, it prevents from reducing the “world of the text” to the
horizon of the reader; so that taking distance with the intention of the author has
not for consequence the control of the sense by the reader. Thus, a good reading is
a reading which changes the subject, which plays on his imaginative variations so
as to open before him new manners to live in the world. But, on the other hand,
the subject therefore is not denied; because even “wounded” the Cogito remains
an “infinite horizon” (Michel 2004: 654). This vitalistic subject is less an ego cut
off from life, than a “self” who realizes himself through the mediation of the text
or of the other. It is what explains Ricceur when he declares that he “exchange the
me, master of itself, for the self, disciple of the text" (1991a: 37).

The passage of the otherness of the text to the otherness of the other offers, by the
same occasion, the possibility of thinking the ethical challenges of interpretation.
Indeed, the refusal of a strict epistemological approach does not mean giving up
asking how to interpret the text well. The question of the right attitude in front of
the text thus arises as much as the question of the right attitude before the others.
To interpret well supposes a posture of humility, but the recognition of the text as
an other needs the maintenance of the self as an ethical subject; what Levinas has

17
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not seen, according to Ricceur. And The Course of Recognition, which is one of
his last books, testifies to the importance of the issue of recognition — recognition
of the other but also of oneself by the other — for his philosophical anthropology.

Keywords

Self, Wounded Cogito, World of the Text, Distance, Otherness, Imagination,
Ethics



Ricoeur’iin Hermenétiginde Merkezdisi Ozne

i, KOLYOl 2015724 19

KAYNAKLAR

ABEL Olivier, “La métaphore, réponse et question”, Le livre de traverse. De I’exégese
biblique a I’anthropologie, ss. 23-41, yay. Olivier Abel, Frangoise Smyth, Paris, Cerf, 1992.

ACAR VANLEENE, S. Meltem (201la) Paul Ricoeur’de Kendilige Iliskin Bir
Sorgulama Olarak “Anlatisal Kimlik” Sorunu, Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisi,
Doktora tezi, Ankara.

ACAR VANLEENE, S. Meltem (2011b) “Paul Ricoeur’de Kendilik Baglaminda
Anlatisal Kimlik Kavrami1”, Felsefelogos, 41/2011: 209-221.

AMHERDT, F.-Xavier (2004) L’herméneutique philosophique de Paul Riceur et son
importance pour I’exégése biblique. En débat avec la New Yale Theology School, Ons6z P.
Secretan, Paris/Saint-Maurice (Isvigre): Cerf.

ARISTOTELES, Nikhomakhos’a Etik (Ethika Nikomakheia), gev. Zeki Ozcan, Bursa:
Sentez Yayincilik, 2014.

CHAUVET, L.-Marie (2011) “Incidences de la pensée philosophique de P. Ricceur sur la
théologie contemporaine”, Le Portique [online], 26, 2011, yayin 11 Subat 2013, okuma 14 Eyliil
2014, saat 16.00, http://leportique.revues.org/2512.

CIFTCI, Erdem (2007) “Ilkesiz Etigin Oznesi”, Felsefe ve Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 4/2007
Gliz: 93-103.

DURSUN, Yiicel (2004) “Gadamer'in Hakikat Anlayismin iki Kaynagi ve
Hermeneutik’in Gorevi”, Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 21 (1)/2004: 219-
230.

EFLATUN (1990) Phaidros, cev. Hamdi Akverdi, Istanbul: Milli Egitim Bakanlig
Yaynlar1.

FREGE, Gottlob (1971), “Sens et dénotation”, Ecrits logiques et philosophiques, ss. 102-
126, derleme ve ¢ev. Claude Imbert, Paris: Seuil.

FREY, Daniel (2008) L’interprétation et la lecture chez Ricceur et Gadamer, Paris: PUF.
FRYE, Northrop (2007) Biiyiik Sifie, gev. Selma Aygiil Bas, Istanbul: iz Yayincilik.

GADAMER, H.-Georg (2009) Hakikat ve Yontem, 2. c., cev. Hiisamettin Arslan, Ismail
Yavuzcan, Istanbul: Paradigma Yaymcilik.

GREISCH, Jean (2006) Entendre d’une autre oreille. Les enjeux philosophiques de
I’herméneutique biblique, Paris: Bayard.

GREISCH, Jean (1995) (yay.) Paul Riceur. L’herméneutique a I’école de la
phénoménologie, Paris: Beauchesne.

GREISCH, Jean (2001) Paul Ricceur. L’itinérance du sens, Grenoble: Millon.

HEIDEGGER, Martin (2008) Varltk ve Zaman, Gev. Kaan H. Okten, Istanbul: Agora
Kitapligi.

HIRSCH, E. Donald (1967) Validity in Interpretation, New Haven: Yale University Press.

JEANROND, W. Gunter (1995) “Les déplacements de I’herméneutique au xx° siécle”,

Quand interpréter c’est changer. Pragmatique et lectures de la Parole, ss. 15-31, Pierre Biihler,
Clairette Karakash (yay.), Cenevre: Labor et Fides.



Ricoeur’iin Hermenétiginde Merkezdisi Ozne

20 i, KOLYOl 2015724

JOY, Morny (2011) “Encountering Otherness”, Continental Philosophy and Philosophy
of Religion, ss. 221-246, Morny Joy (yay.), Springer: New-York.

MICHEL, Johann (2004) “Le modernisme paradoxal de Paul Ricceur”, Archives de
Philosophie, 67 (4)/2004: 643-657.

PARFIT, Derek (1986) Reasons and Persons, New-York: Oxford University Press.
PLATON (2013) Phaidon, gev. F. Akderin, Istanbul: Say Yaynlari.

RICGUR, Paul (1986a) A I’école de la phénoménologie, Paris: Vrin.

RICGUR, Paul (1967) “Autonomie et obéissance”, Cahiers d'Orgemont, 59/1967: 3-22.

RICOEUR, Paul (2010a) Bagskas: Olarak Kendisi, ¢ev. Hakki Hiinler, Ankara: Dogu Bati
Yaynlar1.

RICEUR, Paul (1969) Le conflit des interprétations. Essais d’herméneutique, Paris:
Seuil.

RICGUR, Paul (1991a) From Text to Action. Essays in Hermeneutics, 11, cev. Kathleen
Blamey, John B. Thompson, Evanston (Illinois): Northwestern University Press.

RICEUR, Paul (1986b) Du texte & I’action. Essais d’herméneutique, 11, Paris: Seuil.

RICEUR, Paul (2010b) Ecrits et conférences 2. Herméneutique, der. Daniel Frey,
Nicolas Stricker, Paris: Seuil.

RICEUR, Paul (1991b) “Ethique et morale”, Lectures 1. Autour du politique, ss. 256-
269, Paris: Seuil.

RICGUR, Paul (1995a) “Expérience et langage dans le discours religieux”, Paul Ricceur.
L’herméneutique a I’école de la phénoménologie, ss. 159-179, J. Greisch (yay.), Paris:
Beauchesne.

RICOEUR, Paul (2012) Hafiza, Tarih, Unutus, ¢ev. M. Emin Ozcan, Istanbul: Metis
Yayinlart.

RICGUR, Paul (1995b) “Les paradoxes de 1’autorité”, Philosophie, Bulletin de Liaison
des professeurs de philosophie de I’académie de Versailles, C.R.D.P., 7, Subat/1995: 6-12.

RICEUR, Paul (1959) Philosophie de la volonté I. Le Volontaire et I’Involontaire, Paris:
Aubier-Montaigne.

RICEUR, Paul (1960) Philosophie de la volonté 1l. Finitude et culpabilité 1l. La
symbolique du mal, Paris: Aubier.

RICGUR, Paul (1995c) Réflexion faite. Autobiographie intellectuelle, Paris: Esprit.

RICOEUR, Paul (2006) Yoruma Dair: Freud ve Felsefe, gev. Necmiye Alpay, Istanbul:
Metis Yayinlar.

RICOEUR, Paul (2009) Yorumlarin Catismasi: Hermenoytik Uzerine Denemeler, 1. c.,
cev. Hiisamettin Arslan, istanbul: Paradigma Yaymcilik.

RICGUR, Paul (2007) Zaman ve Anlati: Zaman-Olaydrgiisi-Uclii Mimesis, 1. c., cev.
Mehmet Rifat, Sema Rifat, istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari.

RIFAT, Mehmet (2008) “‘Daha lyi Anlamak Icin Daha Fazla Agiklamak® Isteyen Bir
Yorumbilimci: Paul Ricoeur — Okuma Notlari”, Cogito 56/2008: 51-58.



Ricoeur’iin Hermenétiginde Merkezdisi Ozne

i, KOLYOl 2015724 21

RIZVANOGLU, Eren (2008) “Ricoeur’de Sdylem, Yorum, Metin ve Anlam”, Cogito
56/2008: 218-234.

RORTY, Richard (2010) “Freud ve Ahlak Distincesi”, ¢ev. Banu Timkaya, ETHOS:
Felsefe ve Toplumsal Bilimlerde Diyaloglar, 3(2)/Temmuz 2010: 1-27.

TATAR, Burhanettin (1999) Felsefi Hermendtik ve Yazarin Niyeti. Gadamer versus
Hirsch, Ankara: Vadi Yayinlar1.






] Kaygi Uludag Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe Dergisi
ii“'!_"&‘ K(xy 9 l Uludag University Faculty of Arts and Sciences Journal of Philosophy
- d Say1 24 [ Issue 24| Bahar 2015 / Spring 2015
ISSN: 1303-4251

Research Article
Aragtirma Makalesi

Metin BECERMEN

Assoc.Prof. Dr. | Dog.Dr.
Uludag University, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Department of Philosophy, Bursa-Turkey
metinbecermen@yahoo.com

A Study on the Criticisms about Foucault’s Opinion of Power

Abstract

In this study, will be made the evaluation of some criticisms made for Foucault’s
power views in the context of state and power relationship. While doing this, first
of all Foucault’s views about the power will be discussed shortly in this context
and then the criticisms will be examined. Finally, an evaluation will be made
moving from Foucault’s ideas.

Foucault criticizes the viewpoints discussing the power dependent on the state.
Because according to him, such kind of evaluations remains insufficient while
discussing power problem. However, power has a wider and more common basis.
Of course, the state has an important role in the functioning of the power; however
this is not mean that power is equal to the state.

On the other hand, the power is running not only with the power of the rules but
also through the norms when the law is concerned. Right runs in the context of a
“game of norm”. This doesn’t mean that to reduce the rules to the norms or to say
that the rules are insignificant in legal procedures. This, rather, emphasizes the
role of norm in the law.
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Introduction

Foucault who discusses the power problem in broader sense and do not constrain
it in an evaluation in the relationship only with the state, sees “modern state” as a
developed thing over the individuals by ignoring who are and even their existences on
the contrary, as a very sophisticated structure in which the individuals can be included
on condition that the individuals give new format to the individualism and are subjected
to a specific pattern. Thus it is possible to see the state as a modern individualism basis
or a new format of pastoral power (Foucault 2005b: 66). In this context Foucault states
that political, ethic, social and philosophy problem of today is not trying to save the
individuals from state and the institutions of the state; but it is trying to save ourselves
from both the state and the individualism connected to the state.

On the other hand, according to Foucault, reform made in criminal law is a
strategy prepared to make punitive power more systematic, more effective and more
permanent. The intervention purpose of the punishment is no longer to reveal the truth
of the punishment; but to create an individual who is obedient and conformed to the
rules, order and an authority surrounding him. On the contrary the old power types is
negative and restrictive, for this new type of power is positive, productive and related to
the support of life, Foucault names the new power techniques and mechanisms as bio-
power here. Since bio-power requires that the capitalism penetrates into the production
process of the body and to make the population appropriate for economic processes, it is
an indispensable element in the development of capitalism.

Foucault states that a result of the development of bio-power is an importance
gained by game of norm at the expense of legal law system norm. Accordingly, law
does not remain unarmed and the most suitable gun is death; it responds to the ones
opposing to itself with this absolute threat at least in the final stage. The law is always
thought with holy justice. However, a power that undertook life responsibility will
always need regulatory and corrective mechanisms. Here, not bring forward the death in
the field of sovereignty, but delivering life in the field of value and usefulness is in
question. Foucault wants to state that the law is running in the form of norm more day
by day and the functions of justice institution is integrating especially with a medical,
administrative etc. devices universe that is regulatory a lot more gradually. According to
this, a normalized society is a historical end of a power technology that centers the life
(Foucault 1993: 147-8). Power relations exceed the borders of the state because first of
all the state is deprived of the power to occupy all kinds of actual power relations
despite the absolute power owned by its own devices and secondly, the state can run on
the basis of other power relations that have already existed.

Investigation of the Criticisms

Sarup refers to Poulantzas’s criticism about Foucault. Accordingly, Foucault
lingers unnecessarily on the importance of discipliner techniques existing in modern
state exceedingly. For this reason, he ignores the ongoing importance of generally
violence, legal repression and general law. Poulantzas suggests that negative and
positive values of law and state are characterized with each other equally and law does
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not only mean organizing the repression but it is the basis for reproduction. Besides, the
state not only shows itself in repression and police measures, but it is quite effective in
the formation of social relations and in the process of gaining the support of the mass.
Poulantzas claims that Foucault deals only with oppressive and prohibitory aspects of
the law and the power in other words the state deals with its positive and productive
aspects and so he emphasizes the internalized oppression gained within discipliner
normalization. According to him, Foucault ignores the ongoing importance of
oppression matter playing a direct role in reinforcing discipliner network and
ideological mechanisms and besides this, of violence problem within the activities of
the state (Sarup 1995: 104). However, while Foucault is mentioning about both the state
and blood society and fascism, he discusses these matters and does not violence matter.
However Foucault draws the attention to another side, to the power relations. These
relations also are not made in the context of a relation based on only the violence. On
the contrary here, the production of the individuals is in question. The power chooses to
produce the people over whom it legitimates itself instead of destroying them. Foucault,
besides, states that the oppression exists in every period. However, the power cannot be
understood by looking always from the perspective of oppression and violence.
Otherwise, it is impossible to understand to be accepted of fascism and the similar
structures; that is to say It is impossible to understand this from only violence and terror
perspective. For this reason- and due to many other reasons- the says of Foucault are
important.

On the other hand, Braidotti draws the attention to the fact that this world is for
men and based on the men. According to him, all history of philosophy lines to
manhood, masculinity and bravery mode. Bradotti states that Foucault is a man
philosopher revealing that philosophic saying are determined in line with the sexual
roles to a large extent. Besides being universal, he states that the philosophy bases the
priority of masculine sexuality in the core on the specific gender premises regarding it
as the cradle of social and political power. “In the last studies of Foucault, phallus-based
system is a specific political and libidinal economy. In this sense, Foucault is a person
attaining and running the definite roles of the genders for the expense of femininity”
(Sarup 1995: 109). It is unnecessary to say much things about this matter, because it can
be seen that there is not such emphasize with a careful reading. You must be a little
“malicious” to find such a material in Foucault, because he sides against sexist attitudes
rather than emphasizing the gender. Foucault deals with gender much more; in this
sense he stresses on the relationship between gender and power.

According to Deveci stating that it cannot be said that the connections and the
breakpoints between power relations and political power are only the problems that are
discursive or related to the practices, “the politicization process of power relations is
also related to the monopoly of the violence and territoriality that are the concepts that
cannot be reduced at the same time to legitimacy, legal system and especially to
discursive dimension. All of these four features of modern states are either ignored or
reduced to the power relations in Foucault’s power analysis” (Deveci 1999: 37). For
Deveci, Foucault has a tendency to obey the legitimacy matter and he tends to explain
social and even massive consent with taming technologies like discipline, gender and
management. However, Deveci also states that in explaining common consent in
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modern societies, these technologies remain insufficient and it ignores that a rule bears
not only legal norms but also moral norms forms the basis for consent. According to
him, moral norms of the criminal law assumed to be accepted in the society are formed
by carrying into legal norms. On the other hand, Deveci suggests that Foucault does not
discuss the legitimacy of such carryings since norm phenomenon connects to direct
normalization to the power indispensably because he suggests that legitimacy is also a
fiction of political phenomenon like sovereignty. Deveci thinks that the decomposition
of political power must not be thought as a factual situation, but as the most importanr
principle related to the legitimacy. According to Deveci, the continuous variable nature
of power relations in general may make impossible to live together; or installed
sovereignty relations may reach to an intolerable intensity. So, in such situations, the
intervention of a dissociated political power to the continuous power relations may be
seen as legitimate completely by a large group of the society. However, Deveci states
that a political power continuously exposed to the dynamics of power relations via
asymmetrical and arbitrary way in general cannot adopt this instability for a long time
and will lose its legitimacy. According to him, either it is resulted from structural effects
or from the coincidences, being excluded of some clusters continuously may cause these
clusters to see political power as a part of power relations. He states that the thing that is
not seen in Foucault may be resulted from the fact that modern law tradition develops
many institutional and legal mechanisms against such kind of confusion possibilities in
time (Deveci 1999: 38). Deveci follows;

“So, as well as breaking process, modern political power will interfere
power relations in general by crossing the borders and it has to make decisions
and apply policies to approach the clusters that removed from itself with a
strategic manner and to push a little the clusters that is approached very close to
itself. Actually, the dynamism that we call as political activity are the activities
performed on this border, behind the border, in front of the border different from
the activities suggested to be scattered in the plurality of power relations by
Foucault. Sovereignty may be excluded from a source of legitimacy but the
legitimacy of modern states today may be searched in breaking principle but at the
same time, in the intervention capacity of general power relations.” (Deveci 1999:
39).

Foucault sees norm society as a type of society where the power of law is
including more general power not in regression. This society requires more different
observation and control system. Here, an unlimited visibility, the continuous
classification of an individual, making hierarchical, qualification, forming the borders
and diagnosis are in question. Norm has become the standard of separating the
individuals into parts. On the other hand, at the moment when the society that is being
created has been a society of norm, the medicine that is the superior science of the
normal and the pathological one will be the queen of the sciences (Foucault 2003: 77-8).
Besides this, according to Foucault, power problem loses its importance when it is
revealed only with legislative and constitutional terms or state or state devices terms. He
suggests that the power is complex, intensive and common that is different from the
body of laws or a state apparatus (Foucault 2003: 98). According to him, a power
mechanism is wider than simple legislative and legal device and the power is applied
with mush larger number of domination procedures. (Foucault 2003: 161).
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On the other hand, the state has a structure surrounding and directing all power
relations. In this context, Foucault generally does not want to subject the political power
to power relations and he is objected against being subjected of power relations to
political power. However, Deveci tries to subordinate the power relations to political
power by emphasizing on the political power. However, Foucault states that power
problem must be discussed among the individuals, in a crowd, in a very complex
relations network; in the narrow sense of the word, big types of political, ideological
etc. power must necessarily be discussed within these relation types, I mean within the
administration and inducement relations that may occur among the people; because for
Foucault, if such kind of relations do not exist, other kinds of big political structures do
not also exist (Foucault 2005a: 324).

According to Foucault, power is not a function of a group; on the contrary the
institution is a function or a result of the power. In this sense, power does not arise from
the institutions but it flows through them. The institution is only seen as an
accumulation of various power relations. This accumulation is an instable accumulation
since the power relations are instable and can easily turn against the institution that
controls them. Besides this, when the power relations turn into dominance relations
power flows can be prevented and solidified. These dominance relations form the basis
of the institutions like the state (Newman 2006: 133).

Finally, it is necessary to refer to the criticisms of Baudrillard. According to
Baudrillard, Foucault sees the power as an organization principle that is impossible to
be reversed. While power is producing the truth, it has to produce more all the time. On
the other hand, power cannot be removed in anywhere. This turns the power into a rule
to be obeyed; power is the last term that cannot be reduced to anything. Baudrillard
states that Foucault submits such a power trap. However, according to Baudrillard,
Foucault does not see that the power has certainly disappeared (Baudrillard 1998: 54-5).
On the other hand, Baudrillard says that in a place where we talk so much about the
power, the power is impossible to exist (Baudrillard 1998: 78). According to him, power
is a simulacrum and can be turned via the indicators (Baudrillard 1998: 54-5). Actually,
Baudrillard informs against himself here because by thinking so, | mean by saying that
the power is a simulacrum, he actually seems to turn the thing he called as simulacra to
a simulacra. In this context, it is clear that Baudrillard does not understand Foucault as
“correct”; namely, he tries to imprison Foucault within his own intellectual perspective.
However, Foucault states that power exists everywhere and in all places having the
power, a resistance opportunity also exists. This resistance is not also shaping a new
power or power relations but to reveal the own saying of the power, a saying and game
except for its own game exactly; it is to reject the saying and game of the power. On the
contrary, another thing does not occur rather than turning of the subjects of this game of
power into the subjects of another game of power.1

Actually fort he criticizes to Foucault, the following words of Deleuze are convenient:
“misunderstandings are general formed by foolish responses being full of hatred. By this way,
when some people discover “contradictions”, they feel smart” (Deleuze 2006: 104).
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Conclusion

Foucault states that regular and legitimate power types must be comprehended in
a capillary place in the excesses and end lines instead of analyzing it in terms of the
things having general mechanisms and mass effects. In other words, this is the
comprehension of power from the end points that are getting increasingly less legal.
Besides this, it is required not to see the power as a dominance of an individual, a group
or a class over others as a molar and homogenous dominance phenomenon (Foucault
2005a: 105-6). According to him, the power having this power relations majority
produces in all social relations and it exists in everywhere. Foucault draws the attention
that the state device is formed by the shapes formed of the strategies describing the
power by the rules or other hegemonic types and the strategies. In this context, since
power can only exist when it runs, it is required to analyze its operation and in which
situations it assumes the forms of domination (Foucault 2004: 10-11).

In response to the criticisms to himself, Foucault states that he never claims that
power is the thing being able to explain everything. He states that the problem is not
making an explanation based on the power instead of an explanation based on the
economy, on the contrary, it is trying to coordinate the different analysis made on this
subject and to systemize them.

On the other hand, Foucault states that the role of intellectual today is not putting
the laws, suggesting solutions or foretelling, because by doing this, it contributes only to
the operation of a definite power status. Foucault criticizes this situation and states that
his purpose is not the explanation based on the power instead of the explanation based
on the economy. He states that he has tried to organize and systemize different analysis
and approaches shaped around the power problem. He also states that he cannot
understand the explanations about the power imposing itself exactly and that is a
general and abstract principle and the claims that he cannot explain the power. Foucault

clearly says: “They say that | cannot explain it [power]. There has never been anybody
saying he could!” (Foucault 2004: 156-7).
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Foucault’nun Iktidar Gériisii Hakkindaki Elestiriler
Uzerine Bir Calisma

Ozet

Bu ¢alismada Foucault’nun iktidar goriisiine devlet ile iktidar iliskisi baglaminda
yapilan bazi elestirilerin degerlendirilmesi yapilacaktir. Bu yapilirken, 6ncelikle,
Foucault’nun iktidara dair sdyledikleri, bu konu baglaminda, kisa bir sekilde ele
alinacak ve daha sonra yapilan elestiriler irdelenecektir. Son olarak da
Foucault’un diisiincelerinden hareketle bir degerlendirme yapilacaktir.

Foucault iktidar1 devlete bagli olarak ele alan goriisleri elestirmektedir. Ciinkii ona
gore, bu tiirden degerlendirmeler iktidar sorununu ele alirken yetersiz kalmaktadir.
Oysa iktidar daha genis ve yaygm bir temele sahiptir. Devletin iktidarin
isleyisinde 6nemli bir rolii vardir elbette; ancak bu, iktidar esittir devlet demek
degildir.

Ote yandan iktidar, hukuk s6z konusu oldugunda, sadece yasalar1 giiciiyle degil,
normlar araciligiyla da islemektedir. Hukuk, bir “norm oyunu” baglaminda is
gormektedir. Bu da, yasalari normlara indirgemek veya yasalarin hukuksal
prosediirlerde 6nemsiz oldugunu séylemek demek degildir. Bu, daha ¢ok, normun
hukukta oynadigi role vurgu yapmaktir.

Foucault, diizenli ve mesru iktidar bigimlerini, genel mekanizmalar1 ya da toplu
etkileri olabilecek seyler bakimindan analiz etmek degil; aksine iktidar
asiriliklarinda, ug ¢izgilerinde, kilcallastigi yerde kavramak gerektigini belirtir.
Baska bir ifadeyle, bu, iktidar1 gitgide daha az hukuksal olan u¢ noktalarinda
kavramaktir. Bununla birlikte, iktidar1 kiitlesel ve homojen bir tahakkiim
fenomeni olarak bir bireyin, bir grubun veya bir sinifin baskalar1 istindeki
tahakkiimii olarak gérmemek de gerekir. Ona gore, bir giic iligkileri coklugu olan
iktidar her toplumsal iligkide {iretilir ve her yerde vardir. Foucault, devlet
aygitinin, yasalarin ya da diger hegemonik bigimlerin, iktidari tanimlayan
stratejilerin kristalize olarak aldigi bigimlerden olustuguna dikkati c¢eker. Bu
baglamda, iktidar ancak isledigi zaman varoldugu i¢in, onun isleyisinin analizini
yapmak, hangi durumlarda egemenlik bigimlerine biiriindligiinii saptamak gerekir.

Kendine yoneltilen elestirilere karsilik olarak Foucault, iktidarin, her seyi
aciklayacak sey oldugunu asla iddia etmedigini belirtir. O, sorununun ekonomiye
dayal1 bir agiklamanin yerine iktidara dayali bir agiklamay1 koymak olmadigini,
aksine iktidar konusunda yapmus oldugu farkli analizleri koordine etmeyi,
sistemlestirmeyi denemek oldugunu sdyler.

Ote yandan Foucault, giinimiizde entelektiielin roliiniin yasalar koymak, ¢ézimler
onermek, kehanette bulunmak olmadigimi belirtir. Ciinkii boyle yaptiginda, sadece
belirli bir iktidar durumunun isleyisine katkida bulunmus olur. Foucault bu
durumu elestirir ve amacinin, ekonomiyi temel alan bir agiklamanin yerine iktidar:
temel alan bir agiklamay1 koymak olmadigini belirtir. O, iktidar sorunu etrafinda
bicimlendirilen farkli analizleri ve yaklagimlari diizenlemeyi ve sistemlestirmeyi
denedigini soyler. Tktidarin tam anlamiyla kendini dayatan, genel, soyut bir ilke
oldugu ve iktidar agiklayamadigi seklindeki iddialar1 ise anlayamadigini belirtir.

Anahtar Sézcukler
Devlet, Foucault, Hukuk, iktidar, Norm, Yasa.
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Mutluluk Bir Energeia m1 Yoksa Bir Entelekheia m?

Ozet

Aristoteles Nikomakhos’a Etik adli yapitinda mutlulugun nedirini “tam erdeme
uygun bir ruh etkinligi” (EN, 1098a 17) olarak belirlemektedir. Bu yazi Platon
kavramlarini da -rastlantisal olarak degil tercih ile birlikte- hesaba katarak
Aristoteles’in onu anladig1 tarzda mutlulugu, etkinligi (energeia), etkinligin
tamamlanmadan (entelekheia) farkini ve “insan”m tamamlanmasi ile mutlulugun
iligkisini aragtirmaktadir. Aristoteles’in mutluluga iliskin tanim gelisigiizel, el
yordamu ile belirlenmis degildir, aksine bu tanim onun insanin amacini i¢inde
tagtyarak varolmasi ile insanimn mutlulugunun bir-arada olduguna iliskin savinin
zorunlulukla temelendirilebilmesi igin bilerek, isteyerek ve tercih ile ortaya
koyulmustur.

Bu yazida praksis’in poiesis’den telos’u bakimdan farki, insanin asil anlamda ve
onde gelen insan olarak varolabilmesinin hangi etkinliklerle ve ancak nasil
miimkiin olabilecegi ve bunun mutluluk ile iliskisi, insanin bir politikon zoon
olmasinin ne demeye geldigi, Platon’un belirledigi ve Aristoteles’in de onu
kullandig1 bir yontem olarak dialektike’nin ne oldugu ve nasil yiritildiga,
Platon’da adaletin “kisi”’nin mutlu olmasi ile iliskisi ile philosophos’un
tamamlanmasini olanakli kilacak etkinlik olan theorein etraflica ele alinmaktadir.

Anahtar S6zcukler
Politika, etik, energeia, entelekheia, eudaimonia.
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“Her tekhne, her methodos ve benzer bicimde her praksis ve her prohairesis’in
bir iyiyi amacladigi disiinilir” (Aristoteles 2007: 1094a) iyi oldugu disiiniilen,
kendisine belli bir bicimde iyi olmaklik yiiklenilen bir seyi. Praksis’ler ¢ok belli tarzda
diigiiniilmesi gereken energeia’lardir: bunlarin orada son bulduklar1 “son” (telos) yine
kendileridir. Bunun ne demeye geldigi, bir bagka energeia tarzi olan poiesis, praksis’in
yanina tutuldukta daha agik kilinabilir. Poiesis (yapma, yaratma) etkinliginin kendisi bu
etkinligin kendisinin yiizii suyu hiirmetine olup bitmez; heykeltrasin, kunduracinin,
¢anak-¢comlek ustasinin amaci salt yontmak, kesmek, sekil vermek degildir, tekhnites’in
kendisini bir tarzda ne ise o kilan etkinligi ile ortaya ¢ikarmayi amagladigi sey bu
yontma, kesme, sekil verme etkinliklerini sonralayan, bu etkinlikleri pesi sira izleyen bir
telos’tur; etkinliklerin kendilerinden “ayr1 bazi eserlerdir” (Aristoteles 2007: 1094a 5).

Her tek praksis’in telosunun kendisi olmasi ya da farkli sanat, zanaat, bilim ve
bilgi alanlarinda farkli farkli telos’larin (sonlarin) olmasi bunlarin telos’larini da
kapsayan bir bagka alanin, telos’u biitiin 6teki alanlarla karsilastirildikta “teleion” (tam)
olan, biitiin 6teki etkinliklerin onun baktigi seyin yiizii suyu hiirmetine yapilip edildigi
bir alanin var oldugunu sdylemeye engel degil. Bu bilgi alani insana iligkin 6teki
etkinliklerin onlarin i¢inde yiiriitiildiigii alanlar1 s6z gelimi egitim, poietika, yasa yapma,
rhetorik, ekonomi, tip, askerlik ile “tek tek kisilerin nelerden kaginmasi ve nelerin pesi
sira gitmesi gerektigini belirleyen” (Aristoteles 2007: 1094b 7) etik alanini i¢inde
barindirir.

Sozii edilen alanlarin aradig: farkli iyilerin etkinliklerin kendileri olmalar1 ya da
bu iyilerin “etkinliklerden ayri kimi amaglar olmalar1” (Aristoteles 2007: 1094a 17)
biitiin bu iyilerin kendisi tam olan bir baska ama¢ ugruna arandigini séylememize de
engel degil. insanca, ona 6zgii ve ona ait olan bu etkinliklerin her birinin kendine 6zg
telos’larmin yaninda bu telos’larin her birinin bir bagka sey, bir baska iyi ugruna
istenildigini; dahasi topluca ve tepeden bakildikta insan etkinliklerinin hepsinin kendisi
bir bagka sey i¢in istenilmeyecek bir iyiden &tiirii gerceklestirildigini sdylemek zorunlu
g6zukiyor.

Yukarida sayilan bu alt-alanlar1 i¢inde barindiran, yalnizca neligini degil nasil
gerceklesebilecegini de arastlrdlgl1 nesnesi “mutluluk”? olan alan (tekhne) “politike’dir.

Aragtirmanin “politik” bir arastirma olmasmin ne demeye geldigi iste bu belirli akil
yuratme ile kavranabilir.

Kendine yeter bir koinonia® olan ve icinde kimi bagka koinonia’lar1 da
barindiran polis’e yine polis’in iginde isleyerek sahip olan insanin politikon zoon olmasi
onun igin polis’in, i¢inde varolmakligini asil anlamda tamamlayabilecegi biricik yer

L Bitin teki alt-alanlarda amaglarin nasil gerceklestirilebilecegi arastiriliyor, ‘“nedir”i

aragtirilmiyor.  Sozgelimi  tip telos’u  olan  saghgin, askerlik utkunun nasil
gerceklestirilebilecegine bakiyor. Insana 6zgii bu etkinlikleri iclerinde barindiran bu alanlara
tepeden bakildiginda biitiin bu alanlar arasinda telos’unun hem nedir’ine hem de nasil
gerceklesebilecegine bakan dahasi 6teki alanlardaki telos’larin ve teki alanlarin kendilerinin
de nedirine bakan, 6teki alanlarin tamaminin sinirlarini ¢izen yalnizea politike tekhne’dir.
eudaimonia

Aristoteles, Politika 1. Kitap.
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olmasini imler. Ciinkii insan “arada sirada gelisigiizel bir erkek ya da disiyle ciftlesen
sonra da kendi ininde yalmz yagayan” (Aristoteles 1999: 1242a 23) bir zoon degildir, o
hem oikonomikon tam da kendisine 6zgu (idion) olan seyleri bir bagkas: ile ortak
(koinon) kilan (Aristoteles 2007: 1162a 23) bir canlidir hem de varolmakligini ancak
kendi eidos’una iye olan ve polis icerisinde kimi etkinliklerde bulunan; kendi
varolmakliklarini isleyen oteki canlilar ile birlikte tamamlayabilen bir politikon
zoon’dur.

Biitiin bunlar degerlendirildikte Aristoteles’in bu politika aragtirmasinin i¢inde
(Nikomakhos’a Etik 8. ve 9. kitaplar) bulunan “dostluk™ tartigmasinin zorunlu yeri ve
onemi de acik kilinmakta.

Politika denilen arastirma alaninin simirlarini, methodos’unu belirlemek bu alana
6zgu olan hypkeimenon’a; pragma’ya gore konugmay1 gerektirir. Bu hypokeimenon allta
durmakla “egitim gérmiis kisi” (Aristoteles 2007: 1094b 23) ye [bir seyi] isaret eder:
“ilkeleri oldugundan bagka tiirlii de olabilecek olan seyler”e iliskin bir arastirmanin
ortasinda durmaktayiz ve bu aragtirma alaninda kullanacagimiz, Platon’un da 6nceden
isaret ettigi belirli bir methodos ile karsilasabilecegimiz Synperasma’dan (sonug
Onermeleri) yalnizca belirli 6lgiide kesinlik beklenebilir. Bu pekc¢oklarinin benzer tarzda
yanilgiya diistiikleri gibi politika alaninda arastirilan ve soru konusu edilen seylerin
sOzgelimi Aristoteles’e gore bir praksis’in ona uygun olmasi gerektigi “giizel olan”in
(to kalon) ya da ¢ok anlamda sdylenen ““adil olan”1n, kendileri hakkinda saglam bir sey
sOylemenin olanakli olmadigini; farkli caglarda, onyillarda; farkl kasabalarda, kdylerde
ve sehirlerde farkli budunlar tarafindan bu budunlarin kendi “nomos”larina ve
“ethos”larina goére karar verilebilecek seyler olduklarini asla imlemez. Politika
aragtirmasimin onunla birlikte yiiriitiilecegi methodos, dialektike’dir ve bu yontem
dikaios kotarildikta ortaya koyulacak sonu¢ Onermelerini “gliriitmek™ yine dialektike
siirlari icerisinde felsefece gergeklestirilebilecek bir etkinliktir; bir sofistin yersiz
kuruntusu degil, bir felsefecinin apagik kutlu tesadiifiidiir.

Bir politika aragtirmasinda “[b]ilinenlerden yola ¢ikmak gerekir” (Aristoteles
2007: 1095b 2). Bu bilinenler pekgoklarnin, “siirii”’niin ya da bilge, tinlii kisilerin
kanilaridir (endoksa) (Aristoteles 2007: 1094b 31). Pek goklarinin ve siiriiniin kanilarini
degerlendirmeye deger bulmadaki sebep bdyle bir degerlendirmenin gegerlikteki
ethos’u yani siiriiniin siiri olmakligini sarsabilecegidir. Bu kanilar kendi yiizii suyu
hiirmetine, kendi degerinden otiirii degerlendirilmeye layik goriilecek kanilar
degillerdir4 ve coklukla birer pseudes doksa’dirlar. Fakat bu kanilar1 degerlendirmek ve
bununla birlikte bu kamilarin onlarla isgérilemez ve tutmaz olduklarini, politikon zoon
olan insanin olanaklarini isletmesine iliskin pek ¢ok agmaz yarattiklarini gostermek,
diyesim onlar1 “clirtitmek” bir “paradigma”nin degismesine yol agabilir. Gegerlikte olan
kanilardan en yaygin olanlarin boylece degistirilmesi polis’in politeia’sini degistirebilir;
daha adil kilabilir. Ote yandan pekgoklarinin kanilarini ele almak ile kastedilen herkesin
her kanisini ele almak asla degildir. Boyle bir ige girismek bir yasa koyucunun tek tek
durumlarin tiimiine iliskin yasa yapmaga girismesine benzer; aragtirmanin saglikli
ylriitiilmesini ve bir sonuca ulagsmasini engeller.

* Bk Thrasymakhos’un “adalet gii¢liiniin isine gelendir” yollu savi [Platon, Politeia 338c].
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Bilge kisilerin kanilar1 ise orthos olan diyesim ele alinmaya, degerlendirmeye
degecek “makul” kamilardir, bu kanilar kendi ylizii suyu hiirmetine degerlendirilir ve
degerlidir, dahasi bu kanilar1 edinecek sekilde yetistirilmis kimseler i¢in onun iginde
ilkeleri sinayacaklart bir politika aragtirmasini yiiriitmek zor bir is olmaz. “Boyle biri
zaten [praktikos nous’un yakaladigi; telos olan] arkhelere sahiptir ya da onlari kolayca
edinebilir” (Aristoteles 2007: 1095b 8).

Boylece, bir politika arastirmasinda yukarida agiklandigi tarzda diisiiniilen
“bilinenler” dialektike ile yani enine-boyuna, etraflica, bastanbasa kotarilacak ve
logos’unu da yanindan hi¢ eksik etmeyecek (dia-legesthai) bir temellendirme ile
degerlendirilir. Bu degerlendirme sonucunda ilkin, aranilan seyin ne oldugu degil de ne
olmadig1 kesfedilir ve bu bir arkhe’dir, diyesim aragtirma alanin artik ig goriilebilecek
kadar temiz ve saglikli oldugunu imleyen baslangic noktasidir. Bir politika
aragtirmasina girisen kisi bu baslangic noktasinda “ne degildir’in yamibaginda durur.
“Nedir”i, eidos’u, to ti en einai’1 bulmazdan 6nce ge¢menin zorunlu oldugu bu durak,
icinde “nedir’e gotiirecek kimi saglikli ilkelerin de bulunabilecegi biricik yerdir. Bu
ilkeler “ne degildir”’i onun araciligiyla elde ettigimiz “temizlik” asamasinda karsimiza
¢ikar ve “nedir”e gitmede bize yardimct olurlar. Bu asamadan sonra yapilacak olan is
yine logos’lu bir istir, i¢inde aisthesis barindirmayan bir istir. Bunun ne demeye geldigi
ve aisthesis’in bir dialektik aragtirmasi icindeki yeri ise baska bir tartigmanin
konusudur.

Eidos (“nelik”, “nedir”), to ti en einai, diyesim her hangi bir seyin olmak
bakimindan ne oldugu iste bu tiirden bir aragtirmanin sonucunda saglam ve dikaios elde
edilebilir. Bu tarzda yiiriitiilecek bir arastirma ile elde edilecek sonu¢ 6nermelerinin
(synperasma) “kesinligi”, saglamlig1 konusunda daha once soylediklerimize ek olarak
sunlar da sOylenebilir: nasil kendisinden beklenebilecek kesinligin en yiiksek oldugu
alanda ig géren “bir matematik¢inin olas1 seyler soyledigini” kabul etmiyor ve “bir
sOylev ustasindan kamitlar gdstermesini” (Aristoteles 2007: 1094a 27) istemiyorsak
(nitekim rhetorike denilen alanda tamitlamalar ile degil enthymema’lar ile is goriiliir, bu
da su demeye gelir: rhetorik¢i temellendirerek degil kisinin gdnliine hitap edecek ve onu
¢elecek tiirden konusmalar yaparak onu ikna eder) bir dialektik¢inin arastirmasi sonucu
elde ettigi sonu¢ onermelerinden de so6zgelimi matematik alanindakine es bir kesinlik
bekleyemeyiz. Bu kesinlik bekleyememenin ne demeye geldigi ve etik alaninda gegerli
arastirma ilkesinin “relativism” oldugu yollu goriisiin acmazi konusunda yukarida
sOylenenler yeterli.

Asagida “mutluluk” (zerine soylenenler yontemi dialektike olan politika
aragtirmasinin triiniidiir:

Mutluluk bir etkinlik (energeia) mi (etkinligin kendisi mi) yoksa kimi
etkinliklerin pesi sira olusacak bir durum mu? Tek tek kisiler kimi etkinliklerin
kendilerini mutlu ‘kildigin1’ s6yliiyorlar. Bunu sdylerken imlemeye calistiklari sey
acaba etkinliklerin kendilerini mutluluk olarak goérdikleri mi?

Aristoteles’in Nikomakhos’a Etik adli yapitina baktigimizda onun mutlulugu
sOyle tanimladigini goriiyoruz: “mutluluk bir ruh etkinligidir” (1098a 17).



Mutluluk Bir Energeia mi Yoksa Bir Entelekheia mi?

i, KOLYOl 2015724 35

Sunlar1 sormak gerekli goziikiiyor:

Mutluluk bir etkinlik mi yoksa bir etkinligi pesi sira izleyen bir durum mu?
Mutluluk bir energeia olabilir mi?

Aristoteles mutlulugun “baska bir sey i¢in degil de yalnizca kendisinden o6tiirii ve
kendisi icin istenilecek bir sey” oldugunu savlamada hakli goziikiiyor. Fakat
mutluluk=etkinlik demek ne demeye gelir ve mutluluk acaba belli bir etkinlik midir
yoksa bir etkinlik ile, onun aracilifiyla ortaya ¢ikacak bir sey midir?

Ag¢maz su: insanlar kimi etkinlikleri mutlu olmak i¢in yapiyorlar. Acaba o
etkinlikleri yaparken mi yoksa yaptiktan sonra mi mutluluk olusuyor? Belki de
onceleme ve sonralama olarak bu zamansalligin tartigma acisindan hicbir 6nemi yok.
Clinkii “acaba o etkinlikler sirasinda mui mutlu oluyorlar” yoksa “etkinlikleri
tamamladiktan sonra mi: mutlu oluyorlar” (ya da mutlu olmaya devam ediyorlar)
sorularma verilecek yanitlar sunu degistirmiyor: mutluluk o etkinlikler olmadan
olusacak bir sey degil.

Yeniden soralim:

Kimileri “kosmak” mutluluktur diyor, kimileri “daga tirmanmak” mutluluktur
diyor. Ama acaba sdylemeye calistiklar1 sey bu etkinliklerin kendilerinin kendi basina
mutluluk oldugu mu yoksa etkinliklerin tek bir kisi agisindan adina mutluluk denilen bir
durumu yarattig1 sanist mi?

Insanlar kimileyin bir seyi yapmca “mutlu oldum” diyorlar ve farkli insanlar
farkli seyleri yaptiklarinda mutlu oluyor gibi goziikiiyorlar. Bu etkinliklerin kendilerinin
tek tek kisilerde asil anlamda mutluluk yaratip yaratmamasi tartisma agisindan ilineksel,
Cunkii burada bakilan sey etkinligin kendisinin mi yoksa etkinligi pesi sira izleyen seyin
mi mutluluk oldugu.

O halde kimi etkinlikler beni mutlu ediyorsa, mutluluk bu etkinliklerin
KENDILERI degil de, bu etkinlikleri pesi sira izleyen bir sey olabilir.

Biz bizdeki bize 6zgil kimi dynamis’leri etkinlige dokmedik¢e mutlu olamiyoruz,
0 dynamis’ler hali hazirda Oylece durduk¢a mutluluk gergeklesemiyor. Dolayisiyla
mutluluk bir dynamis de degil.

Mutlulugun etkinliklerin (energeiai) kendileri de olamayacagi gosterildi. O halde
geriye mutlulugun bir entelekheia olmasi kaliyor.

Mutlulugun kendisi yalnizca kendisi igin, kendisinden 6tiirii istenilebilecek ve bir
baska sey icin istenilemeyecek bir sey. Aristoteles burada hakli fakat sunu gdézden
kagirir gibi yapryor™:

Mutlulugun yalnizca kendisinden otiirii istenilebilecek ve bir baska sey i¢in

istenilmeyecek bir sey olmasi mutlulugu yaratan etkinligin de bdyle olmasim
zorunlu kilmaz.

Aristoteles’in bunu basitce “gdzden kagirdigini” sdylemek, boyle bir seyi ona ylklemek,
Aristoteles’le “tuz tilketen” (Bkz. EN 8. Kitap) okuyucu i¢in oldukca zor.
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Yine su konularda Aristoteles son derece hakli:
1. Mutluluk “haz” degil.

2. Mutluluk “saglik” degil ama saglik olmadan mutluluk olamiyor (bu,
“insan”m varolabilmesi i¢in en temelde threptike psykhe’nin islemesinin
zorunluluguna benzer).

3. Mutluluk “onur” (time: onur, mevki, san sohret) de degil. Onurlarin
mutlulukla ilgisinin olmadig1 onurlarin bize bagli olmamasindan son derece
acik. (Bkz. EN, 1095b 24)

Aristoteles E.N.’nin baginda yasam bic;imlerinden6 s0z ederken telos’u bir
energeia olan yalnizca bir tek yasam bi¢iminden s6z ediyor. Soziinil etti§i yasam
bigimleri: Haz Yagami (bu yasamin amaci (telos’u) ‘haz’, hazzin kendisi bir bagka sey
i¢in yani mutluluk i¢in istenilecek bir sey dolayisiyla mutlulugun kendisi degil. Fakat
hazzin kendisi bir etkinlik (energeia) degil, haz belirli etkinlikler sonucunda
olusabilecek bir sey), Siyaset Yasami (bu yasamin amaci time (onur, mevki, san,
sOhret). Onurlar da eylem insanlarinin (oi praktikoi) kimi etkinlikleri sonucunda elde
edilebilecek seylerdir ama kendileri birer energeia degildir.) ve Theoria Yasami (bu
yasamin telos’u (sonu) Aristoteles’e gore mutluluk, fakat suna dikkat etmeli: mutluluk
zaten ¢ok belirli bir etkinlik (bir ruh etkinligi), bu yasamdaki etkinligin kendisi theoria,
dolayisiyla theorein=mutluluk, yani etkinligin kendisi zaten mutluluk oluyor. Telos ile
energeia yalnizca bu yasam bi¢iminde Ortiisiiyor. O halde buna goére mutluluk bir
etkinligin pesi sira olusabilecek bir sey ya da bir durum degil. Fakat Nikomakhos’a
Etik’in tamaminda baktigimizda mutluluk theorein’in de zorunlu olarak icinde
bulundugu kimi etkinlikler ile, bu etkinlikler araciligiyla elde edilecek bir sey gibi
gozlkiyor.).

Bagtan ele alalim: mutluluk kiginin kendi dynamis’ini etkinlige tagimasi.
Mutluluk bir etkinlik (energeia) degil, herkes i¢in gegerli olabilecek “son derece belirli”
etkinlikler biitiinii degil. Mutluluk kisideki en parlak/en yetkin dynamis’lerin energeia7
haline doniistiirtilmesi.

Platon’a gore de her tek kisinin kendisini ger¢eklestirebilmesi, kendine 6zgii o
yapiy1 etkinlige tagiyabilmesi mutluluktur. Kisileri ne olacak iseler ondan alikoyacak bir
“mutluluk”, s6zgelimi ¢anak ¢6mlek ustasinin igini yasami kilamamasi; ¢anak ¢omlek
yapacak zamana bir sebepten Otiirii iye olmamasi, baska isler ile mesgul olmasi -Ki
Platon’un ydnetim bicimi aristokrasi olan kallipolis’inde bu ¢anak ¢6mlek ustasi
“erdemli”dir, yani isini o is, (“her tek kisinin ona dogru dogas1 geregi gitmis oldugu,
onun i¢in 6teki islerden bos zaman yaratacagi, onda yagam boyu c¢alisacagi ve onu giizel
kotarmak i¢in kritik anlarin kagmasina izin vermeyecegi is”) (Platon, Politeia, 374c)
nasil yapilmasi gerekiyorsa Oyle yapar, belli tiirden episteme sahibidir (Protagoras
319a-c, Menon 89c): o belli kabin yapiminda tam da ne kadar kil kullanilmasi

® Haz Yasami, Siyaset Yasami, Theoria Yasami ile varolmakligi Haz Yagsamina bagl ilineksel

yasam: Ticaret Yasami.
Burada energeia ile entelekheia’in 6rtiisiir anlam diistintilmeli. Mutluluk “bir ruh etkinligi”dir
derken Aristoteles energeia’nin entelekheia ile 6rtiiymez anlamini aliyor.



Mutluluk Bir Energeia mi Yoksa Bir Entelekheia mi?

i, KOLYOl 2015724 37

gerektigini, kilin hangi sicaklikta pisirilmesi, ne kadar siire ile pisirilmesi gerektigini ve
pisirildikten sonra ne kadar be kletilmesi gerektigini bilir-, polis’in icerisindeki adaleti
Nitekim herkes dogas1 geregi bir baska seye yetilidir ve herkesin dogasi ile orantili
bicimde kendisini etkinlige tagimasini saglamak da yine bu politeia’nin egitiminin
isidir. Her tek kiginin kendi physis’ine gore tamamlanmasini saglayacak bu egitim ise
zor ile degil oyun ile olur. (Politeia, 537a)

Aristoteles sunda da son derece hakli: insanin, asil anlamda insan olabilmesi yani
philosophos olabilmesi i¢in Aristoteles’in saydigi dynamis’lerin tamamini (s6zgelimi:
ankhinoia, nous, synesis, euboulia, sophia, phronesis) isletebilmesi lazim.

Aristoteles’in mutluluk tanimi pek az kiginin altina diisebilecegi bir tanim. Bu
tanima iliskin su sorular dile getirilebilir: mutlulugun insana en 6zgii olan etkinlikle
birlikte gitmesi nigin zorunlu olsun? Theorein insana ve yalnizca ona 6zgii olan bir
etkinliktir ve anthropos he anthropos ya da philosopos yani insan: asil anlamda insan
yapacak bitiin dynamis’lere sahip ve bu dynamis’leri isleten kisi) ancak bu belli etkinlik
ile tamamlanabilir. Aristoteles burada da hakli ama bunun her tek kisinin mutlulugu ile
zorunlu baglantisini ¢gikartabilmek oldukea gii¢ goziikiiyor.

Theoria yapabilenin theoria yapmasi ama theoria yapamayip da fliit ¢alabilenin
fliit calmasi hem de erdemli tarzda ¢almasi da mutluluk. Aristoteles yalnizca anthropos
he anthropos’un mutlulugunu anlatiyor, Platon Politeia adli yapitinda anthropos’unkini.
Mutlulugun kendisi yalnizca kendisinden 6tiirii istenilecek bir sey ama en yiiksek, 6nde
gelen etkinlikle diyesim theoria etkinligi ile mutlu olan tek varolan: anthropos he
anthropos (philosophos). Aristoteles yalmzca philosophos’a 6zgii olamt artyor diyesim
insan olarak insana (anthropos he anthropos). Eger onu bulur ve gerceklestirirse,
etkinlige dokerse anthropos he anthropos (philosophos) mutlu olabilir. Theoria
yapmaya, felsefece etkinlige katilmaya yetili olmayan kisinin mutlulugu ise ona 6zgii
bir mutluluk. S6z gelimi teknatzein etkinligine katilanlar i¢in de bu, pargaya gore “ruh”
etkinliginin gergeklestirilmesi mutluluk yaratir.

O halde mutlulugun bir etkinlik (energeia) olmadig: agik, mutluluk bir etkinligin
pesi sira ortaya ¢ikabilecek bir sey hem de yalnizca bir tek, belirli etkinlik ile degil, her
tek kisinin farkli belirli etkinlikleri ile.

Mutlulugu herkesin kendine 06zgii dynamis’ini etkinlige dokmesi olarak
belirledikte herkesin kendine 6zgu dynamis’ini kesfedecek seyin Platon’un da soyledigi
gibi egitim (paideia) oldugunu yineleyelim. Bu egitimin nasil kotarilmas: gerektiginin
yanit1 kabaca yukarida verildi.

Ethika Nikomakheia herhangi bir insanin degil philosophos olmak olanagina iye
kisinin nasil mutlu olabilecegini, tamamlanabilecegini agikliyor. Aristoteles nigin
mutlulugu yalnizca philosophos olmak olanagina iye kisi icin ve anthropos’un en
yiiksek olanaginin etkinlige taginmasi diye diisiiniiyor?

Dikkatlice bakildiginda su goriiliiyor: aslinda Aristoteles’in  kendisinin
anlattigia bakildiginda mutluluk kimi etkinlikler sonucu ortaya ¢ikabilecek bir sey. O
etkinliklerin hangi etkinlikler oldugu da son derece belirli. Ama o tanimi su sekilde
veriyor: “mutluluk bir ruh etkinligidir, hem de tam erdeme gore”. Ciinkii mutlulugun
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tanimimni bu sekilde vermezse, yani mutluluk = bir etkinlik demezse, yalnizca
kendisinden otiirii istenilen ve bagka bir gey i¢in istenilmeyen diye belirledigi theoria
etkinligini mutlulugun zorunlu ve yeter kosulu olarak alamayacak. Dolayisiyla
Aristoteles philosophos olanagina iye kisinin nasil mutlu olabilecegini anlatiyor ama
bunu sanki her tek insanin nasil mutlu olabilecegini anlatir gibi yapiyor. Nitekim
insanin igini sorarken aslinda philosophos’un isini soruyor ve biitiin yapit boyunca da
onun etkinliklerine bakiyor.

Butun bunlar g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, sunlar sdylenebilir: mutlulugun ne
oldugunu arastiran kisi Platon’a, philosophos olanagina iye kisinin ancak nasil mutlu
olabilecegini arastiran kisi ise Aristoteles’e bakmali. Her ikisinin tamamlanmasinda
ortak olan etkinlikleri kesfedebilmek i¢in ise hem Platon’a hem Aristoteles’e (ama daha
¢ok da Aristoteles’e) gelisli gidigli bakmali. Aristoteles’e gore philosophos’un ancak ve
ancak nasil mutlu olabilecegi ise baska bir yazinin konusu olsun.

O halde mutluluk, Platon’un da onu isaret ettigi gibi her tek kiside bulunan biitiin
dynamis’lerin erdemli tarzda etkinlige dékiilmesidir. insanin iye oldugu dynamis’lerin
icinde sozgelimi tekhnatzein’i de saymak zorunlu guriintyor. Tekhnatzein dynamis’ine
sahip kisi i¢in mutluluk bu olanak etkinlige tasinmadan olusabilecek bir sey degil. Her
tek kisinin mutlulugu biricik tarzda kurulacak bir seydir, her tek kisi biricik tarzda
tamamlanir ¢iinkd her tek kisinin dynamis’leri de ona 6zgil ve biriciktir.

Dahasi theorein Aristoteles’in onu belirledigi tarzda tam ve kendine yeter bir
etkinlik olmasina ragmen yalnizca kendisi icin istenebilecek ve bagka bir sey igin
istenemeyecek bir etkinlik degildir. Theoria da hem kendisinden 6turd istenilebilecek
hem de bir baska sey i¢in istenilebilecek bir etkinliktir. Theorein etkinligine katilmadan
edemeyen philosophos’un tamamlanmasi g6z Oniinde bulunduruldugunda, onun
mutlulugu bakimindan bu etkinligin yeri 6nde gelir.

O halde mutluluk bir energeia degil, bir entelekheia yani her tek kisinin kendi
dynamisleri bakimindan amacim iginde tasiyarak varolmasidir.

Mutlulugun ne oldugunu konusunda yukarida sdylenenler gidisli gelisli tarzda
kotarilacak bir Platon - Aristoteles incelemesinin sonucunda ortaya ¢ikabilir. Elbette
sunu da unutmamak gerek: “[a]na c¢izgileri iyi c¢izilmis seyleri isleyip ayrintilarini
diizenlemek herkesin yapabilecegi bir is gibi goriiniiyor; zaman bdylelerini bulur ya da
onlara iyi bir yardimei olur.” (EN, 1198a 21)
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Happiness: An Energeia or an Entelekheia?

Abstract

Aristotle, in his Nicomachean Ethics determines the what it is for happiness to be
as “a being-at-work of the soul that is in accord with complete virtue” (N.E.,
1098a 17). This paper —taking Platonic concepts into account not incidentally but
deliberately with choice- intends to investigate happiness, being-at-work
(energeia), the difference between being —at-work and being-at-work-staying-
itself (entelekheia), the relation between the completion of a human being and
happiness as Aristotle understands them. The definition Aristotle gives regarding
happiness is by no means haphazardly put forward, quite the contrary this
definition is determined “knowingly, willingly and with choice” as Aristotle
would put it, in order for him to be able to give an account for his argument
concerning the togetherness of the completion of a human being and his/her
happiness.

This paper discusses the difference between praksis and poiesis with regard to
their tele, how and with which activities it is possible for a human being to be
human in the proper sense and the relation this has with happiness, what it means
for the human being to be a politikon zoon, what dialektike is and how it is
proceeded as one method determined by Plato and also used by Aristotle, the
relation between justice and the being-at-work-staying itself of a person according
to Plato and theorein as one being-at-work that might make it possible for the
philosophos to establish itself.

The paper lastly argues and concludes that although theorein is an all-important
being-at-work (energeia) for the anthropos he anthropos and for his/her
completion and therefore necessitous for the happiness of one particular form of
anthropos which is called philosophos, it cannot be asserted that for each and
every person happiness cannot be achieved if that person is not involved in that
activity called theorein.
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Politics, ethics, energeia, entelekheia, happiness, eudaimonia.
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Introduction

Modernity is political but is political only ‘political’? According to modern
social theory political science belongs to secular domains of social sciences, it is
scientific and it immunes from theology. But new theoretical developments in political
sciences and political philosophy shows that this intellectual tendency is one sided and
extremely secularist which is outmoded in our day. Especially after German political
philosopher Carl Schmitt’s Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of
Sovereignty (Schmitt, 1985), the theological conceptions in the theory of the modern
state and the apocalyptic approach which characterizes modern ideologies of the West
have called political scientists’s attention on a large scale. Schmitt’s assesments in his
book show that religious and secular utterances can not be clearly seperated and
contents of religious language continues in modern political theory and will continue to
exist in spite of secularism.

Theological Turn” or “Religious Turn” In Social Theory: The Relationship
between Religion and Politics

The task of theology and politics are conceived in different ways by different
thinkers. For some, politics and theology are distinct activities; politics references
public authority and theology references religious experience. For other thinkers
theology and politics are essentially similar activities and all politics has theology
embedded within it. (Scott, Cavanaugh, 2004: 2) For example, according to Carl
Schmitt who is one of the most influential political thinkers of twentieth-century
Germany, thinks very similarly to them. In his famous book titled of Political Theology:
Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, Carl Schmitt writes;

all significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularized
theological concepts not only because of their historical development — in which
they were transferred from theology to the theory of the state, whereby, for
example, the omnipotent God became the omnipotent lawgiver-but also because
of their systematic structure, the recognition of which is necessary for a
sociological consideration of these concepts. (a.e. 1985: 36)

According to Schmitt, in modern political theory, the ‘omnipotent God’
reappears as the ‘Sovereign’, the theological ‘miracle’ becomes the ‘juridicial
exception’, and so on. These statements of Schmitt were challenging for social sciences,
especially political science which has the tendency that mentioned above. If all
significant concepts of the modern theory of state are secularized theological concepts
how can we distinguish science form religion, knowledge from faith, philosophy from
religion, knowing from believing and so on? What is the criterion of our objectivity in
modern social theory?

With the new developments in political theology today, we can say that these
theologico-political questions depend on reason and revelation distinction in philosophy
and Leo Strauss and Eric Voegelin fervently discuss this question in their political
theories. According to Jewish political scientist and philosopher Leo Strauss, reason and
revelation division, such modern dichotomies are also connected with modern status of
philosophy. Modern thinkers ascribe social and political status to philosophy against
religion and myth. Philosophy is first and others follow it. Leo Strauss and other modern
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thinkers argue that a modern thinker must choose between Jerusalem and Athens. But
for Voegelin, philosophy and religion and also myth — for example, myths of Plato -
exist in a relation of mutuality. (Voegelin, 1990a: 195-196; Winterholler, 1997: 106;)
(Voegelin, 1990b; 292-294; Strauss, 1993: 112)

Not only philosophers like Schmitt, Strauss and Voegelin, but German
philosopher Jurgen Habermas who belongs to the leftist tradion also has exercised a
great influence on the debate on faith and reason in a post-Secular age. With the term,
“post-secular”, Habermas, emphasizes the social role and importance of religion in
modern society. Habermas’ discussion with Cardinal Ratzinger at the Catholic
Academy in Munich in 2004 shows us the questions on the relation between faith and
reason and on the relation between secular and religious citizens. (Ratzinger, Habermas,
2007) Habermas also contributed to the discussion together with the representatives of
the Jesuit School for Philosophy — Norbert Brieskorn, Michael Reder, Friedo Ricken,
and Josef Schmidt- which took place in Munich in February 2007. (Cronin, 2010)

Habermas, in the Peace Prize speech with the title “Faith and Knowledge”,
emphasizes

“the idea that the secularization hypothesis has now lost its explanatory power and
that religion and the secular World always stand in a reciprocal relation. Although
faith and knowledge are clearly separate from one another, they inherently depend
on a constructive coexistence, especially in addressing urgent social questions
such as those posed by bioethics. Religion proves to be an important moral
resource in this context, according to Habermas, because religious citizens have
special Access to potential for justifying moral questions. Its meaning-endowing
function provides a moral basis for public discourse and thereby plays an
important role in the public sphere. (a.e, 6)

According to Habermas, reason and revelation don’t represent two
fundamentally opposed attitudes toward the world. In this context the philosopher and
the believer share more with each other than they differ from each other. In his speech,
he references the common philosophical-theological tradition extending from Augustine
to Thomas. He says that,

Modern science compelled a philosophical reason which had become self-critical
to break with metaphysical constructions of the totality of nature and history. With
this advance in reflection, nature and history became the preserve of emprical
sciences and not much more was left for philosophy than the general competences
of knowing, speaking, and acting subjects. With this the synthesis of faith and
knowledge forged in the tradition extending from Augustine to Thomas fell apart.
Although modern philosophy assimilated the Greek heritage critically in the form
of an, if you will, “postmetaphysical” thinking, at the same time it discarded
Judeo-Christian sacred knowledge (Heilwissen). (a.e, 16-17)

After the terrorist attacks of September 11, thinkers like Habermas attributed
great importance to religious issues in public space. In social thought and theory such
interest is called, “religious turn” or “theological turn”. Like thinkers Alain Badiou,
Slavoj Zizek writes about the “theological turn” within social theory, especially, in
phenomenology. For example, according to such thinkers Levinasian “alterity” is not
just ethical but theological. (Arthur, Paul, 2009: 183-189) In fact this “religious turn” or
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“theological turn” was not only (re-)evalutaing modern theory but also (re-) evaluating
the modern Project. Not only these thinkers, but also thinkers from United States of
America express the same interest. For example Michael Allen Gillespie says that “the
attack on the World Trade Center thus called the modern Project into question, and it
did so in a new and unsettling way.” (Gillespie, 2008: 1x)

Political Messianism

Political messianism is a very important theologico-political question in social
theory. Christian emancipation of humanity is a religious thema and it is divine but
modern political messianism depends on secularisation of the Jewish-Christian
emancipation idea. According to this idea, God’s Kingdom is on Earth and we can seek
to “immanentize the Christian Eschaton”. With this aim, the modern intellectual
pursues, not divine redemption, but immanent salvation: for example, we can see the
idea of the immanent salvation in Comte’s new religion of ‘positivism’, in the
‘progressive superman’ of Condorcet, in Marx’s emancipation theory of ‘communism’,
in National Socialism’s ideal society that consists of ‘pure German superior race’ etc.
(Voegelin, 1975)

After French revolution the spiritual destruction of West was achieved and there
was a big vacuum in the spiritual life of humans. Some thinkers wanted to fill this gap
with their political theories. For example Comte like political religions of the twentieth
century, such as National Socialism and Marxism, wanted to find a solution for Western
crisis, namely, a crisis of the spirit in his new religion of positivism. His attempted
solution was an attractive one and his Law of Three Stages (the theological stage, the
metaphysical stage and the positive stage) which includes positivism with religious
enthusiasm quickly diffused to intellectual circles. Voegelin says that,

Comte would be rather insignificant figure in the history of political ideas if he
were not the Fondateur de la religion universielle an the first high priest of new
religion. Pseudo-prophetic charisma is the strength of Comte, and while his
church was not much of success, his religious enthusiasm was strong enough to
endow a body of ideas, although of dubious scientific value, with the glow of a
revelation on whose acceptance depends the salvation of mankind. Comte has not
added much as a thinker to the complex of Positivist ideas; he has added to them
in his capacity as a religious founder by shifting them to the level of a dogmatic
religion. (Voegelin, 1975: 90)

Rethinking on what we understand from the term “secular”, German-Jewish
thinker Jacob Taubes who is the writer of Occidental Eschatology, says that “the
proletariat assumes the role of Christ. In Christ, too, the destiny of Mankind found its
ultimate expression.” According to him, “social economy is for Marx the economy of
salvation”. (Taubes, 2009: 184-185) Also another German-Jewish thinker Karl Lowith,
who is the author of Meaning in History, sees Marx as a Jew of the Old Testament a
stature and a messianic. Lowith writes,

The fundamental premise of the Communist Manifesto is not the antagonism
between bourgeoisie and proletariat as two opposite facts; for what makes them
antagonistic is that the one class is the children of darkness and the other the
children of light. Likewise, the final crisis of the bourgeois capitalist World which
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Marx prophesies in terms of a scientific prediction is a last judgement, though
pronounced by the inexorable law of the historical process. Neither the concepts
of bourgeoisie and proletariat, nor thegeneral view of history as an ever intensified
struggle between two hostile camps, nor, least of all, the anticipation of its
dramatic climax, can be verified “in a purely emprical way.” It is only Marx’s
“ideological” consciousness that all history is a history of class struggles, while
the real driving force behind this conception is a transparent messianism which
has its unconscious root in Marx’s own being, even in his race. He was a Jew of
Old Testament stature, though an emancipated Jew of the nineteenth century who
felt strongly antireligious an deven anti-semitic. It is the old Jewish messianism
and prophetism... (Léwith, 1950: 44)

All thinkers mentioned above shows the religious and messianic (Tubes, 1982:
595-600; Gray, 2007) characteristic of the modern political theory from Comte to Marx.
These thinkers see history through the lens of the apocalypse which means “the world is
coming to end”. (Hall, 2009: 3) If we use Marx’s and Engels’ apocalyptic words; “the
history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles” (Marx, Engels,
2008: 6), and they can conclude that “if class conflict could be eliminated, history as we
know would come to end... After the end of history would come the earthly utopia,”
(Hall, 2009: 134) namely communism. Also like for Marxists, worldly heaven is true for
Comte’s positivism and for National Socialists’ Nazism, for ‘progressive superman’ of
Condorcet and for Islamic, Christian or Jewish Fundamentalism or scientism and so on.

Despite the fact that modernity is a completely secular Project and politics is
immune from theology, not divine salvation but ‘immanent salvation’, ‘eschatology’,
‘millenarianism’ and ‘modern messianism’ were theologico-political leitmotivs of
modernity and modern political theory. According to Gillespie who is the author of the
book with the title, The Theological Origins of Modernity, the modernity project wanted
to eliminate religion but in fact it developed a new view of religion or theology for
society, He says that:

This opposition to religion in the modern age, however, should not be taken as a
proof that its core modernity is antireligious. It is certainly true that modernity has
consistenly struggled against certain forms of religious doctrine and practice,
including the cult of the saints, teleology, the natural law teachings of
scholasticism, the geocentric vision of the natural World, and creationism..
Modernity is better understood as an attempt to find a new
metaphysical/theological answer to the question of the nature and relation of God,
man, and the natural World that arose in the late medieval World as a result of a
titanic struggle between contradictory elements Christianity itself. Modernity as
we understand and experience it, came to be as a series of attempts to constitute a
new and coherent metaphysics/theology. (Gillespie, 2008: xii)

Gillespie’s arguments tell us modernity is not breaking off from the Christian
tradition but it is the continuation of it in new ways. To him, old scholastic divisions
continue in the new forms, for example in language but sometimes we can not
apprehend this continuation clearly. For example, the division of ‘nature and
supernaturel” which Enlightenment thinkers defend enthusiastically is a ‘scholastic
division’ that the theologians of the Middle Ages constructed before the Age of
Enlightenment.
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Conclusion

The death of God, in Nietzsche, does not mean the end of the gods or liberation
from God. The death of God, with Jean-luc Nancy words “involves the death of death,
the negation of negation, the end of being seperated from God, the divinization of
Humanity, the absolutizing of its knowledge and its history” (Nancy, 1991: 110-150). If
modernity and secularism produced a new form of religion — with the term of political
religions, divinization of humanity, immanentization of Christian Eschaton, messianism,
millenarianism, worldly apocalypse or gnosticism, Voegelin, Schmitt, Taubes,
Gillespie, Lowith, Nancy and other modern thinkers argue this - we have to call rational
modern Project and secularism in to question.

Once, Bruno Latour said that “we have never been secular at all”. If Post-
Enlightenment thought was in fact Christian and the apocalyptic vision of Christianity
was converted to modern political theory as an immanent apocalyptic vision and utopia
we have to re-think on Modern Project and have to change our understanding of the
human being especially one with an autonomous (human) reason. Also we have to call
modern political theory, which is quasi-scientific and objective, in to question. So, not
divine salvation but ‘immanent salvation’, ‘eschatology’, ‘millenarianism’ and ‘modern
messianism’ are themes of modern political ideologies. For example, as Gray says,
immanent salvation of scientism, worldly salvation of communist movements, quasi-
democratic salvation of the Third World or Islamic, Jewish and Christian salvation of
the fundemantalist movements and salvation of women that is defended by the feminist
theologies imitate divine salvation of monotheist religions. After the death of God - the
God of theologians, believers, and philosophers — religion return to us on its own terms
or masks such as positivism, scientism, communism or fascism. We can not deny
religious experiment of the messianic expections in modern society. This is a spiritual
justification of secular power.

Finally we can conclude this paper with Taubes. Taubes who was Schmitt’s
pupil and admitted that reading Schmitt’s Politische Theology was a “turning point in
his years of study”, says that we can undermine the spiritual justification of secular
power not with “positive political theology” but “negative political theology” as
philosophical-theological approach, because this makes us think of the link between
divine and secular powers.” Negative political theology can alert us against
secularization of paradise, the attempt to bring down the Kingdom of God to earth or
against pseudomessiahs in (post) modern society.

Negative political theology is a new approach in theology. For negative political theology of
Taubes see Taubes Jacob, (2013) To Carl Schmitt: Letters and Reflections, New York:
Columbia University Press. Also see, Bulhof llse N., Kate Laurens Ten ed. (2000), Flight of
the Gods, Philosophical Perspectives on Negative Theology, New York: Fordham University
Press. According to this book, the thinkers of the negative theology in the Middle Ages were
Dionysius the Areopagite, John of the Cross, Eckhart, Anselm of Canterbury, Thomas
Auquinas..
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Modern Politikay1 Yeniden Diisiinmek:
Politik Teoloji ve Politik Mesihcilik

Ozet

Modern sosyal teoride entellektiieller arasindaki genel egilim, politikayr bir
“bilim” olarak teoloji, tarih gibi diger sosyal bilim disiplinlerinden bagimsiz, ayri
ve sosyal bilimlerin sekiiler alanina dahil olarak gérme egilimidir. Bu bildik
yaklasimin aksine giiniimiizde politika biliminde ve 6zellikle de politika
felsefesinde ortaya cikan yeni entellektiiel gelismeler ile birlikte yukarida ifade
edilen bakisin oldukea tek tarafli oldugu ve bir tiir dinselligi i¢inde barindirdig:
diisliniirler tarafindan ifade edilmeye baslandi. Bilhassa Alman politika filozofu
Carl Schmitt’in Politik Teoloji: Egemenlik Tasarimi Uzerine Dort Bolim adli gok
onemli eseri yaymnlandiktan hemen sonra modern devlet teorisinde kullanilan
teolojik kavramlar ve Bati ideolojilerinin apokaliptik (tarihi bir agamada durduran
ve kiyametgi) yaklagimlart politik bilimcilerin ilgisini ¢ok daha fazla ¢ekmeye
bagladi. Schmitt’in eseri kendisinden kagmilmaya galigilan dinsel dilin modern
teorilerde devam edip etmedigi meselesini ele aliyordu ve Schmitt tarafindan
modernitedeki sekiilerizm iddiasina ragmen dinsel dilin modern teoride varligini
devam ettirdigi ileri siiriiliyordu. Schmitt’in sdyledigi ilizere s6z gelimi modern
devlet teorisinde kadim “kadir-i mutlak Tanr1” kavrami “egemen devlet”
kavramina, teolojik bir kavram olan “mucize” kavrami ise, “istisna hali” gibi
modern ve politik bir kavrama doniisiiyordu. Schmitt’in “modern teorinin biitiin
onemli kavramlarinin sekiilerlesmis teolojik kavramlar oldugu” iddiasi ile birlikte
bu tiirden ifadeler sosyal bilimler ve bilhassa da politika bilimi ig¢in meydan
okuyucuydu ¢ilinkii Schmitt’in iddia ettigi iizere eger modern devlet teorisinin
biitiin 6nemli kavramlar1 kokeninde teolojik ise ve dinselligi barindirtyorsa bilimi
dinden, felsefeyi dinden, bilgiyi inangtan, ya da bilmeyi inanmadan vb. nasil
aytrabiliriz? sorusu sosyal bilimcinin cevaplamak zorunda oldugu ve kendisinden
kaginilamayacak bir soru olacakti. Bir diger 6nemli soru da sudur: Sosyal
bilimlerde objektiflik kriterimiz bu noktadan sonra ne olabilir?

Politik teoloji alanindaki gelismelerden yola ¢ikarsak yukarida ifade edilen
teolojik-politik meselenin biiyiik olgiide akil/vahiy ayrimina ya da dikotomisine
dayandigini ifade edebiliriz. Bu meseleyle ilgili olarak yazilarinda iki onemli
politika filozofu, Yahudi diisiinlir Leo Strauss ve Alman-Avusturyali diisiiniir Eric
Voegelin polemige girmislerdir. Strauss bu ayrimi kesin olarak savunurken
Voegelin bu ayrimi reddetmis ve ikisi arasinda kesin olarak bir secim
yapamayacagimizi ileri siirmiistiir. Leo Strauss, yazilarinda diisiiniiriin Atina ve
Kudiis arasinda mutlaka bir secim yapmasi gerektigini ifade ederken Voegelin
Strauss’un iddiasinin aksine akil ile vahyin karsilikli iligki i¢inde olduklarini ve
dolayistyla bunlarm arasinda bir dikotomiye yol agacak sekilde bir ayrim
yapilamayacagini ileri stirmiistiir. Yalnizca Leo Strauss degil, Habermas gibi
soldan gelen disgiiniirler de bu tartigsmaya daha sonradan katilmislardir. “Post-
Sekuler” terimiyle Habermas c¢alismalarinda dinin modern toplumdaki roliinii
vurgulamistir ve Miinih’te teologlarla karsilikli girdigi bir tartismada akil-inang
meselesini sekiiler ve dindar yurttaslarin arasindaki iliski baglamina oturtarak
Voegelin’in yaklagimma benzer sekilde karsilikli bagimlilik ve iliski ekseninde
degerlendirmistir.
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Amerika’daki 11 Eyliil saldirilarindan sonra yalnizca Habermas degil, Alain
Badiou, Slavoj Zizek gibi soldan gelen bagka baz1 diisiiniirler de kamusal alandaki
din meselesine blylk 6nem atfettiler. Sosyal diisiince ve teorideki dine olan bu
ilgi ve entellektiiel doniisiim, diisliniirler tarafindan sik¢a “dine doniis” veya
“teolojiye doniis” olarak adlandirildi. Amerikali bir entelektiiel olan Michael
Allen Gillespie’nin de ¢aligmasinda ifade ettigi iizere s6z konusu entelektiel ve
politik gelismeler, modernite projesinin bugiine kadar denenmemis ve aligildik
olmayan bir tarzda sorgulanmasina da yol agt1.

Modern politika teorisinde bir diger 6nemli teolojik-politik mesele “politik
mesihgilik” meselesidir. Politik veya modern mesih¢ilik hareketi Hiristiyan
kurtulug teolojisinin diinyevilesmis versiyonudur ve Tanr1 Kralligi’nt bu diinyada
politik olarak gerceklestirmeyi vaat eder. Bu gayeyle modern entelektiiel ilahi bir
kurtulusun degil, diinyevi kurtulusun pesinde kosar. Bunu Comte’un pozitivizm
olarak yeni dininde, Condorcet’nin ilerlemeci Ust-insaninda ve Marx’in komiinizm
teorisiyle Nasyonal Sosyalizmin ari Alman irkindan olusan istiin Alman
toplumunda gorebiliriz. Fransiz Devrimi ertesinde, Kilise’nin kamusal alandaki
guclinii yitirmesi neticesinde dinin kamusal alandan 6zel alana dogru c¢ekilisiyle
birlikte ortaya cikan spiritiiel bosluk s6zii edilen disiiniirler tarafindan ortaya
konan politik teorilerle doldurulmak istenmistir. Comte yeni politik dini
“pozitivizm”le bu krize bir ¢6ziim bulmak isterken Marksizm ve Nasyonal
Sosyalizm de Comte’la ayni saikten dogdu ve Bati’daki entellektiielleri siiratle
etkisi altina aldi. Yeni politik teorilerin ve akimlarin karakteri bilyiik dl¢iide dinsel
ve mesihg¢iydi. Bu teorilerde tarih “simdiye kadarki tarih” ve “simdiden sonraki
tarih” olmak Uzere ikiye bélindu ve teorilerin sahipleri tarihi indirgemeci bir
anlayigla entelektiiel bir insaya donistiirdiiler. S6z gelimi Marx’a gore “tarih
yalnizca smif ¢atigmalarinin tarihi”ydi ve buradan hareketle anlagilmaliydi. Eger
simdiye kadarki tarihte hiikiim siiren sinif ¢atigmalart ilga edilebilirse bildigimiz
sekliyle tarih son bulacak ve diinyevi bir cennet ya da iitopya baglayabilecekti. Bu
ayni zamanda tarihin sonu da demekti. Tarihin sonu, yani komiinist toplum.
Yalnizca Marx’in komiinist toplumu degil, Comte’un pozitivist toplumu gibi
Nasyonal Sosyalistlerin saf Alman irkindan olusan gelecekteki toplumu da
savunanlarin teorileri bu mesihgi nitelige sahipti. Gliniimiizde de bilimperestlikte
yahut Islamci, Hiristiyan ve Yahudi koktenci hareketlerde bu politik mesihgi
yaklagimi, sekiiler kurtulus teolojileri olarak gorebiliriz. Modernitenin Teolojik
Kokenleri adli kitabin yazar1 olan Amerikali diisiiniir Gillespie’ye gére modern
proje dini elimine etmek istese ve tamamen sekiiler bir proje olarak ortaya ¢iksa
da ilahi degil, diinyevi kurtulusu, eskatolojik diisiinceyi, binyilcilik ve modern
mesihgiligi teolojik-politik motifler olarak ig¢inde barindirmaktadir. Yine ona goére
modern politika ve modern diisiince dini elimine etmek isterken toplum igin yeni
bir tir din ve teolojiyi gelistirmek durumunda kalmigtir. Bu bakimdan modernite
sekiilerizmiyle teolojik bir siirekliligi tasimaktadir ve dogrudan dogruya
teolojiden, Ornek verilecek olursa soz gelimi Aydmlanma ile birlikte sik¢a
giindeme gelen dogal ve doga iistli gibi ayrimlar modern ve Fransiz Devrimi ertesi
bulunmus ayrimlar degil, kokeninde skolastik diigiinceden alinan teolojik
ayrimlardir.

Netice itibariyle, Alman diigliniir Nietzsche Tanri’nin 6liimiinden bahsederken
aslinda Tanri’dan tamamen Ozgiirlestigimizden bahsetmiyordu. Tanr’nin 6liimii
ile birlikte Tanr’’'nin yerini Jean-Luc Nancy’nin deyisiyle, hiimanizmin
kutsallastirilmasi, insanin bilgisinin ve tarihinin mutlaklastirilmast almustir.
Voegelin, Schmitt, Taubes, Gillespie, Lowith, Nancy ve diger diisiiniirlerin ileri
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stirdiigli tizere, modernizm ve sekiilerizm sOylenildigi gibi — politik dinler,
hiimanizmin kutsallastirilmasi, Hiristiyan Ote Diinya fikrinin ickinlestirilmesi ve
diinyevilestirilmesi, mesihgilik, binyilcilik, diinyevi kiyamet ya da gnostisizm
terimlerinden anlasilacagi {izere - yeni bir tiir din {iretmis ise rasyonel oldugu
addedilen modernite projesini ve sekilerizmi tekrar sorgulamak gerekir. Bruno
Latour “hic¢bir zaman sekiiler olmadik” derken, Post-Aydinlanmact diisiincenin
gergekte Hiristiyan olduguna, teolojik kokenlerine ve Hiristiyanlik’in apokaliptik
vizyonuna sahip olduguna isaret ediyordu.

Yalnizca Gillespie ve Latour degil, Kara Ayin: Apokaliptik Din ve Utopyanin
Oliimii kitabmin yazar1 John Gray’in de soyledigi iizere bilimizmin diinyevi
kurtulus projesi, komiinist hareketlerin diinyevi kurtulusu, Ugiincii Diinya
iilkelerinin sdzde demokratiklesme vasitasiyla kurtuluslari, Hiristiyan, Yahudi ve
Islami koktencilerin kurtulus projeleri ve nihayetinde kadmlarm kurtulusunu
savunan feminist teolojiler tek Tanrili dinlerin kurtulus projelerinin modern
donemdeki imitasyonu, yani taklididirler. Nietzsche tarafindan Tanri’nin
6limiiniin ilaninin ertesi modern disiiniirlerin teorilerinde sosyal diisinceden
adeta kovulmus olan din pozitivizm, bilimizm, komiinizm ya da fasizm olarak
degisik kiliklar ya da maskeler altinda geri dondii. Modern toplumdaki mesih¢i
tecriibeyi gormezden gelmek bu manada miimkiin degildir. Mesihgilik diinyevi
iktidarin  spiritiiel olarak mesrulastirilmas: anlamina gelir. Bu meseleyi
degerlendirmeyi iinlii politika filozofu Alman diigliniir Jacob Taubes nin
fikirlerinden hareketle bitirebiliriz. Gengliginde Schmitt’in grencisi olmus ve
onun Politik Teoloji adli eseriyle karsilagmasini hayatinda bir doniim noktasi
olarak goren Taubes, politik teoloji ile alakal felsefi yaklagiminda “pozitif politik
teoloji”yi degil, “negatif politik teoloji”yi entelektiiel bir ¢ikis noktasi olarak
goriir. Negatif teoloji sayesinde politik giliclin  ve iktidarin spiritiel
mesrulastirilmasini tespit edebilir ve degerlendirebiliriz. Yine negatif teoloji
yoluyla ilahi ve sekiiler giigler arasindaki iligkiyi anlayip dinsel iitopyay1 politik
eylem vasitasiyla sekiilerlestirme girisimlerinin farkina varabiliriz. En nihayetinde
Taubes’ye gore negatif politik teoloji bizi 6te diinyaya ait olan Tanr1 Kralligi’ni
modern dunyada kurma girisimlerine ve modern oldugu kadar sahte de olan
giiniimiiz mesihlerine kars1 uyarici bir yaklagim da olacaktir.

Anahtar S6zcukler
Modernizm, sekilarizm, din, politik teoloji, polititk mesihgilik.
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Ranciére Diisiincesinde Siyasal Olanin Onceligi

Ozet

Calismada temel olarak Jacques Ranciere’in siyasal kavramina bakigi analiz
edilmistir. Diisiiniir, siyasetin polis arayisi karsisinda siyasal olani uyusmazlik ve
catigma iizerinden kurmakta ve (liberal/temsili) demokratik pratikleri asarak yeni
bir demokrasi anlayis1 gelistirmektedir. Diislincesinin en 6nemli ayaklarindan biri,
bir diizeni ifade eden polis (police) olarak siyasetten (politics) uyusmazlik ve
esitlik dnkosullu siyasal olana (political) gegiste demokratik miicadelenin 6nemini
ortaya koymaktir. Demokrasi ile siyaset arasindaki bagi bilinen kavramlarin
Gtesinde yeniden tanimlayan Ranciere, siyasal-siyaset ve siyasa arasindaki iliskiyi
sorgulamamizi saglar. Bu calisma siyasa siirecine indirgenmis siyasete karsi
Ranciere’deki siyasal kavraminin bir ¢ikig noktasi olabilecegine dayanmaktadir.
Ranciere’in demokrasiyi siyasal iliskilerin temeline yerlestirerek actigi yeni
giizergah, yerlesik demokrasinin krizlerine iiretilmis felsefi cevaplardir. Ranciere
acisindan demokrasi, bir diizenin degil diizensizligin ve siyasal Oznelligin
eyleminin ismidir.

Anahtar Sozciukler

Jacques Ranciere, Siyasal Kavrami, Siyasal Kuram, Demokratik Siyaset,
Demokrasi Kuramu.
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Giris

Temsil mekanizmasina dayanan liberal demokrasilerin girdigi ¢ikmaz, 20.
ylizyildan kalan mirasla yeni yiizyilin basinda da siyaset felsefesinin ana konularindan
biridir. 1970’lerden bu yana liberal demokrasiye dair elestiriler yiikselirken, demokrasi
kavraminin yeni sifatlarla birlikte diisiiniildiigii gortilmektedir. Bugiin ¢agdas siyasal
teorinin ¢ikis yolu aradigi demokrasi krizi, demokrasinin ne anlama geldigi sorusuyla
birlikte siyasetin de yeniden disiiniilmesini saglamaktadir. Basitce bir karar verme
mekanizmasina ve prosedirlere sikistirilan, diger bir deyisle siyasa (policy) boyutu 6ne
¢ikarilan siyasetin, aslolarak siyasal boyutunun (political) yani tartisma, uyusmazIlik ve
¢ekigsmeye dayali onciillerinin gérmezden gelindigi sdylenebilir. Siyaseti bir mekanizma
gibi algilayan bu diisiince Soguk Savas sonrasi doneme damga vurmustur. Neoliberal
ekonomik diizenin istikrart adina, siyasal olanin unutulmasi mesrulastiriimaktadir.
Demokrasi bir yandan 6villrken bir yandan da sinirlar1 belirli bir siyasetin i¢ine motif
olarak yerlestirilmektedir. Bu sinirlarin disina ¢ikmak adina siyaset felsefesi, demokrasi
sorgusunu Onemli derecede artirmistir. 20. yiizyilin basinda demokrasiye gecis bir
zorunluluk olarak belirirken, gecen siirede demokrasinin tek basina bir anlam ifade
etmedigi gorilmiistiir. Bu sirecte liberal, halkgi, sosyalist ya da daha yakin zamandaki
arayislardan katilimci, miizakareci, radikal gibi sifatlarla demokrasiyi anlamlandirmak
icin kullamlmigtir. Bugiin gelinen noktada, kiiresel sermaye akiglarinin belirledigi
ekonomik sistemin gudiminde; bireysel ve kitlesel o6zgirliigi, siyasal aidiyetleri
temellendirmekten uzaklagsan demokrasinin bu sifatlarin 6tesinde yeni bir tanimlamaya
muhtag oldugu ortadadir. Bireyin, halkin ve rasyonel diisiincenin tanimlanmis
bigimlerinin 6tesine gegmek, daha 6nce deneyimlenmis yollarin disinda bir giizergah
gelistirmek i¢in kavramlarin iizerine gitmek gereklidir. Bireyin sadece se¢im ve kismen
de sivil toplum kuruluglart aracilifiyla konusabildigi dar bir siyasal anlayisa dayanan
liberal teorinin Otesine gegmek ve bununla birlikte ona kosut olan Marksizm’in
analizlerinin de yenilenmesi bu noktada atilan ilk adimlardan olmustur. Devaminda
kiiresellesme ve ona karsit olarak gerceklesen toplumsal hareketler, yeni demokrasi ve
siyaset arayiglarmin yolunu belirginlestirmistir. Bu pratik arayislarla birlikte, siyasetin
yeniden tamimlanmasi igin felsefi gelenegin de kokli bigimde elestirilmesi ve var olan
dayanak noktalariin yerinden edilmesi gereklidir.

Ozellikle Fransiz diisiincesinde bu arayisin canli bigimde devam ettigi
gordlebilir. Devrimci Fransiz geleneginin 21. yiizyilda da yasadigim sdylemek
mimkindur. Deleuze, Balibar, Badiou, Nancy, Ranciere gibi isimler farkli noktalardan
siyasal teorinin yenilenmesini saglarken, somut olarak da demokrasinin islemez
dogasim elestirmektedirler. Bu siiregte s6z konusu diistiniirler yeni bir siyasetin anahtar
kelimelerini de tiiretirler. Kavramlari aligilmig yerinden edip yeniden ele alan ve
yorumlayan bu dusiiniirlerin ¢abalarim reel siyasetle eslestirmek her zaman mimkiin
olmaz. Ancak farkli bir bakis agisini tiiretmek adina kavramlarin, donemin genel gecer
kabullerinin tesine taginmasi zorunludur. Pratik, bu yeni kavramlardan tiireyecektir. Bu
calismanin amaci Jacques Ranciere’in diisiincesindeki esitlik ve demokrasi elestirisinin,
giiniimiiz siyasetinin yeni arayislarina rehberlik edebilecegi diislincesini One
cikarmaktir. Ranciere diisiincesinde, esitlik, demokrasi ve siyaset kavramlari temeldir.
Ranciere bu kavramlarm bilindik kullanimlarinin 6tesinde bir yeniden tanimlamaya tabi
tutmaktadir. Bu ¢ergevede siyasal olanin siyasete dnceligi teziyle uyusmazliga dayanan
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siyasal iligkinin, sinirlar1 belirlenmis bir kurumsalligin ve atfedilmis rollerin diginda
olusacagi diisiincesi esastir. Bu calismanin temel argiimani da rolleri belirlenmis
kisilerin siyasa iiretme siirecine indirgenen bir siyaset diizeni karsisinda, Ranciereci
kavramlar esliginde yeniden siyasal olanin dneminin hatirlanmasi gerektigidir. Boylece
siyasal iligkinin temelinde yer alan demokrasinin esitlik noktasi, ancak temsilci-temsil
edilen olarak belirlenmis rollerin 6tesine tasinacak bir miicadele zeminde kurulabilir.
Yazida bir diizeni ifade eden polis (police) olarak siyasetten (politics) uyusmazlik ve
esitlik Onkosullu siyasal olana (political) geciste demokratik miicadelenin altt
gizilecektir. Diisliniiriin 6zellikle Siyasalin Kiyisinda, Demokrasi Nefreti ve Uyusmazitk
kitaplarindaki siyaset ve demokrasi yaklagimi bu ¢alismanin ana cergevesini olusturur.
Siyasetin temel unsuru olan kalabaliklarin fikrinin yOnetime nasil yansiyacagi
konusunda tarihsel ve felsefi analizlerin elestirisi {izerine kurulu olan Ranciere
diisiincesi, kimin ne yapmasinin yukaridan belirlendigi hiyerarsik iligkilerin
reddedilmesine dayanir. Bu baglamda 6zellikle ¢ikis noktasi olan an-arkhe ya da kurucu
bir ilkenin olmamasi diisiincesi onu anarsizmin 6ngoérdiigii diinyanin temsilcisi olarak
adlandirmaya yol agar. Ranciere’in bakis agist farkli sekillerde yorumlansa da en
nihayetinde siyaseti bir taban faaliyeti olarak Ongoren diisiincelerin destekleyicisi
olacaktir.

Ranciere’in teorisi, Oncelikle Althusser’le yollarinin ayrilmasi ve pratik olarak da
sosyalist bagskan Mitterand’in 6zellikle ikinci doneminde yarattigi uzlagsmact politika ve
hayal kirikliginin kargisinda kurulmustur. Siradan insanla baglantili sekilde kurulacak,
merkez-eksenli, parti ya da kurum siyasetinin depolitizasyonu karsinda siyasetin
yeniden tanimlanmasina ¢alisan Ranciere, “siyasetin geri doniisii” ¢agrisina katilmaz
(Hewlett 2007: 104). Kendini siyasal filozof olarak tamimlamaya da karsi ¢ikan
Ranciere agisindan siyasal filozoflar, siyasetin diizensizligi yerine polis olarak siyasetin
diizenini tesis etmeye calismislardir. Bu acidan Fransiz siyasetine karsi elestirisi de
yeniden kurucu bir yol énerisinden farklidir.

Ranciere, siyasalligin yeniden tartisilmaya agildigi bir donemin radikal
filozofudur. Onun radikalligi, Negri ya da Mouffe gibi politikay1 “yaratic1” diizlemde
ele alan disiiniirlerden farklilagir. Ranciere siyasal olani, her seyin kategorize edilerek
¢esitli basliklar altinda toplandigi ve olumsalligin bir imkan olarak yok edilmeye
calisildigr bir donemde “bastirilmaya caligilan” olarak tasvir eder. Onu Negri ve
Mouffe’dan ayiran da aslinda onun siyasal olanin “kurulamaz” niteligine dair asir
vurgusudur. Buradaki “kurulamazlik”, kurumsal ve yapisal sinirlardan ziyade siyaseti
bir olus olarak el alma fikridir. Ranciere‘in ifadesiyle (2007: 140) “siyaset kendisini
onceleyen hicbir 6zne tarafindan tanimlanmaz. Siyasetin dznesini diisiinmeyi olanakli
kilan ‘farklilik’, siyasal iliskinin bigiminde aranmalidir.” Ciinkii Ranciere, siyasal olani
idealize ederken, onun “6zne olarak kurulmus olmasi gerekir’ligine karsi ¢ikar ve
siyasetin yikici potansiyeline odaklanir (a.e., 49). Baska bir ifadeyle, siyasal olanin
kurulmas: demek, siyasal olan1 Mouffe’taki anlamiyla farklilasmislik ekseninde ayriksi
bir baglama oturtmak, boylece esitsizligi yeniden kurmak demektir. Ranciere igin
siyaseti kurumsallastirmak yeni esitsizlikler yaratmak anlamina geleceginden, Siyasal
olam1 “yaratmak” yerine ‘“siyasal davranabilmek” iizerine diigiinmemiz gerekir.
Calismada, Ranciere’in siyaseti bir tamamlanma hali olarak gdren ya da ona yol agan
yaklagimlart demokrasi tartigmasi iginde nasil elestirdigine odaklanilacaktir.
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Ranciere siyasal olanin yaratilmas1 fikrini, ¢agdas demokrasinin giderek
teknokratik bir bi¢im almasina dair elestirilerinden hareket ederek yeniden ele alir. Ona
gore demokrasinin ¢agdas problemi, istikrar ve diizen Oncelikli bir bigim almasidir
(Ranciere 1999: 125). Ranciere’e gore halihazirdaki demokrasi, giderek zorunlu bir
konsensiisiin insas1 ve uzlasmanin dayatilmasi olarak 6n plana cikar. Iste onun
“siyasetin geri doniisii” tezlerine elestirisi de bu noktada anlam kazanir: siyaset,
uzlagsmay1 6n plana alan bir yaklagim koyarak, siyasalin kurucu ilkesini, yani ¢atismayi
ve uzlagmazhigi geriye iter (a.e., 141). Boylece siyasetin kendini uzlagma kaygisina
dayandirdig1 6lgiide, toplumsali biitiiniiyle kusatmasina zemin hazirlar. Boylesi bir
uzlasma kaygisinda olan siyaset, giderek ¢atigmay1 ve miizakereyi diglayici bir tonla
seslendirilir. Diger bir ifadeyle “siyaset, siyasete yazgili olanlara has bir yasam tarzinin
kendini gergeklestirmesi olarak agiklanir” (Ranciere 2007: 140). Bu noktada Ranciere
demokrasiyi de iktidara eklemlenen bir kavram olarak diisiinenleri elestirir.

Oysa siyaset, Ranciere’in felsefesinde, uzlagsmacilik gibi topyekunlestirici bir
baglama oturtulmaz; Ranciere’in biitiin kaygisi, siyaseti uzlagma gibi toplumsal yagami
kusatict bir ilkeden arindirmaktir. Tam da bu yiizden demokrasiyi an-arkhe, yani
ilkeden soyutlanmig bir yonetim olarak tasavvur eder. Demokrasi-iktidar baglantisini bu
sekilde sorgular ve reddeder. Ancak burada ¢ok 6nemli bir hatirlatmada bulunmamiz
gerekir: Ranciere, anarsizmi, dogrudan iktidara karsitligt ongérmesinden dolay1 degil,
yasamut kusatici ilkelerin yoklugu olmasi 6l¢iisiinde kendi demokrasi perspektifi i¢ine
yerlestirir. Bu bakimdan Ranciere’in siyaset felsefesini dogrudan anarsist olarak
kodlama kolayciligina diismeden ilave etmeliyiz ki; Ranciere, demokrasiyi maddi
iligkiler siireci igerisinden dogan bir diyalektik bi¢cim ya da tarihsel zorunluluk
yasasindan tiireyen bir olgu olarak ele almayi da kesinlikle reddeder. Bu agidan
demokrasiyle siyasetin iligkisini nasil kurdugunu ve onun temelinde yer alan demos’un
niteligini anlamak gereklidir. Bu baglamda ¢alismada oncelikle Ranciere diisiincesinde
demokrasi ve siyasetin kokensel bagliliklar1 ve devaminda demos’un kurucu bir giig
olarak siyaseti nasil olanakl1 kilacagina dair tespitleri ele alinacaktir.

Demokrasi ve Siyaset Iligkisi

Ranciere’in felsefe ve tarih elestirisi, Platon’dan itibaren verili ve yapilmasi
gereken rollerin smirlarina vurgu yapar. Ozellikle Filozof ve Yoksullari’nda (2009)
belirttigi gibi, diizenin herkese bir is ve yapabilecegi bir rol tesis etme diislincesine karsi
cikar; bu hattt Platon, Marx ve giinlimiiz sosyolojisinin analizlerine kadar baglar.
Boylece, kurgulanmis bir diizenin varsaydigi rollere dayanan esitlik nosyonu, aslinda bir
yanlisin tesis edilmesidir. Siyaset de sayilabilir olanlarin belirlendigi bir diizenekte
belirli bir devlet diizeninin, toplum bigiminin olumlanmasidir. “Dilinya yapan insanlarla
doludur: ne olduklarini yaptiklariyla ifade eden ama ne olduklarinin yani baginda duran
bir bilgi Uretmeden ‘yapamayan’ insanlar. (...) Biiyilisii bozulmus diinyada, artik
paradoksa ait yeni biiyiileyiciligin temsilcisi bilim ve doxa olur. Biitiin bu ne yaptigin
yanlig bilen pratikler (...) daha 6nce retorik¢inin ve sofistin silahi olan seyi diinyanin
diizyazisina kaydederler” (a.e., 163-164 — vurgular yazara ait). Buginln siyasetine yon
veren liberal demokrasiler de yine kimin ne yapacagi belirlenmis bir diizlemde herkese
bir is prensibiyle en bastan itibaren Platon’un kd&tiimser kodladigi demokratik



Ranciére Diisiincesinde Siyasal Olanin Onceligi

i, KOLYOl 2015724 55

diisiincenin can bulmus halidir. Demokrasi begenilmeyen bir yonetim bi¢imi olarak
stirdiiriilebilir bir yonetimin araci olarak isaret edilmektedir. Oysaki Ranciere agisindan
demokrasi diisiincesi bir diizenin degil diizensizligin ve burada yatan yaraticiligin
ismidir. Bu haliyle siyasal olan demokrasiyle ortlisir. Ancak
esitsizligin/yanlisin/yonetenlerin  kurguladigt demokrasiye yonelik nefretin ya da
kotiimserligin temelinde, yine yukaridan gizilen roller vardir. Iste siyasetin siyasal olan
baskilamasi ve polisin diizeni i¢ine sikistirmasi nedeniyle demokrasi kendi sinirlarina
dayanmustir. Ranciere’in bu elestirisi {izerinden, yeni siyasetin kendisine bigilen rolleri
sorgulayan ve buna karsi miicadele eden 6gelerden dogacagi séylenebilir. Bunlar
basitce siyasal kurumlar eliyle yirilyen siyaset degil, tersine kurumsal siyasetin
hiyerarsisini tersine g¢eviren ve anarsizan bir iligki bi¢cimini bugiin yeniden ele alan
yaklasimlar olacaktir.

Bu miicadele, esitligi ulagilmasi gereken bir ideal degil bir varsayim olarak ele
alir ve polis bigimindeki siyasetin kurdugu esitsizligin iginde siyasal iligkiyi canl
tutarak yaratir. Bu haliyle Ranciere, modernitenin ve liberal diisiincenin dayandigi
Aydmlanma’yla arasina mesafe koyar. Rasyonalitenin 6nceden varsayilmis rolleri
icinde kargilikli anlagma diisiincesini kabul etmez. Birbiriyle uyumlu seslerin yarattigt
rasyonel bir zeminin degil ona karsi ¢ikan duyulabilir sézlerin derdindedir (Ranciere
2010: 85). Bu yiizden Rawls ya da Habermas’in oOnerdigi “dagitimci adalet” ve
“uzlagmaci demokrasi”yi kabule etmez. Ciinkii Ranciere’de bir uyusma ve ortaklasma
mantiginin tersine wuyusmazlik yatar. Demos’un diizenli esitsizligi ile esitligin
diizensizligi arasinda bir uyusmazlik vardir. Esitsizlik, Ranciere’in tabirleriyle
sayilamayanlarin, payi-olmayanlarin yerlerini ve gorevlerini esitsiz bir sekilde
belirleyen siyasal diizenden kaynaklanir. Bunlarin sesi duyulmaz ve soézleri mesru
degildir. Bu haliyle siyaset ancak polis diizeni olarak vardir; siyasal olan bastirilmistir.
Aslinda siyaset, esitlikle baglar; onun sonucu degildir. Polisin esitlik olarak varsaydig:
diizen, dogal olarak herkesin kendi yerinde oldugu ve kendi isleviyle sinirlandirildig
icin esitsizdir. Bu durum kargisinda siyasetin esitlik Onerisi, demokrasiyi iktidar
iligkisinin Otesinde gormekle miimkiindiir. Ranciere’e gore (2007: 83-84) “demokrasi,
siyaseti diisiiniilebilir kilan siirectir; esitsizligin bagrindaki esitliktir”. Dolayisiyla
demokrasi mucadelesi, siyasetin siyasal olam baskiladigi polis diizenini geri ¢evirecek
ve degistirecek olan yoldur.

Peki siyasal olan nedir? Ranciere, siyasalin ikili baglami arasinda net bir ayrim
koyar: “Siyasal olan ayr1 tiirden iki siirecin karsilasmasidir. Birincisi hiikiimet stirecidir.
Cemaat halindeki insanlarin bir araya gelisini ve rizalarini orgiitlemekten ibarettir ve
temelinde vyerler ile gorevlerin hiyerarsik dagilimi vardir. Bu siirece Polis adim
verecegim”. Ve ekler: “Ikincisi esitlik siirecidir. Herhangi birisinin herhangi bir
baskasiyla esit oldugunun varsayilmasi ve bu esitligin dogrulanmasi kaygisinin
kilavuzluk ettigi pratiklerin oyunundan ibarettir” (a.e., 13). Ranciere bize iki tane
siyasal yorumu sunmaktadir; birincisinde farkliliklarin toplanmasi ve uzlagtirilmasi
vardir, digerinde ise yatay iliskilerin ¢ogul diizleminde esitler arasinda hiyerarsik bir
yapilanmay1 &nleyici bir edim vardir. iste Ranciere siyasal olan’1, diizenleyici ve
orgiitleyici form olan siyaset’ten bu noktada ayirir ve siyasal olani bir siire¢ olarak tarif
eder: dzgiirlesme.
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Demokratik miicadele, sesleri sozlere geviren 6zgiirlestirici bir siire¢ olacaktir.
Demokrasi verili polis diizenine kars1 ¢ikislar oldugu siirece var olur. Polis, sosyalin
sembolik kurulusudur. Dolayisiyla ¢ikar gruplarinin yarigmasinin, sivil haklarin, liberal
anayasaciligin ve diger tiim kurumsal ve yasal ¢ercevenin disinda bir demokratik durum
tasavvur eder. Demokrasinin potansiyeli, onun bir rejim sorunu degil siyaset sorunu
olmast ile ilgilidir. Dolayisiyla her zaman siyaset ve demokrasi, polis ve oligarsinin
karsisindadir. Diinya polis ve oligarsi tarafindan olusturulmustur ve siyaset ile
demokrasi bu ikisinin karsisinda yer alir. Biitiin hiikiimetler aznligin ¢ogunluga
hitkmetmesi olarak oligarsiktir (Chambers 2011: 67).

Ozgiirlesme, herhangi bir konusan varhigin herhangi bir baskasiyla esitliginin
dogrulanmasidir. Ranciere, burada Aristoteles’ten devraldigr ses-séz ikiligini
agimlamaya caligir. Buna gore, akil/sdz/konusma yetisi insan1 hayvandan ayiran temel
nokta ise de, Aristoteles ve Platon i¢in bu yeti en nihayetinde bir dagitim problemidir.
Bagka bir ifadeyle, esit olmayanlara esitmis gibi davranilamaz; bazilarinin 6z’
digerlerinin ses’inden daha kiymetlidir. Antikitede Polis’in kurulumu iste bdyle
gerceklesir: rol ve konum paylasim, esitler arasina bir esitsizlik nosyonu yerlestirilmek
suretiyle gerceklesir. Ozgiirlesme, bu kurulum sonunda gerceklesen hiyerarsik insaya,
yani esgitler arasina digsal bir tahakkiimiin yerlesmesine karsi cikan seydir: esit
addedilmeyenin kendini esit olarak sunabilmesi, ses’ini s6z’e doniistiirebilmesidir. Bu
edim, yani kurulmus olana miidahale yetisi olarak siyasal eylem, paylastirilmig rolleri
sekteye ugratan ve Yasa’da agmaz yaratan bir siire¢ olarak, polis’in paylasim diizenine
darbe vurmak, bir anlamda “tekere gomak sokmak’tir.

Polis’ten siyasala ge¢isin tam bir kopus igerip igermeyecegi ya da polis
diizeninin yeniden kendini var edip etmeyecegi belirsizdir; bu da Ranciere’e dair farkli
yorumlarin olugmasindaki temel etmenlerden biridir. Siyasetin nadiren meydana gelen
bir durum olmasi da aym sekilde belirsizliktir; nadiren olusan siyasetin polis’e kars1
¢ikislarin sonucunda demosun akigkanligi i¢inde olusacagi sdylenebilir ancak polis’in
kurdugu oligarsinin karsisinda demokrasinin kuracagi siyaset, kurumsallagarak bir sinir
cizmeyecekse, nasil goriiniir olacaktir? May (2010), bu soruyu cevaplamak igin
Ranciere’in diigiincelerini toplumsal hareketlerin miicadeleleriyle eslestirir ve Intifada,
Zapatista gibi hareketlerin yarattig1 siyasetin Ranciereci perspektiften anlasilabilecegini
vurgular. Siyasal olanin kurulmasinda degil ama belirmesinde bas faktér olan
demokratik miicadele, kars1 ¢ikan, soran ve sorgulayan bireylere baglidir denebilir.

Dolayisiyla siyasal olanin siyasetin simirlarina karsi ¢ikarak var olmasi,
toplumsal hareketlerin kuracagi baglantilar, kazanimlar ve ortaya koydugu yeni sorulara
baglidir. Demokratik siyaset, hareketler eliyle 6zgiirlesme siirecidir. Ancak “6zgiirlesme
tarihsel bir zorunlulugun gergeklesmesi de olamaz, bu zorunlulugu kahramanca
diriltilmesi de” (Ranciere 2011: 202). Ranciere, 6zgiirlesmeyi gerceklestirecek bir 6zne
tayin etmez; zaten felsefe tarihine, 6zelinde Platon ve Marx’a da elestirisi bu noktadadir.
Oznelesme, kimlik kazandiric1 bir siirlama i¢inde olmamalidir. Oznelesme dair siyasal
miicadele, onlar1 golgelere geri dondiirmek isteyen giiglere karsidir (Tanke 2011: 70).
Ranciere icin bu kitle sayilamayanlar’dir. Demokrasi sayillamayanlarin paradoksal
iktidaridir. Siyasetin Oznesi, verili bakis agisinda duyumsanamayani goriiniir hale
getirendir. Sayillamayan 6zneler, verili olanin nesnel statiisiinii sorguladiklar: tartigmaci
ortak bir sahne meydana getirir. Konsensiis, verili ve sayilabilir olani yeniden
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tanimladig1 i¢in demokratik siyasetin tersidir. Hareketler de uzlasmaci mantig1 zorladig
icin Ranciere tarafindan savunulur (2000: 124-126). Atina’nin demos’u, devrimci
donemin haklari, endiistriyellesmis proleterya, somiirgelestirmenin kurbanlari,
Avrupa’nin kagitsizlari, Kuzey Amerika’nin ekonomik miiltecileri, etnik azinliklar, gey
ve lezbiyenler gibi, toplulugun disladigi ve onun tamamiyla tanimlanmasi miimkiin
olmayan her kesim sayilamayanlara 6rnek gosterilebilir (Tanke 2011: 72).

May’e gore (2008: 144-145) Ranciere’deki demokratik siyaset, varsayilmig
esitligin digina ¢ikma eylemidir. Demokratik siyaset daha 6nce olmayan bir halk yaratir,
bir halk zemininde de bir ortaklik dogar. Esitsiz polis diizeninden farkli olarak
demokratik siyasetin dnerdigi sey umuttur. Insanlarin digerlerinin dayatti1 degil kendi
yarattig1 hayatlart kurma umudunun, siyasal olani sembolize ettigi sOylenebilir. Siyaset
tarafindan baskilanan siyasal olan, umut araciligiyla devreye girer denebilir. Siyasetin
ekonomik bir dagilim ve insanlarin da miisteri olarak adlandirildigi neoliberal diizende,
umudun reddedilmesi ile korku siyaseti birlikte yiiriir. Bunun karsisinda miicadele eden
bireylerin 6znelesmesi, demokratik politikanin sonucu degil onun bir elementidir.
Devam eden kolektif eylemle birlikte var olusun sonucunda, Kolektif biz kurulur.
Boylece demokratik hareketten degil ama onunla birlikte, onun igerisinde daha 6nce
olmayan bir biz olusur (May 2010a: 79). Ciinkii bu kolektif yapi, kendi so6ziini
duyurmakta, duyumsanabilir olant baskasi araciligiyla degil kendi ifade etmektedir.
Siyasetin poetikasi ve estetigi de burada devreye girer; radikal 6zgiirlesme i¢in siyasal
eylem siyasetin poetikasidir (a.e., 113).

Chambers (2011), May’in anarsizan Ranciere yorumunu elestirir. Ona gore
polisten tam bir kopus ya da onu reddedis miimkiin degildir; siyasetin polisle
harmanlanmis, onunla baglanmis oldugunu sdyler. May’in, anarsizm bakisindaki tiim
adaletsizlikleri giderecek bir siyaset arayis1 nedeniyle Ranciere’e normatif bir temel
yiikledigini sdyleyen Chambers agisindan polis’i daha genis bir sekilde yorumlamak
gereklidir (a.e., 30-32). Ranciere de anarsist gelenekle kendi anarsizmi arasindaki
farkin, anarsist gelenegin Devlet kavramina yaptig1 vurgu ve ona dair organizmaci ve
naturalist bakig agisindan farkli olarak siyasetin tanimindan dogdugunu belirtir (May
2008: 175). Ranciere’in siyaset tamimini herhangi bir gelenege ya da amaca
iliskilendirmek istememesi, onu bir siyasal ¢er¢evenin iginde anlamlandirmay1
zorlagtirir.  Siyasetin  tanimin1  demokrasiyle iligkilendirerek demos’un bizzat
kendisinden tiretir.

Demos ve Kuruculugu

Ranciere siyaseti, esitligi eksilten polis’e kars1 sdz sOyleme giiciiniin esitligini
¢ikarmak olarak goriir. Bu bakimdan siyaset, saf anlamiyla demokrasi ile dzdestir
(Ranciere, 2014:17). Demokrasiyi, tam da Platon’un anladigi anlamiyla kullanir
Ranciere: Demokrasi, 6lciisiiz yonetime karsihik gelir. Olgiisiizliik, herhangi bir askin
ilkeye baglanamama durumunu tarif etmektedir; bu nedenle demokrasi anarsisttir.
Demokrasinin 6znesi olan demos, siyasetten dislanan kesimdir, yani sz iireten degil ses
cikarandir. Oysa demokrasi, ses ¢ikaranin s6z iiretme yetisini giindeme getiren esitlikci
bir siyasetin radikal belirimidir.
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Ranciere, demokrasi olgusuna iliskin tahlillerini MarX’in yorumlamasina
dayandirir. Marx’1n, hakiki bir demokrasinin ancak “siyasal devletin ortadan kalkmas1”
ile miimkiin olabilecegine dair tezi okundugunda, Ranciere’in demokrasi Uzerine
vurgusu daha kolay anlasilabilecektir. Demokrasi, topyekun bir demos’un
bicimlendirilerek tarihe mal edilmis bigimi degildir. Demokrasi, hi¢bir an’in
askinlagmasina izin vermeyen bir zaman siirecini imler: Yalnizca “simdi” vardir ve
demos, simdi’nin igerisinde yer alan yersiz-yurtsuzlagmus bir politik 6znelige tekabiil
eder. Boylece politikanin yeni kavrayigina ulasiriz: ¢izilmis sinirlar icerisinden konusan
ve bu smirlarin meta-fizik alanina kaydirilarak demos’un sabitlenmesine dayali bir
siyasetin yerini, yalnizca simdi’nin anlamina odaklanarak ge¢misin mitselligi ile
gelecegin belirsizligini devre-dis1 birakarak “arabuluculuk stratejisi” iizerine odaklanan
politika alir. Mitsel (gegmise dair arkaik-kiiltiirel yapilanma) ve belirsiz (gelecek,
olumsallik, risk) olanin simdi’yi merkezine alan demokrasi tarafindan diglanmasinin
temelinde, her iki miiphemligin de devlete (Status) zemin hazirlayis1 yatmaktadir.
Mitsel ve belirsiz olan, dogas1 geregi dogrudan temsil edilemeyen ve baskalarinca
aracisiz bigimde fark edilemeyen unsurlar olarak, simgesel bir kodlama dahilinde dil’in
alanina girerler. Bunun anlami, miiphemligin “birilerince” istlenilmesi ve bu tstlenme
sonucunda da simgesel bir anlati yoluyla demos’a askin bir alanin yaratilmasi,
demos’un icerisinde demos’tan bir fazlaligin iiretilmesinin 6niiniin agilmasidir. Buradan
da tireyecek olan, s6z konusu simgesel askinligi dayatma kudretine sahip olan
Devlet’tir. Demos’un fazlalig1, onu sabitleyen bir giigtiir; aksi halde demos, ne gegmisin
mitselligine takili kalabilir ne de gelecegin imledigi kaosun muhatab1 olabilir. Demos,
akiskan ve hareketli olan potansiyelini Devlet’e eklemlenmesi ile kaybeder; artik demos
gecmisin mitolojik formu sonucunda yapilandirilmis bir kimlik ile gelecekteki kaosu
agmak amaciyla askinlastirilmis bir amacin kolektif oOrgiitlenisi arasina sikigmustir.
Ranciere, bu sikigma anin1 modern yurttaglik demokrasisi icerisinde degerlendirir; ona
gore demokrasi, yurttaghiga dair soyut belirlenimciligin giderek halkin istatistik kiligina
indirgenmesi haline gelmistir. Her seyin sayilabilir ve 6l¢iilebilir hale indirgendigi bu
diizlemde niceligin saf gii¢ olarak doniisiimii, demokrasi elestirisini yerinde kilan temel
etmendir ona gore.

Ranciere, demokrasi elestirisini Badiou’nun teorisinden devam ettirir: Badiou,
demokrasinin kapitalizmle ve her seyin birbiriyle es-degerli olmasimi Ongéren ticari
mantikla 6zdeslestirilmesine radikal bir karsitlik sunar (Hewlett, 2007:73). Ranciere de
Badiou’nun bu savini bizatihi politik olanin igerisinden terciime ederek, demokrasiye
yOnelik olarak “6lglilemezlik” savini ortaya atar: Demokrasi, her seyden Once,
politikanin paradoksal kosulunun yani her tiir mesruiyetin, kendi mesruiyetsizligiyle
kargilasma kosulunun kendiyle yiizlestigi yer olmalidir. Demokrasi, demos’a ickin
esitligin, demos’un birbirine indirgenemez unsurlardan miitesekkil olmasi halinde vuku
buldugu bir diizlemdir. Bu nedenle demokrasiyi diisiinmek demek, iktidardan
arindirilmis bir politikayr diisiinmek demektir. Demokrasi, siyasal bir rejim degil;
politikanin her an kurulu gegmisle bagin1 kopartan radikal bir eylemdir. Oysa gunimiz,
“kendini var etme” kosulu olarak pompalanmis bir tiiketim arzusunu 6ne koymaktadir.
Ranciere’in politikaya dair gordiigii sey tiiketim kiiltiirii icerisinde politika-dis1 alanlarin
konusu haline getirilmistir: “Kitle tiiketiminin gelismesiyle birlikte tiiketim tek bir istiin



Ranciére Diisiincesinde Siyasal Olanin Onceligi

i, KOLYOl 2015724 59

deger, yani ‘kendini gerceklestirme’ tarafindan tahakkiim altina alinmisti” (Ranciere,
2014:27).

Ranciere’in elestirisi, modern sosyolojinin de ¢ikis noktasi olarak ele aldigi
kamusal-6zel ayrimi igerisinde bireysel gergeklesimi salt 6zel alana hapseden liberal
kavrayisin kendisinedir. Bu kavrayis, Ranciere’e gore bireysel kendini gergeklestirme
potansiyelini salt 6zel alan icerisindeki egoist tutkulara hapsetmis ve bdylece politika ile
birey arasinda kopusu ireterek mevcut diizenin siireklilestirilmesine neden olmustur.
Bireylerin politika ile baglarinin kopartilmasi ve onlarin salt 6zel alanlarina itilmesi
demokrasinin kendisi olarak ilan edilmistir. Bugiin demokrasi dedigimiz zaman onu
Ozel alanlarn igerisinde konumlanmig yasam tercihleri ile sinirlandirmakta oldugumuz
sanityoruz ki Ranciere’in elestirisini haklilagtiran bir giincelliktir.

Ranciere (2007, 2014) demokrasiyi saf politika olarak gordiigiinii yukarida ifade
etmistik; Ranciere, boylece demokrasiyi meta-fizik ve teolojik baglardan kopartarak,
bizatihi ontolojinin konusu haline getirmek istemistir. Demokrasi, Ranciere’ci diizlemde
sekiiler bir kavramdir; ona kosul saglayan sey biitiiniiyle demos’un askin bir ilke
tarafindan anlamlandirilmasinin 6niine gegmektir. Demos, kendiyle askin bir ilke
arasina hiyerarsik iliskiyi soktugu miiddetce demokrasi imkansizlagir. Toplum, kendi
ontolojik dogasindan koparak, yukarida deginildigi gibi, gegmiste sekillenmis mitik bir
anlam kazanir; boylece simdi, bitliniiyle mitik bir ge¢gmisin tekrarina doner. Bu tekrar,
demos’un kendini yeniden kurmasina engel olan, dolayisiyla onu “ona ait olmayan” bir
seye kapatan bir tahakkiim bi¢iminin kendisi haline doniistir. Ranciere’e gore her devlet
bir bigimde oligarsiktir; bu nedenle de ginimiiz devlet sistemleri dahil, her devlet
mutlaka kamusal alan1 kapatmak, onu gegersizlestirmek ve tebaay1 kendi 6zel alanina
hapsetmek ister. Iste demokrasi, bu oligarsik smirlandirilmishk icerisinde kamusal
alanin yeni bagtan sahiplenilmesi istegine doniigiir. Ranciere’e gore (2014:79)
demokrasi, “kamusal alani tekeli altina alip politikadan arindirmaya meyilli her devlete
kars1 harekete gegiren kamusal etkinlik” olarak okunmalidir. Demokrasinin saf politika
olusu, bigimlendirilmis ve smurlart ¢izilmis &znelesme kosullarinin tartigmaya
acgilmasidir; bu kosullar igerisinde prosediirel baglamlarin yeniden iiretilmesi degildir.

Ranciere’e gore giliniimiiz demokrasisinin bir bagka tahakkiim bi¢cimi “temsil”
adiyla anilan sistemdir. Bu sistem, demos ile temsilci arasinda bir temsil ve aktarim
iligkisi varsayar, ancak sonugta temsil edilenin gizlendigi bir sisteme doniisiir. Temsilci,
temsil edileni gizledigi dlciide otoriteye dayanir ve demos ile iktidar arasindaki boliinme
cizgisi yeniden Uretilir. Temsilci, demos’a degil bizzat otoriteye dayanarak tiim vasfini
demos’u etkisiz kilarak gerceklestirir. Ranciere, bu nedenle “parti” kavramini da
reddeder: Parti, kitlenin kendini temsil edememe durumunun ortaya c¢ikardigi bir
gercekliktir. Bu gergeklik, politikanin profesyonellesmesine ve bdylece demos’un
vasifsiz kilinmasia hizmet eden bir ayrimi kurmaya yarar. Temsil, dogas1 geregi
oligarsiyi ireten bir iliskidir: temsil edileni bulundugu yerde tutmak ve asil dnemlisi
onunla politika arasina sinir ¢izmek, boylece onu politik-6znelik imkanindan diglayarak
onu sadece bireysel-tirsel yasaminin igerisine hapsetmektir. Oysa Ranciere ig¢in
demokrasi, bireyin kendisini dislandig1 politik alanin igerisine sokabilmesi ve orada
kendi s6z’unu kurabilmesidir. Ranciere, politik olan ile toplumsal olanin radikal bir
sekilde ayrimlastirildigit  ve insanlarin  biitiintiyle 6zel alanlar1 igerisinde
anlamlandirilarak politikanin kapatildigi bir evrede ginimiiz demokrasisinin demos’u



Ranciére Diisiincesinde Siyasal Olanin Onceligi

60 i, KOLYOl 2015724

diizenleme, g¢ergeveleme, siirlama faaliyeti olarak aslinda bir demokrasi nefretinden
ibaret oldugunu savunur.

Sonug

Ranciere, siyaset tanimini ideolojik geleneklerin Gtesinde, belirli gruplarin
tanimlanmast ve adlandirilmasinin  kargisinda, herkesin yonetimini tanimlamak
diisiincesine dayandirir. Herkesin bir ortaklik ekseninde esitlenmesinin kargisinda, bu
eksenden once bir esitlik olduguna dayanir ve bu esitligin de ancak siyasal eylemle
aciga cikacagini, onun icinde belirecegini sdyler. Boylece Ranciere, diizenin saglanmasi
anlamindaki siyasetten Once eylemin oOnceligine dayanan siyasalin altini gizer,
belirginlestirir. Siyasal olan1 bu sekilde 6ne g¢ikarmasi, kendi diisiincesinin tarih ve
felsefe icinde gelisen diger akimlarin gergevesiyle uyumlu hale gelmesini zorlastirir. Bu
nedenle bir diizen (order) tanmimi getirmez. Tersine diizensizligin igindeki esitligin
onemini belirtir. Duyumsanabilir olanin dagilimint diizenleyecek herhangi bir 6z, ilke,
grup ya da ayricalik yoktur. Toplumun igindeki catisma ve uyusmalarin siyaset
tarafindan diizen saglamam adma yok gorillmesiyle gittikce ylkselen demokratik
mesruiyet elestirilerini anlamlandirmak adina Ranciere’in analizleri 6nemlidir. Bu
acgidan Ranciere, giinlimiizde demokrasiyi ve siyaseti yeniden tanimlayacak bir gergeve
sunar. Boylelikle siyasetin kurallar manzumesine doniisen mekanizmasina Kkarsi,
siyasalin canliligi ve iretkenligine bir alan a¢ilmis olur. Bu durum 6zellikle yakin
donemde yeniden kendini gdsteren ve yerlesik kurumsal siyasetin karsisinda yeni bir
siyaset Uretme cabasinda olan toplumsal hareketlerin girisimlerini ve ¢abalarini
anlamlandirmak i¢in teorik bir cergeve lretmekte yardimci olacaktir. Dolayisiyla
Ranciere kavramsal yenilenmenin Oniinii acarken gilincel ve pratik tartigmalarin
anlamlandirilmasinda bir giizergah ortaya koymaktadir.
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The Priority of the Political in Ranciere’s Thought

Abstract

In the study, the political concept of Jacques Ranciere is analyzed through his own
works and secondary recourses. The study underlines the priority of political
concept in Ranciere’s thought to make a new framework for recent issues on
democratic debates. Ranciere thought is based on the differences between politics
and political. He constitutes the political on disagreement and contradiction
against the polis of politics. The political view of Ranciere is parallel with his
democratic approach. He creates a new democratic thought beyond of the
(liberal/representative) democratic practices. The most important part of his
thought is to indicate the importance of democratic actions with focusing on
political as the space of the disagreement and equality rather than politics that
means the order. The political and democracy overlaps according to him, and they
are both against the order or the established politics. Ranciere who redefines the
relation between democracy and politics outside of the well-known concepts helps
to rethink on the concepts of political-politics and policy. This study argues that
the concept of political in Ranciere thought breaks the order of politics as policy-
making. Ranciere who make a new path in political thought as putting on the
democratic politics to the base of the politics gives philosophical answers to the
crisis of the democracy. Democracy for Ranciere is not a form of state but it is the
name of disagreement and the act of political subjectivity. So his arguments help
to rethink the democracy and politics in contemporary debates especially in the
efforts of social movements. He constitutes his own thought beyond the old
ideologies like the demands of the movements. In doing this Ranciere makes a
renewal on conceptual level and also make a new path to understand new political
changing on practical.

Keywords
Jacques Ranciere, The Concept of Political, Political Theory, Democratic Politics.
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This article settles an account with the idea of “university” that has been a
traditional debate in philosophy. An idea can be accepted as necessarily true by a
consensus among some reasonable people, if and only if, its premises could be
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by Kant, and “prote philosophia” by Aristotle. The opposite of it would be
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the knowledge of the value of some possibilities of human being, or simply, of
human dignity.
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The idea of university had been established for thousands of years, dating to the
beginning of history written by Sumerians. A famous Sumerian, and the author of The
Sumerians, (with the early -1951-subtitle: A Pre-Greek System of Education) Kramer
(1963) noticed that the level of such intellectual and scientific success could only be
seen during the modern era (p. 229). Contemplation and classification of beings are the
features of Sumerian science and are also the basis of Aristotelian science. Plato’s
Academia and Aristotle’s Lykeion are respectively the concrete theory and an
institutional practice of the idea. Aristotelian philosophy with Neo-Platonist ingredients
was the founding idea of the first medieval Christian “Universitas” as a continuation
alongside the parallel of the Islamic “Madrasah”. The difference of Universitas comes
from its role in European politics. Papal and imperial guidance and priorities had
affected the organisational style and curriculum of universities. The Popes and imperial
rulers desired to be theoretically and ideologically accepted and to be justified as the
universally valid authority. Acting as an ideological apparatus fulfils one medieval
meaning of the idea of Universitas (Rueg, 2003: 8).

As far as we may follow the philosophical texts, the idea of university was first
elaborated by Kant in his work The Conflict of the Faculties, published in 1789. Von
Humboldt had politically joined him ten years later. They both thought that the
autonomy of the university against that state would benefit society through the growth
of a national character. In 1810, the university in Berlin had been established on their
and Schleiermacher’s ideas as the first modern national research university. The second
text came in 1852 from Cardinal Newman with the title of The idea of a University. He
was a liberal Catholic, and defended the idea “theory for theory” as the autonomy
principle of education against the utilitarian attitude of the modern national state. The
next famous article, Die Idee Der Universitat, appeared after a century in 1923 and
1946, written by Karl Jaspers. He stressed the concept Universitas as the basis of the
idea. He held an elitist position, and thought that if qualified and skilful students are
educated through scientific researches within the great universal knowledge they
existentially develop an integrated personality (Fincher, 2000: 1-6).

The final article, Die Idee Der Universitat, was written in 1987 by Habermas.
His logical position was expressed as clearly as Kant’s position. He totally rejected this
“idea” tradition. For him, the problem is a part of language-games, as Schleiermacher
and Wittgenstein had pointed out. The idea of university lacks necessity, unless the idea
is shared in a society with meaningful communication, and if the relation between
university and the “life-world” is healthy, thereupon the idea of university may offer a
universality or totality. But the subject is so complex that it should not be
underestimated. At least, we can say that there are some methodological relations and
rules with a transcendental role between social interests, human being and the natural
and social sciences (Habermas, 1987: 3-22).

By the end of these texts on the idea of university, we may have certain logical
positions, and can develop the argument so as to overcome “the complexity that should
not be underestimated”. It is so obvious that, in general logic, there is no ontological
proposition or knowledge that is naturally necessary or categorically true by itself. The
truth of any ontological proposition is always dependent on other ontological
propositions, because they are in an “is” relation with some natural conditions. They are
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hypothetical judgements, and have certain objects to prove them. That is why they are
called “knowledge”. But an idea is not knowledge or hypothesis that can be justified by
its object. An idea has no object; it may merely have a categorical “ought to” relation
with its own conceptual totality in the species-genus relation. Nevertheless, an idea can
still be accepted as an apodictic judgement, necessarily true by a consensus among
some reasonable people if and only if its premises could be grounded on true
knowledge, and its result could be reached by true reasoning. Then, the question of
what is or is not the idea of university that we might build a consensus on would
necessarily and logically be dependent on the questions of which or what kind of
thought could make us think that it would be necessary, and how a discourse consisting
of the categorical “ought to” relation could be grounded on knowledge, namely on the
hypothetical “is” relation? Thereby we have three problematic titles we are going to
deal with here so as to reach a proof. Two of them are external problems: 1) How an
“ought to” discourse is based on “is”; 2) is there any categorical principle that could be
the norm of the idea of university; and 3) how a necessary principle or namely, a norm,
can be grounded by reasoning.

The target of the first two steps is to develop a basis to reach a logical proof for
the ontological principle at the third subtitle. The concept Universitas would have a
central position throughout these three steps. Universitas was the Latin, original hame
of university. Even though there is a contingent relation between a name and its
reference, as Saussure has pointed out, the meaning of the word Universitas has been
consciously developed for university through its history. The original meaning of the
word Universitas was “union” of students and/or masters. But it has been turned to the
strict meaning “universality”, “generality”, being a place of “universals”. The
epistemological role of universals over singulars has also been kept in a central position
by Kant. If the history of metaphysics is considered, it can be seen that the universal-
singular relation, like unity-multiplicity, identity-difference, etc. is the main vein of the
metaphysical ore. In Kant’s discipline of categories this main metaphysical ore appears
somehow, and Kant makes it one of the a priori categories of understanding as a
transcendental epistemological principle. We pick up this category Universitas, and take
it as a key to understand Kant’s and the others’ philosophical systems and apply this
epistemological principle to the idea of university so as to reach the ontological
“autonomy” principle of university.

1. The logical Ground Or Methodology of The Discourse:
Anthropological Ontology

It is a sceptical tradition to separate “is” from “ought to”, or “fact” from “value”.
Its reputation comes from Hume’s indication that says that a priories like “necessity”
are not ideae innatae or analytic but psychological or synthetic. As is well known, this
story ends up with Ayer and Strawson’s emotivism. Actually, they are right in that; we
are living in emotional, psychological, cultural garbage by mixing these two categories.
But there is no other way to live. What this exaggeration has missed is this: we can
theoretically clarify this garbage by finding a true relation between fact and value. The
whole tradition of philosophical anthropology from Aristotle to Kant has dealt with this
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problem. Basically, philosophical anthropology states that science is a result of human
existence, not a direct result of the existence of nature itself. Any explanation of
“existence” should be based on the knowledge of the ontological possibilities of human
being. Under the title of philosophical anthropology, this is called anthropological
ontology or “anthropontology”l. Consequently, the ontological reason of an idea can
be based on the knowledge of some ontological possibilities of human being, and then
this knowledge can be transformed to a norm that would be the principle of this idea.
This is because any ontological reasoning is a result of the effects of human values or
other ideas. Recall the function of ideas over understanding in Kant; he says that “the
absolute whole of appearances is only an idea, since, because we can never project it in
an image. (...) [Nevertheless] always fruitful in the highest degree and avoidably
necessary in respect of actual actions” (Kant, 2000: 402-403) (para. A328/B434-435).
This is because without ideas in the practical use of reason, there would be no reason to
apply the categories of understanding on anything to project an image. Or consider
Avristotle’s (1928) first word in Metaphysics: “All men naturally desire knowledge”
(mévteg GvOpomot ToD 1dévarn opéyovtor @voet) [980a][21]. This is the difference of the
human species: there is a natural relation between knowledge and interests. The desire
to know truth is more important than surviving. A murdered person always asks the
reason “why” before dying, but doesn’t ask “can | survive”. Men or women realise their
status as human beings via knowing, the main difference compared with the other
animals.

Furthermore, if any sceptic refuses this connection (p—q) between the norm (p)
and its ontological ground (q) because there was not such an ontological ground (in
modus tollens form: p—q, ~q / ~p), they would create a contradiction, and wouldn’t
have a right to refuse the norm since they maintain their sceptical position. Otherwise,
they would have transformed an “ought not to” from “is not”, and set up a negative
norm. Even the fact-value distinction turns out to be a new scientific value, and a
second contradiction. Therefore, we have to leave open the door for the scientific
grounding of ideas.

The relation of universals and singulars is a philosophical debate, but at least it is
clear that to know is to know universals (Russell, 2007: 69). Furthermore, knowing
some singulars through universals is always realised in a higher general context, in a
relation between universals. This highest general relational position of universals (Lat.
summa genera) is occupied by the a priories. Here, we are in a position to defend an a
priori: Universitas as an epistemological principle of general knowledge. Universitas
expresses the quantitative, numerical generality or totality of knowledge: “Thus allness
(totality) [Universitas] is nothing other than plurality considered as a unity” (Kant,
2000: 215) (para. B111). Leaving aside the problem of the roots of a priories,
Universitas has an ontological application, not only to any appearance of singulars but
also to the appearance of all knowledge and science as well. But it should certainly be
borne in mind that the Universitas of whole sciences as a principle for the university
institution is not a real wholeness or immanent totality of all scientific contents. This

1 The word “anthropontology” in this sense has been contributed by Betlil Cotuksdken. See,

Cotuksoken, 2010: p. 44
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point is what Hegel had misunderstood, and all the analytic, pragmatist, Marxist and
postmodern philosophers attacked this idea of Universitas. Hegel’s objective idealism
has created this mistake, and all the counter ideas against which we defend here are
based on this mistake. On the contrary, Kant’s position (like Aristotle) is clear: “the
plane for the whole of a science insofar it rests on a priori concepts, and dividing it
mathematically in accordance with determinate principles” is a transcendental plan
(Kant, 2000: 214) (para. B109).

Kant’s definition of metaphysics as an architectonic unity of all sciences and
disciplines is entirely based on Aristotle’s idea of prote philosophia. In a transcendental
sense, the distinctive principles of the sciences have a hierarchical unity from the simple
to the complex, from the logical principles to the ontological ones, and then to the
ethical and political principles that decide the importance and organisation of all these
for education:

Now of these characteristics that of knowing all things must belong to him who
has in the highest degree universal knowledge; for he knows in the sense all the
instances that [those] fall under the universals. (...) And the most exact of the
sciences are those which involve fewer principles are more exact than those which
involve additional principles, e.g. arithmetic than geometry (Aristotle, 1928: para.
982a 22-28)

This is a transcendental epistemological plan that has some ontological
applications. So, if human being is in a position to realise ontologically him/herself
through knowing, then Universitas as an epistemological principle has something to do
with being human distinct from other animals. Only a human being can recognise
his/her distinctive power and skills, define his/herself within an idea or a universal
consisting of the totality of these distinctive powers and skills, and finally try to fix
his/herself in this idea produced by him/herself so as to create him/herself constantly.
Only a human being can burn him/herself, and recreate again him/herself from his/her
own ashes. Even Plato (1997) announces philosophy as death, “to separate the soul as
far as possible from the body” (p.58) (Phaedo, para. 67b) based on this job: To turn the
whole Psykhé with the philosophical Techné so as to make appear the brightest truth
Aletheia (p.1136) (Republic VII, para. 518d). Philosophy is the art of self-creation,
autopoieticon of a human being him/herself, anthropou poiesis, like the divine job (p.
290) (Sophist, para. 265e).

2. Universitas, the Categorical Principle as the Norm of the Idea of
University

The idea of university is based on the totality, the Universitas of these skills or
faculties of a human being so as to bring him/her in a position to be able to create
his/her totality autonomously and freely. The existential process of a human being that
is different from the other animals is a mental process. Entities of the physical processes
hold their own totality in themselves. But the totality of any mental process needs to be
integrated consciously. Not only any single individual but also any superior structure of
human civilisation, any institution, university or state as a mental process needs to be
organised according to this epistemological principle of Universitas, the ontological
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principle of autonomy, and the ethical principle of freedom. In The Concept of Mind,
Gilbert Ryle gives university as an example for explaining his famous concept
“category mistake”. The answer of the question “where is the university” cannot be a
building; existentially it is a mental organisation. A mental organisation needs to be
rationally organised.

Here we have confronted with an interesting point — the idea of university. The
idea has directly carried us to the core of philosophy. The idea of university lies in the
central axis of philosophy. That is why university is the institutionalised form of
philosophy. The faculties of a university should be determined according to the faculties
of human beings; namely, the knowledge of the natural processes produced by scientific
practices should be organised so as to reach the target: realisation of some rational
evaluations for reproducing social life, at least according to basic human rights. The
lack of any one of these three faculties would mean the degradation of the value of
human being. Will without knowledge wouldn't reach the end, knowledge without will
would serve the other’s end, willing without an end would be meaningless. The main
aspects of the distribution of the faculties can be seen on Table 1:

Table 1. The distribution of the faculties that define human in philosophy

Biological roots

Genetic data

Survival instinct

Organisational behaviour

Faculties Cognition Will Action (decision)
Their objects Meaning Value End, target
Philosophical . . .

theories Theory of meaning Axiology (—) Decision theory
Propositional . . Hierarchical evaluating . .
types in logic Meaning propositions propositions Acting propositions
Fields Science Ethics Art

Kant’s question What can | know What ought | to do What may | hope
Reducing  the To cognition: To will: Spinoza, To action:
faculties to one| Parmenides, Socrates, Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, Heraclitus, Hegel, Marx,
(roughly) Aristotle, Kant Bergson James-Dewey

Through the history of philosophy human being has been defined with these
three distinctive powers: Cognition, will and decision. The biological origins of these
powers are respectively, genetic data, survival instinct and organisational behaviour. For
human intelligence these skills have turned to knowing the meanings of things, willing
and evaluating according to some values, and deciding to create an end with pleasure in
an action. In parallel with our ontological distinction and from a logical point of view,
Davidson has also proven that there are three irreducible propositions which express
meaning, thought (evaluating) and action (Davidson, 2001: 141-155). Some
philosophers have reduced the triad to one by keeping their Universitas, and others have
also reduced these to one and denied the two others, like pragmatists. If you are not able
to reduce them to each other then you have three separated theories: Meaning theory,
axiology and decision theory. However, Danold Davidson (2004) tried a logical
reduction in his article “A Unified Theory of Thought, Meaning and Action”. Because
knowing is always a reduction (Davidson), nothing can be known by itself in itself.
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The great philosophers at the turning point of human history established an idea
of Universitas as a basis of their philosophy, human thought and educational theory.
The idea of university was developed by Plato and Aristotle in Antiquity, by Aquinas in
the Middle Ages, and by Kant in Modernity. They all have almost one voice about the
idea. We may briefly glance at them. For example, in the theory of Plato’s Academy
(Academeia), as can be seen from the Table 2, there is a relation between having the
general truth of all “scientific” fields and having an integrated sprit and body. This is the
most general level of the idea of university, which can be seen in all the philosophers
that will be mentioned here. Creative thinking starts from erotic desire, directs itself
towards the idea of beauty, and transforms to the wisdom of the idea of good and
knowledge of being; the Logistikon of Pskyhé achieves harmony with Epithymetikon
and Thimoeides (as judgement was created a teleological unity between theoretical and
practical reason in favour of goodness in Kant). Dianoia is connected to Noesis by
Dialektika (as understanding was connected to the pure ideas of reason in Kant),
Hypothesis is connected to the Eide, and finally one reaches his/her personal integration
and happiness (Daimonia) by gathering the general scientific, philosophical truth. The
academic duty of philosophy is to determine and define all these fields through their
related ideas and the idea of good. Academeia was free of charge, and served as an
enlightening higher educational institution (Nails, 2002: 248). The idea of creation of a
human being him/herself in an intellectual perfection is just the idea of Universitas as
can be read as a turn from Hesiod’s’” Theogonia to Plato’s Anthropogoniaz.

Table 2. The academic fields and the theory of participation in Plato®

Beings NOETA (Known by reason) AISTHETA (Percept by sense)
Places of Sun-Psykhé (Soul) Earth-Body
beings
Psychic Logistikon (reasoning) Thymoeides (animus, |Epithymetikon
domains animation, elan vital) |(desire- needs)
Known Eide (ideas, Hypothesis Zoa (animals), skeuata |Eikasia (signs)
objects principles) (productions)
Types of Episteme Teleute Gnosis (bliefs), alethes [Aisthesis (sense,
knowledge (dialektika, (Knowledge |doksa (true opinion) imagination),
philosophical of sciences) doksa (opinion)
knowledge)
Ways of Noesis (abstract Dianoia Pistis (believing) Eikasia (guess,
knowing reason — grasping by|(intentional design)
Nous) inference)
Fields of Arithmetic Geometry: Music, rhetoric, gymnastic, vb. (Applied
knowledge (Philosophy) (positive sciences)
(normative sciences) |sciences)

It’s quite remarkable to discover that, the beginning of the systematic philosophy with Meno’s
aporia in Plato is based on a Russell paradox: A set of idea (man) takes itself as its own
member so as to recreate itself.

Plato (1997) himself verbally draws this table in his Republic VI, 509e (p. 1130). “Psychic
domain” has also taken by the same way from Republic 1V, 423a- 445e (p. 1055-1077).
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His student, Aristotle, also has almost the same idea in his Lykeion. But he
reduces the idea of being to the knowability of being, which is dependent on the rational
part of Psyckhé (see. Table 3). This transition is on the one hand the precursor of Kant’s
Copernican revolution, and on the other hand it emphasises more strongly the relation
between having an idea of general truth and having an integrated personality with
harmonious faculties. Thinking (Dianoia) is a part of the virtues as “Dianoethikes
Aretes”. His idea of Universitas or totality, namely prote philosophia, is the cumulative
totality of the principles or ideas of the fields, from simple and less to complex and
more. First of all, soul is the “[final] cause and origin of the living body (...) all are
means to the soul as end” (Aristotle, 2008: p. 46) (para. 423b). In the soul, three logical
principles of Nous (pure theoretical reason) are applied on genus-species relations
within an apodeictical syllogismos, and we get scientific knowledge, episteme. Nous is
also applied to contingent knowledge that needs to be decided on by the help of Nous
Practicos or Phronesis and Techné. The purpose or telos of Phronesis is itself beauty of
action or decision connecting the universal and the singular, namely virtue. Therefore,
soul realises itself as a unified end in itself by being virtuous. Decision faculty or
judgement (as Kant has named) is Proairesis that manage Phronesis and Techné.
Techné is not effective only on some creative art pieces that did not exist before, but
also on the objects of the other faculties of the soul; namely all of the theoretical and
practical wisdom, and scientific knowledge are the end or telos of Techné.* Finally,
Psykhé is a Universitas of its faculties, and all the scientific and educative practices are
based on this idea. The completion of the distinctive faculties of the species is an
intellectual end in itself for human being.

Table 3. Academic fields and the classification of faculties in Aristotle

Psykhé (Soul)
Parts of Soul Noetike Irrational
Rational Aisthetike  |Threptike
Animal Vegetal
Psychic domains |Cognition Oreksis Addiction to
Desire needs
Virtues Dianoethikes aretes-intellectual virtues Ethikes Aretes-Ethical
virtues
Types of|Genos, cins ile ilgili,|Symbebekos, ilinekle ilgili,{Gnorimon-tacit habitual
knowledge necessary knowledge |contingent knowledge knowledge
Types of[Theoretika Praktike Poietike Generosity, courage, etc.
Dianoia, (Creative)
thinking
Ways of[Sophia Phronesis |Tekhné
knowing Nous Episteme |Practical
Reason wisdom
Fields of|Philosoph [Science [Politics, Arts
knowledge y, Logic ethics,
economy

See Aristotle. (1998). HOIKA NIKOMAXEIA. (p. 115) (para. 1139 a21- 1139b 5).
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Medieval universities were first founded on Augustinian neo-Platonic philosophy
but they were not able to resist the power of Aristotelian philosophy. The first university
was Bologna founded in 1088; the University of Paris followed it in the middle of the
12" century; then Oxford in 1167, Cambridge in 1209, Salamanca in 1218, Padua in
1222, and so on and so forth. At the beginning, they were called Studium Generale, but
after the 13" century only the ones called Universitas were left, as Universitas
magistrorum et scholarium, Universitas scholarium or Universitas studii (Rieg, 2003:
37). Thomas Aquinas’ philosophy started from Paris in 13" century, and became more
influential in universities and on the history of European Thought in general, so that if
one wishes to negate his ideas even today, he/she still has to use his discourse. He was
an Averroist and Aristotelian, and shared the idea of prote philosophia. For him, the
whole science must have the same object with the essential principles, as far as
universal science has been kept in its own principles (Aquinas, 1920: p. 11). Therefore,
theology has the same duty as prote philosophia: finding out these first principles, and
demonstrating their totality or universality. Knowledge starts from the bodily existentia
of empirical reality—Ilike Aristotle—and rises up towards Essentia (see Table 4). The
degree of Universitas of Essentia and Existentia exhibits a hierarchical ontological
structure. The degree of identity and difference of ipseidas-quidditas (Essentia-
Existentia) determines not only their substantial realitas but also their intellectual
realitas and knowledge. One cannot reach the absolute, pure forms in the Divine Mind
(in contrast to Hegel), but one can imagine and talk about them. Individuation of
physical matter separates Essentia and Existentia, and produces existential desires and
fears. One may hope for an end according to the degree of his natural law synthesis
between his knowledge (of his essentia) and his own will (his existentia) (like in Kant).
The essence of cognition and existence of will differ. But if one activates his nous
pathetikos or intellectus possibilis and links it back to the ideas and principles of active
intellectus he can reach the common good, natural law, and can achieve integrated
personality and happiness. Because mental and sensual pleasures are not different,
Universitas of knowledge is the same as the Universitas of soul. Whole science, prote
philosophia, is Theologia (Aquinas, 1922: 124- 126) (para. 1, 80, 2).

Table 4. The degrees of intellectual and substantial realities of beings in Aquinas

Being Type of being E;ésstﬁin:nal '\g]%(:?o?]f Substantial Faculty Mode
N [Unity Absolute Essentia = |Entellekheia [Nous (Divine Mind) [Necessary
O (God Pure Being Ente Pure and L1l Being, First
E [Father Forms (Ideas) |(Existentia) [accomplished|Intellectus Reason,
S [Nous Universitas [action of Autonomy
| Nous
S|
(Holy Spirit) [tMore pure Essentia = |Entelekheia |Intellectus Active [Contingent
1Ll beings and Existentia [+ | | | Reason ||| beings
N [Intellectus  |forms Energeia Passive Reason Their existentia
O |[Intellects Ll Intellectus Possibilis|has been
E Material forms Sense determined by
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The relation between the philosophy of Universitas and the university institution
is not so clear in Aquinas’ texts. But Mclntyre (2009) says that it can be seen if we
compare Paris and Oxford by considering Aquinas’ Commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics (VI, Lect. VII, 1209-1211). The education of septem artes liberales starts with
Trivium: logic/dialectica, grammar and rhetoric. The study goes from logic to
mathematics, and then to Quadrivium: arithmetic, astronomy, music, geometry and
ethics. If the student was successful in his active teaching, and could achieve maturity,
then he would pass metaphysics and theology. The maturation of a student requires a
philosophy of Universitas of soul, Universitas of syllabus, namely anthropological and
ontological Universitas and active help (faith and hope goes with love). Mcintyre also
supports Aquinas’ idea of natural law as corresponding with Universitas: “We are able
to understand what the university should be, only if we understand what the universe is”
(p. 94-95).

There is almost nothing left for Kant. The specific great success of Kant’s
philosophy is his system of categories. Like the Copernican revolution, he reversed the
theoretical positions of the sensible and intelligible worlds. The external reality that had
been expressed as aisthetike in antiquity, as existentia in the medieval era, and as res
extensa in the beginning of modernity by Descartes, was expressed as mundus
intelligibilis in Latin, and named as noumenon in Greek by Kant. Additionally, the
internal mental processes that had been expressed as noetike in the antiquity, as essentia
in the medieval era, and as res cogitans in the beginning of modernity by Descartes, was
expressed as mundus sensibilis in Latin, and named as phainomenon in Greek by Kant.
This epistemological reverse helped to overcome the most profound theoretical mistake
of the previous ontologies: fetishist reasoning. Fetishism offers the mediate one as an
immediate, so the symbols have the power of reality. But the appeared world we
sensually live in is a cognitively mediated world. We do not have any knowledge of the
rest: All the ideas of the ontological reality and any ethical principles of human nature
are reachable by tools of reasoning. Kant puts these two worlds in methodological
relation in his system. In the two cognitive faculties, “reason” deals with human nature,
desires and freedom, while “understanding” deals with the cognition of the nature. They
will be tied up by the third cognitive faculty, “judgement”, in an art of action in real life
according to subjective pleasure that should be generally valid (see Table 5). The
definitions, relations and the meaning of the totality of cognitive faculties are almost the
same as nous, episteme, phronesis and techné in Aristotle.
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Table 5. The faculties of the mind in Kant

Al(l)ft?ﬁef?:]:ﬁ:ges Faculty of cognition | A priori principles Application to
Faculty of cognition Understanding Lawfulness Nature
Feeling of pleasure and Power of judgement |Purposiveness Art
displeasure
Faculty of desire Reason Final end Freedom

Source: Kant, I. (2001). Critique of the Power of Judgement, p. 85, (para. 5. 198)

Kant’s philosophy is based on a transcendental logic, which deals with some
logical a priori possibilities over general Aristotelian logic that has ontological
applications on genus-species. The epistemological possibilities of the other faculties
are determined according to the a priori principles of understanding. Ontology has been
reduced to the cognitive faculties of Psykhé, like in Aristotle, and in parallel with this,
understanding is the limit of knowledge like in Aquinas. We cannot have a substantial
reason because we have no perfect nous, or absolute totality of essentia and existentia,
or knowledge and will. Universitas is one of the a priori principles of understanding,
and not a result of something called “reason”. On the contrary, reason is an
organisational result of the Universitas of the power of judgement, which collects the
purposes of understanding and reason under its purposiveness principle (Kant, 2000:
683) (para. B845). The final ontological purpose of looking for the perfectness or
Vollkommenheit (Kant, 1974: 40) of Universitas of cognition is “autonomy” of reason,
which separates human beings from the other animals. A deficient human being
naturally desires to be completed by knowledge. “Autonomy”, the metaphysical
principle of morals is “the ground of the dignity of human nature and of every rational
nature” (Kant, 1964: 103) (para. 79). This highest purpose of reason is the highest good:
the combination of the moral law “categorical imperative” and natural laws of nature,
with the Universitas of Psykhé and the dignity of individuals, society and the whole
human civilisation. (Kant, 2000: 680) (para. A810/B838).

The Universitas of the cognitive faculties also means the Universitas of faculties
for the branches of sciences at a university. The power of judgement of a university
organises the sciences according to the essential purposes of reason, constructive a
priori principles, and the idea of each science, just as with judgement’s organising
understanding according to reason. Otherwise, the sciences will try to organise
themselves according to their school tradition, then this order would be a “scholastic
rhapsody”, “speculation on images” and a “blind technique”. Metaphysics, in the sense
of Aristotle’s prote philosophia, as the unity of the principles of sciences, ties up the
targets of the scientific branches within a methodology under the architectonical unity
of pure reason. This project gives us the exact idea of university, within which the
Universitas of faculties was ordered by the autonomy of reason. “Denn dadurch wird
man in den Stand gesetzt, das Ganze zu (bersehen, die Hauptpunkte, worauf es bei
dieser Wissenschaft ankommt, stiickweise zu priifen, und manches dem Vortrage nach
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(Kant, 1983: 12) (para. A20). In parallel with this reason, Kant offers the divisions of
the branches of philosophy and science:

Table 6. The division of the faculty of philosophy or the architectonic of pure reason®

PHILOSOPHY
Pure Philosophy (Over historical, logical knowledge, pure mathematics and Empirical
philosophy) Philosophy
Metaphysics (The whole scientific system of pure reason) Critical (Historical
Philosophy |knowledge
(Theoretical) Metaphysics of Nature (Practical) |Investigatin |: history,
Physiology Transcendental |Metaphysic g the faculty |geography,
Philosophy s of Morals |of reason in |philology,
(1.0ntoloji) regard to all {humanities
2.Rational  |3.Rational ~ |4.Rational (Autonomy) Soprr:?trl)n ’nz(t)lfrlz:-
i iti
Physiology |Cosmology [Theology g sciences:
all
empirical
sciences)

For Kant this is a strict division, and one must find a serious criticism to change
it. If the faculties of a university are not directed under the autonomy of philosophy,
which means the autonomy of reason, people would be under the illusion of ideas of
pure reason, the illusions of ideology, economics, mores, religion or democratic
consensus, so that they cannot see what they should hope for as the end of their actions.
In his time, theology, law and medicine were the higher faculties, and philosophy was
the lower faculty in Prussia. His The Conflict of Faculties basically rejects and reverses
this order. All education and research activities in a university are based on the public
use of reason, and university needs autonomy for the sake of truth. Something cannot
be accepted as true for the sake of a political consensus, etc. (Kant, 1992: p. 43).
Therefore, a rational theoretical plan is necessary, instead of a contingent and irrational
one. The autonomy of a university is not based on the political autonomy of the rector
or the administration, but based on the scientific or philosophical authority of masters in
their respective operational fields. A university can attain autonomy by ensuring the use
of critical reflection of public reason. The autonomy of university returns to the society
in the enlightenment of the nation. The result of the university ensuring the use of
critical reflection of public reason is An Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment:
“Have the courage to use your own reason [Verstand]” (Kant, 1968: 35).

Then, one gets a Stand to be able to grasp the Whole, to examine one by one the key Points in
this Science, and to arrange some things better regarding their Exposition than that could be
their first Execution of the Work.

See: Kant, 1. (2000). Critique of Pure Reason, p. 691-701 (para. A832-851/B860-879).
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From Plato’s idea of Good as an anthropogonia, Aristotle’s Prote philosophia, to
Aquinas’ natural law as summun bonum, these all are expressed in Kant’s idea of
metaphysics as an idea of Universitas. Universitas, the a priori principle of
understanding, becomes a categorical principle for the idea of university, which targets
autonomy as the metaphysical principle of morals and also politics or any super
structure of a society and the university institution. Even though Kant or the other
philosophers don’t give the concept Universitas as a principle of the idea of university,
it is very clear in a general picture of their texts as we have briefly exhibited.
Universitas, that we have asserted here as the categorical principle of the idea of
university, is the main distinctive norm of the university institution, which it “ought to”
have. An institution called “university” without this norm Universitas is not a university
at all. Kant exhibited an error theory of his idea of university in The Conflict. Now we
have a distinctive norm for university that we have gathered from the history of
philosophy, and we have to proof it within an error theory. But a norm is not knowledge
that we can demonstrate through a proof. This is the problem of the final section.

3. How to ground a norm by reasoning

The idea of Universitas or the wholeness of the sciences has been rejected
several times. The rejections are mistakes, and there are two reasons for these mistakes.
First, they mix up “transcendent” and “transcendental”, and cannot appreciate the
transcendental position of Universitas. Second, they base their rejections on Hegel’s
idea of Universitas, which is not transcendental at all. Even the great scholastic master
Thomas Aquinas separates the idea of absolute wholeness from understanding and
knowledge, Hegel asserts an immanent totality of sciences with all of its contents. His
objective idealism is the expression of this. Even Hegel considers himself an
Aristotelian rather than a Platonist because Aristotle considered idea as évépyeia rather
than 6vvouig. But Aristotle’s in Re position in the problem of universals has some
materialistic meaning rather than objective idealism.

The basic, correct negation of the idea of Hegelian wholeness came from Russell
in the analytic tradition. The idea of the solid and indivisible unity of the universe is the
source of philosophical monism and religious pantheism, and this decorated logic is
based on some visible, technical mistakes (Russell, 1999: 121). Pragmatist negation of
the idea of wholeness is based upon Dewey’s ideas: the philosophers before him have
made human nature dependent on some unnatural, essentialist principles, like natural
law or the categorical imperative. They all are an obstacle for human freedom. Freedom
comes from participating in the natural determinism (Dewey, 1995: 65-80). This is
another example of misunderstanding Kant. Kant’s categorical imperative is a
transcendental principle, and has no content or essence. Additionally, this pragmatist
sense of freedom makes human beings heteronomous rather than autonomous; it is a
kind of animal morality that has no idea of Universitas between identity and difference,
it is only self-identification or affirmation. Quine also rejects the idea of Universitas
between reality and ideas by rejecting the Aristotelian truth principle “coherence” in
logic: “Bodily states exist anyway; why add the others?” (Quine, 1960: 264), like truth
or Universitas. His idea of “holism” expresses the plurality of scientific data alongside
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each other without logical connection. Popper accuses Quine at this moment of being
sceptical (Popper, 1972: 311). Coherence is the beginning of cognition, and a certain
degree of reduction is needed. Otherwise, theoretical understanding, the theoretical
reduction of biology to physics, mechanics to electrodynamics, or the other way around
would be impossible. “Then we might speak of life as an emergent property of physical
bodies, or of matter”, and then to know something would theoretically be impossible
(Popper, 1972: 291-292). Postmodernism, as the European voice of pragmatism,
basically leans on the rejection of the idea of Universitas. Lyotard’s The Postmodern
Condition, which was considered as the Bible of postmodernism, simply centred on the
rejection of Kantian and Aristotelian Prote philosophia. For him, the legitimacy of
knowledge and university is not based on some higher ideas that carry human beings to
freedom, but is pragmatically based on the meeting of the interests of its society.
Additionally it is a part of a language game and politics (Lyotard, 1984: 66). In parallel
to all these, Adorno can be taken as a best example from Marxism. He clearly and
consciously rejects the immanent principle of Universitas: “If it [The Hegelian
immanent dialectics] became totally conclusive, dialectics would be the totality that
goes back to the identity principle” (Adorno, 1990: 182). “The identity principle” means
to give a theoretical order to the practical reality, and this is the business of a
transcendent power, namely politics.

Universitas as a transcendental principle is not the object of these negations, and
they all are right in their positions, except the pragmatists and especially Quine. This is
because Quine deeply rejects the transcendental role of the principle Universitas in
understanding by asserting the lack of a truth criterion. If there is no coherent truth than
there is no knowledge at all. Popper’s position against Quine is indispensable. It is the
same with the Universitas of all sciences. They are right that it is a political choice or
decision. You give a theoretical order to the scientific practices according to either
theoretical rationality or political irrationality. Irrational order has an accidental relation
with freedom, and produces technology, not science. Today technology and science are
mixed up. The norm of the idea of university, Universitas, cannot simply be rejected
because such wholeness doesn’t really exist. Otherwise we cannot have any norm for
ideas, and then, for example, we would have to appreciate cruelty because there is no
“justice” in real life, or let ill people die because there is no “health” in nature, and so
on. We can’t be sceptical at this moment. At least, a consistent rejection would be a
contradiction and irrational.

Those who reject the idea of Universitas of sciences could be right if there was
not such a thing as Universitas. It is not real, but that is why it is a norm. A norm is not
knowledge that can be taken back to its object to prove it. But a norm of an idea may be
grounded by true reasoning as a proof. loanna Kucuradi (2007), who is one of the
pioneers of the doctrine of human rights, does give us a method about how to ground a
norm: A norm can be grounded by the logical form of reductio ad absurdum, “under the
light of a comparison between at least two different historical states of affairs human
beings have faced, [or] under the light of the knowledge of the value of some
possibilities of human being (or under the light of what is called human dignity)” (p.
64).
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For the reductio ad absurdum inference, the opposite of Universitas would be
postmodern university, called “multiversity” in principle. These two opposite ideas
appear within two different historical states: the Humboldtian modern German research
university model and the postmodern American commercial multiversity model. Today,
the American university model is in a position to occupy European universities. This is
called the “Bologna Process”. If we reach the idea of multiversity as an absurd one,
then, we would have the proof of the idea of university. We should then consider what
happens without Universitas. After the definition of the idea of university with all the
descriptions above, we can easily reach some conclusions: the members of a society that
has a university without the principle of Universitas lose their rational sensitivity
because of the lack of a critical reflection that was supposed to be offered to public
reason by the university. The lack of this rational principle loosens the connection of the
sciences with the categorical imperative or freedom, which results in the lack of human
dignity, and the lack of ontological totality of human being in general. The lack of
Universitas will produce its opposite: fragmentation of psyche or faculties, alienation
and an ontological degradation of the human species.

The story of the alienation problem goes back to the Medieval essence-existence
distinction, as we have seen in Aquinas. Hegel is the first who gives us the definition of
alienation. Finally, we see it in Marx’s 1844 Manuscripts as a focused and well-defined
problem. Man is not only alienated from the product of his labour but also from his
species-life, his nature and other men as well (Marx, 1963: 103). Man has technical
cognition but has no will to use it, and decisions do not belong to him. This is a
fragmentation of human nature. This man is a heteronomous creature that can be
controlled externally. The integration of universities with industry is required of such a
human nature. Heidegger explains the alienation problem from a totally different angle.
Man is in a technical relation with nature. This is a creative, poiesis way of thinking,
which is called techné in Greek. Techné is a way of the appearance of truth or aletheia.
But modern techné has been framed by framing nature. So, man loses the connection
with truth because his nature has been framed as well (Heidegger 1977: 19). This is a
metaphysical explanation of the problem of alienation. Considering the postmodern
techné, we may call it finance and information technology, which is not framing nature
but framing the framing technology of nature. As | have given a definition for years for
the basic characteristic of the postmodern era, this is a double alienation of human
beings as a species, and indicates a double lack of truth. The postmodern university
project is an unmasking of this postmodern techné.

From the historical point of view, at first glance, the Bologna Process
commenced in 1999 in a declaration by the European Union. The text, The EU
Contribution to the Bologna Process ! expresses as its main target “to make European
higher education more compatible and comparable” with other continents (p. 3). The
Bologna Process has also been articulated in the Copenhagen Declaration, which
regulates the economic conditions of the EU. The remarkable point for this revolution in
education is that it has nothing to do with education at all: “The severity of the current
economic crisis adds an exceptional degree of unpredictability about the future of the

! http://ec.europa.eu/education/higher-education/doc/bologna09_en.pdf
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world’s economy, and underlines the need for skills” (p. 4). Even in the text,
Modernisation Agenda for universities®, this revolution is named as “modernisation”,
and the main target of the Bologna Process is clearly spelled out: “Modernisation of
Europe’s universities, (...) has been acknowledged (...) as part of the wider move
towards an increasingly global and knowledge-based economy” (p. 2). Economic
globalisation or transnational capital is the new basis and definition of knowledge. The
definition of university has also been changed under the title of Ensure Real Autonomy
and Accountability for Universities: “Real autonomy” means financial autonomy by
depending on industry, and political accountability to governments. Obviously, there are
some bodies who know exactly the problem they create, and add this weak warning by
highlighting it: “It also requires universities to overcome their fragmentation into
faculties, departments, laboratories and administrative units and to target their efforts
collectively on institutional priorities for research, teaching and services” (p. 5-6). We
can also find a new definition of human being in the 1999 Bologna Declaration® as the
target of the new “European” university system. It points out the adoption of the new
system as “essentially based on two main cycles, undergraduate and graduate. (...) first
cycle shall also be relevant to the European labour market as an appropriate level of
qualification”. The second has been charged with reproducing the first cycle. The new
human species is being adapted to the European labour market with all appropriate level
of qualification. The new man and woman is a homo economicus who has been updated
with some technical knowledge, ranging from medicine to theology.

It is obvious that the Bologna Process is a part of neoliberalist globalisation.
Because, as Manuel Castells (2003) has also indicated, the unification of Europe is the
reaction to and the most developed expression of the globalisation process (p. 348).
Additionally, Jameson (1991) points out that this historical stage is one of the features
of postmodernism, and it may even be called “late capitalism”, like the name of his
book. We all know that the historical background of neoliberal globalisation politics is
the 70s’ economic crisis and the end of the bi-polar world order. Bourdieu’s (1988)
well-known definition of the neoliberalist aim is to overcome the collective structures
that could be an obstacle to pure market logic (p. 2). Here the university institution with
the charge of critical reflection of public reason is a perfect example of a “collective
structure”. The way of overcoming the collective structures have been defined as
“articulation” to the free market (Barone, 1985: 155-157). Therefore, “Bologna” is the
articulation “Process” of the university to the neoliberalist globalisation process.

This historical reality is more obvious in Wissema’s famous book, Towards the
Third Generation University. He is an advocate of applying American neoliberalist
politics to European universities. For him, the duty of the new university is transforming
itself according to the competitive values of economic enterprise. Otherwise, these
“semi-autonomous” universities would have to be closed, and the members would be
fired (Wissema, 2009: 123). Additionally, the target of education, which would also be
the new definition of human being, is equipping students with some enterprising virtues:

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2006:0208:FIN:EN:PDF
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getting people to trust you, developing organisational skills over these people, and
enterprising courage (Wissema, 2009: p. 196). Briefly, the Aristotelian virtues in
contrast to the core of them: taking human being as means, instead of as ends in
themselves.

Generally, either the official texts of the EU or Wissema’s book seem so
frivolous, in a comparison with the philosophical ideas of university we have discussed
above. They take science as technology, and reduce it to industry and the market, and
reduce human faculties to an engineering logic as “applied theory”. None of the ideas
of the new university have an answer to the question “what is human” and “what is the
idea of university”. They have no serious university theory at all, and not even an error
theory that we can see when their “university” would not be a university in reality. That
is why we have evaluated them within their historical positions in neoliberalism and
postmodernism, and tailored a theoretical basis for them.

Nonetheless, there is a historical factum of fifty years in America that we could
use as the evidence. They call their idea a “multiversity”, which directly refuses the
principle Universitas. The defenders of multiversity all blamed the lack of results on
this principle, and they are theoretically blind to the central role of the principle
Universitas. Here is a list of what they themselves warned us about the absurd results of
their idea of multiversity. For Fallis (2007), from York University, multiversity is
important for the commercial Anglo-American universities in preparing for the next
century of the World (p. 5). But this new structure of university is alarming for the
humanities, which were the basis of the essence of the modern universities (p. 10). And
unfortunately, the democratic function of the multiversity would decline in post-
industrial society (p. 13). Continuously, he lists the problems of commercialisation:
“the increasingly utilitarian, job-oriented attitudes of students, rising of tuition fees, the
pressures on professors to seek external grants and contracts, the use of business
terminology and business methods in academic administration, the increasing emphasis
on marketing as the university represents itself” (260). Bowie (1990), from Minnesota
University, who defends the university-industry partnership, complains about some of
its results: the differenta specifica of science as “theory for theory” is transformed into
“theory for profit”, the lack of personal integrity in the students, and the alienation, the
lack of qualified education, the lack of equal opportunity in education due to the turn
from human values to commercial values (p. 209). Scott (1990) the well-known
educationalist from Kinston University, points out the logical turn that pragmatist
multiversity creates: “the movement towards utilitarianism and away from coherence
[the Aristotelian theory of truth], characteristic of modern systems of higher education”
(p 132). Wilshire (1990), from Rutgers University, both defends pragmatist
multiversity, and blames it for the lack of personal integrity in students (p. 11), and its
weak connection with truth (p. 17). In fact, they all complain of the lack of the
autonomy of reason, the lack of autonomy of the university against their society, the
lack of the importance of basic research fields in the natural and social sciences because
of the lack of the truth principle that gives an order to the faculties. They are not aware
what they are complaining about, these all are the effects of the lack of the principle of
Universitas.
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Finally, here is our result of reasoning: if we accept that the lack of Universitas is
absurd as a result of all these theoretical and historical evaluations, then we have
grounded the principle Universitas as the basic norm of the university. There is a
philosophical tradition of thousands of years behind this principle, which we have
simply made more apparent here. As Habermas pointed out in his article “The Idea of
University”, this is a part of a language game: if there is not a public understanding of
this idea then this principle is meaningless. But if anyone is against the effects of the
lack of the principle Universitas behind the idea of modern university, they necessarily
have to accept this philosophical, ethical, ontological and epistemological principle. We
should consider that this logical result is not an abstract idea if we see the binding
effects of the idea of truth. The result of the lack of Universitas we have shown here is
profoundly dangerous for the sustainability of the human species as a species of rational
beings. We have to maintain human dignity, social honour, public reason, free will, the
autonomy of reason, science and academic personality against the totalitarian plutocracy
of the economically and politically elite utilitarian class in “democracy”.
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Universite Diisiincesinin Ontolojik ilkesi ve
Mantiksal Sinirlarn

Ozet

Tarihte ilk kez Siimerler, M.O. 4000’lerden itibaren “iiniversite” kavramina uyan
bir yiiksek egitim sistemi kurmuslardi. Bu sistem kendilerinden sonra binlerce yil
daha Ortadogu’da varligini siirdiirmeye devam etti. Eski Hindistan ve Cin’de
tiniversite kavramimiza uyan yiiksekokullarin da oldugunu biliyoruz. Platon’un
Akademeia’si ve Aristotelesin Lykeion’u ise bildigimiz anlamda akademik igerigin
olustugu ve tiniversite kavrayisinin yerlestigi ilk kurumlardir. Biitiinliikli
sistematik felsefeyi bir yiiksekokulda baslatmalariyla bir 6n-Universite modelinin
de Akademeia ve Lykeion’da baslamis oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Planlanmig bir
ders programi ve akademik unvanlarla bir hiyerarsinin hukuka baglanmasi da
eklenince medreselerin ardindan ilk Ortacag tniversiteleriyle karsilagiriz.
Universiteleri medreselerden aymran tek sey kendi siyasal tarihlerine ozgii
yapilagmalari, papalik ve krallik giiglerinin evrensellik beklentisi, teorik olarak
mesruluklarinin ve egemenliklerinin evrensel diizeyde kesinlestirilmesi istegidir.
ilk iiniversiteler 1088 yilinda Bologna {iniversitesi ile parali dgrenci dernekleri
seklinde baslamus, kralliklarin énciiliigiinde kurulmus ve papalik tarafindan egitim
sistemleri yapilandirilmis olsa da gene papaligimn Onciiliigiinde kendi bagimsiz
hukuklarint ilan ettikleri de bir gergektir. Ortacag iiniversitelerine Aristoteles ve
Thomas Aquinas damgasint vurmustur.

Universite diisiincesinin felsefi bir problematik olarak ele alindig1 dikkat gekici ilk
metin 1789 da Kantin yayimladig: “Fakdilteler Catigmas1”dir. Kantin diisiinceleri
dogrultusunda ilk modern aragtirma iiniversiteleri Von Humboldt ve
Schleiermacher’in  onciiliigiinde 1810°da  Berlin  Universitesiyle kurulmaya
baslanir. Ikinci metin 1852°de Cardinal Newman tarafindan “The idea of a
University”, “Universite Diisiincesi” bashgiyla yayimlanir. Ardindan Karl Jaspers
1923 ve 1946 yillarinda aym baglikla makalesini yayimlar. Son metin 1987’de,
onceki metinlere gonderim yapmak igin ayn1 baglikla Jiirgen Habermas tarafindan
yayimlanir. Habermas Universite konusunun idealist bakis agismin bir
konusuymus gibi bir “ide” olarak ele alinmasina karst ¢ikmakta ve konuyu
Schleiermacher ve Wittgenstein gibi, bir dil oyunu seklinde ele almaktadir. Yani
iiniversite diisiincesinin kendisinde kabul edilecek zorunlu bir yan yoktur, siyasal
bir karardir. Ancak bir toplum o diisiinceyi anlaml1 bir iletisim i¢inde paylasirsa,
“yagsam diinyas1” ile liniversite kurumu arasinda uygun bir iliski kurulursa, o
zaman Universite bir evrensellik ve genel bir bilimsel nitelik kazanabilir.
Habermas sonunda konunun hafife alinamayacak kadar zor ve karmasik bir konu
oldugunu belirterek tartigmasini kapatir.

Mantiksal olarak bakarsak, Habermas’in materyalist itirazi dogrudur. Fakat
iddiasinin materyalizm veya idealizmle bir ilgisi yok. Yani bir liniversite idesi
ileri stirmek idealist olmak demek degildir ve Habermas’in mantiksal itirazi
onceki filozoflarca da onaylanacak bir konumdadir. Ciinkii bir ide, diisiince bir
bilgi degildir. Bir bilgi veya ontolojik bir 6nerme, genel mantikta, cins-tiir iligkisi
icinde, kendiliginden zorunlu veya kosulsuz olarak dogru degildir. Bilgi
olabilmesi igin dogal nedensellik iliskisinde kosullu, hipotetik bir yargi
verebilmeli ve nesnesine geri gotiiriiliip kanitlanabilecek sekilde, “dir” bigiminde
yalin, assertorik bir Onerme olabilmelidir. Oysa bir diisiincenin, idenin

81



The Logical Limits and The Ontological Principle of The Idea of University

82

i, KOLYOl 2015724

kanitlanacag1 nesnesi yoktur, dogal nedensellik kosullaria bagl degildir, ancak
onun kendi i¢ kavramsal, iglem - kaplam biitiinliigii ile iligkisi i¢inde, “meli”
bi¢iminde bir gerekliliginden s6z edebiliriz. Fakat iste kirilim noktasi da
buradadir:

Biitiin bunlara ragmen, ancak ve ancak, Onciilleri dogru, bilimsel bilgilere
dayandirilabiliyor ve onlardan dogru bir ¢ikarimla o sonu¢ veya ide elde
edilebiliyorsa, o ide akli basinda bir insan toplulugu tarafindan uzlasimla,
kosulsuz, kategorik bir yargi ile, zorunlu, apodiktik dogru olarak kabul edilebilir.

Idelerin bu sekilde, gereklilik bildiren bir norm ile temellendirilmesi yapilmadan
bir anlanmu yoktur, ¢iinkii teorik degil, pratige doniiktiirler. Pratikteki islevi insan
olmanin ayirict dzellikleri geregi zorunlu olabilir. Hukuksal, tibbi, etik, ¢ok ¢esitli
normlar olabilir ve her biri insanin sagligi, toplumsal varolusu, insanlik onuru,
yasamasi hatta insanca 6lmesi i¢in bile vazgecilmez niteliktedir. Bu durumda onu,
sadece bir diislince, gergekte karsilig1 olmayan bos bir diislince diye hafife alamaz
veya yok sayamazsiniz. 19. ve 20. yy, skeptisizmde temellenen bu tiir hatalarla
doludur. Hume un, nedensellik gibi, analitik goriinen yargilarin aslinda psikolojik,
yani sentetik Onermeler oldugunu gostermesiyle baslayan olgu-deger ayrimi
sonunda bizi Ayer ve Strawson’imn emotivizmine gotliirmiis, gereklilik bildiren
ifadelerin duygusal, anlamsiz, yani bilim dist oldugu vurgulanmistir. Degerlerin
olgusal olmadigini sdylemekle degerleri olumsuzlamis olmaktadirlar ki, bu,
skeptik bir ¢eliski dogurur: “degerler olgulardan, yani olmasit gerekenler
olanlardan ¢ikartilamayacaksa olgusal gercekligi olmayan degerler de
gegersizdir”. Boylece olmayanda temellendirilen ve olmamasi gerekeni bildiren
olumsuz bir norm iiretmis olurlar ki, bu bir ¢eliskidir. Sonunda ayrimin kendisi
bilimsel bir deger konumuna girer ki, bu da ikinci bir ¢eligkidir. Olgu ile deger
arasinda iliskinin koparilmasi, “dir”dan “meli”nin ¢ikartilamayacag1 diisiincesi
asiriya kagmus skeptik bir yanilgidir. Aksi halde gergekte saglik diye bir sey yok
diye biitiin hastalar1 6lime terk eder, adalet diye bir sey yok diye gig¢liniin
acimasiz zulmiini sanatsal bulup takdir ederdik.

Skeptisizm agirtya ¢ekilmedikge haklidir, olgu ve degerler birbirinden
ayrilabilmelidir yoksa kendini bilim gibi sunan ¢arpik dinsel sarlatanliklarin,
tarihsel, rasgele yigilmig kiiltlirel degerler ¢opliigiiniin i¢inde boguluruz. Bunu
onlemenin yolu kestirip atmak degildir. Bu pire i¢in yorgan yakmaya benzer.
Oysa olgular ile degerler dogru bir ¢oziimleme ile iliskilendirilebilirler.
Antropolojik felsefe agisindan baktigimizda, biitiin felsefe tarihinin tamamen bu
konu, olgu-deger iliskisi tizerine kurulu oldugunu goriiriiz. Filozofun isi, igindeki
temel st kurumlar ile uygarligit mantiksal olarak dogru tanimlamak ve
temellendirebilmektir. Biitiin bu diisiinceler, dogruluk, saglik, adalet, tiniversite,
devlet, hepsi birer idedir ve o halde neye gore temellendirilebilirler? iste bu cevap
onemlidir: insana gore! Insan tanimma gbre ancak diger tanimlar
temellendirilebilirler. Bu ylizden felsefenin temelde bir insan felsefesine dayali
ontoloji olmasi, antropolojik bir ontoloji, Betiill Cotuksdken’in adlandirmasiyla
“antropontoloji” olmasi gerekir. Kant’in ii¢ kitapta topladigi liglemesinin, “Ne
bilebilirim?”, “Ne yapmaliyim?”, “Ne umabilirim?”” sorularinin toplam cevabinin
sonunda “Insan nedir?” sorusuna bir cevap olmaya gore planlanmasim
hatirlayalim. Biitiin adin1 andigimiz biiyiik filozoflarda temel budur ve diger iist
kurumlar gibi, iiniversite diigiincelerini de bu temel lizerine oturtmusglardir. Felsefe
gelenegi icinde bu iiclemenin dagilimi basitge su tabloyla sergilenebilir:
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Tablo 1. Felsefede insani tanimlayan ii¢ yeti alanin dagilimi

Biyolojik Tirsel kalitimsal Yasama i¢giidiisii Orgiitlenme

kokeni veriler (organizasyon) bigimleri

insandaki yeti |Bilme Isteme Eylem (isteng)

Nesnesi Anlam Deger Erek

Felsefi teorisi |Anlam teorisi Degerbilim (aksiyoloji) |Karar teorisi

Mantikta Anlam énermeleri Hiyerarsik degerlendirme |Eylem &nermeleri

Onerme turd onermeleri

Disiplinleri  [Bilim Ahlak Sanat

Kant’in Ne bilebilirim Ne yapmaliyim Ne umabilirim

sorusu

Bir yetiye Bilmeye Istemeye indirgeyenler: |Eyleme indirgeyenler:

indirgeyenler |indirgeyenler: Spinoza, Schopenhauer, [Herakleitos, Hegel,

(kabaca) Parmenides, Sokrates, [Nietzsche, Bergson Marx, James-Dewey
Aristoteles, Kant

Kimi filozoflar bu iiglemeyi koruyarak digerlerini bir yetiye indirgerken, bazi
filozoflar da yetileri iliskilendirmeyi ve digerlerini birine indirgemeyi
reddetmistir. Omegin Deweyci pragmatik gelenek anlam, deger ve karar alanlarim
ii¢ ayr teori ile inceler. Bu indirgememenin aklin aragsallastirilmasi ve kapitalist
ekonomi modeliyle bir ilgisi vardir elbette. Ciinkii yetilerin pargalanmasi
yabancilagsmaya, heteronomiye neden olur ve kitleleri digaridan yonetmeyi saglar.
Gene de 6rnegin, Donald Davidson “A Unified Theory of Thought, Meaning and
Action” adli makalesinde en azindan mantiksal bir indirgeme olanag: denemistir.
Simdi uygarlik tarihin biiyiik doniisiimlerine damgasini vuran bu filozoflarin
diislincelerini birer tablo esliginde kisaca gorelim:

Tablo 2. Platon’da akademik bilgi alanlar1 ve idealardan pay alma teorisi

Varlik alam Giines-Psykhé (ruh) Toprak-Beden

Rubhsal yam Logistikon (akil yiiriiterek bilme) | Thymoeides Epithymetikon
(animus, canlilik, |(gereklilikleri
yasam giicii) arzu etme)

Bilgi tird Episteme Teleute Gnosis Aisthesis (duyum,
(dialektika, (bilimlerin (inanilan), imgelem), doksa
felsefe bilgisi)  [bilgisi) alethes doksa (san1)

(dogru sant)

Bilme turd Noesis (soyut Dianoia Pistis (inang) Eikasia (tahmin,
akil -nous- ile (y6nelimsel, tasarim)
kavrama) gidimli ¢ikarim)

Bilgi alam Aritmetik Geometri Muzik, retorik, jimnastik, vb.
(Felsefe) (pozitif bilimler) [(uygulamali bilimler)

(normatif
bilimler)

Unlii magara metaforunu hatirlayalim. Erotik bir sigrama ile 6grenci idealarin
bilgisine ulasir ve yavag yavas o bilgiyi sindirir. Bilgi tiirleri satirina bakarsak,
doksalardan alethes doksalara, oradan bilimsel teleute ve epistemeye yikselen bir
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stire¢ yoktur. Biitiiniin, en genel tiimeller olan idealarin bilgisine ermekle biitiin alt
bilgiler dogrultulmaktadir. Idelere yiikselmek psykhéde bir biitinlesme,
tamamlanma halidir ve akademik bilgi alanlar1 da biitiin sistematik iliskileri i¢inde
anlam kazanip yerlerini bulurlar: Aritmetik tiirii saf felsefi bilgi; olguya teorik
bakabilen, ara bilim olarak geometrik mantikla isleyen bilimler ve uygulamali
bilimler, teknikler bir genel biitiinlikk olusturmaktadirlar. Akademia’nin en genel
kursu “iyi tizerine” adindayd: ve iyilik altinda bu biitiinligiin nasil varlik
kazandig1 anlatilirdi. Simdi bir de Aristoteles’in konumunu gorelim:

Tablo 3. Aristoteles’te yetiler smniflandirmasi ve bilgi alanlari

Etkinlik alam  |Psykhé (ruh)
Ruhsal yetiler [Bilme Oreksis- |Bagimlilik
Isteme
Erdemler Dianoethikes aretes (diisiinsel erdemler) Ethikes  aretes  (etik|
erdemler)
Dianoia tirli  [Theoretika Praktike Poietike
(yaratic)
Bilme yetileri [Sophia Phronesis  [Tekhné
Nous |Episteme
Bilgi alam Felsefe |Bilim Siyaset, etik,|Sanat
mantik iktisat

Bu tabloda en onemli konu varlifin insana ve bilmeye indirgenmis olmasidir.
Metafizik’inin ilk tiimcesi bu diisiince ile baslar: “Tiim insanlar dogal olarak
bilmek ister” (mavteg GvOpwmor oD €idévar Opéyovtar @voet) [980a][21].
Aristoteles Platon’un varligi kendinde bir biitiinliik olarak aldigi i¢in Menon
diyalogundaki agmaza distiigiinli, varhigin ancak cins-tiir iligkisine sokularak
bilinebilecegini vurgular. Ve erdemleri de etik ve dianoetik, diisiinsel erdemler
olarak ikiye ayrrarak agmazi ¢ozer. Fakat bizim igin temel aymidir: Insanin ruhsal,
ontolojik biitiinligii demek bilgi ve bilimlerin biitiinligi demektir. Diisiinme
tlrleri olan theoretika, praktike ve poietike, aynen Kant’taki teorik akil, pratik akil
ve yargi giicii iliskisindedir. Insanmn bilme yetilerinin biitiinlenmesi igin artik
asagidan baglayarak, episteme, phronesis, tekhne, veya bilme, isteme, yaratici
karar-eylem yetilerinde deneme yanilma ile olgunlagarak nous’un, aklin saf
bilgisine ulasilabilir. Bilimler en basit ve saf olandan en karmasik olana dogru
oncekinin ilkeleri lizerinde temellenirler. Mantik + ontoloji + ahlak + siyaset.
Siyaset egitime karar verdigi i¢in diger bilimlerin iistinde bir yere sahiptir. Ve
egitimle bu biitiinligl, egitimin liretecedi insan biitlinliigiinii ve insan biitiinligiine
giden yol olarak prote philosophiayr yani bilimlerin ilkesel Dbiitinliigiini
tamamlamak olanaklidir. Bilmenin ilkesel biitiinliigii aracilig: ile insanin ontolojik
biitiinliige ulagmasi ve tiir olarak insan olmayi1 gerceklestirmesi diislincesi
Ortagagda baslayacak iiniversite kurumunun arkasindaki temel felsefi diisiincedir.
Aquinas da genel olarak Aristoteles’in izinden gider, fakat Yeni-Platoncu, dinsel
yorumlarla:
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tou%3D&la=greek&can=tou%3D0&prior=a)/nqrwpoi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ei)de%2Fnai&la=greek&can=ei)de%2Fnai0&prior=tou=
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Tablo 4. Aquinas’ta tozsel yetilerin varlik, bilgi ve olus olanaklart

Varhk Varélukrtjar;zumm Hareket tarzi Tozel yetiler Varhk kipi
Birlik Oz = Varlik Entellekheia Nous (Tanrsal Zihin) |Zorunlu
Tanrt (Essentia= Ente) [Nous’un eylemsiz || | | Varlik
Baba Universitas saf etkinligi, Intellectus
Nous tamamlanmis ilk Neden

butlinlik Ozerk
(Kutsal Ruh) [0z = Varlik Saf etkin Intellectus Etkin Akil
U Entelekheia Wl
Intellectus +111 Edilgin Akil Olanakli
Akillar Eylem Energeia  |Duyum Varhk
Dogal 0Oz # Varlik Dynameis (Gizil) || | | Varhk
varhklar Duyum, istek nedenini
(Ogul isa) 11l kendi
Ruh (insan) Cisimlilik dlSHidlan alan,

Sl AR Yyaratiimi§
Edilgin gereklilikler Vaderk

[lahiyatin konusu tanridan bilimin konusu dogaya kadar, bilme ve var olma iliskisi
bu tabloda goriilebilir. Aristoteles’in ontoloji dili garpitilarak kullanilmaktadir.
Hareket tarzina bakarsak: Akil tanrisaldir, bir melekedir ve Kutsal Ruh gibi
meleklere Ozgudiir. Tanrisal 6zden uzaklagip maddenin varligina yaklastikca
insanda gizil haldedir. Insan akilla, bilimsel ve ilahiyat egitimiyle asagi varligini
tanrisal &ze yaklagtirarak biitiinlesmeye baglar. Ozii varligina denk mutlak
biitiinliik Tanr’dir. Universite egitiminin temeli olan yedi 6zgiir sanat (septem
artes liberales) tigleme ile baglar: Trivium: mantik/diyalektik, gramer ve retorik.
Ardindan mantik ve matematikle dortlemeye gecilir: Quadrivium: aritmetik,
astronomi, mizik, geometri ve sonunda etik eklenir. Egitim 6grenci yetenekliyse
ilahiyatla devam eder ve olgunluga, biitiinlenmeye tasir. Ortagagda {iniversiteye
Universitas derlerdi. “Universitas” butlnlik, tumluk, genellik, evrensellik
demektir. Bilginin bilimsel sorgulamada ulasacagi evrenselligi ile insan da
tamamlanmis bir insan, Universiteyle birlikte uygarlik da tamamlanmis bir
uygarlik olacaktir. Ortagagin hocalar1 bir yandan kilise {iyesi, diger yandan
inanilmaz derecede Ozgiir diisiinen ve ders veren ustalardi. Bu bakimdan ilk akla
Cusanus geliyor, bir yandan Papa’nin yardimcisi, diger yandan uzayda akilli
canlilar oldugunu anlatiyor, sonsuzlar ve sifir geometrisi ile evreni agiklamaya
calistyordu. Kant’a gelirsek, onda Aristoteles ¢ok net goriiniiyor. Artik Kant
tablosunu kendi verdigi i¢in igsimiz daha kolay:

Tablo 5. Kant’ta yetiler tablosu

Zihnin butin yetileri Bilme yetileri A priori ilkeleri Alanlari

Bilme [cognition] yetisi  |Anlama yetisi Yasalilik Doga

Hoslanma yetisi Yarg giicli Ereklilik Sanat

(isteme) Arzu yetisi Akl Son erek, ideler Ozgiirliik [ahlak]

Kaynak: Kant, I. (2001). Critique of the Power of Judgement, s. 85, (5. 198)

Kant’ta da insanin yetiler biitlinliigii ile bilgi alanlarinin biitiinligiiniin ayni, tek
bir insan gercekligi oldugunu goriiyoruz. Kantin dncekilerden en onemli farki,
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diistiniilen ve duyumsanan diinyalarin iligkisini fenomen-numen iligkisinde tersine
gevirmesi ve varligi anlama yetisinin a priori kategorilerinde temellendirmesidir.
Insanin diger yeti alanlarinda varligin1 tamamlamasi da aym bilme kategorileri
aracihi@i ile olacaktir. Iste burada yeniden Universitas kavramu ile karsilagiyoruz.
“Nicelik” baghigr altinda “gokluk-birlik” iliskisi sonunda “biitiinliik” yani
Universitas olarak tamamlanir. Universitas kategorisi akilla iliskisi bakimindan
diger kategorilerden farkli bir konumdadir. Ciinkii akil tézsel bir varlik degildir ve
ancak insanda biitinliikli bir bilme eylemi iginde ortaya ¢ikar. Yani akil
Universitasin bir sonucudur, ve aklin dogasi biitiinliiktiir. Bilme, isteme ve
hosglanma veya anlama yetisi, akil ve yargi giicii bir Universitasa ermekle insan
biitiinliige erer ve bilerek isteyen ve 6zgiirce karar veren, yani akilli insan olur.
Yoksa bagkasmin isteklerini yerine getirecek bilgiyle donatilmus, karar yetkisi
olmayan, distan komutla ¢alisan bir heteronom varliga donisiir. Dis kosullarin,
gereklerin pragmatik belirlemesine gore degil, kosulsuz, kategorik olarak evrensel
bir akil yasasi ile karar verebilen insan biitiinlikli, 6zerk bir akil varligina
doniigiir.  Bir digiince varliginin, zekanm varligi Universitas ilkesi ile kendini
ozerklestirmesine baglidir.

Bu durumda Universitas sadece tiniversite kurumunun dig gergevesi degil ayni
zamanda i¢ kurucu ilkesidir de, bilgi ve bilimin kurucu a priori ilkelerinden biridir
ve iiniversitenin ontolojik olarak bir kurum varligi olmasinin da kurucu normudur.
Boylece Universitenin varhigi Universitas ilkesinin aklin 6zerkligini garantiye
almasina, akh Ozerklestirmesine baglidir. Universitenin 6zerkligi tepeden,
rektorliigiin siyasetten veya ekonomiden etkilenmemesi demek degil, bundan ¢ok
daha fazlasiyla, en alttan, is yapan bilim insanimn lniversite yonetimi dahil her
tir hatir, emir iliskisinden bagimsizca buldugu dogrular1 bilimsel elestiri
sahnesine sunmasi ve engelsiz iddia edebilmesi demektir. Universitenin 6zerkligi
“Aydinlanma Nedir”’deki taniminda oldugu gibi her bireyin “kendi aklim1 6zgiirce
kullanma cesareti’nde temellenir. Universite aklin kamusal kullamima
sunuldugu 6zerk elestirel diisiiniim kurumudur ve siyasetten bagimsizlasarak
geriye ddeyecegi gorevi toplumuna, kamusal aklin elestirel disiiniimiinii sunmasi
ve ulusal aydinlanmaya hizmet etmesidir.

Aristoteles’in  prote philosophiasi, bilimlerin ilkesel biitinligii Kant’ta
“metafizik”, yani “saf aklin arkitektonik birligi” olarak adlandirilir. Yani
bilimlerin fakiilteler ¢atis1 altindaki Universitas: bilimlerin kurucu a priori ilkeleri
dizeyinde, transendental bir Universitastir. Boyle bilyiik bir planla amaglanan
yarar, bir bilim dalina baktigimiz zaman “biitiinii bir bakista gérebilecek, bu
bilimde 6nemli olan temel noktalar: tek tek sinayabilecek ve sunulusuyla ilgili baz
sevleri yapitin ilk yazilisinda olabileceginden daha iyi diizenleyebilecek bir
duruma” (Kant, 1983: 12, para. 20) gelmektir. Kant zamaninda Prusya’da
fakdilteler, st fakiilteler (tip, hukuk ve ilahiyat) ve alt fakiilte (felsefe, yani fen-
edebiyat fakiltesi) seklindeydi. Kant felsefenin iist fakiilte olmasi ve tiniversitenin
kurucu fakiiltesi olmasini aklin 6zerkligi i¢in zorunlu sayar. Universitenin, bilim
dallar1 ve fakiiltelerin aklin 6zerkligi ilkesine gore diizenlenmemesi, akil disi,
uzlagima, oya dayali, duygusal ve cikarlara dayali, rastlantisal diizenlenmesi
demektir. Sonucu da biitiinliigii olmayan teknik birlik olur ve {iniversite “bilim”
degil “skolastik rapsodi” iiretir.

Universite diisiincesi, Platon’dan Kant’a kadar insanin kendini bir tiimel diisiince
varhig1 gibi yeniden tasarlayip yaratma ¢abasinin bir iiriiniidiir. Ozetle, Universite
felsefenin kurumsallasmms halidir. Simdi Universitas ilkesini universitenin
temel normu olarak ileri surebilmek igin onu insan-varlik bilgisine,
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antropontolojik yonteme dayandirabiliriz. Aristoteles ve Kant’in da bilim ve insan
goriislerini dayandirdiklar1 gibi, biitiin normlar -Kuguradi’nin (2007: 64) ifadesi
ile- “insanlarin i¢inde bulundugu en az iki farkl tarihsel durumun, insanmin bazi
vapisal olanaklarmin degerinin bilgisi 1s1ginda (va da insan onuru dedigimizin
wiginda)” reductio ad absurdum ile karsilagtirilarak temellendirilebilir. Biz de
ayn1 yoldan Universitas: bir norm olarak kanitlamaya girisecegiz. $6yle ki: Alman
iniversitelerinden baglayarak yayilan Modern Avrupa tniversiteleri 20. yy ile
birlikte  otoritelerini  Amerikan  {niversitelerine  biraktilar.  Amerikan
Universitelerinin  temeli  Universitas ilkesini redde dayanir. Bu nedenlere
kendilerine “multiversite” de derler. Boylece tiniversite ve multiversite iki farkl
tarihsel durumdur ve insanin yapisal olanagina bakilarak karsilastirilabilir. Karsitt
absurt ise, Universitas bir norm olarak kanitlanmis olacaktir.

Multiversiteyi hazirlayan teorik kosullar vardir. Oncelikle ilk itiraz Russell’dan
gelmigtir. Fakat Russell bilimsel biitiinliik diisiincesine kargi gelirken Aristoteles
ve Kant’in biitiinlik ilkesini transcendental diizlemde kurdugunu atlamig ve
Hegel’in immanent, igkin biitiinliikk disiincesini yanhiglamistir. Bilimlerin tirettigi
bilgi iceriklerinin biitiinligiinii savunmak Russell’in da hakli olarak vurguladig:
gibi mistik bir hayal ve mantik hatasidir. Analitik felsefeden gelen itiraz
pragmatizmde kokli bir reddedise ulagir. James, Dewey ve Quine’in Aristotelesgi
uygunluk ilkesini reddetmekle dogrulugu reddetmeleri, bilimlerin birbirine
indirgenmesini engellemektedir. Bdylece bilim theoria olmaktan ¢ikar, bir pratige
ve teknolojiye, pazar triiniine doniisiir. Lyotard’in Postmodern Durum adli,
postmodernizmin Incil’i gibi kabul edilen kitab1 6zetle Kant’in Aristotelesci prote
philosophia diisiincesini reddetmek tizerine kurulmustur. Bu kitapta goriinen o ki,
postmodernizm, pragmatizmin Avrupa versiyonu olarak aslinda teorik bir
basarisizliktir. Sonunda kitap kendini yanlislayacak sekilde konunun siyasal karar
oldugunu belirtir. Marksizm de yanlis hedeflenmis bir degerlendirme igindedir:
Adorno konuyu Hegel’in immanent, ickin bitiinlik anlayisina dayandirir ve
immanent diyalektigin iiretecegi biitiinliigiin 6zdeslik ilkesine varacagini gosterir.
Ozdeslik siyasal iktidarin teorik kimlik belirleme ifadesidir. Bu teorik karsi
gelislerden sadece pragmatizm durumu yanlis anlamamis ve baltay1 tasa vurarak
insanin 6zerk bir akil varlig1 olmasini engelleyecek, Kant’inkinin tam aksi bir ilke
ileri stirmistiir. Serbest pazar ekonomisinde, sonunda bilim de insanlar da birer
alete doniiseceklerdir. Asagida bu ¢ikarimimizin uygulamali kanitlar1 goriilebilir.

Multiversite Amerika’da 50 yildir uygulanmaktadir ve savunuculart kendi
agizlarindan bazi sonuglardan sikayet etmektedirler. En yetkili agizlardan
derledigimiz  sikayetler kisaca sdyledir: York Universitesi’nden Fallis,
multiversiteyi Anglo-Amerikan diinyanin gelecek yiizyilina egemen olmay: talep
etmek, baska uluslar i¢in baskin kurum olmakla tanimlamanin yaninda,
demokratik gerilesme, insanbilimlerinin kiiltiire hizmet edemez hale gelmesi,
firsat esitsizligi seklinde anlatir. Kendisi multiversitelerin yararci ilkeye
dayandirildigindan, meslek odakli bir bilme ve parali egitim dogurdugundan,
profesorlere kar getirmeleri icin baski yapildigindan sikayet eder. Minnesota
Universitesi’nden Bowie, (niversite-sanayi isbirliginin iyi oldugunu fakat
yabancilasma problemi dogurdugunu, insanin parayla Olciildiiglini, giizel
sanatlarin ve kiiltiir bilimlerinin geriledigini sdyler. Rutgers Universitesi’nden
Wilshire, 6grencilerin kisilik biitiinliigiiniin par¢alandigindan, hakikatle baglarinin
zayifladigindan séz eder. Hepsinin sonuglarindan sikayet ettikleri seyin
Universitas ilkesinin olmamasinda toplandigint  sdyleyebiliriz.  Amerikan
kiltlrinan bir sirt kultard, mass culture dogurmasi da buna dayandirilabilir.
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Mantiksal olarak bakarsak, insanin biitiinliigiiniin saglanmadigi bir durumun
insanin hakikatle bagini yitirecegi bir ruhsal parcalanmaya yol agacagi, bununsa
tam adiyla yabancilasma olacagi c¢ok agiktir. Reductio ad absurdumu
sonuglandirirsak, biitiin bu teorik ve pratik sonuglarin absiirt bir durum
dogurdugunu sdyleyebiliriz ve boylece “Universitas” Universitenin temel normu
olarak kanitlanmig olur. Universitas ilkesini temel kurucu normu olarak almamis
bir egitim ve aragtirma kurumu tiniversite degildir, en fazla “yiksel okul” olarak
adlandirilabilir.

Simdi {iniversite diisiincesinin ne oldugu ve ne olmadigini apagik ve kesin olarak
felsefi diizeyde kanitladigimizi kabul edersek bugiine bakabiliriz. Bugiin biitiin
Avrupa ve Tiirkiye’de yagsanan deneyim “Bologna siireci” olarak adlandirilmustir.
Bologna siireci AB’nin biitlinlesme siirecinin bir pargasi, o da Amerikan
sermayesinin kiiresellesme girisimine katilan en giiglii kiiresellesme denemesidir.
Universite diisiincesindeki koklii degisimin nedeni Dolar-Euro iliskisidir.
Postmodern Amerikan ticari iniversite modeli modern Avrupa arastirma
iiniversite modelini egemenligi altia almaktadir. Tki kutuplu diinyanin ¢dziilmesi
ve 1970lerin kiiresel Dolar ekonomik krizinin sonucu olarak Reagan ve Thatcher
onciiliiginde, geliri halkla paylasan refah liberalizminden, sermayenin karini
hedefleyen “saf pazar mantiginin 6niindeki kolektif yapilar1 ortadan kaldirmak”la
tanimlanan neo-liberalizme gecilmistir. ~ Kapitalizmin isleyis bicimi yabanci
unsurlart kendine eklemlemesi (articulation) seklindedir. En basit haliyle biz
eklemlenmeyi marketlerin bakkallarin pazarmi ele gecirip onlari silip atmasi
seklinde izledik. Universitelerdeki degisimse neo-liberalizmin (niversiteleri
sermayenin Oniindeki kolektif yapi engeli olmaktan ¢ikartma ve kendine
eklemleme siirecidir. Modern modeli i¢inde, toplumsal aydinlanmaya, 6zgiirlesme
ve insanlik onuruna, 6zgiir akla yol agacak sekilde kamusal akla elestirel diisiiniim
mantig1 sunmak, rasyonel bir canlilik ve biling katmakla gdrevli olan iiniversite de
saf pazar mantig1 6niinde engel olan kolektif bir yapidir ve tiniversitenin ¢ok kar
getirecek bir sirkete doniistiiriilebilmesi i¢in bu engel ortadan kaldirilmalidir.

“Yeni”, “lglincii kusak”, “demokratik”, “toplum iiniversitesi” olmak gibi adlarla
parlatilan olgu aslhinda gordiigimiiz gibi insan tanimimi degistirmekte, AB’nin
resmi ifadesiyle “is¢i pazarina nitelikli uzman” insani, felsefi adlandirmayla
“k6le”yi hedeflemektedir. Sonug, insanligin tiirsel olarak yabancilasmasi ve ug
noktada  distopyadir.  Hedef  iniversitelerin  sirketlesmesidir.  Sirket
universitelerinin yonetimi “demokrasi” adi altinda, “halki”, yani sermayenin
arkasindaki siyasal cemaatleri temsil eden miitevelli heyetlerine verilecektir.
Rektorliik icerden segimle gelen akademik meslektaslardan degil, siyasetin atadigi
profesyonel isletmeci yakinlardan olusacaktir. Egitim yiiksek iicretle parali
olacaktir. Amerikan cemaat {iniversite modeli gelecektir. Ogrenci burs bulmadan
okuyamayacak, bursu verecek otoriteler sermayelerini kendi icinde kullanmak
isteyecek ve yabanciya burs vermeyecektir. Boylece egitim ve nitelikli insan
kaynagi da siyasal finans kaynaklarina ait olacaktir. Kisaca Wissema’nin dedigi
gibi, para bulamayan 6grenci okuyamayacak, sanayiden proje, halktan 6grenci
bularak kar getirmeyen hocalar kovulacak, zarar eden tniversiteler kapatilacak,
temel klasik hiimanist kiiltiir degerleri ortadan kaldirilacak, kar getiren bilgi
kollar1 ve girisimci projelerin egitimi verilecektir. Artik distopyalar1 edebiyatgilar
degil, “demokrasi” ad1 altinda pliitokratik giicler, sermaye-siyaset birligi, “seckin
bir yararci sinif” yazmaktadir.

Anahtar Sozcikler
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Bicimsel Olmayan Mantik Yaklasimi Neden Hatahdir
ve Nasil Asilmahdir?

Ozet

Bu ¢alismada siklikla bigimsel olmayan mantik hareketi olarak adlandirilan felsefi
yaklagimin, ¢ok genis ve onemli bir pedagojik ve akademik literatiir ortaya
koymus olmasmna ragmen argiimantasyon alanindaki temel yaklasiminin hatali
temellere dayandigi savunulmustur. Bu savunu bigimsel olmayan mantik
kavraminin temelde sorunlu bir kavram oldugu, c¢iinkii (1) gliniimiizde
bicimsellestirilmis ve heniiz bigimsellestirilmemis akil yiiriitmeler arasindaki sinir
mantigin tarihsel gelisimin bir sonucu oldugu igin, bu ayriminin bigimsel olmayan
mantik gibi bir kavrami kullanmay1 mesru kilacak sekilde belirli olmadigi, (2)
bigimsel olmayan mantik kavraminin kuramsal zeminde degil, duygusal zeminde
ortaya ¢tkan bir kavram oldugu temelinde yapilmistir. Bu temelde bugiin
argiimantasyon alaninda en temel sorunun, modern bigimsel sistemlerle bagini
koparmamis genel bir argiimantasyon kuraminin eksikligi oldugu sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Makalenin sonunda bdyle bir kuramin nasil gelistirilebilecegi lizerine
goriislerimiz sunulmaktadir.

Anahtar Sozcukler

Bicgimsellik, bicimsel olmayan mantik, argiimantasyon, akil yiiriitme hatalari,
rasyonel tartigma.
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Son kirk yillik bir siire¢ iginde, giindelik dildeki ve politik sdylemlerdeki
arglimanlar, gerek yurtici gerekse yurtdisi tiniversitelerde 6grencileri iyi diisiinmeleri ve
diisiincelerini diizgiince ifade edebilmeleri konusunda egitebilmek amaciyla mantikgilar
tarafindan yeniden giindeme getirildi. Bu siiregle birlikte bazi kuramsal sorunlar ortaya
¢ikmustir: Ne tiirden unsurlar barindiran argiimanlar hatalidir? Bu argiimanlarin hatali
oldugu nasil temellendirilebilir? Bu hatalar taksonomik olarak hangi Olciitlere gore
smiflandirilmalidir? Geleneksel olarak bicimsel yontemler benimseyen mantik bilimi ilk
bakista pek de mantiksal bir bicime sahip goriinmeyen bu argiimanlarin
degerlendirilmesine ne oOlgiide ve nasil katki saglayabilir? Giindelik dildeki
arglimanlarin sinanmasi veya degerlendirilmesi mantik biliminin amaglarindan biri
olarak sayilabilir mi? Universitelerdeki argiimantasyon dersleri bu tiirden kuramsal
sorunlara tatmin edici cevaplar bulunmadan baglamistir denilebilir. Ayrica bu
sorunlardan bazilar1 giinlimiizde dahi sicak tartigmalarin konusu olmaya devam
etmektedir.

Bu tartigmalarin giiniimiizdeki goriiniimii incelendiginde iki kamp digerlerine
gore daha belirgin hale gelmistir: Bu kamplardan birincisi bigimsel olmayan mantik
(informal logic) ad1 verilen bir aragtirma alaninin varligini/mesrulugunu savunmaktadir.
Bu grubun genel tezleri su sekilde siralanabilir: (1) Iyi bir argiiman hatalardan
arindirilmig bir arglimandir; (2) bir argiimanda igerilen hatalar bigimsel hatalar ile
bicimsel olmayan olarak ikiye ayrilir ve (3) bigimsel hatalar1 bigimsel mantik(?)
sorustururken bi¢imsel olmayan hatalari, iyi bir argiimanin Olgiitlerini sorusturan,
mantigin bir alt disiplinini olusturan ve bi¢imsel olmayan mantik(?) olarak adlandirilan
bir disiplin sorusturur. Bazen bigimsel olmayan mantik hareketi olarak da adlandirilan
bu grup gectigimiz kirk yilda arkasinda bu ¢alismada listelenemeyecek kadar biiytik bir
literatiir birakmustir.

Buna karsit olarak her ne kadar farkli dnciillerden yola ¢iksalar da sonug olarak
bi¢imsel olmayan mantik adi altinda devam eden c¢aligmalar hakkinda siipheci bir
yaklagim sergileyen, belki de yukarda andigimiz sorunlara tatmin edici yanitlar
bulunamamis olmasi sonucu genel olarak bi¢cimsel olmayan mantik adi altinda bagimsiz
bir disiplinin olamayacagini veya bdyle bir alandan s6z etmek miimkiinse bile bu alanin
genel olarak mantigin bir alt-disiplini olusturamayacagin1 savunan karsit bir gruptan da
s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Ornegin giiniimiiz inlii mantik¢ilarindan Jaakko Hintikka bir
makalesinde bicimsel olmayan mantik kavrami hakkinda “[bJigimsel olmayan
mantiktan s6z eden filozoflarin niyetlerine biiyiik sempati duyuyorum; ancak yaptiklari
sey hakkinda ‘mantik’ terimini kullanmalarinin [yaptiklar1 seye] bir aciklik
kazandirdigini diigiinmiiyorum” yorumunu yapmistir (1985: 3). Benzer sekilde bigimsel
olmayan mantik hakkinda (adin1 anmadan) genel olarak yikici elestirilere yer verdigi
unld bir makalesinde Gerald J. Massey (1995) genelde ve agikga bir hatalar biliminden
s0z edilemeyecegini, 6zelde ve ortiik olarak ise bigimsel olmayan mantigin bir disiplin
olusturamadigini temellendirmeye ¢aligsmistir. Donemindeki arglimantasyon alanina
iligkin pedagojik ve akademik yayinlarda ortaya koyulan bigcimsel olmayan hatalara
iliskin taksonomik siniflandirmalarin ve bu yapitlarda hatali bir argiimanin neden hatali
sayilmas1 gerektigine iliskin aciklamalarin ¢ok g¢esitliliine vurgu yapan Massey,
makalesinde isaret ettigi bu durumu, ortak ve genel bir hata kuramimim mevcut olmadigi
tespiti i¢in bir kanit olarak ileri siirer. Bir ortak ve genel hata kuraminin mevcut



Bigcimsel Olmayan Mantik Yaklasimi Neden Hatalidir ve Nasil Asilmalidir?

i, KOLYOl 2015724 93

olmamasi ise bigimsel olmayan mantigin bilimligi veya disiplinligi agisindan 6nemlidir.
Ciinkii Massey’ye gore bir arastirma alaninmm bilim veya en azindan disiplin
sayilabilmesi i¢in bu alan1 yoneten, ¢aligmalara yon veren, taksonomik siiflandirmalari
ona gore yaptigimiz genel bir kurama sahip olmamiz gerekir. Argiiman hatalar1 {izerine
yapilan aragtirma ve sorusturmalarda ise boyle bir kuramdan sz etmek mimkin
degildir. Dolayisiyla argiiman hatalarini (ne ki bu noktada Massey bigimsel veya
bi¢imsel olmayan hatalar arasinda bir ayrim yapmaz) konu eden bir bilimden (6rnegin
bigimsel olmayan mantiktan) s6z etmek miimkiin degildir (1995: 159-160).

Massey’nin itirazlarina ¢ok yakin bazi goriisler daha agik bir bicimde John
Woods tarafindan da ileri siiriilmiistiir. Tipki Massey gibi alandaki yapit ve yaklagim
bolluguna isaret eden Woods, bu durumun en iyi agiklamasi olarak alana iligkin iyi
(doyurucu) yapitlarin  kotii  yapitlara gore az olmasindan gelen bilimsel
memnuniyetsizligi gosterir (2000: 160). Woods’a gore bigimsel olmayan mantigin bir
disiplin oldugundan bahsedebilmek i¢in bu alanda arastirma yapan diigiiniirler en
azindan su hedeflere ulagan ortak ve genel bir kurama ulagilabilmelidir: (1) Bigimsel
olmayan mantigin ne tiir veya tiirlerdeki argiimanlarla ilgilendiginin belirtik kilinmasi
veya farkli bir deyisle belli bir sinirlama getirebilmesi; (2) ilk hedefe ulasildiginda
smirlanan bu argliman veya argiiman tiirleri i¢in “iyi argiiman” tasariminin yapabilmesi
(2000: 148). Bu ikinci hedefe Woods’a gore soyle ulasilir: Varsayalim ki iyi bir
argiman ikna edici (veya baska temel bir 6zellige sahip) bir argiiman olsun; (2a) kuram
ikna ediciligin sartlarim1  iyi  belirtip, neden bu sartlarin  secildigini de
gerekgelendirebilmelidir ve (2b) varsayalim ki ikna ediciligin sartlar1 drnegin onciil ve
sonug¢ arasinda ilgi olmasi, arglimanin saglam temellere sahip olmasi ve Onciillerin
kabul edilebilirligi gibi bazi sartlar (veya bagka sartlar) olsun; kuram bu sartlarin ne
zaman saglandigina iligkin alt-kuramlara da sahip olmalidir (2000: 149). Diger taraftan
Woods’a gore bicimsel olmayan mantik alaninda arastirma yapanlar bu sartlar1 ortaya
koyduklar1 genis literatiire ragmen saglayamadigindan, bi¢imsel olmayan mantigin bir
disiplin oldugundan bahsedilemez. Woods’a gore bu temelde bi¢imsel olmayan mantik
mevcut haliyle en fazla bir arastirma programi olabilir (2000: 160).

Hem birinci grupta hem de ikinci grupta karsi ¢ikilabilecek bazi goriigler yer
almaktadir. Bu c¢alismada Oncelikle (A) mantikta bicimsel ile bicimsel olmayan
ayriminin, bigimsel olmayan mantik gibi bir terimi kullanmak i¢in yeterince agik
olmadig1 elestirisi temellendirilmeye ¢alisilacaktir (bu elestiri bicimsel ile mantiksal
terimlerini sanki es anlamliymis gibi kullanan diistintirler i¢in de gegerlidir). Bu iddia
bicimsellestirilen yargilarin ve akil yiiriitmelerin mantigin tarihsel gelisim siirecinde
fiillen degismis olmasi ve gelecekte de degismesinin her zaman miimkiin olmasi
temelinde temellendirilmeye ¢aligilmistir. Ardindan (B) ikinci gruba karsit olarak da bir
arglimantasyon alaninin (bu alan giiniimiizde her ne kadar iyl kurulmus olmasa da)
mantik bilimi i¢inde bir disiplin olarak kurulabilecegi iddialari temellendirilmeye
caligilacaktir.
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Bugiin bi¢imsel olmayan mantik kavrami etrafinda yiiriitiilen akademik
caligmalarin ve pedagojik yapitlarin anlamli bir ¢cogunlugu “bicimsel olmayan hata”
(informal fallacy) kavram iizerinde yogunlagsmaktadir. Bu bakimdan, sorusturmaya bu
kavram hakkinda bazi notlar diigerek baglamanin faydasi bulunuyor. Bir A akil
yuritmesinde bicimsel olmayan bir hatanin bulundugunu iddia etmek (1) bu A akil
yuritmesinde hata oldugunu ve (2) bu hatanin A akil yiiriitmesinin mantiksal
bigiminden kaynaklanmadigim iddia etmek demektir. Ben bu noktada sorgulamamiz
agisindan Onemli gordiigim bir konuya igaret ederek, 2’nin sorunlu oldugunu ve
dolayisiyla bigimsel olmayan hata kavraminin temelde sorunlu bir kavram oldugunu
gostermeye calisacagim.

Oncelikle kolayca goriilebilecegi gibi 2. iddia, bicimsel olmayan olarak
degerlendirilen hatalar barindiran akil yiirlitmelerde, hatanin akil yiiriitmenin mantiksal
biciminden kaynaklanmadig1 sonucuna gotiirmektedir. Bdylece bu anlayisa gore:

Cocuk suti ictiyse, cocuk doymustur. (P — Q)
Cocuk doymus. (Q)
O halde cocuk siitii igmistir. (P)

gibi bir akil yliriitme ile
Rakiplerimiz A oldugunu diisiiniiyor.
Rakiplerimiz A oldugunu diisiiniiyorsa A yanlistir.
O halde A yanlistir.

gibi bir akil yiiriitme arasinda belirli farklar bulundugunu, oncekindeki hatanin akil
yiliriitmenin bigiminden kaynaklandigini ve dolayisiyla hatanin bigimsel bir hata
oldugunu, sonrakindeki hatanin ise akil yiiriitmenin bi¢iminden kaynaklanmadigini ve
dolayisiyla bigimsel olmayan bir hata igerdigini kabul etmemiz gerekiyor.

Simdi, bu anlayisin bazi ciddi sorunlari bulunuyor. Gergek su ki glnimiz
itibariyle her ne kadar genis bir mantik felsefesi literatiiriine ve gdérece gelismis mantik
sistemlerine sahip olsak da kimse bigimsel akil yiiriitmeler ile bigimsel olmayan akil
yiiriitmeler arasindaki kaplamsal sinir1 mutlak anlamda belirleyebilecek bir durumda
degildir. Peki, neden? Kanimizca bu durumun iki temel nedeni bulunmaktadir: (1) Akil
yurutmeleri bicimsel olarak sorgulamak ile bigcimsel olarak sorgulamamak temelde bir
tercih konusudur ve (2) bugiin ilk bakista bigimsel ve bi¢gimsel olmayan olarak goriilen
akil yiiriitmeler arasindaki sinir mantigin tarihsel gelisiminin bir sonucudur; dolayisiyla
bu siirin degismesi her zaman miimkiindiir.

Simdi, birinci iddia su basit 6rnekle agiklanabilir: Hepimizin belirli bir kiginin
belirli bir olayda kismen veya tamamen suglu olmasina iliskin baz1 mantiksal sezgileri
veya kullanilan sdzciiklerin anlamindan gelen bir anlayis1 vardir. Ornegin bir kisinin
belirli bir olayda “kismen su¢lu” olmasindan kisinin bu olayda “tamamen sugsuz
olmadig1” sonucunu ¢ikarmaya ¢ogu kisinin karst ¢ikmayacaginit diisiiniiyorum. Simdi,
eger istersek bir tercih sonucunda bu konudaki mantiksal sezgilerimizi veya kullanilan
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sozciiklerin anlamindan gelen anlayisimizi bigimsellestirdigimiz bir bi¢imsel dil
kurabiliriz:

Kismen sugsuz <= Tamamen suglu degil ( K-S <= =TS)
Tamamen sugsuz <= Kismen dahi suglu degil ( T=-S<=> -KS)
Kismen suglu <= Tamamen sugsuz degil. ( KS <> =T=S)

Tamamen suclu <= Kismen dahi sugsuz degil ( TS <= -K-S)

Dahas1 “O &znesi P olayinda kismen sugludur” “KS(O:P)”, “O éznesi P olayinda
tamamen sugsuz degildir” “~T=S(O:P)”, “O 6znesi hem P hem de Q olayinda kismen
sucludur” “KS(O:PAQ)”, veya “O 6znesi hem P olayinda hem de Q olayinda tamamen
sugsuz degildir” “-T-S(O:PAQ)” gibi daha karmasik énermeleri de bigimsel dil i¢inde
bicimsellestirebilir ve hatta bunlarin esdegerliliklerini yukaridaki kurallar temelinde
belirtebiliriz:

KS(O:P) <> -T-S(O:P)
KS(O:PAQ) <> ~T-S(O:PAQ)

Ek olarak bu bigimsel dili baz1 kiplik operatorleriyle genisletmek yoluyla ifade
giiciinii artirabiliriz de: “O 6znesinin hem P hem de Q olayinda tamamen suclu olmasi
imkansizdir” “={>-T-S(O:PAQ)“. Bizim bu noktada (eger bu ¢ikarimlar1 bigimsel
olarak calisacaksak) yapmamizin zorunlu oldugu sey, mantiksal sezgilerimizi veya
kullanilan sozciiklerin anlamindan gelen anlayisimizi yeterince agik bigimsel ¢ikarim
kurallar1 olarak ortaya koymak ve ¢ikarim yapmaya uygun bir notasyon belirlemektir.
Bdylece bir bigimsel su¢ manngr sistemi elde edebilir, bu tirden ¢ikarimlar1 bigimsel
olarak da yapabilir ve sorusturabiliriz. Peki, bdyle bir tercihin sebebi ne olabilir? Elbette
pek ¢ok sebep siralanabilir. Bu ¢ikarimlar hakkinda daha agik bir goriiye sahip olmak,
bu tiir Onermelerde neyin neyden ¢iktigini sabitlemek, ¢ikarim siirecini
mekaniklestirerek karmagik ¢ikarimlarda kolaylik saglamak, vb.. Ancak unutulmamasi
gereken bir sey bulunuyor ki sebep ne olursa olsun bu tiirden ¢ikarimlari bu sekilde
bicimsel olarak ¢aligmak, mantiksal sorugturmanin zorunlu bir 6zelligi degil, yalnizca
yararli amaglar1 olan bir tercihtir. Biz bu ¢ikarimlar tizerinde bigimsel bir dil kurmadan
da caligabilirdik.

Ayni sekilde bir tarihsel sorusturma, bigimsel bir akil yiirlitme ile bigimsel
olmayan bir akil yiiriitme arasindaki kaplamsal sinirin sanildig1 kadar agik olmadigini
gosterecektir. Insanlar en eski donemlerden beri, rnegin Aristoteles’in yasadigi ¢agdan
Once dahi, “Biitiin insanlar 6liimliidiir ve Sokrates insandir; o halde Sokrates dlimlidiir”
seklinde bir ¢ikarimi yapabiliyordu. Hatta bunun mesru bir ¢ikarim olduguna iliskin
anlayislar1 da bulunuyordu. Ayni sekilde, “Higbir insan oliimsiiz degildir ve Sokrates
insandir; o halde Sokrates oliimliidiir” seklindeki bir ¢ikarimin mesru bir ¢ikarim
olmadig1 konusunda anlayislar1 vardi. Diger taraftan bu tirden gegerlilikleri “batin”,
“baz1”, “hicbir” gibi kavramlarin anlamimna dayanan kategorik cikarimlarin hepsini
ortaya ¢ikarmak ve bunlardan iyi figiirlere (formlara) sahip olanlar ve iyi figiirlere sahip
olmayanlar1 ortaya koyarak bir kategorik tasim kurami ortaya koyulmasi, bdylece (her
ne kadar gliniimiizdeki gibi kat1 bicimde olmasa da) bu ¢ikarimlarin mekaniklestirilmesi
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ilk olarak Aristoteles’in g¢aligmalariyla miimkiin olmustu. Sonraki yiizyillar ise
Aristoteles’in kategorik tasim mantiginda hangi ¢ikarimin gegerli oldugu ve hangi
¢ikarimin gegerli olmadigina iligkin denetlemeleri yapmay1 kolaylastiracak pek c¢ok
mekanik karar verme yonteminin (6rn: Barbara Celarent Darii Ferio yontemi,
Buridan’in mantiksal dagilma kurallari, Ven semast, vb.) ortaya cikigina sahit oldu ve
bu yontemler mantigin her gecen zaman daha fazla bicimsellesmesine yol acti. Diger
taraftan bilindigi iizere, Aristoteles’in tasim mantiginin yetersiz kaldigi pek ¢ok ¢ikarim
tiiri bulunuyordu. Bagintilar {izerine yapilan ¢ikarimlar bu 6rneklerden yalnizca biridir.
Ornegin Harry J. Gensler’in (2010: 357)’de belirttigine gére Augustus De Morgan bir
defasinda kendi yasadigi zamanlarda (1806-1871) mantik biliminin “[b]iitiin kdpekler
hayvandir; o halde biitiin kdpek baslar1 hayvan baslaridir” bigcimindeki bir ¢ikarimin
gegerliligini bigimsel olarak denetlemekten dahi aciz olmasindan yakinmigtir. Eger
Gensler’in belirttigi olay dogruysa bu durum, De Morgan’in bu ¢ikarimin mantiksal
olarak gegerli oldugunu sezgisel olarak gordiigiinii fakat mevcut mantik sistemiyle bunu
gosteremedigini, diger bir ifadeyle tanmitlayamadigini gosterir. Gunimuzde ise bunu
yapmak Frege, Russell ve Peirce’in ¢alismalar1 sayesinde, basit bir baginti denklemiyle
¢oktan miimkiin olmusturl. Yani bu tlirden ¢gikarimlara iligkin sezgilerimiz de coktan
bicimsellestirilebilir ve bigimsel olarak denetlenebilir hale gelmistir. Bu noktada sunu
sormak gerekiyor: De Morgan akil yiiriitmesini zamanindaki mantig1 kullanarak
bigimsel olarak denetleyemezken veya akil yiiriitmesinin hesabimi bigimsel olarak
veremezken, birinci seviye mantigin ortaya cikisiyla bu akil yiiriitme bigimsel olarak
denetlenebilir hale gelmisse De Morgan’in akil yiiriitmesini o ¢agda “bigimsel olmayan”
bir akil yiiriitme sayip, 20. yilizyildan itibaren “bigimsel” bir akil yiiriitme olarak mi1
degerlendirmeliyiz?

Yine insanlar ¢ok uzun zamandir “Eger gecmiste bir donemde (P) Fransiz
Devrimi olduysa (d), ge¢miste higbir zaman (-=H) Fransiz Devrimi’nin olmamasi

durumu (—d) s6z konusu degildir” “Pd — —=H-d” veya “Gelecekte her zaman (G) giines
dogacaksa (d), gelecekte herhangi bir donemde (F) de giines dogacaktir (d)” “Gd —
Fd” ¢gikarimlarina benzer ¢ikarimlar yapabilmistir ve belki mantiksal sezgileri ile veya
kullanilan sozciiklerin anlamindan gelen anlayislar1 sayesinde bu ¢ikarimlarin gegerli
oldugunu da gérmiistiir diye diisliniiyorum. Diger taraftan bu tiirden sezgilerimizin veya
anlayislarimizin bigimsellestirilmesi yoluyla bu ¢ikarimlar iizerine hem bigimsel olarak
caligma yapmak, hem gegerliliklerinin bi¢imsel olarak denetlenmesi 20. yiizyilda Arthur
Norman Prior ve Hans Kamp gibi diisiiniirlerin zaman mantig1 (temporal logic) tizerine
bigcimsel c¢alismalar1 sonucunda miimkiin olmustur”. Peki, o halde bu tlrden
¢ikarimlarimizin temelindeki akil yiiriitmeleri 20. yilizyi1ldan dnce bigimsel olmayan akil
yuriitmeler olarak sayip 20. yiizyildan itibaren bigimsel akil yiiriitmeler olarak mi
degerlendirmeliyiz?

Bu konuda basit¢e sunu denetlemek yeterlidir: “Vx(Kx—Hx) = VX[ 3y(Ky A Bxy) —

3y(Hy A Bxy)]”

Anthony Galton’in Stanford Cevrimigi Felsefe Sozliigii'ndeki “Temporal Logic” makalesi
(Galton 2008) bu bigimsel sistem konusunda iyi bir giris yazisi olarak goriilebilir.
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Dabhasi, insanlar en eski zamanlardan bu yana gecerliligi zorunluluk ve olasilik
kavramlarmin anlamlarina dayanan ¢ikarimlarda bulunmustur. Ornegin, “Zorunlu
olarak eger yagmur yagarsa, yerler islanir ve yagmurun yagmasi olasidir; o halde
yerlerin 1slanmas1 da olasidir” veya “Olasilikla yagmur yagarsa yerler islanir ve
yagmurun yagmasit zorunludur; o halde yerlerin 1slanmast da zorunludur” gibi
cikarimlar bunlardan bazilaridir. Ek olarak yine sezgilerin veya kullanilan sézciiklerin
anlamindan gelen anlayiglarin sayesinde birinci akil yiiriitmenin gecerli, ikincisinin ise
gegersiz ve dolayisiyla hatali oldugunu gordiklerini diisiiniiyorum. Diger taraftan bu
akil yiiriitmelerin bigimsel bir dil i¢inde, bi¢imsel olarak sorusturulmasi, yine 20.
ylizyilda C. I. Lewis, Ruth Barcan ve Saul Kripke gibi isimlerin ¢alismalariyla miimkiin
olmustu. O halde bu tiirden ¢ikarimlarimizin temelindeki akil yiirtitmeleri 20. yiizyildan
once bigimsel olmayan akil yiiriitmeler olarak sayip 20. yiizyildan itibaren bigimsel akil
yiiriitmeler olarak mi1 saymaliy1z?

Bu konuda matematik alaninda da 6zgiin 6rnekler bulunmaktadir. Bilindigi lizere
Oklid geometrinin ilk aksiyomatik sistemini kurmustu. Simdi, bu sistem iizerinde son
zamanlarda yapilan bazi arastirmalar aksiyom ve postiilalardan yola ¢ikarak teoremlere
dogru yapilan kanitlamalarda kullanilan akil yiiriitmelerin bazilarmin Oklid’in yasadig1
donemde belirli bir mantiksal bigime sahip olmadigini gdstermektedir. Oklid’in en
biiyiik asal say1 diye bir seyin olamayacagina iligkin dolayli kanitlamasini inceleyelim:

1. nen biiyiik asal sayidir. [Yanlislig1 gosterilecek varsayim]

2. n’ye esit veya kiicilik olan biitiin asal sayilarin ¢arpimlarini ele alalim ve buna
bir 1 ekleyelim. Bu islem yeni bir y sayisin1 vermektedir, yani

y = (2x3x5X7X....n)+1

3. Eger y’nin kendisi bir asal sayiysa, n en biiyiikk asal say1 olamaz; ¢iinkii y
gayet agiklikla n’den blyuktar.

4. Eger y boliinebilir (yani asal olmayan) bir sayiysa, n yine de en biylk asal
say1 degildir; ¢iinkii y boliinebilir oldugundan z diye gosterilebilen bir asal
boleni olmasi gerekir. Ustelik z, 2, 3........ n gibi tiim asal sayilardan farkli
olmalidir; yani z, n’den biiyiik bir asal say1 olmalidir.

5. Ancak y ya asaldir ya da boliinebilir.

6. Demek ki n en biyiik asal say1 degildir.

7. En bilyiik asal say1 yoktur.” (Nagel & Newman 2008: 29-30)

Simdi, bu kanitlamada 5. onermeyi elde ederken kullanilan akil yiiriitme “ya
p’dir ya da degil p’dir” (p onerme degiskenidir) seklindeki mantik yasasi iizerinde
kullamlan “6nerme degiskenleri i¢in yerine koyma kurali” olarak bilinen ¢ikarim
kuralinin uygulanmasidir. Diger taraftan en azindan Oklid’in yasadigi donem igin bu
akil yiiritme belirtik veya belirli bir form kazanmis bir akil yiiriitme degildi. Bu konuda
Nagel ve Newman su yorumu yapmistir: “(...) Eukleides’inki gibi gorece basit
kanitlamalar bile ancak son yiizyillarda gelistirilen mantiksal kurami gerektirmektedir.
(...) cok basit matematik uslamlamalarda kullanilan bir¢ok c¢ikarim ilkesinin bile
hesabinin verilmesinde geleneksel mantik yetersiz kaliyordu.” (2008: 30-31). Nagel ve
Newman’in ifade ettigi mantiksal kuram bugiin modern mantia temel olan
kuramlardan niceleme kurami olarak bilinen kuramdir ve Nagel ve Newman burada,

3
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Oklid’in yasadigi dénemde belirli bir mantiksal bicime sahip olmayan 6nerme
degiskenleri icin yerine koyma kuralinin ancak modern zamanlarda niceleme kurami
ortaya koyulduktan sonra, bu kuram dahilinde bir mantiksal bigim kazandigini ifade
etmektedir. Simdi bu tarihsel durum sonucunda su soruyu sormak gerekiyor: 5.
onermenin kanitlanmasina temel olan bu akil yiiriitmeyi Oklid déneminde bigimsel
olmayan bir akil yiirlitme; modern zamanlarda ise bicimsel bir akil yiiriitme olarak
degerlendirmeliyiz? Bu drnekte de acgik¢a goriildiigii gibi bugiin elimizde olan sey yine
Oziinde bicimsel veya Oziinde bigimsel olmayan akil yiiriitmeler degil, heniiz
bicimsellestirdigimiz veya heniiz bigimsellestiremedigimiz akil yiiriitmelerdir.

Bu tiirden tarihsel veriler, bir yandan bi¢imsel akil yiiriitmeler ile bigimsel
olmayan akil yiiriitmeler (ve elbette bigimsel hatalar ile bicimsel olmayan hatalar)
aynminin pek de belirli ve keskin olmadigim1 ve bir yandan da giiniimiiz mantik
bilimindeki bi¢imsellestirilmis ve bigimsellestirilmemis kisimlarin mevcudiyetinin
tarihsel bir sonu¢ oldugunu gostermektedir. Gergekten de mantik tarihinin biiyiik bir
boliimii, mantiksal sezgilerimizin adim adim bigimsellestirilmesi yoluyla bigimsel
dillerin kurulusu ve bu bic¢imsel diller iizerinde kuramsal olarak (6rnegin model-
kuramsal ve ispat kuramsal) olarak calisilmasi siireci olarak ge¢mistir diyebiliriz.
Bunun sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan durum sudur ki, elimizde olan sey tarihsel siireg
igerisinde bicimsellestirebildigimiz akil yiirlitmelerimiz ile heniiz
bicimsellestirmedigimiz ~ veya  bicimsellestiremedigimiz ~ akil  yiiriitmelerdir;
birbirlerinden keskin smurlarla ayrilmis, 6ziinden bigimsel veya 6ziinden bigimsel
olmayan akil yiiriitmeler degil. Bugiin heniiz bigimsellestiremedigimiz ve dolayisiyla
gegerliliginin hesabini herhangi bir bigimsel mantik sistemi i¢inde veremedigimiz ancak
gecerliligini veya gegersizligini sezgi veya anlama gibi yollarla gordiigiimiiz bir akil
ylriitmenin, gelecekte bir mantik sistemi i¢inde gegerliligini gosteremeyecegimizi
diisiinmek i¢in iyi bir neden bulunmuyor. Neden bugiin mantiksal bir bigcime sahip
olmadigimi diisliindiigiimiiz bir akil yiiriitmenin gelecekte bir mantiksal bi¢cime sahip
olabilecegini diisiinmeyelim? Bu konuda bir 6rnek olarak asagidaki eylem bildiren
yargilar i¢eren bir Al ¢ikarimini sunmak istiyorum:

(A1)

1. Ogretmen yazili kagitlarmi hizla okudu.

O halde 6gretmen yazili kagitlarimi okudu.

Al 6rneginin mesru, gecerli bir ¢ikarim oldugu (sezgisel olarak) agiktir. Simdi,
temel soru su: Bu ¢ikarimin gegerliligini bigimsel olarak nasil gosterebiliriz? Gergek su
ki eylem bildiren ciimlelerin mantiksal bi¢giminin ne oldugu, daha gevsek bir dille ifade
edersek onlarin nasil en ince ayrintisina kadar bicimsellestirilebilecegi sorunu 6zellikle
analitik gelenekte eski bir tartisma konusudur3. Donald Davidson bu tiirden ¢ikarimlarin
bicimsel olarak yapilabilmesi i¢in (2001 [1967]: 118-119)’da suna benzer bigimde
yapilabilecek bir yargi analizini 6nermistir:

Bu konuda Donald Davidson’n, sorunu ¢ézmek amaciyla kendinden 6nce Anthony Kenny,
Roderick Chisholm, Georg Henrik von Wright ve Hans Reichenbach gibi filozoflar tarafindan
ortaya koyulmus ¢6ziim Onerilerini tartistigi ve en sonunda kendi ¢6ziim Onerisini tanittigi
“Eylem Yargilarinin Mantiksal Bi¢imi” makalesi (2001 [1967]) dzel olarak incelenebilir.
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1. Oyle bir X olay: vardir ki, bu olay 6gretmenin sinav kagitlarin1 okudugudur
ve bu olay hizladir.
3x [okudu (6gretmen, sinav kagitlari, X) A hizla(x)] (x olaylar1 niceler)

3x (O6kx A Hx)

Bu analiz yukaridaki akil yiriitmenin gegerlili§inin bigimsel olarak
denetlenmesini de saglayabilmektedir4. Yine de bu analizin kusursuz bir analiz
olduguna iligkin siipheler de bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Davidson’in analizinde olaylarin
varlik niceleyicisiyle nicelenmesi felsefi olarak tartismali bulunmustur (Stoecker 1993:
281; Massey 1995: 165). Dolayisiyla bu analizin, bu tiirden yargilarin mantiksal
bi¢cimini ve dolayisiyla bu tiirden ¢ikarimlarin da mantiksal bicimini gercekten ele
gecirip gecirmedigi tartigmalidir. Giiniimiizde ise eylem yargilarinin mantiksal bigimi
konusu hala bir sorun olarak devam etmektedir. Diger taraftan Davidson’in analizi
iizerinde dikkatli bir diizenleme ile veya baska bir dikkatli diisiiniiriin daha derin
gorileriyle bu tlrden c¢ikarimlarin  mantiksal bi¢iminin tam olarak ele
gecirilemeyecegini diisinmemizi saglayacak somut bir neden bulunmuyor. Dahasi
eylemler {lizerine mantiksal ¢aligmalar, bugiin hem mantik¢ilarin hem dilbilimcilerin
hem de (yapay zeka iizerine ¢aligan) bilgisayar bilimcilerin katkisiyla artan bir hizla
devam etmektedir. Ornegin bugiinlerde gelistirilmekte olan bir eylem mantigindan
(logic of action) bile bahsedilmektedir (Segerberg v.d. 2013). Simdi, bu temellerle
(bugiin tartismasiz bir analize ve dolayisiyla tartigmasiz bir bigime sahip olmayan)
asagidaki ¢ikarimi inceleyelim:

(A2)

8. Ogretmen yazil kagitlarin1 hizla okudu.

O halde 6gretmen yazili kagitlarini dikkatsizce okudu.

Simdi eger bu ¢ikarimda bir hata gorirsek, ¢ikarimda igerilen eylem ifadelerinin
bugiin tartismasiz bir bi¢iminin olmamasi sonucu, bu ¢ikarimdaki hatanin bigimsel
olmayan bir hata oldugunu mu kabul etmemiz gerekir? Peki, gelecekte biitiin eylem
bildiren ciimleleri bi¢imsellestirebilecegimiz, ¢ikarim kurallart bigimsel kurallarla
apacik bicimde ortaya koyulmus bir bigimsel sistem, 6rnegin bigimsel bir eylem mantig1
sistemi gelistirildiginde ve bu ¢ikarimin gecersiz bir ¢ikarim oldugunu bigimsel yollarla
gosterebildigimizde, bu hatanin bugiin bi¢imsel bir hata olmadigimi kabul ederken,
gelecekte bicimsel bir hata oldugunu mu kabul etmemiz gerekir?

Son olarak, mevcut tarihsel verilere sunu da eklemek gerekiyor ki, glinlimiizde
bilgisayar bilimi bigimsel ve bigimsel olmayan akil yiiriitme tarzlart ayrimini iyice
muglaklastrmistir. Ornegin bigimsel olmayan mantik konusunda (kanimizca) en
olgunlasmis ¢aligmalari ortaya koymus olan Douglas Walton (1999: 435)’te “bigimsel
olmayan mantik” terimini, bi¢cimsel olmayan akil yiiriitmeleri arastiran bir alanin adi
olarak tanmitirken, yakin bir zamanda (2008) arttk bu adlandirmanin uygun bir

Davidson’in eylem yargilarina iliskin yargi analizinin kusursuz bir analiz oldugunu kabul
edersek kolayca goriilebilecegi gibi (Al) gibi bir ¢ikarimin gegerliligini kanitlamak su
bigimsel ¢ikarimin gegerliligini denetlemekle miimkiin olur: IX(O6kx A Hx) -~ Ix(O8kx) (x
degiskeni olaylar tizerinde degismektedir)
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adlandirma olmadigma isaret etmistir: Argiimanlari analiz eden ve onlar1 sinayan
bilgisayar sistemlerinin, drnegin programlarin ortaya ¢ikisi, bu adlandirma hakkinda
bazi soru isaretleri ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Ciinkii argiimanlar, giindelik yasamdakiler de
dahil, her ne kadar bigimsel olmayan bir tarzda goriinse de aslinda bilgisayarlar
sayesinde sinanmalarimi saglayan bir bigime sahiptir. Ancak bunun yaninda argiimanlar
(Walton’1n bilgisayarlar tarafindan sinanamayacagmi diislindiigii) pragmatik unsurlara
da sahiptir. Bunun sonucunda argiimanlar bilgisayarlar tarafindan smanabilir ve
smanamaz olan unsurlardan olustugu icin giiniimiizde “bi¢imsel olmayan mantik”
yerine “yar1-bicimsel mantik” adlandirmasini kullanmak Walton’a gore daha uygun hale
gelmistir (2008: xiii).

Yukardaki verilerin acik¢a gosterdigi iizere, giinimiizde elimizde olan sey
oziinden bigimsel olan akil yiirlitmeler (ve bigimsel hatalar) ile &ziinden bigimsel
olmayan akil yiiriitmeler (ve bigimsel olmayan hatalar) degil, mantigin tarihsel siireci
sonucunda heniiz bigimsellestirebildigimiz ve heniliz bigimsellestiremedigimiz akil
yiiritmelerdir. Mantik¢ilar tarihsel olarak belirli bir t zamanda bir 8 6znesinin ileri
stirdiigii somut bir a akil yiiriitmesini sorgulamak yerine, tekil bir argiimani gegerli ve
baska tekil bir argliimani gegersiz kilan genel ve soyut mantiksal akil yiiriitme
bicimlerini veya daha bilindik bir ifadeyle mantik formlarin1 aramay1 pek ¢ok farkl
sebeple tarihsel olarak daha fazla tercih etmistir. Oyle ki bunlardan bicimsel olarak
gecerli olanlarimi 6rneklendiren her tekil argliman gecerliyken, bigimsel olarak gegersiz
olanlarin1 6rneklendiren her tekil argiiman gegersiz olsun. Diger taraftan giiniimiizde her
yarginin ve ek olarak her akil yiiritmenin mantiksal bi¢imini kesfetmemis olmamiz
olgusunun bir sonucu olarak, pek ¢ok argiiman tiriine de mevcut durumda bir bigcim
Ongorilememektedir. Ginlmizde A2’ye benzer ¢ikarimlar ile ge¢mis dénem igin
verdigimiz diger drnekler bu durumu 6rneklendiren 6rneklerdir ve bigimsel ile bigimsel
olmayan hata kavramlarini birbirlerinden keskin ¢izgilerle ayiramayacagimizi gosterir.

Birinci boliime ulagsmis oldugumuz sonug, baslangicindan itibaren “bigimsel
olmayan hatalara”(?) yogunlasmis olan bigimsel olmayan mantigin “bigimsel olmayan”
kismmin sikintili oldugunu, dolayisiyla bu kavramin pek de makul bir kavram
olmadigimi gostermektedir. Diger taraftan bu caligmada gecici bir siire bigimsel ve
bicimsel olmayan akil yiirlitmelerin ve hatalarin gercekten birbirlerinden keskin
cizgilerle ayrildigin1 varsayalim. Yine de bu defa bagka bir sikinti agiga ¢ikiyor:
Bi¢imsel olmayan mantik kavraminin, Jaakko Hintikka’nin da isaret ettigi gibi,
“mantik” kismi. Bu sorunu agik kilmak amaciyla bicimsel olmayan hata kavraminin
kavram analizine geri dénelim:

Bir A akil yiiriitmesinde bicimsel olmayan hata vardir =m,, (1) Bu A akil
yuriitmesinde hata bulunuyorsa ve (2) bu hatanin kaynagi, A akil yiiriitmesinin
mantiksal bi¢imi degilse.

Dikkat edilebilecegi gibi bu hi¢ de bilgilendirici bir analiz degil: Hatanin nereden
kaynaklanmadigin belirtse de nereden kaynaklandigini bildirmiyor. Bu nedenle tanima
iiclincii bir unsur veya gerek sart eklemenin faydast bulunuyor:
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(3) Bu hata belirli bir ® kaynagindan kaynaklanirsa.

Boylece bu analiz genisletilmis haliyle sunu ifade eder: Argiiman gegerli bir
bigime sahiptir; fakat arglimanin bigiminin digsinda, argiimanda igerilen bir @
kaynaginda hata bulunmaktadir. Ayrica bu genigletilmis analiz, bigimsel olmayan
hatanin bir hata olmasinin epistemik temelini argiimanin bi¢ciminden uzaklastirip © gibi
belirli bir kaynaga yoneltir.

Peki, @ kaynag1 ne olabilir? Genel bir yaklasima gore @ kaynagi argiimanin
kabul edilebilir 6ncillere sahip olmamasidir. Boyle bir yaklasim 6rnegin gorece yakin
bir zamanda James B. Freeman tarafindan epistemik bir ¢erceve iginde sunulmustur.
Freeman’a gore “[m]antik geleneksel olarak, onciiller ile sonug arasindaki baglantiyla
ve dolayisiyla gerekgelendirmenin aktarimi konusuyla ilgilenmistir. Bi¢imsel olmayan
mantik ise onciillerin tarafimizca kabul edilebilirligi sorusunu, yani bir argiimanin temel
onciillerine inanmak veya onlar1 kabul etmek i¢in gerek¢emizin olup olmadigi sorusunu
ortaya c¢ikarmaktadir” (2005: X). Boylece Freeman, bicimsel olmayan mantik
kavraminy, iyi bir arglimanda kabul edilebilir dnciillerin nasil olmasi gerektigine iligkin
Olgltl epistemik olarak sorusturan bir alan olarak tanitmistir. Bu temelde Freeman,
yapitinda iyi bir argiimanin onciilleri i¢in kabul edilebilirlik 6lcitiniin ne olmasi
gerektigi konusunda genis bir sorusturma yapmis ve genel olarak temelci ve epistemik
icselci cevaplara ulagmustir.

Bu yaklagim kapsayict bir yaklagim olarak degerlendirilebilir. Gergekten de iyi
olmayan ¢ogu arglimanda, (bigimsel ve bigimsel olmayan akil yiiriitme tarzlari arasinda
keskin bir ¢izgi oldugu seklindeki tartigmali tezi varsayarsak ve kendimizi birinci seviye
mantigin sentaksiyla sinirlarsak) argiiman bi¢imsel olarak her ne kadar gegerli olsa da,
bu arglimanm Onciillerinde ¢ogu kez duygulara yer verme, es sesli sozciiklerin es
anlamli olarak kullanilmasi, gelenegi veya insan kalabaliklarini temel alma, rakip
diistiniirii karalama, alakasiz bir otoriteye bagvurma, asir1 genellemeye gitme, giiglii bir
analoji kuramama vb. gibi pek c¢ok unsur igerilir ve onciillerin bu tiirden unsurlari
barmdirmasinin bir hata olmasi, iyi bir argiimanin onciillerinin kabul edilebilirligini
saglayan Olgiitlerle bagdasmamasi seklindeki genel bir fikir altinda temellendirilebilir.

Diger taraftan sunu sormak gerekiyor: Bir argiimanin 6nciillerine iliskin kabul
edilebilirlik ~ 6lgutinin (ki bu 6lcit Freeman gibi epistemik cercevede
sorusturulabilecegi gibi, Freeman’in c¢ercevesinden ¢ikarsak, etik cergevede de
sorusturulabilir) ne oldugunu sorusturmak ve tekil bir argiimanin onciillerini olusturan
yargilarin bu 6lgiite ne kadar uydugunu sinamak ne dlgiide bir “mantik” sorusturmasi
olabilir? Daha agik bir ifadeyle “bigimsel olmayan mantik” adi verilecek bir
sorusturmay1, bir argiimanda big¢imden gelmeyen, Onciillerden gelen @ hatalarinin
arastirilmasi, bu @ hatalarinin  hata olmasmin epistemik (veya Freeman’in
gercevesinden c¢ikarsak, etik) olarak temellendirilmesi ve bu hatalarin farkli tekil
arglimanlarda nasil ortaya ¢iktiginin sorusturulmasi olarak tanimladigimizda, bu
sorusturmalarda “mantik” nerededir? Boyle bir anlayis argiimantasyon hatalarini
sorusturma isini mantiksal zeminden c¢ikartip daha c¢ok epistemolojik (veya yine
Freeman’in ¢ergevesinden ¢ikarsak, etik) bir zemine kaydirmaz mi1?
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Onceki iki boliimde ortaya konan onciiller temelinde “(1) Iyi bir argiiman
hatalardan arindirilmig bir argiimandir; (2) bir argiimanda igerilen hatalar bigimsel
hatalar ile bigimsel olmayan hatalar olarak ikiye ayrilir ve (3) bigimsel hatalar1 bigimsel
mantik(?) sorustururken bicimsel olmayan hatalari, iyi bir argimanin Ol¢iitlerini
sorugturan, mantigin bir alt disiplinini olusturan ve bi¢imsel olmayan mantiK(?) olarak
adlandirilan bir disiplin sorusturur” seklindeki anlayisin sorunlu bir anlayis oldugu
sonucuna ulagabiliriz. Burada 1 nolu 6nerme kabul edilebilir bir énermedir. Diger
taraftan en azindan bu ¢alismada dikkat ¢ekildigi haliyle 2°deki sorun, giindelik dilde,
politik séylemde ve bilimsel alanda igerilen her yarginin ve akil yiiriitmenin mantiksal
bi¢imini heniiz ele gegirememis olmamiz, mantiksal bi¢imlerin kesfinin tarihsel siirece
bagimli olmasi ve bu durumun bigimsel ve bigimsel olmayan akil yiiriitme tarzlarimin
arasindaki ayrimi muglak kilmasidir. 3. 6nermedeki sorun ise yine kismen bigimsel ve
bicimsel olmayan akil yiirlitme tarzlarinin arasindaki ayrimin tarihsel olarak muglak
olmasima, kismen de argiimanlarda bicimden gelmeyen, Ornegin Onciillerden gelen
hatalarin sorusturulmasi isinin ne kadar “mantiksal” bir sorusturma olabilecegi sorununa
dayanir. Sonug¢ olarak mantikta bigimsel ile bicimsel olmayan arasindaki ayrim
“bigimsel olmayan mantik” gibi bir terimi kullanmak i¢in yeterince ag¢ik degildir.

Yine de bigimsel olmayan mantik kavrami sorunlu ve tartigmali statiisiine
ragmen ¢agdas diisiincede koklesmis bir kavram haline gelip akademik ve pedagojik
yayinlarda giin gectikte daha fazla kullanim alani buldu. Sorusturmanin bu asamasinda
isaret ettigimiz bu durumun en iyi agiklamasinin, mantigin bilindik modern gelisimi
stirecinde gilindelik dildeki ve politik sdylemlerdeki arglimanlarin yeterince ilgi
gbrmemesinden ve bunun sonucu olarak mevcut yontemlerin gundelik dil
arglimanlarinin  istesinden gelememesinden dogan hosnutsuzluk oldugunu ve
dolayisiyla bigimsel olmayan mantik kavraminin 6ziinde kuramsal (theory-laden) bir
kavram degil, duygu yuklu (emotion-laden) bir kavram oldugunu temellendirmeye
caligacagim.

Oncelikle iyi bilindigi gibi mantigin modern zamanlardaki gelisimi 6zellikle
matematikgilerin veya matematiksel olarak egitilmis/matematiksel amaclar tagiyan
diisiiniirlerin (Boole, Frege, Russell, Peirce, Tarski vb.) eliyle ger¢eklesmistir. Mantigin
bu sekilde gelisimi ise onun zaman ic¢inde (1) daha fazla bicimsellesmesi ve (2)
tiimdengelimli akil yiiriitme tiiriinii daha fazla konu etmesi sonucunu getirmistir. Diger
taraftan giindelik alanda, bilimsel (daha 6zelde doga bilimleri) alanlarda ve politik
soylemde kullanilan, siiflandirilmis veya siniflandirilmamis pek ¢ok akil yiiriitme tarzi
bulunmaktadir. Bu siirecin ardindan her ne kadar mantik¢ilar 6zellikle 20. ylizyilin ilk
¢eyreginden itibaren doga bilimlerine uygun, daha Ozelde doga bilimlerindeki
kuramlarin kesif ve gerekcelendirme siireclerine uygun mantigm ne oldugu sorunu
etrafinda tiimdengelimli akil yiirtitmelerin disindaki (6zellikle tiimevarimsal) akil
ylriitme bicimlerine de agirlik vermeye baslamigsa da giindelik dildeki ve politik
sOylemlerdeki argiimanlarin sorugturulmasi mantikgilar tarafindan digerlerine gére daha
fazla ihmal edilmistir.

Giindelik dildeki ve politik sdylemlerdeki argiimanlarin mantik¢ilar tarafindan
yeniden giindeme getirilmesi gorece daha yakin tarihlerde, 1960’li yillarin sonu ile
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1970’li yillarin baslarinda, mantik derslerinde 6grencilerin diisiinme yeteneklerini
artirmak ve giindelik dildeki ve politik sdylemlerdeki argiimanlarin sinanmasi
konusunda 6grencileri egitmek amaciyla meydana gelmistir (Blair 2009: 48). Diger
taraftan ilk bagslarda giris seviyesi bir bigimsel mantik egitimi ile baslayip ardindan
giindelik dildeki ve politik sdylemlerdeki argiimanlarin sinanmaya g¢alisilmasi olarak
devam eden bu egitimde bazi sikintilar ortaya ¢ikmustir: Bu sikintilardan bazilar
bicimsel olmayan mantik hareketinin savunucularindan J. Anthony Blair tarafindan
(2009: 48-50)’de soyle listelenmistir: Giindelik dildeki argiimanlarda farkli zaman
(tense) yargilarinin ve buyruk yargilarinin kullanilmasi sonucu bu yargilarin mantiksal
formunu ortaya ¢ikarmanin zorlugu; giindelik dildeki argiimanlarin o zamanki mantik
ders kitaplarinin kaldirabileceginden fazla karmasik olmasi, esdeyiyle cogu zaman bir
argiimanda neyin tez, neyin karsi tez, neyin onciil oldugunu belirlemenin pek de kolay
olmamasi; ¢ogu zaman giindelik dildeki argiimanlarin gizli varsayimlar1 icermesi
sonucu bu gizli varsayimlari ortaya ¢ikarmanmn mantik¢inin isi olup olmamasi
konusundaki tartigmalar; son olarak bizim de II nolu bdliimde temas etmis oldugumuz
“bir argiimanda bigimden gelmeyen, Onciillerden gelen hatalar1 sorgulamanin
mantik¢inin isi olup olmadig1” sorunu gibi sorunlar. Ortaya ¢ikan bu tiir sikintilar ¢ogu
mantik¢ryr modern bigimsel yontemlerin ve Olgiitlerin giindelik dildeki arglimanlar
smamak acisindan hi¢ de yeterli olmadig1 ve bu argiimanlar1 ¢éziimlemek ve sinamak
amaciyla bigimsel olmayan yontemlerin gelistirilmesi gerektigi sonucuna gétﬁrﬁrs. Ek
olarak mantigin iyi akil yiiriitmeleri kotii akil yiiriitmelerden ayiran dlgiitleri sorusturan
bir bilim olarak kavranisi da devam ettiginden ve bu temelde giindelik dildeki
argimanlarin smanmasinin da mantik biliminin konularindan sayilmasi gerektigi
anlayis1 devam ettiginden, zaman i¢inde bigimsel mantik kavrami kargisinda bigimsel
olmayan mantik kavrami bu tarihsel siire¢ sonucunda kullanilmaya baslanir (Blair 2009:
50). Sonug¢ olarak bi¢imsel olmayan mantik kavrami, koklerini iyi kurulmus kuramsal
bir temelde bulmamustir. Bu kavram koklerini, modern mantigin, gelisim siireci iginde
matematiksel ve tiimdengelimli akil yiiriitmelere anlamli derecede agirlik vermesi
sonucu, giindelik tartismalarda igerilen akil yiiriitmeleri yeterince kapsayamamasindan
dogan bir hosnutsuzluk, dolayisiyla mantigin modern gelisimine bir tepki sonucu,
psikolojik temelde bulan bir kavram olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Kavramin akademik ve
pedagojik yaymlarda giin gegtikge daha fazla yer bulmasimin altinda da bu tepkinin

oldugu a(}lktlr6.

Benzer bir degerlendirme (Hitchcock 2007: 101)’de sdyle yapilmistir: “[Bigimsel olmayan
manti@in] sorunlari ¢ogunlukla kavranildigi sekliyle mantigi olusturan parcalar olarak
goriilmiistiir. Bu yiizden geleneksel olarak kavranildigi haliyle mantigin, giiniimiiz bigimsel
mantig1 tarafindan kapsanmamis kismina isaret eden bir ad olarak ele alinabilir”. Ayn sekilde
Harry J. Gensler, (2010: 53)’te “bigimsel olmayan hata” kavramini “belirli timevarimsal ve
tiimdengelimsel sistemler tarafindan hentiz kapsanmamis hata” olarak degerlendirirken bdyle
bir diisiinceye isaret eder.

Bicimsel olmayan mantik hareketinin savunucularindan Ralph H. Johnson ve J. Anthony
Blair, hareketin tarihsel siirecini aktardiklar1 bir makalede, hareketin felsefede su ii¢ sonucu
ortaya cikardigim tartismali bigimde ileri siirer: (1) Tlmdengelimciligin sonu: Onciller ile
sonu¢ arasindaki gerektirme (implication) bagmtisinin yalnizca tlimdengelimli gegerlilik
temelinde anlasilmasi anlayisinin yok olmaya baslamasi; argiimanlarin dogasi hakkinda
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Diger taraftan eger bir argiimantasyon alani mantik bilimi iginde bir disiplin
olarak tesis edilecekse, andigimiz bu duygusallik artik asilmalidir ve bigimsel olmayan
mantik hareketine getirilmis olan ve ¢aligmamizin basinda da andigimiz en biiyiik
elestirinin de ifade ettigi gibi, temellerini iyi kurulmus genel ve ortak bir kurama
dayandirmalidir.

v

Calismanin bu son bdliimiinde bdyle bir kuramin nasil bir yapiya sahip

olabilecegi sorusturulacakt1r7. Bunun i¢in oncelikle mantikta bigimselligin, bos bir
simgesellik olmadigina isaret etmek gerekiyor. Bilimsel arastirma/sorusturma tekil olgu
gozlemleri ve veri girdisiyle baglasa da temelde kuramsal c¢iktiyla sonuglanan bir
stirectir. Mantikta geleneksel olarak hedeflenen kuramsal ¢ikt1 bilindigi gibi belirli bir
bi¢imsellik dahilinde ortaya koyulmustur. Bu bigimsellik tercihinin olas1 bazi nedenleri
hakkinda I. boliimde durulmustu. Simdi bu nedenlere sunu da eklemek gerekiyor: Bir
akil yiiriitme iizerine yapilan sorgulamalarin kavramsal tartisma diizeyinden c¢ikarak
iretici bir tartigma siirecine doniisebilmesi i¢in, diisliniirlerin ayni sey {izerine
tartigtiklarindan emin olmalar1 gerekir. Aksi halin, farkli disiiniirlerin zihnindeki
kavramlar (her ne kadar zorunlu olmasa da) farkli olabileceginden dolayi, rasyonel
tartigmay1 getirebilecegi sagduyuya aykiridir. Mantigin modern gelisimi siirecinde artan
bigimselliginin bir nedeni de bu sorundur. Ornegin Douglas R. Hofstadter’m (1999:
23)’te de belirttigi gibi, Principia Mathematica’yr ortaya koyarken Russell ve
Whitehead tarafindan paylasilan amaglardan biri, matematiksel diistinmenin o
donemlerde agirlikli olarak dogal dil iginde yapilmast ve dogal dilin her zaman
muglakliklar icerme olasiliginin varligi sonucu (ki sozciikler farkli diisliniirlerde farkli
anlamlar ve izlenimler uyandirabilir), iki farkli matematik¢inin biitiin matematiksel
¢aligmalarini onun dahilinde yapabilecegi ve ileri siiriilmiis bir ispatin gegeli olup
olmadig1 konusundaki tartismalarini onun dahilinde rahathikla ¢ozebilecegi sabit bir tek
dili olusturabilmekti. Kisaca mantigin modern zamanlarda artan bi¢imselliginin bir
amaci, muglakliklardan dogacak bos tartismalari 6nlemek amaciyla neyin iizerine
sorusturma yapildigint sabitlemektir. Bigimsel olmayan(?) mantik hareketine mensup
bazi diisiiniirlerin, 6rnegin Johnson ve Blair’in (2000: 101-102)’de ifade ettikleri
goriislerinden de anlagilabilecegi gibi goz ardi ettikleri bu husus bir genel ve ortak
argiimantasyon kurammin varligi agisindan da fevkalade dnemlidir. Ornegin modus
ponendo ponens gibi bir kavram hakkinda tartigirken tartismacilarin zihninde “P — Q, P

geometrik veya matematiksel model disinda yeni bir kavrayis getirmesi; (2) mantigin yalnizca
akil yiiriitmeleri konu eden bir kuram olarak kavranisinin yok olmaya baslamasi; (3)
bicimselligin yeniden degerlendirilmesi: Russell gibi filozoflarda goriilen “bigimsel
gecerliligin iyi bir argiimandan talep edilen yegane 6lgiit oldugu” seklindeki mantiksalci
(logicist) goriisiiniin tartiymaya agilmasi (2000: 101-102). Anilan disiiniirlerin, Russell ve
Whitehead’in  Principia Mathematica’yr ortaya koyarken giindelik dil argiimanlarini
gercekten sorun edip etmediklerini kendilerine sordugundan kuskuluyum.

Ne ki burada dogal dildeki argiimanlarda mantigin mevcudiyetinin miimkiin olup olmadigini
bu c¢alismanin kapsamini asan bir konu oldugundan tartigmiyorum. Yine de epistemik
dongiisellige diismeden, yani dogal dildeki argiimanlarda mantik olamayacagini bir dogal dil
argiimani kullanmadan gosterebilen mantiksal bir argiimanin mevcudiyeti konusunda
stiphelerimi belirtmek istiyorum.
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~ Q" seklinde bir ortak ifade olusabilirken, ad hominem gibi bir kavrami tartisirken
tartigmacilarin (ve ortaya koyulmus pedagojik yapitlar1 kaleme alanlarin) zihninde ortak
olarak neyin bulundugu, argiimantasyon alandaki yapitlarin ve dolayisiyla argiiman
hatalarina yaklagim tarzlarinin ¢ok ¢esitliliginden dolaytr sorunludur. Dolayisiyla
iiretken bir tartisma yapabilmek icin genel ve ortak bir argiimantasyon kuraminin belirli
bir bi¢imsellik tasimasi kacinilmazdir. Daha acik bir ifadeyle hem akademik hem de
pedagojik arastirmalar baglaminda, arglimantasyon tarzlarinin ve argiiman hatalarinin
tanimlarinin  kavramsal olarak degil, belki de modern tiimdengelimli mantik
sistemlerinin bigimselligine benzemesi zorunlu olmasa bile belirli bir bi¢imsellik i¢inde
yapilmasi gerekliligi ka¢inilmazdir.

Ikinci olarak, gogu pedagojik yapitta ve internet kaynaklarinda paylasilan
arglimantasyon hatalarinin sunulusu hakkinda 6nemli bir hataya isaret etmek gerekiyor.
Gliniimiizde ¢ogu metinde belirli argiimantasyon tarzlari ortak olarak sunulmaktadir.
Oyle ki John Woods bunlar hakkinda bir miktar alayci sekilde on sekizli cete adin1 verir
(Woods 2010: 158). Ek olarak kolayca gozlenebilecegi gibi, bugiin alana iligskin ¢ogu
metin, bir argiimantasyon hatasi olarak sundugu bu on sekizli ¢ete de dahil biitiin
hatalar1 sanki mutlak olarak hataliymis gibi sunar. Diger taraftan bu hi¢ de gergekei bir
sunus degil. Bir ornek olarak uzman goriisiine bagvuru argiimanini mutlak olarak hatali
kabul etmek rasyonalite ile hi¢ de uyumlu bir eylem degildir. Aksine uzman goriisiine
basvuru arglimani gibi bir argiimanin kabul edilebilir oldugu ve olmadigi durumlar
mevcuttur. Burada elbette, hi¢bir sekilde kabul edilebilir olmayan argiiman tarzlarinin
olabilecegi olasiligi dislanmamaktadir. Diger taraftan eger gercek¢i bir genel
arglimantasyon kuramindan bahsedilecekse bu kuramin bir argiimanin ne zaman kabul
edilebilir olup ne zaman kabul edilebilir olmadigina iliskin sartlar1 da belirlemesinin
gerekliligi vurgulanmaktadir.

Bu olgiitlerle genel ve ortak bir arglimantasyon kuramimin kesfi agisindan en
uygun temelin Douglas Walton’in argiiman semalar: kurami oldugu kanisindayim.
Hatirlanabilecegi gibi bi¢cimsel olmayan mantik teriminin artik uygun bir terim olmadig:
kanisindaki Walton farkli yapitlarinda, arglimantasyon hatalarinin, argiiman semalart
adim verdigi genel ve soyut argiiman bigimleri lizerinden tartigilmasini 6nermistir .
Walton’a goére “[a]rgiiman semalari, tiimdengelimli veya tiimevarimlt olarak
goriilmeleri sorunlu olan ve o6zellikle tipki uzman goriisiine bagvurma arglimani gibi
feshedilip diizeltilebilir [defeasible] stereotipik insan diigiincesi orneklerini yakalayan
bigimlerdir”(2005: 1). Ornegin Walton argiiman semalarindan uzman gériisiine basvuru
argliman gemasini gdyle sunar:

1. U bir A alaninda uzmandir.
2. U uzmani O 6nermesinin dogru kabul edildigini ileri siirmektedir.

3. O onermesi A alanina ait bir 6nermedir.
O halde O 6nermesinin dogru kabul edilmesi makuldiir. (Walton 2008: 217)

Walton’in bu konuda bireysel ve ortaklasa olarak basili kitaplari: Walton, D. N. (1996)
Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning, Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence
Earlbaum Associates; Walton, D. N. v.d. (2008) Argumentation Schemes, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
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Walton’in ileri siirdiigii bigiminin en uygun bigim oldugu elbette tartigilabilir ve
mevcut hali daha da gelistirilebilir. Bir drnek olarak ikinci 6nciil “U uzman1 K kurami
temelinde O Onermesinin dogru kabul edildigini ileri siirmektedir” seklinde
diizenlenebilir. Ancak yine de Walton bdyle bir argiiman tarzina kavramsal degil bir
miktar bigimsel bir tamim yaparak daha iiretici ve neyin iizerine tartigma yapildigini
daha iyi belirleyen bir sunum gerceklestirmistir. Ikinci olarak Walton bir argiimanin
bigciminin ne zaman kabul edilebilir olup ne zaman kabul edilemez olduguna iliskin
temel sorular sorarak belirli sartlar belirlemeye de c¢alismistir. Bu sorular ozellikle
somut bir argiimanin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde kilit rol oynar. Ornegin Walton uzman
goriisline bagvuru argiimaninin degerlendirilmesi agisindan su 6 kilit soruyu onerir:

1. Uzmanlik Sorusu: U bir uzman olarak ne derecede kaynak olarak
degerlendirilebilir?
2. Alan sorusu: U uzmani O 6nermesini igeren alanda mi1 uzmandir?

3. Gorils sorusu: U uzmanm O 6nermesinin dogru oldugunu gdsteren hangi
goriisi ileri stirmiistiir?
4. Giivenilirlik sorusu: U uzmani kisilik olarak giivenilir bir kaynak midir?

5. Tutarhilik sorusu: O onermesi diger uzmanlarm ileri siirdiikleriyle tutarh
midir?

6. Destekleyici kanit sorusu: U uzmaninin goriisii kanitlara mi1 dayanmaktadir?
(Walton 2008: 218)

Walton’in 6nermis oldugu bu sorular da tartisilip gelistirilebilir ve ek yeni
sorular eklenebilir. Diger taraftan bu yaklagimda 6nemli olan unsur, uzman goriigiine
bagvuru gibi herhangi bir argiiman tarzinin ezbere bigcimde mutlak olarak kabul edilir
veya mutlak olarak kabul edilemez olarak sunulmamasidir.

Olgunlagsmis bir argiimantasyon kurami temelde su ii¢c soruya cevap
verebilmelidir: (1) Bir argiiman nedir? Neler argiiman sayilmalidir? (2) Giindelik dilde
ve politik sdylemlerde kullanilan argiimanlar nelerdir? (3) Bu arglimanlarin iyi birer
argiiman olup olmamasin saglayan genel argiiman formlari/bigimleri nelerdir? (4) Bu
argiman bicimlerinin hatali olup olmamasmin gerekgesi/temeli nedir? Bir
arglimantasyon disiplini bu sorulara cevap veren bir kuramin olusturuldugu ve
gelistirildigi bir alan olarak kurulabilir. Boyle bir disiplinde 3. amag¢ olan argiiman
formlarinin  kegif siireci ile 4. ama¢ olan formlarin hatali olup olmamasinin
gerekcelendirme streci birlikte ylrdr. Yani felsefi tartisma iyi argiimantasyon
bigcimlerini gerekceleriyle birlikte kesfeder veya ileri siirlilmiis bigcim Onerilerini,
temelde daha gergekg¢i bigimler kurmak amaciyla tartigir. Kuramin olusumunun nihai
sonucu bir argimantasyon kalkultsi veya kalkulUsleridir; yani aksiyomlarin ve ¢ikarim
kurallarinin belirli simgesel kurallarla degistigi/manipiile edildigi, belirli bir bigimsel
dile sahip bigimsel sistemlerdir — eger argiimantasyon kuraminin hedefi yalnizca
pedagojik amagclar degilse.

Bir kalkuliisiin ingasinda gerekli/zorunlu unsur bir bigimsel dildir. Bdyle bir
bi¢imsel dilin ingas1 i¢in Harry J. Gensler’in (2010: 290-312)’de tamittig1 bigimsel inang
mantiginin uygun bir baslangic noktasi oldugunu diisiniiyorum. Bu mantik sisteminin
bazi 6zelliklerini dniimiizdeki sayfalarda tartigmamizin gerekli boliimlerinde sunacagim.
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Diger taraftan simdilik bdyle bir disiplin iginde bir argiiman bigiminin nasil
yakalanabilecegi ve degerlendirilebilecegi hakkindaki fikirlerimiz sunulacaktir. Boyle
bir sunum igin bazen adam karalama safsatasi olarak da bilinen ad hominem (sahsa
yonelik) argiimanini ele alryorum.

Cogu arglimantasyon kitabinda ortak olarak hatali bir argiiman olarak
degerlendirilen ad hominem, tartismacinin iddiasina degil, tartismaciya, daha 6zelde
tartismacinin 6zelliklerine yonelmis bir argiiman tiiriidiir. Bir 6rnegi glinlimiizde talep
edilen bir arglimantasyon kitabinda sdyle verilmistir:

“Sen bir kadin degilsin. Bu yiizden kiirtaj hakkinda sdyledigin hi¢bir seyin 6nemi
bulunmuyor” (Damer 2009: 200).

Argiiman degeri Ve sahitlik degeri kavramlarinin birbirinden ayrildigi aym
yapitta, psikolojik sorunlari olan veya yalanciligiyla bilinen bir kiginin sodzlerinin
sahitlik degerinin diisiik olabilecegi fakat argliiman degerinin sozii sdyleyen kisinin
ozellikleriyle (psikolojik sorunlart olmak, yalancilifiyla bilinmek, vb.) bir iliskisinin
olmayacag1 goriisii ileri sliriilmiistiir. Felsefi olarak elbette tartigmali olan bu goriisiin

=9

icerildigi yapitta “en kiigiimsenen insanin bile iyi bir argiiman kurabilecegi” temelinde
ad hominem hatali bir argiiman olarak sunulmugtur(Damer 2009: 198).

Kanimizca bu argliman tarzini 6zel kilan sey, argiimanda sozii edilen kisinin
ozellikleri ile iddia ettigi 6nerme arasinda mantiksal bir iligkinin aranmasidir. Ger¢ekten
de hatali sayilabilecek ¢ogu ad hominem argiimaminda, argiimanda amilan kisinin
ozellikleri ile iddia ettigi goriis arasinda mantiksal bir iliski yoktur. Damer’in 6rnegi bu
agidan iyi bir ornektir: Bir kiginin erkek olmasi ile kiirtajin mesruiyeti hakkinda ileri
stirdiigi olumlu veya olumsuz goriisiin arasinda ne semantik ne de sentaktik sonug
iligkisi vardir. Dolayistyla kiginin goriisii, kisinin 6zelliginden mantiksal olarak
bagimsizdir. Diger taraftan ad hominem gibi bir argiimantasyon tarzi gergekten de
mutlak olarak kabul edilemez bir argiiman tarzt midir? Yani ad hominem argiimaninin
kabul edilebilir oldugu durumlar ve bi¢imler olamaz mi1? Esdeyiyle kisinin belirli bir
ozelligi ile ileri siirdiigii belirli bir goriisii arasinda mantiksal bir iligkinin oldugu
durumlardan s6z edilemez mi? Bu konuda bir 6rnek sunmak istiyorum:

- A! Bu su dagiim sirketi mevcut haliyle hi¢bir verimliligi olmayan,
vatandaglarin fatura 6demek i¢in dahi uzun kuyruklar olusturdugu, sistemi
¢Okmiis ve calisanlar1 isten kacan bir sirket haline gelmistir. Ozellestirilmesi
durumda bu tur sorunlar ortadan kalkacaktir.

- B: Fakat siz bir Marxg¢i-sosyalist degil misiniz?

Glnimuzde guvenilircilik (reliabilism) olarak anilan bir bilgi kurami yaklagimi, ¢ok kabaca
bir P inancimizin bilgi sayilabilmesi i¢in bu P inancinin kurulmasini saglayan biligsel
stireglerin giivenilir olmas1 gerektigini ileri siirer (Pritchard 2010: 55; Lemos 2007: 85-98;
Goldman 2010: 681-690). Psikolojik sorunlara sahip olmak ise elbette bilissel siireglerin
giivenilirligi ve dolayisiyla bilen-6znenin P inancinin epistemik degeri agisindan tartigmali bir
konudur.
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Burada kolaylikla goriilebilecegi gibi B kisisi A kisisine bir arglmantatif
tutarsiziik® elestirisinde bulunmaktadir. Gergekten de Marxgi1-sosyalizm kabaca Uretim
araglar1 ilizerinde kamu/devlet yOnetimini gerek sart kosan bir politik anlayigtir ve
ozellestirme gibi bir kavram bu anlayista istendik bir kavram degildir. Bu bakimdan B
kisinin ileri stirdiigii argiiman kabul edilebilir bir argiiman olarak degerlendirilebilir.
Ciinkii bir iddiay1 ileri stiren bir kisiden, saglikli bir tartismanin devam edebilmesi i¢in
elbette arglimantatif tutarlilik beklenir. Sonug olarak bir kisiye yonelik argiimantatif
tutarsizlik elestirisi yapmak kabul edilebilir bir elestiridir ve genel olarak
uygulanagelmis bir polemik yontemidir.

B kisinin kargt argiimaninin hakliliginin hesabini bigimsel olarak vermek igin ise
bir bicimsel dil tanitmak gerekiyor. Gensler’in bicimsel inan¢ mantigimin sentaksindan
da faydalanarak bu dili su sekilde tanitryoruz:

Sen A onermesinin dogru olduguna inaniyorsun: s»A
Sen A onermesinin yanlis olduguna inaniyorsun: sy—A

Sen hem A hem de B ¢nermelerinin dogru olduguna inantyorsun: sy(AAB)

Herkes A énermesinin dogru olduguna inanir: (VX)X»A

Sen A Onermesinin dogru olduguna inanmalisin: S»A

Herkes A onermesinin yanls olduguna inanmalidir: (VX)X»=A

Bu noktada Gensler’in inang mantig1 sisteminde olmayan iddia etme kavramini
sisteme bir operator olarak ekleme geregi duyuyorum:

Sen A 6nermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia ediyorsun: skA
Sen A dnermesinin yanlis oldugunu iddia ediyorsun: sk-A

Sen A dnermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia etmelisin: sFA
Herkes A onermesinin yanls olduguna iddia etmelidir: (VX)XF-A

Saglikli bir tartismanin (ST) yiriitiilmesi i¢in tartigmacilar bazi kurallara
uymalidir. Sagduyuya uygun oldugunu diisiindiigiim bazi kurallar sisteme birer aksiyom
olarak eklenmistir:

ST1: Bir kisi A dnermesinin dogru olduguna inaniyorsa, A dnermesinin dogru
oldugunu iddia etmelidir (herkes neye inantyorsa onu iddia etmelidir):

(VX)(x»A — XFA) veya (VX)(x»=A — XE=A)

10 Geleneksel olarak mantike¢ilar tutarsizhik kavramini, dogruluk-islevsel (truth-functional)

gerceveyle yorumlamustir. Dolayisiyla tutarsizlik kavrami belirli bir miimkiin diinyada ayni
anda dogru olmasi imkansiz durumlari ifade eden yargilar arasindaki 6zel bir iligki olarak
kavranmistir. Bunun sonucu olarak elbette 6rnegin 6grencilerine sigara igmeme telkini yapan
fakat sigara icen bir 6gretmenin bu davramisi ve yukardaki ornektekine benzer durumlar
mantiksal olarak tutarsiz olarak degerlendirilmemistir. Argiimantatif tutarsizlik kavramini
kullanmamizin arkasinda bu durum yatmaktadir.
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ST2: Bir kisi A 6nermesinin dogru olduguna inanmaliysa, A 6nermesinin dogru

oldugunu iddia etmelidir:

(V) (x»A — xFA) veya (VX)(x»2A — xFoA)

ST3: Bir kisi A Onermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia ediyorsa, A Onermesinin

dogru olduguna inantyordur:

(VX)( XFA — x»A)) veya (VX)( XEF—A — x»=A)
Bazen giindelik dildeki tartigmalarda kullanilan ve belirtik olmayan su iki

onermeyi de sisteme birer aksiyom semas: olarak ekliyorum:

1. Epistemik kapalilik ilkesi** (EKI):

(VXH[ (x»A A x»(A—B) ) A (A—B)] — x»B}

2. Ozellik kosulu kapalilik ilkesi (OKI): Epistemik kapalilik ilkesinden
yararlanarak ileri siirdiigiimiiz ilke su sekilde ifade edilebilir: O 6znesi belirli
bir ® doksatik 6zelligine sahipse ve Oznenin ® doksatik Ozelligine sahip
olmas1 bir A 6nermesine inanmasim gerektiriyorsa O 6znesi A 6nermesine
inanmalidir*%:

(VX){[(@X A (@X—x»A)] — X»A}

Son olarak tartismacilar saglikli bir tartigma siirdiirmek niyetindeyse

argiimantatif tutarhlk (¥) 6zelligini tasimalidir. O 6znesinin argiimantatif tutarsizhiga
sahip oldugu bazi durumlar g6yle gosterilebilir:

11

12

Edmund Gettier’in bilginin geleneksel GDI analizinin eksik oldugunu gosterdigi (1963)
makalesinde kabul etmemiz gerektigini ongordiigli ikinci énerme olan epistemik kapalilik
ilkesi (2009 [1963]: 13) Gettier’e karg1 yanit girisimlerinde tartigilan bir ilke haline gelmis ve
6zel bir ada kavusmustur. Ozellikle Robert Nozick ve Fred Dretske’nin bu ilke hakkindaki
elestirileri ve karsi drnekleri oldugu bilinmektedir. ilkenin pek ¢ok farkli formiilasyonu
olmakla birlikte en bilindik bicimi sdyledir: (1) O 6znesi P 6nermesine inantyorsa (2) Q, P’nin
mantiksal sonucuysa ve (3) O 6znesi Q’nun P’nin mantiksal sonucu oldugunu gériiyorsa O
dznesi Q dnermesine de inanmalidir. flke hakkinda genel bir agiklama igin (Luper 2012) ve
ozelikle (Brueckner 2010), Dretske’nin {inlii kars1 drnekleri hakkinda bir agiklama galigmasi
icin (Engel 2010: 788-791) gortilebilir.

Bir kisinin doksatik 6zelliklere sahip olmasini bir inang veya inang kiimesi ile belirlenen
belirli bir fikre sahip olmasi bi¢iminde sunuyorum. Bu anlamda, kisinin belirli bir ideolojiye,
felsefi, politik veya baska tiirde bir anlayisa (dolayisiyla K gibi belirli bir inan¢ kiimesine)
sahip olmasi kisinin doksatik 6zelligi sayilir. Doksatik dzelligin doksatik olmayan 6zellikten
temel farki, doksatik bir ozelligin doksatik bir sonucu mantiksal olarak gerektirmesidir.
Ornegin bir kisinin epistemik dissalct olmasi, bilimsel enstriimentalist olmas1 veya liberal
ekonomi politikasint savunmasi gibi pek ¢ok 6zelligi P gibi belirli bir inanct mantiksal olarak
olumlamasi veya degillemesini gerektirir. Fakat kiginin erkek olmasi veya Antalyali olmasi,
belirli bir inanc1 mantiksal olarak olumlamasi veya degillemesi bigiminde bir doksatik sonucu
mantiksal olarak gerektirmez. Sonug olarak OKI, kisinin sahip oldugu doksatik bir 6zelliginin
mantiksal sonuglarini da hem olumlama hem de degilleme anlaminda kabul etmesi gerektigi
sezgisini ifade eder.



Bigcimsel Olmayan Mantik Yaklasimi Neden Hatalidir ve Nasil Asilmalidir?

110 i, KOLYOl 2015724

TUT1: O 6znesi hem A énermesinin hem de A 6nermesinin dogru olduguna
inantyorsa argiimantatif anlamda tutarsizdir: (VX)[ X»(AA-A) — = ¥x ]

TUT2: O o6znesi A oOnermesinin dogru olduguna inanmaliysa fakat —A
Onermesinin dogru olduguna inaniyorsa argiimantatif anlamda tutarsizdir: (VX)[
X»(AA-A) — = ¥x ]

TUT3: O oznesi A onermesinin dogru olduguna inanmaliysa fakat -A
onermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia ediyorsa argiimantatif anlamda tutarsizdir:

(YX)[ (x»A A XEF—A) — = ¥x ] veya (VX)[ (x»=2A A XEFA) — - ¥X ]

TUT4: O 6znesi A onermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia etmeliyse fakat —A
Onermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia ediyorsa argiimantatif anlamda tutarsizdir: (VX)[
XE(AA-A) — - ¥x ]

Sistemde birinci seviye mantikta kabul edilen biitiin ¢ikarim kurallar1 kabul
edilmekte ve onlara temelde bilesik eleme (conjunction elimination) ve bilesik
olusturma (conjunction introduction) kurallarina benzeyen su birlestirme ve ayristirma
kurallar1 birer ¢ikarim kurali eklenmektedir:

1. s»(AAB) + (s»A A s»B) / Bilesik Inanc1 Ayristirma Kurali (Binak)

2. SE(AAB) F (SFA A sEB) / Bilesik Iddiayr Ayristirma Kurali (Bidak)

3. (s»A A s»B) F s»(AAB) / Bilesik Inan¢ Olusturma Kurali (Binok)

4. (sFA A sEB) + sE(AAB) / Bilesik iddia Olusturma Kurali (Bidok)

Artik B kisisinin A kisisine yonelttigi ve A kisinin arglimantatif anlamda tutarsiz
(—¥s) oldugunu savunan kars1 argiiman bigimsel olarak degerlendirilebilir. Asagidaki
argiimanin onciilleri temel olarak su ii¢ 6nermeyi bi¢cimsellestirir:

1. Sen A dnermesinin dogru oldugunu iddia ediyorsun.

2. Sen bir Marxg1-sosyalistsin

3. Marxgi-sosyalist olmak A 6nermesinin yanlig olduguna inanmayi gerektirir.

O halde argiimantatif anlamda tutarsizsin.

1) skA

2) Ms

3) (YX)( MX — x»=A)
~—¥S

4) (Ms — s»=A) /3, Ul (Tumeli 6zelleme / Universal Instantation)

5 [MsA(Ms—s»A)] / 2, 4, &I (Bilesik olusturma / Conjunction
Introduction)

6) (VX){[(Mx A (Mx—x»-A)] — x»~A} / OKI aksiyomu

7) {[(Ms A (Ms—s»A)] — s»=A} /6, Ul

8) s»A /5, 7, MPP (Modus Ponendo Ponens)

9) (s»A A sEA) /1,8, &l

10) (VX)[ (x»=A A XFA) — = ¥x] /TUT3 aksiyomu
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11) [ (s»=A ASFA) > - ¥s] /10, UI
12) = ¥s /9, 11, MPP

Yukardaki kanit prosediirii kabul edilen aksiyom ve c¢ikarim yontemlerini
kullanarak A’nin argiimantatif tutarsizligini gostermenin miimkiin pek ¢ok yolundan
biridir. Ornegin ilk bakista tartismali bulunabilecek OKI aksiyomunu kullanmadan
yapilabilecek bir argiimantatif tutarsizlik kanit1 su sekilde verilebilir:

1) skA

2) Ms

3) (VX)( MX — x»=A)
~¥S

4) (Ms — s»-A) /3, Ul

5) s»-A 12, 4, MPP
6) (VX)( XEA — x»A ) /ST3 aksiyomu
7) (SFA — s»A) /6, Ul

8) s»A /1,7, MPP

9) s»A A s»-A /5, 8, &l

10) s»(AA-A) /9, Binok

11) (VX)[ x»(AA-A) — = ¥x ] /TUT1 aksiyomu
12) [ s»(AA-A) — = ¥s] /11, Ul

13) = ¥s /10, 12, MPP

Yukaridaki bigimsel dil ne ortak ve genel bir bigimsel argiimantasyon kuraminin
temelini olusturmak igin ileri silirlilmiistir ne de {izerinde yiiksek hassasiyetle
distintilmistiir. Sunulmus olan biitiin aksiyomlar ve ek ¢ikarim kurallar1 reddedilebilir.
Diger taraftan bu bigimsel dil her seyden once ilk bakista iizerinde bigimsel ¢alismaya
elverisli goriinmeyen pek ¢ok giindelik dil argiimaninin belki de yillar siirecek titiz ve
ustaliklt ¢aligmalarla bigimsel olarak c¢alismaya elverisli hale getirilebilecegini ve
dolayisiyla siire¢ iginde giinden giline bigimsellesmis modern mantigin heniiz
kapsanmamis giindelik dil argiimanlarimi da kapsayacak sekilde genisleyebilecegini
gostermektedir. Ikinci olarak bu bigimsel dil denemesi belki de bigimsel olmayan
mantik hareketinin 6ngérmedigi bir sonucu da ortaya g¢ikartyor: Argiimanlar {izerine
bi¢imsel ¢alisma, ST1 aksiyomunda oldugu gibi, dogal dil argiimanlarinda farkinda
olarak veya olmayarak kullandigimiz, adlandirilmis veya adlandirilmamis argiimantatif
pratiklerimizi de belirtik kilmaktadir.

Bu noktada gelebilecek bir elestiri, bu ¢aligmada sunulan aksiyomlar ve ¢ikarim
kurallar1 da dahil, 6nerilebilecek bazi aksiyom ve ¢ikarim kurallarinin, dogruluk-islevsel
karakterli olmamalar1 nedeniyle, kolayca reddedilebilecegi ve bunun tipki matematik
gibi kesinliklerin bilimi olarak anlagilmis mantikta bazi felsefi sikintilar ortaya
¢ikarabilecegidir. Bu bir bakima hakli ve bir bakima haksiz bir elestiridir. Rasyonalite
bize fikirlerimizi belirli bir akilci ¢ercevede tartismayr dayatir ve geleneksel olarak
entelektlel cevreler bu cercevede belirli argimantatif pratiklere zaman iginde zaten
sahip olmustur. Ornegin amag akilci gercevede fikirlerin sorgulanmasiysa “herkes neye
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inantyorsa onu iddia etmelidir” seklinde paylastigimiz ST1 aksiyomunun pek de kolayca
reddedilebilir bir ilke olmadigimi ve en azindan tigiincii halin olanaksizlig: ilkesi kadar
saglam temellerinin oldugunu diisliniiyorum. Kisaca bir argiimantasyon kuraminda
degismez aksiyomlarin oldugunu iddia etmesem de degismeye ve yerini bagkalarina terk
etmeye daha fazla direnecek aksiyomlarin kesfedilebilecegini diisiiniiyorum. Bir
argimantasyon disiplininin temel gérevlerinden biri de zaten bu pratikleri birer ilke
olarak kesfedebilmektir.

Bu ilkelerden bazilarinin dogasi geregi dogruluk-islevsel karakterli olmamasinin
miimkiin olmasi sonucu, onlar1 sabitlemek mantikta elbette sayisiz tartigmayi ve
sikintiy1 beraberinde getirebilir. Ancak gozden kagirilmamasi gereken bir nokta
bulunuyor: Bir mantik sisteminde aksiyomlarin veya ¢ikarim kurallarinin dogruluk-
islevsel karakterli olmasi, saglamliklarinin mantik felsefesi agisindan tartigmasiz bir
statiide olmasim1 gerektirmemektedir. Bugiin biliyoruz ki dogruluk-islevsel karakterli
bazi mantik yasalarmin dahi gegerlilikleri tartigmalidir: (1) Jean Brouwer gibi sezgici
mantik¢i/matematikgiler ti¢lincii halin olanaksizligi ilkesini ve dolayisiyla (PV-P) gibi
bir ilkeyi reddetmistir. (2) ilgi mantig1 (relevance logics) taraftar1 bazi mantikgilar,
dogruluk islevsel temelli tanimlanmig geleneksel gerektirme (implication) baglantis1 ve
bu tanim iizerine kurulu baz1 mantik yasalarinin gegerliligi konusunda giiphe duymustur.
(3) Bazi mantik¢ilar kuantum fiziginde deneyimsel olarak apagik yanlis sonuglara
gotiirdiigii kabuliiyle, kuantum mantig1 adi verilen bazi sistemlerde dogruluk-islevsel
karakterli bir yasa olan mantiksal dagilma yasasim™ reddetmistir. Kaldi ki bugiin
dialeteizm ad1 verilen bir mantik felsefesi yaklagimini savunanlar 6zdeslik ilkesini dahi
reddetmektedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, ortak ve genel bir argiimantasyon kuraminin
ilkelerini kesfetme siirecinin getirebilecegi sikintinin, biitlin bu mantik felsefesi
tartismalarmin  mantikta ortaya ¢ikardigi sikintidan daha fazla olmayacagim
diistiiniiyorum.

Sunulan biitiin bu goriisler temelinde sonu¢ olarak sunlar ileri siiriilebilir: (1)
Cesitli arglimantasyon tarzlarini kavramsal olarak degil fakat miimkiin oldugunca
bicimsel olarak tanimlamaya yonelik caba alanin temel kavramlarina iligkin hem
akademik hem de pedagojik olarak daha agik, anlasilir ve keskin bir anlayis saglar. (2)
Argliman tarzlar1 ilizerine yapilan iist arastirmalarin nihai amaci elbette rasyonel
tartismayr miimkiin kilmaktir. Ancak bu caligmada yapilan analizlerin bir sonucu
modern bigimsel sistemlerin dogruluk-islevsel karakterinin giindelik dildeki ve politik
sOylemlerdeki argimanlarin denetlenebilmesi igin gerekli ara¢ gerekgeleri heniiz
yeterince sunamadigidir. Ciinkii boyle bir denetleme sadece dogruluk-iglevsel aksiyom
ve c¢ikarim kuralarim1 degil, aym zamanda kabaca rasyonalite-islevsel olarak
anilabilecek karakterdeki arag-gerekgeleri de gerektirir. Diger taraftan rasyonel
tartismayr miimkiin kilan argiimantatif pratiklerin (elbette sorgulanmalar1 sartiyla)
belirtik kilinmasi bu ara¢ gerecleri bize aksiyom ve ¢ikarim kurallar1 bi¢imde sunabilir
ve bu durum argiimantasyon alanina iliskin kuramlarin tipki modern bigimsel sistemlere
benzer sekilde kalkuliislesmesini saglayabilir. (3) Arastirmalarin bu ydnde yapilmasi,
alan1 bir “mantik” disiplini olmaya daha fazla yakinlagtiracaktir.

% Onermeler mantig1 sentaksinda “[PA(QVR)]«<>[(PAQ)V(PAR)]” seklinde ifade edilebilecek
mantik yasasi.
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Sonug

Bu calismada ilk ii¢ boliimde calisgmamizin basinda anmis oldugumuz birinci
grubun, yani bicimsel olmayan mantik hareketinin yaklasimini, 6zellikle bu kavramin
(ve dolaysiyla gizli gercevenin) sorunlart iizerinden degerlendik. Ulastigimiz sonug
mantigin bir yandan dediiktif ve matematiksel diisiinmeye daha fazla agirlik verirken,
diger taraftan giindelik dildeki ve politik sdylemlerdeki argiimanlar1 ihmal etmis modern
gelisimine tepki olarak dogan bi¢imsel olmayan mantik hareketinin, geride biiyiik ve
O6nemli bir pedagojik literatiir birakmasina ragmen temel ¢ergevesinin sorunlu
oldugudur. Bu nedenle asil sorun, boyle bir tepki sonucu “bi¢imsel olmayan” olarak
anilan muglak yontemler bulmaya ¢alismak degil, son bolimde yapmaya calistigimiza
benzer sekilde, modern mantigin, heniiz yeterince kapsamadigi giindelik dil
arglimanlarint  kapsayacak sekilde nasil genisletilebilecegi sorusunun cevabini
aramaktir.

Son bolimde ise arglimantasyon alaninin manti§in  bir alt disiplinini
olusturabilecegi konusunda siipheci olan ikinci gruba karsi, bu alanin, argiiman
tarzlarinin ne zaman kabul edilebilir ve ne zaman kabul edilemez oldugunu bigimler
lzerinden belirleyen, kuramsal bir zeminde yikselen ve modern bigimsel sistemler ile
baglarint koparmayan bir disiplin olarak kurulabilecegi goriisii savunulmustur ve eger
yukarda (¢ madde halinde siralanan goriislerimiz dogruysa bu gerceklestirilebilir.
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Why the Informal Logic Approach is Fallacious
and How to Overcome It?

Abstract

In this article it is argued that, although the philosophical movement, which is
usually called informal logic movement has produced a large and important
pedagogical and academic literature, its basic approach to argumentation field
depends on faulty foundations. This claim is justified on the grounds that, (1)
because demarcation between today formalized and still not-formalized reasoning
is a result of historical development of logic, the distinction between them is not
certain enough to use a concept like informal logic legitimately, and (2) the
concept of informal logic has emerged not from theoretical foundations but from
emotional foundations. From these basics it is concluded that today the most
important problem in argumentation field is the lack of a general argumentation
theory, which does not cut off its connections with modern formal systems. At the
end of the article, my views on how a theory like this may be developed is
presented.

Keywords

Formality, Informal Logic, Argumentation, Reasoning Fallacies, Rational
Discource.
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Abstract

It is not uncommon to hear philosophers or even students of philosophy when
asked to define their discipline to say that philosophy is the ‘queen of the
sciences’, “first philosophy’, and so on. These phrases and appellations are often
deliberately ascribed to philosophy to denote its centrality to human existence and
pursuits as well as its rootedness or connection to other disciplines.

They can attempt to justify this by jokingly saying that after all, the academic
degree of Doctor of Philosophy’ (Ph.D), which is usually awarded after some
years of research and course work is given in due respect and obeisance to its
ancestry and gerontologically prior to all classes of knowledge viz, humanities,
social sciences and natural science. At a deeper level, it offers useful insights into
knowing the business and preoccupation of philosophers from the ancient through
modern to contemporary periods. Here, the main concern of the philosopher is to
conceive philosophy and its task as ‘a cognitive enterprise and attempt to
establish/ through conceptual analysis, any claims to knowledge. In this
conception, philosophy examines the substructure of issues and raises
foundational or second-order questions.

The intent of this paper is to show that philosophy still retains its original image,
but its omnibus interpretation and application by some scholars in the present
times throw up some problems, one of which is the dictatorial and hegemonic tone
implicit in the conception which may inadvertently marginalize and sideline the
emergence of other forms of discourses.
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Exposition

Our discussion here can only take off properly if we make a foray into how
philosophy was traditionally conceived and how it now or at least ought to look with the
insights of Rorty’s pragmatism, the post- empiricist philosophers of science and post-
modernist thinkers, among others. As it is now familiar, philosophy was generally
believed to be a foundational discipline with the business of analyzing and clarifying
concepts and ideas in other areas of discourse and culture. This conception is based on
the assumption that philosophical questions are second-order or conceptual questions as
contrasted with first-order or factual questions addressed by other discourses like
mathematics, history, sociology e.t.c. Hence, philosophers, apart from looking at the
substructure and raising foundational questions in both areas of discourses attempt to set
limits to what can be known since they are equipped with the techniques of logical
analysis.

This conception of the business of philosophy was championed and propagated
by the logical positivists with their twin-sister linguistic analysis, which were a by-
product of analytic philosophy. Even though analytic philosophy was a dominant mode
of philosophizing in the Anglo- America, its actual origin can be traced to Europe
following the works of Frege, early Wittgenstein, Russell, Moore, as well as the
activities of the logical positivists of the Vienna Circle fame in the 1920°s and 1930’s.
And going further back in history, one can say that some of the presuppositions and
methods of analytic philosophy can be culled from the works of modern philosophers,
namely, Descartes, Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Kant as well as the writings of Plato and
Aristotle in the ancient period.

Since ancient period philosophy has been concerned with the problems of
epistemology. Here one recalls the doubts expressed by the sophists particularly
Protagoras of Abdera and Gorgias of Leontini to the effect that an absolutely certain
knowledge is impossible. The scepticism as expressed by the sophists obviously aroused
the interest of philosophers to search for the ultimate foundation for all our knowledge
claims apparently to undermine the sceptic’s position and thereby restore confidence on
the possibility of knowledge.

Such problems that have traditionally agitated the minds of epistemologists are
many and varied and can be categorized into three broad ways. The nature of
knowledge or meaning of epistemic terms, the validation of cognition or the criteria of
knowledge and the relation between cognitive experience and its objects. Thus it is
proper to say (Hamlyn, 1970:3-16) that epistemology, since its history that dates back to
Plato and the modem period, focuses on the origin, nature, scope and justification of
knowledge in all its ramifications. Perhaps, this is true of what Michael Williams
(1977:8) intends when he says:

Epistemology.., is concerned with the nature or structure of the justification of our
most important beliefs, our belief in the existence of the physical world.

What emerges from the above is that epistemologists usually assure that there
exists an objective world or physical reality and a person (subject) that knows it. Also
there is the notion of truth, which they claim possesses the status of an objective
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existence independent of the cognizing subject (person). The assumption here is that the
cognitive subject is said to be certain or sure of any belief he holds, if and only if such
belief is justified and believes that it is justified. In other words, there has to be some
sort of interaction between what a person is certain of and truth which objectively
exists. When this happens, then a person can ascribe truth to what he is certain of.
Hence, knowledge has been defined, according to John Kekes, (1977:88) following
Plato, as justified true belief. Here a person can be said to know a proportion if and only
if the proposition is true, he believes that the proposition is true and he is justified in
believing that the proposition is true.

Let me state that it is not our business to go into the polemics surrounding the
traditional conception of knowledge-especially those raised by Edmund
Gettier,(1963:121- 123) who formulated some counter-examples to show that it is
perfectly possible for a person to accept a true and justified proposition without
necessarily knowing that that proposition is true contrary to the traditional analysis
which suggests that a person is said to know something if and only if it is true, believed
and justified - but to say that the justification condition is the root of the search for some
basic or non-inferential propositions.

The justification condition simply suggests that merely having a true belief is not
sufficient for knowledge. What is sufficient therefore is that such true belief be justified.
In other words, there must be sufficient reasons or justification for believing a particular
proposition. Put differently, a sufficient reason or justification presupposes that there
must be something that supports or provides evidence for the truth of what one believes.
This is true because sometimes people worry about whether they actually know what
they claim to know. For instance, in a law court, it is certainly not enough to say that an
accused person is guilty of a particular crime, it is important that the members of a jury
be provided with sufficient reasons or justification to show that the accused person
really committed the offence. In this case what the jury wants is evidence that
establishes that the accused is actually guilty of the crime. Thus, the belief cannot be
guaranteed without sufficient reasons or justification.

But it is argued that however reliable sufficient reasons or justification are in
yielding true belief, it is still a matter of dispute amongst philosophers how much is
enough evidence or whether justification is needed? Besides, justification also leads to a
regression. This problem occurs because of the assumption of the traditional
epistemologist that for a belief to be justified it is not enough for it to be true, nor
merely believed, there must be sufficient reasons or justification for believing it. On the
basis of this assumption, some beliefs are justified by reference to others. The latter
beliefs upon which the justification of the former beliefs are based are thought to be
well confirmed. But a problem seems to emerge here, because if every belief were
dependent on others for its justification, then no belief would ever be justified. This is
so because in order to justify any belief at all, it would require a prior justification of an
infinite series of beliefs and thereby leading to some sort of infinite regress.

It is however not proper for knowledge to go on in this circular manner,
otherwise nothing is ever justified and consequently no knowledge is attained. Also if
this regress is not stemmed, it will no doubt reinforce the position of the sceptic who
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argues that we do not or cannot know anything. One of the implications of this is either
all systems of beliefs are arbitrary or that there is no rational way of deciding between
the merits of conflicting claims of religion and science, science and pseudoscience
(Kekes, 1977:96). Even though scepticism has been charged with self- contradiction
from its avowed position, that is, we can know that we cannot know anything, it
nonetheless points to the obvious fact that knowledge is not, as it were, a finished
business, and that something more ought to be done. The sceptic’s strictures also
stimulated the philosopher’s interest in searching for a position that will not only ground
knowledge, but also prove that epistemic claims are possible and justifiable too.

This optimism to ground all epistemic claims on a class of basic non- inferential
beliefs and thereby arrest the regress of justification inevitably leads to foundationalism.
There is no better way to understand what foundationalism means other than to say that
it aims to achieve, among other things, the apodictic certainty upon which all other
beliefs rest and to determine whether our search for justification, based on other beliefs
will not plunge us into an infinite regress. The strategy of the foundational
epistemologist is to divide our beliefs into two categories, namely those which need
support from others and those which are non-inferentially justified and provide
justification for other beliefs in an ordered, hierarchical system of knowledge. It is not
clear what foundationalists meant by non-inferential justification, except that some of
them took it to be either infallibly justified when justification precludes the possibility
of error. This point is well stated by Anthony Quinton (1973:119) when he says:

If any beliefs are to be justified at all.., there must be some terminal beliefs that do
not owe their credibility to others. For a belief to be, it is not enough for it to be
accepted, let alone merely entertained, there must be good reasons for accepting it.
Furthermore for an inferential belief to be justified the beliefs that support it must
be justified themselves.

Thus the epistemological ideal of foundationalism, according to Kekes,
(1977:89) is to begin an inquiry with an unassailable foundation, conduct it in
accordance with strict rules, and aim to end up with a system which accurately depicts
the world.

The history of philosophy (epistemology) is full of attempts to provide basic
incorrigible beliefs which provide justification for other beliefs but need no justification
themselves. To this extent, the two dominant traditions in philosophy, namely
Continental rationalism and British empiricism have tended to provide justification for
our beliefs about the external world. Both agree that knowledge is possible and that
there is a criterion or foundation that is basic and ultimate enough to serve as the reason
for the justification of other epistemic claims. The idea here is that the rationalists and
empiricists are foundationalists to the extent that they seek to find a certain, immutable
and apodictic foundation which will serves as the basis of other beliefs.

The rationalists claim that knowledge must be absolutely certain and that it
comes by a process of reasoning from self-evident first principles. According to them,
deductive proof exhibited in mathematics and geometry is the surest way to develop an
absolutely certain knowledge, because a valid argument guarantees that its conclusion is
true if its premises are true. Rene Descartes, (1960:17) usually regarded as the father of
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modern philosophy, serves as the paradigm of the group. His aim, among others, is to
show that we really do have knowledge and consequently put paid to the skeptical
speculations to the effect that knowledge is unattainable. As he says:

It is now some years since | detected how many false beliefs that | had from my
earliest youth admitted as true, and how doubtful was everything | had since
constructed on this basis, and from that time | was convinced that | must once for
all seriously undertake to rid myself of all the opinions which | had formerly
accepted, and commence to build a new from the foundation, if | wanted to
establish any firm and permanent structure in the sciences.

On the contrary, the empiricist argues that justification resides in sense
perception and the inner perception of the operations of the mind itself. It should be
noted that the empiricists do not deny that we can reason about our ideas. Rather, they
claim that the relations among our ideas apply to the external world. This argument
might seem circular, but it is not. This is because one can demonstrate to a child, for
instance, that 2 + 2 = 4 by bringing two dolls plus another two dolls which equals to
four dolls. Although, this is a fact of mathematics which is known a priori it
nonetheless can be proved empirically. The point here is that the empiricists share the
belief that ultimate justification consists in our direct awareness of the object of
knowledge. Thus, the basic thrust of their argument is that if one is directly aware of an
object of knowledge, what one is aware of will neither be questioned, nor justified in
terms of anything else.

Following from what has been stated, we can see that both rationalist and
empiricist philosophers were foundationalists to the extent that they seek to ground
knowledge on an absolutely certain foundation, although through different approaches.
The other feature which characterized the orientation of these philosophers, including
Kant, as we shall see shortly, is the distinction they made between subject and object,
that is, the distinction between the knowing mind or cognitive subject and the external
world that it confronts and seeks to know. It is argued that Descartes’ theory provided
the ground for this sort of dichotomy since he claimed that the only thing we can be
certain or sure of, even by the most radical sceptic, is the existence of the mind itself or
consciousness. Here one recalls his famous dictum, cogito ergo sum (I think therefore |
am) which he took as the foundation of his philosophy. It needs restating that our
attempt here is not a full-blown analysis of Descartes philosophy, but only to show that
the Cartesian doctrine of the mind as the private inner stage or the inner mirror in which
cognitive action takes place may have been influenced by Plato’s ideas of truth and
knowledge, and thereby inaugurated the Archimedean view of philosophy that is,
foundationalism and objectivism.

What emerges from these, is that the mind-body problem which has engulfed
modern philosophy is based on Plato’s acceptance, as it were, of the ‘optical metaphor
of an eye of the mind’ in an attempt to explain our knowledge of universals and eternal
truths, which the Greeks, following the Platonian insights, thought of the mind as a sort
of mirror concerned mainly with the eternal things. No doubt, Descartes appropriated
this Platonian idea because he (Descartes) saw the mind as a mirror held up to nature
and truth as the achievement of accurate representations. This is the idea behind
presenting philosophy as an ‘inner eye’ inspecting and passing judgments on the
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credentials of the various specific branches of knowledge. In other words, the Cartesian
attempt was to metalize the Platonic doctrine of knowledge as inner representation of
outer reality. But the distinction between the inner representation and outer reality or
‘states of consciousness’ and ‘physical events’ was unknown to the Greeks before
Descartes’ invention. That is to say that the mind-body problem was alien to the ancient
Greeks prior to Descartes’ philosophy because as Wallace Matson (1966:92-102) says
why the Greeks had no mind body problem is that it is difficult, almost impossible, to
translate such a sentence as what is the relation of sensation to mind (soul) into Greek
and this is due to the problem in finding a Greek equivalent of sensation in the sense
philosophers made it bear. The point then is that with Descartes’ philosophy, the
problem of consciousness became a central problem for philosophy. Also it is claimed
that Descartes appealed to indubitability as a criterion of the mental thereby paving the
way for the transformation of the mind-body problem into an epistemological issue.
This point is well taken by Rorty (1980:58-59) when he says:

Whereas previous philosophers had more or less followed Plato in thinking that
only the eternal was known with certainty, Descartes was substituting clear and
distinct perception that is the sort of unconfused knowledge gained by going
through a process of analysis for indubitability as a mark of eternal truths. This
left indubitability free to serve as a criterion of the mental.

What is stated here is that the Cartesian metaphor of mind as mirror which
accurately gives us a representation of reality lies at the root of epistemological
foundationalism since this representation is taken to be accurate once the knowledge we
have of reality is privileged, that is, guaranteed as reliable and indubitable.

The same problem is noticeable in the empiricist philosophy and Kant’s
‘transcendental’ philosophy since they started their theorizing on the same subject-
object dualistic framework, and mentalistic model to the problem of epistemology. The
difference between their positions and those of the rationalist is that instead of following
the pathway which Descartes and others have threaded, that is, reason, they appealed to
the ‘data of sense-experience as the basis for determining any claim to knowledge’.

It is worth stating that it is not our business to give a detailed elaboration of
Kant’s critical philosophy, but only to show that his ambition to reconcile the extreme
views of rationalists, whose position commits them to holding analytic (a priori)
judgement, and empiricists, whose position leads to synthetic (a posteriori) judgement,
forced him to introduce a third kind of judgement which he calls synthetic a priori
which he claims overcomes the pitfalls of the two traditions since synthetic a priori
judgements, though necessarily true can neither be based wholly upon a mere logical
analysis of the concepts they contain nor upon observation and the way things happen to
be in the world. According to Kant science and propositions of mathematics exhibited
such judgement, because certain propositions like 2 + 2 = 4 and ‘every event has a
cause’, although are endowed with the necessity of analytic judgement still possess the
novelty of synthetic a posteriori judgement.

Following from this, Kant is still committed to the subject-object dualistic
scheme, that is, the same mentalistic orientation of his predecessors in the modern
period such that even his most unapologetic admirers as Sellars (1968:52) and
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Strawson, especially the latter have criticized what they regard as Kant’s fictitious
mental machinery and his imaginary subject of transcendental psychology. In other
words, Strawson noticed some sort of quasi-psychological images and metaphor in
Kant’s epistemological doctrine akin to the Cartesian inner representation and Lockean
psycho-physiology which he attempted to overcome. This point is well stated by Rorty
(1977:99) when he says:

We are now inclined to say that Kant still shared too much with the Cartesian
tradition he tried to overcome. Specifically, he sometimes seems to have done
little more than substitute a description of a mysterious non mental cognitive
faculty for a physiology of the human understanding or for a dogmatic
metaphysics, thus once again reducing the guaestio juris to a guaestio facti

What we can cull from Rorty’s deposition is that Kant’s view connects with
those of Descartes’” and Locke’s. Such views, and those of other philosophers who share
Kant’s transcendental argument must obviously argue that there is a thing as
philosophical criticism of the rest of culture and that the philosopher can say something
which science cannot about the claims of objectivity and rationality to which various
parts of culture are entitled (1977:77). Now the structure of Kant’s transcendental
argument which we reject in this essay can be stated thus:

The legitimating of such knowledge without the aid of absolute principles is only
possible as a demonstration of the lack of alternatives to that knowledge. It can
only be demonstrated that in this and in no other manner is knowledge possible,
and this can only be demonstrated in that alternative forms of knowledge are ruled
out. This is the way of legitimation open to Kant (Rudiger, 1928:463).

From Kant’s view, philosophers see themselves as standing in a vantage position
and identifying the goal of philosophy as critique of culture, and as legitimator of claims
to truth, rationality, or objectivity on the part of other disciplines. In an apparent attempt
to build the Cartesian quest for certainty, for legitimation, for guarantees of rationality
into philosophy’s self-image, Kant professionalized and thereby inaugurated the belief
which is at the root of the epistemology-centred conception of philosophy- a conception
which sees philosophy as a kind of cultural overseer, as an all-encompassing discipline
which legitimizes or ground the others. In other words, this view takes the proper
business of philosophy as that of investigating the foundations of the sciences, the arts,
culture and morality, and adjudicates the cognitive claims of these areas.

Thus philosophy as epistemology claimed to be an objective tribunal, one to
which all other descriptions of reality, and types of discourse were brought for
assessment. This is the view of philosophy as the “Queen of the sciences’’, since it is
presumed that the sciences are ignorant of their own presupposition and the rationale of
their method and that it is the proper business of philosophy to articulate these
presupposition and adjudicate their validity (Kim, 1980:590). Besides making
philosophy- as-epistemology to become self-conscious and self-confident, Kant also
takes everything we say to be about something we have constituted and as such makes it
possible for epistemology to be thought of as a foundational discipline capable of
discovering the conceptual characteristics of any area of human knowledge. As Rorty
(1980:139) puts it:



Distrusting the “Archimedean View” of Philosophy

124 i, KOLYOl 2015724

He (Kant) thus enabled philosophy professors to see themselves as presiding over
a tribunal of pure reason, able to determine whether other disciplines were staying
within the legal limits set by the structure of their subject matters’.

What Rorty seems to be saying here is that Kant provided the framework for
viewing philosophy as an objective tribunal, one to which all other discourses have to
be brought for assessment. Also, it is argued that with Kantian transcendentalism,
philosophy branches into different directions, prominent among them were the Anglo-
Saxon and Continental phenomenological traditions. Needless to say, that it is within
this broad framework that such perennial philosophical questions such as mind-body
dualism, word-world relationships, the analytic-synthetic fact-value and necessary-
contingent distinctions, among others, were discussed (King, 1985:97).

Paradigm Shift

Here, we shall examine some contemporary attempts to evolve an alternative
discoursive conception to the above view. Beginning with Quine, who in his Two
Dogmas of Empiricism criticized and rejected the existence of the analytic-synthetic
distinction. His denial of this distinction has obviously touched on a fundamental
doctrine which some philosophers especially the empiricists have accepted as a dogma
that is taken for granted and therefore cannot be challenged.

W.V.O. Quine

The two dogmas, which Quine (1961:39-48) treats in his seminal work include
on the one hand the cleavage between truths which are analytic or grounded in meaning
independently of matters of fact and truth which are synthetic or grounded in fact, and
on the other reductionism, that is the belief that each meaningful statement is equivalent
to some logical construction upon terms which refers to immediate experience. It will be
recalled that the root of the distinction lies in the Humean bifurcation of relations of
ideas and matters of fact which he used to categorize all objects of human reason or
knowledge. No doubt, Kant accepts this Humean fork and insists that analytic a priori
propositions are true or false simply as a matter of the meanings or definition of the
terms contained in them, while synthetic a posteriori are true or false by a recourse to
matters of fact in the world. Again, Kant introduced a third kind of proposition or
judgement synthetic a priori as we showed above, whose truth can neither be based
wholly upon the mere logical analysis of the concepts they contain nor upon sense
experience, but on a combination of both. The doctrine of reductionism seems to be well
expressed by the positivist principle of verification which is used to demarcate between
significant and insignificant statements. To be sure, the doctrine of reductionism simply
is the view that statements have a meaning by being reducible to statements about
sense-experience (Harrison, 1979:97). We have had to explain in brief the main points
of analytic-synthetic distinction and the doctrine of reductionism in order to provide a
background of Quine’s critique.

Quine contends that there is no clear distinction between analytic and synthetic
statements and as such it is, unreasonable for anybody to say of synthetic statements as
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true because it matches up with experience or by appealing to any analytic statements to
legitimize our assertions since they are not susceptible to empirical confirmation.
However, Quine claims that our assertions cannot be legitimated by any appeal to
sentence meanings that is analyticity. Rather such legitimacy or justification is possible
because of the stimulus response to which all members of the community assent to most
of the time. Hence any justification of our beliefs by the invocation of analyticity is, to
say the least, circular. Such arguments that have been posited by those who attempted to
reformulate analyticity in order to avoid the circularity, are, according to Quine highly
dubious since such attempts normally use terms or notions like synonymy, that are in
the same family with analyticity, to define it. Based on this, Quine (1953:37) submits
that:

For all its a priori reasonableness, a boundary between analytic and synthetic
statements simply has not been drawn. That there is such a distinction to be drawn
at all is an unempirical dogma of empiricism, a metaphysical article of faith.

The other aspect which attracted Quine’s critical search light is the belief that
analytic propositions are immune to revision that is irrefutable. That is to say that all
analytic statements must be confirmed no matter what the world is like. But Quine
dismisses this, arguing that there are no propositions that are immune to revision and
that any proposition would be revised in response to recalcitrant experience. Quine
generalizes his revisability thesis even to the principles of science and laws of logic that
were hitherto taken as well entrenched. It is Quine’s claim that we tend to think of the
principles of science and laws of logic as irrefutable and irreplaceable simply because it
is pragmatically reasonable for us to hold them at present, but once an alternative is
found, we have no good reason to cling to them.

If Quine’s position is allowed then, we must reject the so-called distinction
between analytic or necessary truths and synthetic or contingent truths. Following from
this blurring of the distinction between analytic-synthetic, necessary-contingent, fact-
value e.t.c Quine argues that our ontological schemes describe phenomena in different
ways since they distribute predicates over a whole range of sentences which are held
true by all members of the community most of the time. On this Quinean holistic
account, which, as it is now familiar, derives from Duhem’s epistemological holism,
sentences can be assigned determinate truth values as a function of their role within the
community (Hardine, 1976:10). Now the acceptance of this fact compels us to reject
such notions as ‘necessity’ or ‘universality’ as vacuous. Again if this point is
acceptable, there must be in principle a strict ‘ontological parity’ between different
conceptual schemes (Western and African, for example), and one’s preference of any is
purely a matter of personal choice and pragmatic considerations, rather than on any
over-arching principles or criteria. | am aware of the objections (Grice, et al., 1956:141-
158) raised against Quine’s critique of the empiricist dogmas by Grice and Strawson
and Putnam, among others, but | will not got into the controversy here except to say that
their objections are not fatal to Quine’s position. Whether or not any one believes it, the
rejection of the analytic- synthetic distinction has serious consequences for analytic
philosophy and the foundationalist epistemological enterprise because following from
Quine’s revisability thesis it is no longer reasonable for us to cling to the image of an
empirically neutral epistemology providing a priori criticism or justification of science
and the rest of culture.
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Wilfrid Sellars

Similarly Wilfrid Sellars’s (1963:164) attack on ‘the myth of the given’ forces us
to rethink our belief in the epistemological foundationalism. The myth of the given is
simply the view that there are certain kinds of self-authenticating, non-verbal episodes,
which consist of direct encounters with objects, and the authority of such encounters is
somehow transmitted to the verbal performances which express them. What this boils
down to is that there are facts that are non-inferentially known and which each instance
of knowledge of them presupposes no other knowledge and as such serves as ultimate
court of appeal for other claims. But Sellars argues that it is unreasonable to claim that
there is no kind of knowledge which presupposes no other knowledge since for him
justification is a holistic phenomenon which implies that the legitimacy of any belief at
all demands ipso facto the legitimacy of others. Thus the claim that there are facts that
are ‘given’ and which are based on some pre-linguistic entities like ‘1 am in pain or this
is red’ is, according to Sellars, mistaken, and arguing that knowledge begins with the
ability to justify and since language is public and intersubjective, all given elements
which purportedly ground knowledge are simply a part of our overall social practice
(Pompa, 1981:364).

Also it is worth remarking that the insights of the post-empiricist philosophers of
science tend not only to undermine our belief in science as the only paradigmatic mode,
but also that “there can be other forms of knowledge other than the natural science”. In
this regard, Thomas Kuhn, (1970) Paul Feyerabend (1975) and Mary Hesse, (1980)
among others, are united in arguing for alternative discourses or conceptions. One
consequence of this view is that the search for an Archimedean point or objective
criteria with which to evaluate the rationality of a belief is, to say the least, misguided.
They contend that a peoples’ beliefs and the status of such beliefs can only be judged
rational within the totality of the society’s culture, since other forms of knowledge and
belief have their truth-value embedded within the context of the society from which
they spring.

Richard Rorty

At this point, it is important to note that our discussion so far ties in one way or
another with Rorty’s anti-foundationalist position which will pre-occupy us now. As we
intimated earlier that Rorty seems to be fascinated by the anti-epistemological stance of
Quine and Sellars because they have been able or shown how to subvert the image of
philosophy as a foundational discipline which legitimizes or grounds the claims to
knowledge made by science, morality, art or religion. As Rorty (1980-:182) pults it,

When Sellars’s and Quine’s doctrines are purified they appear as complementary
expressions of a single claim; that no account of the nature of knowledge can rely
on a theory of representation which stand in privileged relations to reality. The
work of these two philosophers enables us... to make clear why an account of the
nature of knowledge can be, at most a description of human behaviour.

Even though, Rorty agrees with Quine and Sellars’s arguments, he nevertheless
expresses some reservations about the result of their inquiry. The point here is that
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whereas some critics accuse them of taking an extreme position in their attack on the
analytic-synthetic distinction and the myth of the given respectively, Rorty accuses
them of not being sufficiently radical since, according to him, they should have drawn
the unpalatable conclusion of the death of epistemology rather than saying that
epistemology can be replaced by a legitimate scientific inquiry; that is, attempting to
evolve a new epistemology, apparently referring to naturalized epistemology proposed
by Quine. According to Rorty, both of them are still caught up in the empiricist dogma
they attempted to subvert. Consequently, Rorty describes this attempt as a form of
metaphysical realism, a reactionary development, a last-ditch attempt to hold onto the
temporal, Kantian scheme-content distinction in a desperate attempt to avoid Hegel and
historicism (Rorty, 1977:90). In spite of these few critical remarks on the project of
Quine and Sellars, Rorty acknowledges that it is still their project that culminated in the
eventual collapse of the Cartesian-Lockean-Kantian legacy of epistemology, and
thereby opens an alternative way of perceiving knowledge (Bernstein, 1986:36).

Post-Modernism

Meanwhile, let us examine however briefly the connection of views of the
philosophers treated above with that of the post-modernist thinkers like Derrida,
Foucault and Lyotard, among others. It is necessary to do this because their views share
in a remarkable way with post-modernism which is characterized mainly by a distrust of
human reason and the metanarrative privileged positions arrogated to philosophy and
scientific knowledge. The term post-modernism, like modernism, is not susceptible to
easy definition because it has become a catch-word for philosophers, sociologists,
literary theorists, Marxists, artists, architects, media pundits, feminist theorists e.t.c.
This problem is further complicated by what is now fashionable in contemporary
thought to ascribe postness to such terms as post-structuralism, post-colonial, post-
marxism, post-industrial even posthuman which as Niyi Osundare (1993:1) says has
kicked up temporal, spatial, even epistemological problems. In spite of this difficulty
however, an attempt is made to delineate what it means in a broad sense. The prefix
post, in ordinary sense, implies that which comes after a rupture with the earlier period-
modern (Irele, 1993:53). In other words, the term is taken to mean an epochal break not
only with the modern era but also with various traditionally modern ways of viewing the
world. Still post-modernism following the writings of Foucault and Norman Brown,
implies not only the deconstruction of man and the end of the humanist credo, but also
the epistemological break with genitality and the dissolution of focused sexuality into
the polymorph perversity of oral and anal pleasure (Bell, 1990:69). What emerges from
this is that no matter how one defines post-modernism, it must include a rejection of the
established order or orthodoxy. In philosophy and literature, according to Kwame
Anthony Appiah, (1993:143) post-modernism is against foundationalism and a rejection
of the high seriousness of modernist writers as well as the stable meanings found in
modernist writings respectively

It is important to remark that those who propagate this view may have been
influenced by the Nietzchean suspicion of the tradition of Western philosophy which
claims to be a grand totalizing and metanarrative theory providing answers to problems
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posed by other discourses. Post-modern discourse does not only reject this, but also
seeks to subvert and transcend the logic of oppositions like logical or pre-logical,
civilized or savage, masculinity or feminity e.t.c, which the West had constructed in
order to categorize phenomena differently and thereby place one in a sort of pedestal
position over the other. The position of the post modernist thinkers especially Derrida,
(1975) is that the binary opposition is an arbitrary one since there is no objective,
transcendentally valid reason to relate one to the other or even relegate one to a
condition of dependence on the other.

Now if we tie together the views of Quine, Sellars, Rorty and the post- modernist
thinkers, among others, we will notice that the attempt by some philosophers to ground
philosophy on a foundational plank is illegitimate. If, as Quine has shown, that truths of
language and factual truths are interdependent and inseparable, then there can’t be any
talk of conceptual propositions which are separate from empirical ones. Again if this is
accepted, then the analytic-synthetic, necessary-contingent grid breaks down, and with
it the foundationalist search for a priori philosophy, that is, a philosophical system
which stands apart from other cultures or knowledge systems. Following the collapse of
the scheme-content grid other cultural or epistemological systems (including African
epistemology once held captive by philosophy are fully liberated and allowed a
conceptual space to air their “voices in the on-going conversation of mankind a voice
which commands no special authority over the right of others to say what they want,
and whose pronouncements rest upon no special insight into the nature of knowledge
(Rorty, 1980:264).

The point of discussion so far is that there are no trans-cultural criteria of
knowledge and rationality for all human discourses and cultures because rationality is
an essentially contested concept. Put differently rationality and epistemic justification
are explainable by reference to the collective beliefs and practices of a particular
epistemic community since every culture or community has its own way of ordering
reality, its own world-view.

Concluding Remarks

We can conclude the easy by reiterating the basic thrust of our argument here by
saying that it is difficult to sustain the argument that there are fixed immutable
(Archimedean) point in philosophy as posited by some philosophers as noticeable in the
writings of Descartes, Locke and Kant, among others, that there are trans-cultural
criteria of rationality. But it has been shown that rationality is an essentially contested
concept. If this is granted, then it is reasonable to argue that rationality is explainable by
reference to the collective beliefs and practices of a particular epistemic community
since every culture or community has its own way of ordering reality, its own world-
view. The moral of this dispersed view of philosophy is to argue for tolerance and
accommodation of other cultures, beliefs, religions and civilizations of the marginalized
or subaltern peoples of Africa, Asia, Australia and Tibet.
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Felsefenin “Arsimetvari Bakisina” Giivenmemek:
Insanhigin “Seslerinde ve Konusmalarinda”
Tolerans I¢in Bir Talep

Ozet

Kendilerinden disiplinlerini tanimlamalar1 istendiginde filozoflarin ya da hatta
felsefe 6grencilerinin, felsefenin “bilimlerin kralicesi”, “ilk felsefe” vb. oldugunu
soylediklerini duymak hi¢ de olagan dis1 degildir. Bu ifadeler ve adlandirmalar,
felsefenin insan varolugsunun ve ¢abalarinin merkezinde yer alisina oldugu kadar,
ayn1 zamanda diger disiplinlerle sahip oldugu kékensellige ya da baglantrya isaret
etmek i¢in, gogu zaman ona 6zellikle atfedilir.

Onlar bu durumu, en nihayetinde doktora (Ph.D) tinvaninmn bile, ki bu {invan
genellikle birkag yillik bir ders alimi ve arastirmadan sonra her tiir bilme tiiriini,
yani insan bilimlerini, sosyal bilimleri ve doga bilimlerini yasga Onceleyen
felsefenin soyuna duyulan hiirmet ve saygi neticesinde verildigini saka yollu
sOyleyerek hakli ¢ikarmaya calisirlar. Daha derin bir seviyede ise bu, filozoflarin
antik donemden baslayarak modern ve cagdas donemlere kadarki islerini ve
mesguliyetlerini bilmeye yonelik yararli kavrayislar saglar. Burada filozofun
temel kaygisi, felsefeyi ve onun gorevini “biligsel bir girisim ve kavramsal analiz
yoluyla her tiir bilgi iddiasin1 temellendirme cabasi” olarak kavramaktir. Bu
kavrayista felsefe, meselelerin altyapisini inceler ve temellendirici ya da ikincil
diizeyde sorular yoneltir.

Bu makalenin amaci, felsefenin hala bu orijinal imgeye sahip oldugunu, fakat yine
de yakin zamanlarda bazi aragtirmacilar tarafindan ortaya konulan uygulamalarin
ve genis kapsamli yorumlarin bir takim problemleri glindeme getirdigini
gostermektir; ki bu problemlerden birisi, bagka bir takim sdylem bigimlerinin
ortaya c¢ikisin1 yanlighkla marjinal hale getirebilecek ve kenara itebilecek
diktatoryel ve hegamonik tonun felsefi kavrayista igerilmesidir.

Anahtar Sézcukler
Temellendirmecilik, Epistemoloji, Evrensellik, Toplum, Postmodernizm.
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Contemporary scholars frequently interpreted Hume’s Law as a logical or
semantic thesis. Accordingly, no argument can have a conclusion with moral
content without having at least one premise containing a moral term. This
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“proposition” and “deduction”. | argue that “proposition” and “deduction” in the
relevant context should not be interpreted anachronistically. The correct
interpretation of these terms would be that; (i) “proposition” has no special
(logical) meaning, and (ii) “deduction” means very broadly all types of multi-step
inferences. In this case, Hume’s Law offers a wider claim than the logical and
semantic thesis suggest. In this paper, | am going to argue for this correct
interpretation of Hume’s use of the terms “proposition” and “deduction”. If we
appeal to this correct interpretation, we can see that Hume’s thesis has no
specifically a logical or semantic point. Hume wants to argue instead that our
moral judgments have no underpinning psychological relations of ideas or matters
of facts. According to this interpretation, it can be seen that the crucial term of the
“is-ought” passage is Hume’s “relations”.
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Introduction

As we are human beings, one of the most distinguishing features of our nature is
to evaluate and judge things. It is not to say that we are the true judgers of world, but it
is a plain truth that we constantly, insistently, and irresistibly evaluate and judge what
we experience, know, or feel. When we see an incorrect calculation, we say that the
result is wrong. When we know that people tend to be polite to others, we say that
politeness is a virtue. When we come to home at the end of the day, we say that ‘| feel
comfort’. Nothing in the world, which is not out of our experiential realm or cognitive
borders, escapes our evaluations. A big portion of our evaluations consist of our moral

concerns. David Hume in his study of A Treatise of Human Nature (Treatise)1 provides
his analysis and explanation of morality. Against the rationalist idea that morality is
derived from reason, Hume provides his counter-arguments especially in Treatise 3.1.1.
The practicality of morality is justified by the rationalists in terms of divine command,
or immutable and eternal laws or principles of morals. They think that morality is
essentially practical because we can demonstrate or show certainly that our moral
obligations necessarily follow from self-evident or necessary moral principles. The
main idea of Hume’s rejection of this rationalist conception of morality is spelled out in
the following passage:

In every system of morality, which | have hitherto met with, | have always
remark’d, that the author proceeds for some time in the ordinary way of reasoning,
and establishes the being of a God, or makes observations concerning human
affairs; when of a sudden | am surpriz’d to find, that instead of the usual
copulations of propositions, is, and is not, I meet with no proposition that is not
connected with an ought, or an ought not. This change is imperceptible; but is,
however, of the last consequence. For as this ought, or ought not, expresses some
new relation or affirmation, ’tis necessary that it shou’d be observ’d and
explain’d; and at the same time that a reason should be given, for what seems
altogether inconceivable, how this new relation can be a deduction from others,
which are entirely different from it. But as authors do not commonly use this
precaution, | shall presume to recommend it to the readers; and am persuaded, that
this small attention wou’d subvert all the vulgar systems of morality, and let us
see, that the distinction of vice and virtue is not founded merely on the relations of
objects, nor is perceiv’d by reason (T 3.1.1; Bolds added)

This rejection of the idea that statements of obligation can follow from
statements of facts of nature is well acknowledged among the philosophers of today and
back then. This passage is referred by several different names?. Richard Hare (1954-5:
303) calls it “Hume’s Law”. The reason why | use Hare’s phrase is that the
contemporary reception of this passage looks as considering it as one of the most
unshakeable principles of moral philosophy. According to the contemporary reception,

1
2

Treatise will be referred as T x.x.x throughout the paper.

Putnam (2004: 19) calls it “The fact/value Dichotomy”. Black (in Hudson (1969: 100)) uses
“Hume’s Guillotine”. Pigden (2010: 13) says “The autonomy of ethics”. Thompson (1989: 2)
calls it “The Fact-Value Thesis”. Sturgeon (1986: 128) refers it as “The is-ought gap”.
Hudson (1969) calls it “The Is-Ought Question”. Snare (1992: 83) uses “Hume’s Gap”.
Schurz (1997: 1) labels it “The Is-Ought Thesis”.
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it is overwhelmingly interpreted that Hume’s Law states either a logical thesis, or a
semantic thesis. The logical thesis offers the interpretation that no ought can logically
follow from an is. In other words, there are no formally valid arguments of this sort.
According to the semantic thesis, the Law suggests that there are no materially valid
arguments consisting of non-moral premises and a moral conclusion. The difference
between these two theses is that the latter requires an analytic-bridge principle among
the non-moral and moral statements, whereas the former claims that there are no
syllogistically valid ways to deduce statements with copula ought from statements with

. 3
copulais™.

Since my aim in this paper is not to discuss these two interpretations per se, the
importance of these interpretations is their common appeal to Hume’s use of the words
“proposition” and “deduction”. Both the logical and the semantic thesis interpretations
apprehend these uses of “proposition” and “deduction” literally. In this case, | will
claim that this apprehension is anachronistic and cannot provide us an appropriate
understanding of Hume’s Law as a Humean principle. By means of this, | will provide
sufficient explications and interpretations of what Hume means by “proposition” and
“deduction” in the relevant passage. Accordingly, | am going to argue that “proposition”
has no meaning similar to its conception in logic. Secondly, “deduction” is used as a
much broader term: multi-step inferences.

Hume on “Proposition”

In this section, I am going to argue that both in the relevant passage and
throughout the Treatise Hume does not use the term “proposition” in a technical sense.
Although it is a more sophisticated task to posit the early modern notion of proposition
—that 1 am not intended to examine here- there are signs in the Treatise, which enable us
to infer whether Hume’s use of proposition is as stringent as it is understood by the
prominent interpretation. In terms of this, | will argue that Hume’s use of proposition
has no similarity to the current understanding of proposition and also it may most
probably have no special or technical meaning which makes its use contextually
important in Hume’s writings.

I am not going to give any definition of proposition or try to show the specific
divergence of the meaning of proposition from sentence. What | want to do instead is to
show that such a difference in meaning is clearly not the case in the Treatise. Let us
look at some statistical search results for the related words. In the Treatise Hume uses
the word proposition in 51 instances. Surprisingly, the word sentence appears only one
time (and two times with an irrelevant meaning) and the word statement is not used at
all. First of all, the last result is not interesting because the word statement in its use

relevant to our discussion has a fairly new advocate in philosophy4. What is more

 lam discussing this distinction based on Charles Pigden’s explanations of the “Logical

Autonomy of Ethics” and “Semantic Autonomy of Ethics”. Accordingly, logical thesis and
semantic thesis refer to Pigden’s distinction. See, Pigden (2010: 13-14).
See, Strawson (1950).
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interesting is that Hume almost always uses the word proposition in any context where
it is about the meaning, or the truth-value of a declaration. The only use of the word
sentence is about understanding sentences having difficult pronunciations (T 3.3.1). In
this case, as it is the case for us, it may also be true for Hume that as David Lewis says,
“The conception we associate with the word ‘proposition’ may be something of a
jumble of conflicting desiderata” (1986: 54). As far as | understand the use of
proposition in those instances, Hume mainly interested in two qualities that a

proposition should have: being meaningful and be a truth-bearer°. For instance, Hume
says:
The person, who assents, not only conceives the ideas according to proposition,

but is necessarily determin’d to conceive them in that particular manner, either
immediately or by the interposition of other ideas”. (T 1.3.7)

For this, | agree, for instance, with P. J. E. Kail’s note that he adds in bracket
when he quotes this passage from Hume. Kail understands, as | do, proposition [the
Humean use] as “the verbal expression of relations among ideas” (2007: 38). Secondly,
David Owen in Hume’s Reason argues that Hume is not interested in whether ideas
have propositional structure or not. According to him, “propositional means ‘can be a
judgment or belief’, not ‘has propositional structure’” (1999: 99). This interpretation is
quite evident in Hume’s following use: “(...) tis far from being true, that in every
judgment, which we form, we unite two different ideas; since in that proposition, God is
(...) we can thus form a proposition, which contains only one idea” (T 1.3.7; n. 1).
Therefore, it seems at least fairly straightforward that for Hume proposition has no
special meaning as a logical term. Proposition is something which expresses our ideas
and their relations. So, his use of proposition is broad and he never distinguishes
propositions from sentences. In this case, it is plausible to say that Hume uses

proposition both in a technical and a non-technical sense®.

We can now compare one of his technical uses and the use in the “is-ought”
passage and decide whether both uses share any common features or not. At the
beginning of T 3.1.1 Hume says, “This is still more conspicuous in a long chain of
reasoning, where we must preserve to the end the evidence of the first propositions, and
where we often lose sight of all the most receiv’d maxims, either of philosophy or
common life.” Here, he says that in a chain of reasoning, conclusion must preserve what

So, there is at least one thing certain about Hume’s notion of proposition. In Rachel Cohon’s
words, “Hume is not a (translated) Fregean”. In other words, “by ‘proposition’ he does not
mean some abstract entity” (2008: 26; ftn. 13). If Hume had been a “translated Fregean”, then
it could be almost impossible to support it in its historical context because for the view of
reality of propositions, as McGrath (2012) puts it, “one looks in vain in the writings of the
British empiricists.”

One can argue here that if propositions need to be meaningful and truth-bearer, then why we
should conclude that proposition is not a logical term. After all, these two features are enough
to make it logical. My answer to this is that for Hume, we will see it in detail shortly,
deduction is not syllogistic. Hence, what propositions express are all ideas. And the form or
the structure of either propositions, or the argument itself has no importance. As | have shown
“God is” is a proposition even if it lacks the subject-predicate form.
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is said in the premises. Proposition is used as synonymous to premise. In the “is-ought”
passage the emphasis of premises of a chain of reasoning, however, is not on the word
“proposition” but instead, on the word “relation”. To recall, Hume was saying that
propositions express relations either with copulation ought or is. These relations are the
subjects of “deduction”. The premises of the chain of reasoning are propositions, of
course. Nonetheless, they are not subject to deduction in terms of being proposition but
in terms of the relation that they express. Ultimately, here, the word “proposition” is not
used as a technical term (i.e. a truth-apt-unit)7. The technical term in this context is the
word “relation”.

As it is not the issue of this paper, | am not going to deal with Hume’s account of
relations. However, it may be better to mention it briefly. Relations, for Hume, have an
important role in his own account of moral psychology. Relations are complex ideas and
they constitute the “quality, by which two ideas are connected together in the
imagination (...) or for that particular circumstance, in which, even upon the arbitrary
union of two ideas in the fancy, we may think proper to compare them” (T 1.1.5). So,
this quality, either being naturally found in the complex ideas (natural relations), or
deliberately operated by the mind for comparison (philosophical relations), is what
Hume finds crucial for the “is-ought” problem. Hume wants to say that neither of these
types of relations contains any quality by which the imagination or the reason can
compare ideas having moral meaning. In other words, for Hume there can be no moral
relations and this would still be correct whether we have moral propositions (in present

sense of “proposition”) or not’.

So | conclude that the word “proposition” cannot help any interpretation, which
desire to argue that Hume’s Law is a logical thesis. Hume may have used it in a
technical sense in quite a few places. However, in the “is-ought” passage, Hume’s
preference of using the word “proposition” does not indicate that his intention is to use
it in the technical sense. As | have shown; the real reason why ought propositions
cannot be “deduced” from is propositions is that there are no relations (qualities of
ideas, by which the mind associates them) corresponding to these ought propositions. In
other words there can be no moral relations.

Hume on “Deduction”

In this section, it will be seen that the term “deduction” faces a crucial
interpretive divergence. My attempt will be to pick the most consistent approaches and
try to figure out what is the most adequate interpretation specific to the use of
“deduction” in the “is-ought” passage. In this sense, | will not look at in detail the
historical encounters of this term in Hume’s era. However, it will be seen that the

7 Cohon continues in the aforementioned note and says that in the “is-ought” passage, “Since he
is discussing the words ‘is’ and ‘ought’, presumably ‘proposition’ here is a synonym for
‘sentence’ and refers to a linguistic entity” (op. cit.).

In this paper, | will postpone this discussion because this would require a separate paper. For
more discussions of this issue see, Capaldi (1992); Erdenk (2014).
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following resources are enough the capture the meaning of “deduction” and specifically
the meaning of “(not) deducing ought propositions from is propositions”.

Let’s start again with the search results from the Treatise. The word deduction
appears only four times and its cognates; deduce appears only in one instance and
deducing does not appear in the Treatise at all. This result has two alternative
interpretations. As many scholars do, we can say that Hume uses the term,
demonstrative reasoning instead of deduction and both of these terms mean the same
thing. On the other hand, as quite a few scholars do, we can say that by deduction Hume
means argument in general and by demonstrative reasoning Hume means arguments
with necessarily true premises and necessarily true conclusion. Since my purpose is not
to delineate Hume’s account of demonstrative reason and deduction, my task is in depth
to figure out whether Hume used “deduction” in the “is-ought” passage in a stringent
way similar to demonstration, or he was just negligent. | will claim that there are signs
to conclude that Hume’s use of deduction has both of these features and it is more
suitable to conclude that he does not strictly mean deduction as we understand this term
today.

Let us first compare his four uses of deduction in the Treatise. The first two uses
appear in the same passage:

I doubt not but these consequences will at first sight be receiv’d without difficulty,
as being evident deductions from principles, which we have already establish’d,
and which we have often employ’d in our reasonings. This evidence both in the
first principles, and in the deductions, may seduce us unwarily into the conclusion,
and make us imagine it contains nothing extraordinary, nor worthy of our
curiosity. (T 1.3.14; Italics added)

There are signs in this passage which show that Hume is using deduction in its
stringent sense. First, he says that these consequences are deductions from principles.
Secondly, these deductions are evident. Thirdly, they bring out conclusions without the
need of careful analysis. Fourthly, because the conclusions are so evident and plain we
may think that there is nothing interesting in them. All of these are indications of a
deduction in a stringent way and here Hume would not just mean argument in general.
However, this does not indicate that these deductions are also demonstrations. A
Gentleman lists three reasons why these “evident deductions” are demonstrative
arguments. He says:

(a) Hume uses the word “evident” which Locke (like other writers of the period)
often employs to distinguish those deductions which are demonstrative from those
which are not; (b) Hume’s cocksure self-confidence that his argument is ‘perfectly
unanswerable’ (T, 1.3.14.19/164), which ampliative deductions generally are not;
and (c) that his reasoning can indeed be recast as a deductively valid argument.
(2010: 84)°

According to Gentleman, ampliative deductions are not stringently deductions
because the conclusion is not contained in the premises. In this sense, we have to

The real name of the author is not indicated but the Lady referred in the title of the article is
Annette C. Baier, whose article in the same book is criticized by the Gentleman.
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understand that the consequences that Hume is talking about are contained in the
premises. Let’s suppose they are so and agree that the deduction is a stringent one. The
remaining question is: Are these deductions demonstrations too? There is no adequate
evidence in the passage which may help us to answer this question. In this sense, we
may need additional help here. Gentleman quotes eighteenth-century Johnson’s
dictionary and defines demonstration in his words as the following: “Thus
demonstration is a demonstrative argument or a deduction in the strict sense in which
the premises are not only necessary but self-evident” (ibid: 78). Gentleman thinks that
demonstration is a special type of deduction. | agree with his understanding. However,
in the relevant quote there is no evidence indicating that these deductions are
demonstrations. As Gentleman admits, deduction, Hume is referring (The idea of the
necessary connection is derived from the impression of heightened expectation), has
contingent premises (Every idea is derived from at least one impression; We have the
idea of a necessary connection; The only impression that we possibly derive the idea of
a necessary connection is the impression of heightened expectation) and thus it is not a
demonstration (ibid: 84). So every demonstration is a deduction but not every deduction
is a demonstration.

Owen argues that demonstration should not be understood as deduction, if
deduction means only argument or inference (1999: 83-112). So he is basically against
the view of the Gentleman. Owen argues, “(...) any account of Hume’s notion of
demonstration that includes the notion of “deductively valid”, where that notion is
construed formally either in the modern or the syllogistic sense, is equally
anachronistic” (ibid: 90). This claim is only about the demonstration and it does not
help us much. In terms of the use of deduction, Owen remarks, “He [Hume] is using

‘deduction’ in its standard eighteenth-century sense of ‘argument’” (ibid.)lo. A similar
claim is made by A. C. Macintyre as well:

The word ‘deduction” and its cognates have no entry in Selby-Bigge’s indexes at
all, so that its isolated occurrence in this passage at least stands in need of
interpretation. The entries under ‘deduction’ and ‘deduce’ in the Oxford English
Dictionary make it quite clear that in ordinary eighteenth-century use these were
likely to be synonyms rather for ‘inference’” and ‘infer’ than for ‘entailment’ and
‘entail” (1969: 43)™.

Owen supports his claim by appealing to Locke’s account of reasoning and the
logic books of the period. Maclntyre, on the other hand, relies on the eighteenth-century
dictionary explanation of deduction. Of course, both ways are acceptable. Even though
Gentleman tracks down the use of deduction in a similar way and uses mostly the same

10 Owen claims that Hume had followed the tradition from Descartes to Locke that “reject[s]

syllogism as a theory of reasoning” (ibid: 3; nt. 5). He also claims that the major logic books
(Arnauld and Nicole’s, Logic or the Art of Thinking (1996) and Gassendi’s, Institutio Logica
(1981)) of the period use ideas (instead of propositions) as the ingredients of logic. Following
this, Locke rejects syllogism as the adequate account of reasoning and replaces it with the
account, for which inference is the perception of the relation between two ideas by a
mediating idea.

' Foran objection to this, see Atkinson (1969: 51-58).
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resources with Maclntyre and Owen, he also refers to some other texts which may
support his claim.

For instance, Gentleman refers to Watts’ Logick (1996) and his understanding of
deduction as “the premises, according to the reason of things, do really contain the
conclusion that is deduced from them” (Gentleman 2010: 77). Secondly, he mentions
Berkeley’s (1901: 317) use of deduce:

Fourthly, by a diligent observation of the phenomena within our view, we may
discover the general laws of Nature, and from them deduce the other phenomena,
I do not say demonstrate; for all deductions of that kind depend on a supposition
that the Author of Nature always operates uniformly, and in a constant observance
of those rules we take for principles: which we cannot evidently know.
(Gentleman 2010: 79)

In Reid’s (2002: 31) remarks on the Treatise, Gentleman also finds another use
of deduce: “Your system appears to me not onely coherent in all parts, but likeways
justly deduced from principles commonly received among Philosophers ...” (Gentleman
2010: 81). All these evidence show that there was a use of deduction in its technical
sense also in Hume’s times.

However, none of these evidence show that the use of deduction and
demonstration fall into the same category. Secondly, in all of them deduction is meant
to occur from general principles. In other words, it seems to me that all of them are
about the syllogistic or formal way of reasoning. This shows that Hume may be
carefully distinguishing two types of reasoning. On the one hand, he prefers calling
demonstrative reasoning, by which he means the relation between ideas. On the other
hand, he prefers calling deductive reasoning, by which he means the formal validity of
an argument with premises containing the conclusion (or the alternative definitions of
deductive validity in the formal sense). Ultimately, it seems to me that both Gentleman
and Owen are right but Gentleman is inattentive because he disregards the point about
the criticism of formal validity in the period. This makes him conclude that
demonstration is a sub-class of deduction. On the other hand, Owen may overestimate
the eighteenth-century use of deduction as argument or inference. The evidence that
Gentleman is providing clearly indicates that deduction was also meant to be the
syllogistic way of reasoning.

There is another alternative to Owen’s historical references. Adrian Heathcote
(2010: 99) argues that Hume may not have been using Arnould and Nicole’s logic, and

instead he was applying Ockham’s list'? of negative logical inferences. Heathcote says:

[HJume’s master argument does not rely on, what could be called, positive
principles of inference — on what does follow from some set of statements — but
rather on negative principles of inference, that is what kind of statements cannot
follow from some set of premises (ibid: 97).

Heathcote’s alternative reading suggests that all of Hume’s conclusions
including the “is-to-ought-change” better be analyzed in terms of Ockham’s list.
However, the problem with this reading is that he never identifies his way of treating

12 see, Ockham (1990).
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Hume’s use of deduction and demonstration as interchangeable. Heathcote may be right
to say that Hume’s account of demonstration is originated not in the seventeenth-
century or eighteenth-century but in the medieval ages. However, the claim that formal
validity and certainty of some relations of ideas are different still holds. I think that
Heathcote assumed no difference between these two notions.

On this issue about Heathcote’s interpretation, Alan Musgrave emphasizes a
similar point like the one that | have just made. He says, “It has long been well-known
that logical facts are one thing, psychological facts about what we believe another. The
Laws of Logic are not, pace Boole, Laws of Thought” (Musgrave 2010: 123). Hume has
a similar reaction, but he may also think that logicians are going wrong when showing
the psychological underpinnings of the logical facts. Hume criticizes the logicians by
saying that they define and understand “conception, judgment and reasoning”
separately. According to Hume these wvulgar logicians define these “acts of
understanding” as the following:

Conception is defin’d to be the simple survey of one or more ideas: Judgment to
be the separating or uniting of different ideas: Reasoning to be the separating or
uniting of different ideas by the interposition of others, which show the relation
they bear to each other (T 1.3.7; ftn. 1).

Hume says that, first, because not all judgments require two separate ideas and,
second, the causal reasoning does not require any mediating idea, this division is
inaccurate. Hume thinks, “They all resolve themselves into the first, and are nothing but
particular ways of conceiving our objects” (ibid.). As Charles Echelbarger interprets
this, Hume thinks that the way logicians conceive the “the syllogistic way of reasoning”
(the deduction) only covers what Hume labels as “the reasoning” (1987-88: 353) in the
above quote. However, Hume thinks that it must cover and get reunited in the name of
conception. According to Echelbarger, “The formal nature of valid syllogistic reasoning
seems to require something which traditional logicians called universal propositions of
the subject-predicate form” (1987-88: 352). Ultimately, “Hume’s own view of the
nature of mind, together with his rejection of the traditional realistic theories of
universals, at once presents obstacles to such an account” (ibid.).

This tension between the formal features of reasoning and the psychological
underpinnings is bypassed today by relying only on the formal features of validity.
When Gerhard Schurz objects Heathcote’s own solution to the Master Argument, he
notices this tension: “Modern formal logic, and scientific methodology in general, is
exactly the attempt to overcome this subjectivity and unreliability of humans’ intuitive
reasoning by developing criteria of validity (or reliability). These criteria are based on
the logical form of arguments” (2010: 145). Hume seems to be not in an agreement with
the modern formal logic as well as the vulgar logicians of the early modern period.
Therefore, we must say that for Hume reasoning, if it is going to be equated with
syllogism, then it cannot be understood as merely demonstrative. In this sense, when
Hume mentions demonstration, he really does not mean deduction. And when he
mentions deduction, he means syllogistic and formal arguments.

I conclude that Hume uses deduction for the formal arguments and
demonstration for the relations of ideas. In this sense, an argument can be both
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deductively and demonstratively valid, but they are not mutually exclusive. As Kail also
sees that the deduction-demonstration struggle “is not a blunder on Hume’s part but
instead a commentator’s mistake of trying to assimilate demonstration to deduction”
(2007: 40). This point also explains why Hume used “deduction” and its derivatives so
infrequently. Hume’s project was to introduce the “science of man” and he was more
curious of to explain the causal origins of our ideas (the Newtonian project). In this
sense, deduction appears to be too abstract and verbal, and this makes him more
interested in how our ideas are related to each other. Hence, it is more adequate to
conclude that both deduction and demonstration in their stringent sense have application
in Hume’s philosophy. However, it would fall short of being a point about the “is-
ought” passage.

Let us now turn back to the “is-ought” passage. The sentence where deduction
appears was the following: “(...) how this new relation can be a deduction from others,
which are entirely different from it” (T 3.1.1). At face value, this use of deduction
seems just as the other use that I have already quoted at the beginning of this discussion.
However, | will argue that there are some significant differences. First, in the passage
from T 1.3.14 Hume was talking about deductions from principles, but in the “is-ought”
passage deduction is meant to be between relations rather than principles. In order to
claim that both applications of the word “deduction” are just the same, one should
convince us that relations and principles are interchangeable. However, this seems to be
very difficult. As | have discussed in the previous section, relations are either natural or
philosophical. Natural relations are not our deliberate conclusions. In Hume’s words
they are not “comparisons” (T 1.1.4) and “distinctions of reason” (T 1.1.7). So, when
we consider natural relations, it is not reasonable to say that they are principles in the
sense that they can be “employed in our reasonings”. Secondly, in this passage from T
3.1.1, Hume has already mentioned propositions and the imperceptible change in the
ordinary way of reasoning that his rival rationalists attempted. Why did Hume not just
say: “How these propositions with the copula ought can be a deduction from other
propositions with the copula is?” This version of Hume’s Law reflects a better
consistency with the contemporary readings of the “is-ought” passage as a logical
thesis. Secondly, if demonstration and deduction are interchangeable, why did Hume
not prefer the following version of his question: “How this new relation can be a
demonstration from others?” After all, it is clear that Hume feels comfortable to use
demonstration instead of deduction. Well, we can produce lots of other rhetorical
questions as well. For instance, we can ask why Hume never used the word deduction in
the exemplifications of algebra and arithmetic, and also in his account of relations of
ideas. He would have said mathematical deduction instead of mathematical
demonstration and it should have been just equally fine. However, he never did that. All
of these considerations decrease the weight of the interpretations claiming that
demonstration and deduction are interchangeable. Clearly, then, Hume differentiates
two types of reasoning. In the case of formal reasoning he finds this is-to-ought change
imperceptible. Further, and more importantly, he thinks that there cannot be a deduction
from ought relations to is relations.

However, talking about deductions from relations seems as an interpretive
deadlock. Again then, we need to be careful. We may quickly react to this claim and say
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that a deduction between relations is a bizarre notion. Nonetheless, we may ignore the
significance of the term “relation” and read it just, as if it means “proposition”
simpliciter. After all, relations are expressed in propositions. At this point it is helpful to
remind the reader one of the crucial criteria of interpretation. Wade L. Robinson says,
“The fundamental principle of interpretation is that we should always strive, in
interpreting a text, for consistency for the author” (2010: 68). However, this consistency
need not be necessarily achieved within the lines where the problematic phrases occur.
It may be achieved from the context of which the argument lies. Robinson adds, “What
thus matters in understanding a text is not what an author says in such-and-such a line,
but what the author is trying to accomplish in the text as a whole” (ibid: 69). So we
cannot just simply assert that proposition and relation function in the same way. This
would be an inappropriate solution to the inconsistency.

Here is why. | have already claimed that there is no special care for
“proposition” in Hume’s philosophy. | have suggested that it is perfectly legitimate to
read “proposition” as “sentence”. On the contrary, there is a great amount of work on
relations in the Treatise and Hume has a special account for relations as well. Hence, we
cannot just interchange a word with a special meaning with another one, which has no
specific importance in the context.

Secondly, at the end of the “is-ought” passage, Hume states his overall claim as,
“(...) the distinction of vice and virtue is not founded merely on the relations of objects,
nor is perceived by reason” (T 3.1.1). This overall claim clearly shows that deduction
would not be interchangeable with demonstration. As we know that Hume allows
demonstration only for arithmetic and algebra, it cannot be used for proofs concerning
relations of objects. However, what Hume claims is that such a “deduction” is not
allowed both for contingent matters of facts and necessary relations of ideas. Then,
another objection would be raised. One would say that Hume emphasizes only the
relations of ideas when he is claiming that such a deduction is inconceivable.
Nonetheless, he adds, at the end, the claim that it cannot be found in the relations of
objects as well. There can be two possible answers to this objection. First, from the
textual evidence, we can say that when Hume exemplifies the premises that rationalists
use, he appeals to two types of propositions: one is self-evident (for the rationalists) and
eternal truths and one is contingent matters of facts. For the former he mentions “the
being of a God” and for the latter he underlines “observations concerning human
affairs”. This second type, without dispute, contains contingent propositions and they
are propositions stating relations of objects. Therefore, in the proposition-talk, Hume
was holding the overall claim of the passage. So, when Hume objects to deducing ought
from is, he considers both relations of ideas and matters of facts. Ultimately, the virtue
of adequate interpretation forces us to conclude that deduction is not merely
demonstration and cannot be merely about formal validity. This claim is perfectly
compatible with Owen’s claim that “deduction” means “argument” or “inference”.

Then, we can turn back to the big question standing in the first place: Why Hume
used “deduction” instead of “inference” or “argument”? This is a perfectly legitimate
question which causes all of these confusions. Annette C. Baier agrees with Owen and
Maclntyre and argues that both for Locke and Hume *“deduction” is interchangeable
with “inference” with a mere difference that in the case of “inference” the operation is
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one step, whereas in the case of “deduction” it is a multi-step operation. (2010: 51)
Let’s have a quick look at Locke’s use of “deduction”: “According to reason are
propositions whose truth we can discover by examining and tracing ideas that we have
from sensation and reflection, and by natural deduction find the proposition to be true or
probable” (1975: IV.XVI1.23). And here we have Hume making a similar point but
instead of using “deduction”, he prefers using “inference”: “We may draw inferences
from the coherence of our perceptions, whether they be true or false; whether they
represent nature justly, or be mere illusions of the senses” (T 1.3.5). | found Baier’s
claim quite consistent in this context. Furthermore, if we run a search for “inference” in
the Treatise, we may even get tired of counting how many times it appears in the entire
text. At this point the last question to answer is: “Why Hume did not use “inference” in
the “is-ought” passage?” | think we may find Baier’s explanation of deduction in
Hume’s context prompting:

My hypothesis is that Hume, like Locke, restricts ‘deduction’ to the mediate
inferences of those who have the ability to verbalize them, and so he uses that
term more narrowly than ‘inference’, but, since not all deductions are
‘demonstrations’, considerably more widely than logicians do today (Baier 2010:
52).

Baier’s criteria of verbalization may not be accepted as plausible13. However,
there are two crucial points that we have to consider. First, Hume thinks that animals are
capable of making inferences. However, they carry these inferences not by reason but
by custom alone (EHU 9.5/T 1.3.16)14. Secondly, Hume also thinks that ideas are
inferences from impressions (T 1.3.7). These types of inferences are silent. By silent, |
mean there is no need to deliberate or articulate these reasonings (one-step operations).
However, other types of inferences require deliberation and articulation in addition to
the mental operation which originates them. In this sense, Baier’s distinction between
“inference” and “deduction” makes sense and seems perfectly legitimate. Ultimately,
we can now see why Hume would not prefer to use “inference” in the “is-ought”
passage. “Is-to-ought” changes, for Hume are multi-step operations which require
articulation and deliberation. In the context, then the appropriate word to use is
“deduction”. | think it suffice to say that Hume neither confuses his choosing of words,
nor he uses deduction interchangeable with demonstration. When we consider the
historical background and the contextual adequacy of the relevant terms, it is plainly
accurate to understand “deduction” as the general name for the inferences of the
relations of matters of facts and the relations of ideas as a whole.

| believe that | have shown sufficiently enough arguments and interpretations
concerning the issue of how to read the “is-ought” passage correctly. | have argued that
in the “is-ought” passage Hume specifically attacks to the rationalists. In this way, the

B However, if we remember that in the early modern philosophy starting with Descartes there

was an enormous obsession with human’s language capacity as the indication of rationality;
Baier’s interpretation may become a little more plausible. To see Descartes’ special treatment
of human language capacity; see, Erdenk (2013).

His example is the cause-effect inference. He also claims that children or even vulgar
philosophers may fail in such reasonings.

14
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adequate interpretation must take it as not a general reaction to any attempts to deduce
ought from is. Secondly, the most crucial term ‘deduction’ must be read as the generic
name of all multi-step inferences. In this case, the contemporary interpretations, which
take the use of deduction anachronistically, are implausible.

Conclusion

| have argued that the standard interpretation of Hume’s Law depends on an
anachronistic misinterpretation of the two crucial terms of the “is-ought” passage. The
term “proposition” cannot be interpreted as a logical term and the term “deduction”
cannot reflect its contemporary meaning. Proposition and sentence are interchangeable
words for Hume. More importantly, “is-ought” problem is not caused by the special
character of “propositions” but it stringently depends on Hume’s original account of
“relations”. The contemporary use of “deduction” can be equated with Hume’s term
“demonstration”. However, for Hume “deduction” is more than what “demonstration”
means. In this sense, “deduction” is best interpreted as all types of multi-step inferences.
Ultimately, the adequate interpretation of these terms makes the standard interpretation
inconsistent with what Hume originally wants to argue.

In this paper, | did not propose any genuine interpretation of Hume’s Law. Why
we cannot deduce ought from is, is not discussed in this paper. Although the
interpretation of Hume’s Law is a more important task, without this special analysis of
the key terms, it cannot be succeeded. By means of this, this paper puts forward the
following contributions to the adequate interpretation of Hume’s Law. First, Hume’s
Law is not restricted to the logical and semantic thesis. Secondly, without a careful
analysis of Hume’s account of relations, we cannot understand the nature of “ought
propositions”. Thirdly, a substantial look at the Treatise 3.1.1 can show us that Hume
pays more attention to the psychological underpinnings of morality instead of the formal
features of moral propositions. Ultimately, Hume’s Law must be evaluated as a

psychological thesis instead of a logical or semantic thesis™>.

B This suggested evaluation is offered in Erdenk (2014).
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David Hume’un Hume Yasasi’nda “Onerme” ve
“Tiimdengelim” Terimlerini Kullaniminin Bir Incelemesi:
“Dir/Dir-Meli/Mal1” Probleminin Standart
Yorumlamasina Bir Itiraz

Ozet

Giintimiiz felsefecileri Hume Yasasi’ni, genellikle, mantiksal ya da anlamsal bir
tez olarak yorumlamaktadirlar. Buna gore, herhangi bir gegerli argiiman, onciilleri
arasinda en az bir tane ahlaki igerige sahip bir Onerme bulundurmuyorsa,
sonucunda da ahlaki icerige sahip bir onerme bulunduramaz. Bu yorumlama,
Hume’un kullandigi “Onerme” ve “tiimdengelim” kelimelerinin yanlis ele
alinmasina dayanmaktadir. “Onerme” ve “tiimdengelim” terimlerinin ilgili baglam
gercevesinde anakronistik bir bigimde ele alinmamas: gerektigini savunacagim.
Bu terimlerin dogru yorumlamalari su sekilde olmalidir: (1) “6nerme” teriminin
higbir 6zel (mantiksal) bir anlam1 bulunmamaktadir ve (2) “timdengelim” terimi
¢ok genis anlamiyla biitiin ¢ok-basamakli ¢ikarim tiirlerini kapsamaktadir. Bu
actdan Hume Yasasi, mantiksal ve anlamsal tez yorumlamalarinin O6ne
siirdiigiinden daha genis bir iddiaya sahiptir. Bu makalede, “Gnerme” ve
“tlimdengelim” terimlerinin Hume baglaminda nasil dogru yorumlanabilecegini
tartisacagim. Eger bu dogru yorumlamaya uyacak olursak, Hume’un tezinin 6zel
olarak ne mantiksal ne de semantik bir iddias1 olmadig1 goriilecektir. Daha ziyade
Hume, ahlaki yargilarimizin altinda yatan hicbir psikolojik ideler aras: iliski ya da
olgulara dair durumun bulunmadigini tartigmak istemektedir. Bu yorumlamaya
gore, “dir/dir-meli/mali” pasajinin en can alic1 teriminin “iligki” kavrami oldugu
gorilebilecektir.

Hume Yasasi, Hume’un, fnsan Dogas: Uzerine Bir Inceleme(Inceleme; T) adl
eserinin ti¢lincli kitabinin ilk kisminin sonunda bir pasajda yer almaktadir (T
3.1.1). Bu pasaj kelimesi kelimesine okundugunda, Hume un dir/dir ile baglanmis
onermelerden meli/mali ile bagli Onermelerin tiimdengelimsel olarak
¢ikarsanamayaci iddiasini One siirdiigli seklinde yorumlanabilir. Bu okuma
iizerinden de standart yorumlama olarak adlandirdigim Hume Yasasi yorumlamasi
tiremektedir. Buna gore, Hume, gecerli argiimanlarimizda meli/mali ile bagl
onermelerin sonugta yer almasi halinde en az bir 6nciiliinde bu tiirden bir 6nerme
olmast gerektigini iddia etmektedir. Fakat bu yorumlamanin dayandig: iki 6nemli
terim olan “Onerme” ve “timdengelim” dikkatli incelendiginde Hume’un bu
terimler ile farkli kavramlar kastettigi goriilecektir. Bu durumda da standart
yorumlama kabul edilebilir bir yorumlama olmaktan ¢ikacaktir.

ik olarak “énerme” terimini inceleyecek olursak, bu terimin hem bahsi gecen
pasajda hem de /nceleme’nin genelinde, bizim bugiin anladigimiz gibi bir teknik
anlam ile kullanilmadig1 goriilecektir. Teknik bir anlamda kullanilmanin aksine,
Hume “Onerme” kelimesini her ciimle ya da her anlamli ve dogruluk degeri
tasiyabilecek ciimle igin kullanmaktadir. [nceleme’de ©nerme kelimesini
aradigimizda 51 kez kullanmildigint  gorebiliriz. Fakat ciimle kelimesini
aradigimizda sasirtict bir sekilde bu kelimenin sadece bir kez kullanildigt
gorilmektedir. Bu da gostermektedir ki; Hume, ©nerme kelimesini cimle
anlaminda da kullanmaktadir.
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Istatistiksel olarak iddiami destekleyen bu veri aym zamanda baglamsal olarak da
desteklenmektedir. T 1.3.7°deki pasaj Kail (2007: 38), Cohon (2008: 26) ve
Owen’in (1999: 99) de dedikleri gibi Hume i¢in “Onerme” kavraminin ideler arast
iliskilerin ifadeleri ya da genis anlamda yargi ve inan¢ anlamina geldigini
gostermektedir. “Dir/dir-meli/mali” pasajindaki kullanima baktigimizda soruna
dair vurgunun Snermelerin 6nerme yapilarma yonelik olmadigini; dnermelerin
ifade ettikleri iliskilerin niteligine dair oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu durumda pasajda
onem arz eden terim “Onerme” degil “iliski”dir. Hume’un iliskiler goriisii bu
makalede konu alinmayacaktir. Zira bu biitliniiyle ayr1 bir ¢aligma gerektirir.
Fakat kisaca sunu sdylemeliyim ki ahlaki onermelerin gegerli argimanlarla
¢ikarsanamayacag1 iddiasi, Hume’a gore ahlaki Onermelere karsilik iliskiler
olmamasindan kaynaklanmaktadir.

Ikinci olarak, standart yorumlamanin temel aldig1 ¢cok daha énemli bir kavram
olan “timdengelim” terimini inceleyecegim. Standart yorumlamanin aksine,
“tlimdengelim” teriminin, Hume baglaminda, bugiin bizim anladigimiz anlamimin
otesinde, cok daha genis bir bigimde cikarim; -ozellikle de, ¢ok basamakli
cikarimlarn  tiimii  icin kullanildigm  savunacagim. ilk olarak, tekrar,
Inceleme’deki arama sonuglarina bakarsak, “tiimdengelim” kelimesinin dort kez
ve bu kelimenin tiirevlerinin de sadece bir kez gectigini gorebiliriz. Bu sonug iki
sekilde yorumlanabilir. Bir¢cok arastirmacinin da soyledigi gibi, Hume’un
timdengelim kelimesi yerine “kanita dayal akil yiiriitme” terimini kullandigin1 ve
bu iki terimin ayni anlama geldigini iddia edebiliriz. Diger taraftan, gorece daha
az sayida arastirmacinin sdyledigi gibi, timdengelim terimi ile Hume’un “genel
olarak argiiman” demek istedigini ve “kanita dayali akil yiiriitme” ile “zorunlu
olarak dogru onciiller ve sonug¢ iceren argiiman”lar1 kastettigini savunabiliriz.
Benim hedefim ozellikle “dir/dir-meli/mali” pasajindaki kullanimi1 anlamak
oldugundan; bu yorumlamalardan hangisinin daha dogru oldugundan ziyade
hangisinin mevzu bahis pasajdaki kullanimi daha dogru agikladigin tespit etmek
daha fazla 6nem tasimaktadir.

Bu dort kullanim incelendiginde, Hume’un “tiimdengelim” terimi ile yalnizca
kanita dayalr ¢ikarimi kastetmedigi goriilebilir. Kanita dayali ¢ikarim, Hume’a
gore, sonucunu Onciilleri igerisinde barindirmalidir. Yani kanita dayali
¢ikarimlarda yeni bir bilgi ortaya konulamaz. Bu anlamiyla kanita dayali ¢tkarim
bizim bugiin kullandigimiz anlamyla “tiimdengelim” kavramiyla benzer anlamli
olarak yorumlanabilir. Ancak, tiimdengelimsel ¢ikarimlar icin Hume, “apagik
¢ikarimlar” ifadesini kullanirken, 6rnek olarak kanita dayali ¢ikarimlarin yani sira
delile dayali ¢ikarimlar1 da 6rnek olarak gostermektedir. Bu durumda hem ideler
arasi iligkiler hem de olgulara dair durumlardan tlretilen ideler birer timdengelim
olarak anlasgilmalidir. Bu durum s6zii edilen pasajin son ciimlesinde de kendini
gostermektedir.

Arastirmacilar, donemin “timdengelim” kavramini agiklamak i¢in hem dénemin
diger filozoflarmin kullanimlarma hem de doénemin s6zlik ve mantik
kitaplarindaki ifadelere bagvurmaktadir. Ancak, Hume’un bir deneyci oldugu goz
oniinde bulunduruldugunda doénemin deneycilerinin tiimdengelim anlayisi daha
belirleyici bir rol oynayacaktir. Deneyciler igin tiimdengelim tasimsal olmaktan
ote psikolojik bir ¢ikarimdir. Ideler arasinda araci bir ideye gerek duymadan
tiiretilen ideler tiimdengelimsel olarak ¢ikarsanmaktadir. Locke (1975), Gassandi
(1981) ve Arnauld ve Nicole (1996) tiimdengelimi bu sekilde kullanmislardir.
Tabi ki, bu ipuglari dénemin tiimdengelim anlayigini ortaya koymak i¢in yeterli
olmasa da, Hume’un kullanimini anlamamiz igin yeterli kaynagi saglamaktadir.
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Inceleme’deki metinsel ipuclart Hume’un deneyci gelenek ile paralel bir
“timdengelim” kullanimi oldugunu soylemeyi gerektirmektedir.

Tim bu agiklamalara ek olarak Hume’un bahsi gecen pasajda neden
“tlimdengelim” terimini kullandigint da agiklamamiz gerekmektedir. Hume
tiimdengelim yerine “gikarim” ya da “argiiman” terimlerini de kullanabilecekken
neden 1srarla “tiimdengelim” terimini kullanmistir? Bu hususla ilgili Annette C.
Baier (2010) orijinal bir iddia 6ne siirmektedir. Baier’e gore Hume, ayn1 Locke
gibi, “timdengelim” terimini sozlii ifade yetisi olan canlilarin (6rn. insanlarin)
kullanabilecegi bir arag¢ olarak goriip, daha genel bir ifade olan “¢ikarim” terimini
akil ya da bilis sahibi olan tiim canlilarin (6rn. hayvanlar) yapabildigi bir
operasyon olarak kullanmaktadir (2010: 52). Buna gore, “cikarim” tek basamakli
(direkt) edinimleri olugtururken, “timdengelim”, ¢ok basamakl1 biitiin ¢ikarimlari
kapsamaktadir. Ornek olarak, gorsel duyumlardan edinilen algilar birer “gikarim”
olustururken, algilar setinden ¢ikarsanan biitiin ideler birer “tiimdengelim”dir.
Sonug olarak, bu makalede Hume’un “timdengelim” terimi ile ideler aras
iligkilere dair ¢ikarimlarla olgulardan tiiretilen biitiin ¢ikarimlarin genel bir adini
ifade ettigini iddia etmekteyim.

Bu makalede Hume Yasasi’nin yeni bir yorumlamas: yapilmamustir. “Meli/mal1”
ifadelerinden “dir/dir” ifadelerinden neden ¢ikarsanamayacagr hususu bu
makalenin ele aldig1 bir konu degildir. Bu yorumlama her ne kadar ¢ok daha
onemli olsa da, bu makalede ortaya konan terimlerin analizi olmadan Hume
Yasast’nin basarili bir yorumlamasi elde edilemez. Bu kapsamda, makale Hume
Yasas1 yorumlamalarina su katkilari saglamaktadir. Ik olarak, Hume Yasasi
mantiksal ya da anlamsal bir tez olarak kisitlandirilamaz. Ikinci olarak, Hume un
iligkiler goriigiiniin dikkatli bir incelemesi olmaksizin “meli/mali” énermelerinin
dogasini tam olarak anlayamayiz. Son olarak, Inceleme 3.1.1°e saglam bir bakis
bize, Hume’un ahlaka dair 6nermelerin psikolojik alt yapisina, onlarm bigimsel
yapilarindan daha fazla 6nem vermis oldugunu gosterecektir. Bu durumda, Hume
Yasas1 mantiksal ya da anlamsal bir tez olmaktan &te psikolojik bir tez olarak ele
almmalidir.

Anahtar Sozcikler

Metaetik, Olgu-Deger Ayrimi, Ahlak, Duygusalcilik, Duyguculuk, Ahlak
Yargilari, Normatiflik.
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Kuantum Teorj_si’nin Sartre’in Varolusculugu
Uzerinde Etkileri

Ozet

Bu makalenin amaci, Kuantum Teorisi’nin hangi felsefi yaklasimi etkiledigini
gostermeye caligmaktir. Newton paradigmasinin yerini, heniiz tamamlanmamus bir
paradigma olarak kabul edilen Kuantum Teorisi almaya baslamistir. Bu durum,
sadece bilim adamlarinin diinyay: algilayis bi¢imini degistirmemis ayni zamanda
bu yeni paradigmanin egemen oldugu evrende yasamaya baslayan herkesin
diinyay1 algilama bi¢imi de degismistir. Diger bir ifadeyle, paradigma degisimi
bilim alaniyla birlikte tim diger bilgi tiirlerini ve alanlarmi da etkilemistir.
Paradigma degisiminden etkilenen alanlardan biri de felsefedir.

20. yiizyilda ortaya atilan Kuantum Teorisi’yle birlikte mekanik-determinist evren
anlayis1 sarsintrya ugramistir. Kuantum Teorisi’nin evren anlayisinda olusturdugu
koklii degisiklikler basta determinizm ve Ozgiir irade olmak {izere pek ¢ok
sorunun yeni bastan ele alinmasini gerektirmistir. S6z konusu sorunlarin ele alinip
yorumlanmasinda, 20. yiizyilin en 6nemli felsefi diigiince akimlarindan biri olan
varoluggulugun -Sartre’in varolusgulugu Ozelinde- temel tezlerinin kuantum
mekanigindeki temel varsayimlarla ortiistiigii goriilmektedir.

Anahtar Sozcukler
Kuantum Teorisi, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi, Varolusguluk, Sartre.



Kuantum Teorisi'nin Sartre’in Varolusculugu Uzerinde Etkileri

152 i, KOLYOl 2015724

Giris

Bilim ve felsefe birbirlerinden cok temelli bir bicimde ve birbirlerine
indirgenemezcesine farkli olan dikotomik alanlar olarak goriildiikleri donemlerde bile
birbirlerini etkilemislerdir (Erdogan 2005). Sézgelimi Planck, filozof ile bilim adaminin
calisma bigimlerinin farkli oldugunu belirtmesine karsin, felsefeyle bilimin isbirligi
yapmasmin Onemine dikkat cekmektedir (2007: 36). Filozofun ve bilim adaminin
birbirinden &grenecegi seylerin ¢ok fazla oldugunu vurgulayan Planck’in da belirttigi
gibi, bilim ve felsefenin bilgiye ulasma konusunda yontem farkliliklarinin bulundugu
asikardir. Ancak, her iki bilgi alaninin yontemleri farkli olsa da ele aldigi konular
ortaktir. “Gerek bilimin gerekse felsefenin konular1 temelde insan, dinya ve evren
lzerinedir” (Erdogan 2005: 2) ve dolayisiyla belli bir ¢aga egemen olan paradigmanin
catis1 altinda bu konulari ele alirken birbirlerinden etkilenmemeleri miimkiin degildir.

Bilim ve felsefe arasindaki etkilesimin kacinilmaz oldugu kabuliinden hareketle,
bu ¢alismada Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusgu felsefesi tzerindeki etkileri
belirlenmeye ¢aligilmistir. “Eric Hobsbawm’in asiriliklar ¢agi olarak niteledigi 20
yiizyilda” (Celik 2007: 127), Newton paradigmasi atom alt1 hareketleri agiklayamadigi
icin ve ortaya ¢ikan anormallikler de var olan paradigmayla giderilemedigi igin
Kuantum Mekanigi adi verilen yeni bir paradigma ortaya ¢ikmustir. “Fizigin ulastig
deteminist sistem karsisinda Kuantum varsayimi bilyiik bir karmasa yaratmis ve fizigin
temel yasalar sisteminde kimi 6nemli degisiklere yol a¢mustir” (Planck 2007: 40).
Nitekim, Kuantum Mekanigi’nin kurucularindan olan Heisenberg, Born, Schrodinger,
Bohr ve Dirac gibi bilim adamlar1 temel gercekligin asla bilinemeyecegini 6ne
stirmiisler ve algilara indirgenemeyen hicbir seyi kabul etmemislerdir. Heisenberg
tarafindan 1927 yilinda ortaya konulan ve Kuantum Mekanigi’nin en Onemli
ayaklarindan birini olusturan Belirsizlik Ilkesi ile birlikte, nedensellik ilkesi yerine
belirsizlik ilkesi benimsenmeye baglanmig, bilimdeki kesinlik anlayisi terk edilerek
bunun yerine olasilik anlayigi yerlesmeye baslamistir. Kuantum Teorisi’nin ortaya
konulmasiyla, Newton fiziginin kavramlarma 0zgii olan kati gergevenin ¢dzilup
dagildigin1 vurgulayan Heisenberg, bu ¢oziliisin birbirinden tamamen ayr iki evrede
olustuguna dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bunlardan birincisi, “Rolatiflik Teorisi cercevesinde
uzay ve zamanin degisiklige ugramalaridir. Coziiliisiin ikinci evresi ise, atomun
yapisiyla ilgili deney sonuglarindan ulasilan madde kavramindaki degisikliktir” (2000:
187). Bu durum, “matematiksel kestirim ve ondeyilerin fiziksel yasalarla Ortlstigi
hakkindaki temel inanci -bu ayni zamanda rasyonalite ile olgusalligin Ortiistiigii
inancidir da-, Newton fizigine klasik fizik denilmesine yol acacak 6l¢iide sarsmigtir”
(Ozlem 1996: 144). Hatta daha da dnemlisi, tiim bilgi tiirlerini ve alanlarini yakindan
ilgilendiren, determinist yasalara bagli olmayan evren goriisii, ilk defa bilimsel bir goriis
olarak Kuantum Teorisi tarafindan ortaya atilmistir ve bu goriis basta varolusguluk
olmak tizere pek ¢ok diisiince akimini etkilemistir (Taslaman 2008).

20. yiizyilda, ozellikle iki diinya savasi sonrasinda ortaya c¢ikmis olan
varolusculuk, insani yazginin bir tutsagi gibi ya da yalmizca tarihsel giiglerin bir araci
gibi  gbren  mekanistik ve  deterministik  felsefelerin  aksine,  insanin
kisiliksizlestirilmesine baskaldirmakta, insan bireyini, onun biricikligini ve bir kezlik
yagamini Onemseyip One ¢ikarmakta ve felsefi etkinligin biricik ilgi odag haline
getirmektedir. Ozellikle “6zgiirliik meselesini, insanin diinyadaki durumunu ele alan
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cagdas egzistansiyalist filozoflarmn, tarihsel stregte ileri surdukleri diigiinceler, varoluga
iligkin yaptiklar1 tanimlamalar oldukga cesitlilik gostermektedir” (Cevizci 2011: 1143).
Varolus felsefesindeki bu ¢esitlilige ragmen, varolusgulugun temel 6zelliklerini Cevizci
asagidaki gibi 6zetlemektedir:

1) insan s6z konusu oldugunda 6z varolustan énce degil, varolus 6zden 6nce
gelir: Insan 6nce var olur, daha sonra kendisini tanimlayip kendi 6ziinii yaratir.

2) Varolus tikel ve bireyseldir, dolayisiyla felsefenin varlik ve tiimeller gibi
konularla ugragip nesnelligi aramasi yerine, korkuyu, yabancilagmayi, sikintiyi,
boguntuyu, hi¢lik duygusunu, insanlik halini ele alip dznellige yonelmesi gerektigini
vurgular.

3) Evrenin akilla anlagilabilir olan bir gelisme dogrultusu olmayip, 6zii itibariyle
sacma ve anlamsiz oldugunu, evrene anlamin insan tarafindan verildigini ileri siirer.

4) Evrende, insanin hazir buldugu ahlak kurallari bulunmadigini, ahlaki ilkelerin
kendi eylemleri disinda baska insanlarin eylemlerinden de sorumlu olan insan tarafindan
yaratildigini ve bireyin eylemlerine iligkin 6ndeyide bulunamayacagini 6ne siirer.

5) Bireylerin mutlak bir irade 6zgiirliigiine sahip bulundugunu, insanin 6zgiirliige
mahkiim oldugunu ve oldugundan tlimiiyle farkli biri olabilecegini savunur.

6) Varolusguluk, nesneden yola ¢ikan, varlikla ilgili nesnel dogrulara ulagmaya
calisan goriislere karsi, 6zneden hareket etmenin ve 6znel hakikatlerin 6nemini vurgular
(1996: 532).

Varolus felsefesi her ne kadar ¢ok ¢esitlilik gosterse de, varolus felsefesindeki bu
gesitlilik varolugsgulugun insanci yaninda birleserek bir insan felsefesi halini almaktadir.
Insan etkeninin belirgin bir sekilde 6ne c¢ikarilmasi varolusculukta goriildiigii gibi
Kuantum Teorisi’nde de gorilmektedir. Kuantum Teorisine gore, evrende insan kendi
bagmadir ve insana gdre anlam kazanan bir doga séz konusudur. Diger bir ifadeyle,
doganin 6lciitii bile insanin kendisidir. Ornegin, Kuantum Teorisi’nin kurucularindan
olan Heisenberg (2000), doga teriminin Kuantum Teorisi’nde insan etkenine gore anlam
kazandigin1 vurgulamaktadir. Taslaman’in da belirttigi gibi, “Kuantum Teorisi’nde
ozellikle, gozlemcinin roliinde yapilan epistemolojik degisiklik, zihnin ontolojik
statiisiinil arttiran yani insan etkenini on plana ¢ikaran goriiglerin ortaya c¢ikmasina
zemin hazirlamistir” (2008: 217). Nitekim, varolusgulukta insan etkeninin ¢ok belirgin
bir sekilde 6n plana ¢ikarildigi, insanin 6zgiirliigliniin ve 6zgiir iradesinin temel kabul
edildigi dikkat cekmektedir. Ozellikle, Sartre’mn varolusculugunda bunu daha belirgin
bir sekilde gorebilmek miimkiindiir.

Bu ¢aligmada amaclanan, Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusculugu tizerinde
etkili oldugunu gostermektir. Bu savi serimlemek i¢in, Kuantum Teorisi ile Sartre’in
varolusgulugu arasindaki benzer yonler maddeler halinde saptanmaya calisilmistir.

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’mn Varolusculugu Uzerinde Etkileri

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusgulugu tizerindeki etkileri ontolojik
indeterminizm - varolus 6zden 6nce gelir; dalga ve pargacik ikiligi - kendinde varlik ve
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kendi i¢in varlik; bir tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik - kendi i¢in varlik (6zgiirliik);
g6zlem sireci - bakis fenomeni; atom alt1 evren - kendinde sey olmak iizere bes madde
lizerinden irdelenmistir.

1) Ontolojik indeterminizm — Varolus Ozden Once Gelir

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusgulugunu etkiledigine iligkin olarak
gosterilebilecek ilk &rnek, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik ilkesi’nde savunulan dogada
ontolojik indeterminizmin var oldugu goriisiiniin, Sartre’in felsefesinin en temelinde
bulunan, varolus 6zden 6nce gelir ilkesi tizerinde etkili oldugu konusuna iligkindir.

Kuantum Kurami’nin kesinlikler diizeyinde degil, ancak olasiliklar diizeyinde
yiiridiigii Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi’yle aciklik kazanmustir. Bu ilkeye gore,
elektron gibi kiigiik bir par¢acigin konum ve hizini birlikte saptamak olanaksizdir. Bu
olanaksizlik ilkede olup deney teknigindeki yetersizlikle ilgili degildir. Heisenberg bu
tezini, gozlem araglarin goézlenen nesne veya olgu iizerindeki bozucu etkisine isaret
ederek agikliga kavusturmaya ¢alismistir. Elektronu gozlemek igin radyasyon kullanma
geregi bulunmaktadir. Elektronun yeri saptanmak isteniyorsa dalga uzunlugu kisa
radyasyon kullanmak zorunludur. Bu ise, kullanilacak olan radyasyonun frekansinin ¢ok
yuksek, kuantum enerjisinin ise biiyiik olacagi anlamina gelmektedir. Oysa boyle bir
kuantum, elektrona carpar ¢arpmaz onun hizin1 degistirmektedir. Diger taraftan, uzun
dalgali radyasyon kullanilacak olursa -ki bunun kuanta enerjisi kiguktur- elektronun
hizi degismemekle birlikte, bu sefer de yerini tam olarak saptama olanagi
kaybolmaktadir. Yani, elektronun bulundugu yeri tam olarak saptama hizin
belirsizlestirmeye, hizin1 tam olarak saptama ise yerini belirleyememeye yol
agmaktadir. Oysa, klasik mekanikte bir sistemdeki nesnelerin bir andaki yerini ve
hizlarini bilmemiz, daha sonraki durumlarint belirlememiz igin yeterli olmaktadir. Diger
bir ifadeyle, evrendeki tiim nesnelerin su andaki konumlariyla hizlarmin bilinmesi
kosuluyla, gelecekte veya gegmiste herhangi bir andaki durumlarmi tam Kkestirmek
olanagi miimkiindiir (Yildirim 2011: 160-161). Buna karsin, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik
Ilkesi, olast ama belirsiz olgularm varhigma dikkat cekmektedir. Bu ilkeye gore
gelecekte potansiyelin nasil aktiialize olacag: belli degildir, bu potansiyel ¢ergevesinde
olgular olugacak olsa da gelecegin ucu agiktir. “Ontolojik sans” (gercekten var olan,
bizim gizli degiskenleri bilemeyen cehaletimiz veya deneysel ve kavramsal
yetersizliklerimiz gibi epistemolojik eksiklikler ve sorunlar ile bir ilgisi bulunmayan, bu
tiir seylerden kaynaklanmayan sans) evrenin objektif ger¢ekligidir. Yani, indeterminizm
dogaya ickin bir Ozelliktir, tamamen ontolojik bir durumdur; dolayisiyla dogaya
ontolojik indeterminizm hakimdir. Kuantum Mekanigi’nin kurucularindan olan
Heisenberg, Bohr ve Planck ontolojik indeterminizmin varligin1 savunmuslardir ve
epistemolojik olarak neyi bilebilecegimizi betimlerken, bunun ontolojik durumu tarif
ettigine gecis yaparak; indeterminizmin, cehalet ile deneysel ve kavramsal
siurliliklarimizdan kaynaklanmadigini, bunun dogaya ickin oldugunu, doganin gergek
bir durumu oldugunu savunmuslardir (Taslaman 2008: 78-79).

Heisenberg ve Bohr’un (Kopenhag yorumculari) tersine, atom-alti diinyada
ontolojik degil, epistemolojik indeterminizmin var oldugunu One siiren Einstein,
Belirsizlik {lkesi’nde ileri siiriilen fikirleri kabul etmemistir ve ‘Tanr1 zar atmaz’ diyerek



Kuantum Teorisi'nin Sartre’in Varolusculugu Uzerinde Etkileri

i, KOLYOl 2015724 155

evrende ontolojik indeterminizmin olamayacagini One sirmistiir. Buna karsin
Kopenhag yorumculari, bilmenin etkilesmekle, 6lgmekle gergeklestigini ve bunu
yaparken en azindan tek bir tane de olsa bir foton kullanmak zorunlulugu oldugundan
ve o bir tek foton her seyi degistirdiginden, prensip olarak hi¢ bir zaman her tiirli
gozlemciden bagimsiz objektif mutlak bir gergeklik olamayacagini ileri slirmislerdir
(Aktolga 2004: 21-23).

Yukarida sunulan goriis, Sartre’in felsefesinin en temelinde bulunan ve sadece
insan varhigi i¢in gegerli olan varolus 6zden oOnce gelir ilkesiyle benzerlik
gostermektedir. Spekiilatif felsefeye karsi olan Sartre, Varlik ve Higlik adli galigmasinda
fenomenolojik bir ontoloji ortaya koymaktadir. Bu yontem, her tiirlii dediiktif tutumu
reddeden, varliga dogrudan yonelen bir yontemdir. Diger bir ifadeyle Sartre,
ontolojisinde, olan1 oldugu gibi gosteren, varliklar1 tasvir edici bir yontem
uygulamaktadir. Aslinda, Sartre’tn fenomenolojisi Heidegger’in fenomenolojik
yaklagimindan izler tagimaktadir. Kant’in bilgi edinme etkinliginde zaman ve mekan
sezgisinin kapsayiciliginda yapmis oldugu fenomen ve kendinde sey (fenomen ve
kendinde diinya) ayrimini ortadan kaldirarak biling ve diinyanin es zamanli oldugunu
sdyleyen Sartre, ayn1 zamanda Husserl fenomenolojisinin merkezini olusturan epokhe -
Oze gidebilmek igin varolan her seyi ayra¢ icine alma- yerine, Heideggger’in ‘dunya
icinde varlik’ anlayisin1 koymustur. Daha agik bir ifadeyle, Sartre epokhe’den hareket
etmek yerine, Heidegger’in yaptig1 gibi varolustan, 6znenin deneyiminden yola
¢tkmakta ve varlik 6znenin deneyimiyle bize kendini siirekli acan bir sey olarak
belirmektedir.

Sartre’a gore, eski ontolojiler fenomenlerin arkasinda ne bulunduguna iliskin
spekiilasyon yaparak varligi bulaniklastirmiglar, taninmaz bir duruma getirmislerdir. Bu
nedenle varligin arkasinda ne olduguna iligkin insan1 bir ¢ikmaza siiriikleyen spekiilatif
aciklamalar bir kenara birakilarak, varolani sadece goriindiigii gibi tasvir etmek
gerekmektedir. Cunkd, Sartre’a gore varlikta 6z ve goriiniis birbirinden ayr1 seyler
degildir: Goriiniis 6zl saklamaz, tam tersine 0zii ortaya ¢ikarir, goriinen sey Oziin
kendisidir. Oz’ii, “ilke olarak bireysel tezahiirlerin sonsuz bir dizisi aracihiiyla agiga
¢ikarilabilmek zorunda olandir” (2010: 22) seklinde tanimlayan Sartre, “sakligii¢c”lin
(puissance) ve “edim”in ikiligini kabul etmemekte, her seyin edim halinde
bulundugunu, edimin arkasinda ne gii¢, ne exis ne de gerekirlik bulundugunu o6ne
siirmektedir. Ornegin, deha denildigi zaman Proust deha sahibiydi denildiginde oldugu
gibi, bundan kimi yapitlarin iiretilmesinde ortaya ¢ikan ama orada kendini tiiketmeyen
ozel bir giicli artik anlamamaktayiz. Ciinkii Proust’un dehasi, ne tek basma ele alinan
eserdir ne de Proust’un bu eseri liretmeye muktedir olmasidir. Proust’un dehasiyla
anlagilan sey, bir kisinin kendini ortaya koyma sekillerinin biitiinii olarak diisiiniilen
eserdir. Bu Ornekteki sekliyle goriiniis ve 6z arasindaki diializmi dislayabileceginizi
vurgulayan Sartre igin, bir varolanin 6zii, o varolanin derinliklerine gomiilii bir
gerekirlik degil, onun goriinmelerinin akigini yoneten apagik bir yasadir, dizinin
nedenidir. Dizinin nedeni olarak 6z, goriinmelerin arasindaki bir baglantidir, yani
kendisi de bir goriinmedir. Ozlere iliskin bu goriiniim imkam, Husserl’de karsimiza
¢ikan, bir seyi biitlinliigl iginde bir defada anlamaya yarayan 6zgorii (wesenschau)
kavramina karsilik gelmektedir. Boylece, fenomenal varlik kendini ifsa eder, varolusunu
ifsa ettigi kadar 6ziinii de ifsa eder ve fenomenal varlik bu kendini ifsa edislerin, tezahiir
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ediglerin birbirine iyice baglanmig dizisinden baska bir sey degildir (a.e., 20-21).
Buradan anlasilabilecegi gibi, Sartre i¢in esas olan varolustur, 6z, varliga sonradan
katilan sadece bir mahiyettir.

Varolus 6zden 6nce gelir ilkesi, once insanin var oldugunu, su ya da bu
olmasinin daha sonradan geldigini imlemektedir. Daha agik bir ifadeyle, Sartre’a gore,
insan Tanr1 tarafindan dnceden belirlenmis bir 6ze sahip degildir, ¢iinkii yaratilmamustir.
Insan, bu diinyaya Sartre’m deyimiyle, adeta firlatilmistir ve kendi bagina birakilmustir.
Dolayisiyla, 6nceden belirlenmisg, verilmis ve donmus bir insandan s6z etmek mimkiin
degildir. insan davramslarim belirleyen, etkileyen, sinirlandiran higbir etki bulunmadig
icin, insan kendisini nasil yaparsa dyle olacaktir, insanoglu 6zgiirdiir, insan 6zgiirliiktiir.
Yalmz ve mazeretsiz kalan insan, 6zgur olmaya mahkumdur, 6zgiirlige zorunludur.
Zorunludur, ¢iinkii yaratilmamigtir; 6zgirdir, ¢unkil bir kez yerylzine geldi mi,
diinyaya atild1 mu artik biitiin yaptiklarindan sorumlu olmaktadir (Sartre 1999: 69-70).

Goriildiigii gibi, dogada ontolojik indeterminizmin var oldugunu 6ne siiren
Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik ilkesi gibi, Sartre’in gbriislerinin en temelinde bulunan
varolus 6zden once gelir ilkesi de determinizmin varligini kabul etmemektedir.
Determinizmin reddedilmesi ise, 0zgur iradeye yer agmaktadir. Determinist evren
goriisinin  6zgir iradeye yer birakmadigimi vurgulayan Planck bu konuda soyle
demektedir: “Bir yanda insaninin kendi ahlaki onuru, 6te yanda i¢ ve dis diinyamizda
keskin bir yasalligin egemen oldugu kanisi ve insanin bu ikisini bagdastirmak istemesi
sorununa iligkin olarak yiizyillar boyunca sinirsiz sayida diistinceler tiretilmistir” (2007:
23). irade 6zgiirliigii ile iradenin baglanmishig1 {izerine insanlarin adeta iki ayr1 kampa
ayrildigini vurgulayan Planck, nedensel iliskiyi kafamizdan ¢ikarip atarsak mantiksal bir
celiskiye diismeyecegimizi, nedensellik ilkesinin ¢ignenmesiyle bigimsel mantigin
birbiriyle bagdasabildigini belirtmektedir. Cunki, Planck’a gore, “gergeklik diinyasinda
nedensellik yasasinin gegerliligine salt mantik araglariyla karar vermek olanaksizdir, bu
nedenle nedenselligi bir yana birakarak disiinmek gerekmektedir” (a.e., 26).

Ote yandan, determinist bir evrende, tek bir olus seklinin digindaki alternatiflerin
ontolojik statiisli imkansizliga esitken, indeterminist bir evrende alternatiflerin olusmasi
miimkiin olmaktadir. Bu &nemli farklilik ise, Tanri-evren iligkisi ve Ozgiir irade
sorunlar1 ele almirken degisik yaklasimlarin olusmasina yol acan temel bir ayrilik
noktasidir. Clinkti, determinist bir evren anlayisi, bir¢ok diisiiniir tarafindan 6zgur
iradenin varligma tehdit olusturan bir sorunsal olarak goriilmiistiir. Ozellikle
varolusgularin birgogu i¢in bu ciddi bir sorun niteligindedir. Nitekim Sartre, insanlar
icin Ozgirligii kaginilmaz gormekte ve insanin kendi kendini inga ettigini
vurgulamaktadir. Oysa, determinizmin insani insa ettigi iddiasi, Sartre'in bu yaklasimina
kars1 ciddi bir tehdit niteligindedir (Taslaman 2008: 77-78). Ciinkii, Sartre insanlarin
ahlaki sorumlulugunu indeterminizmi benimseyerek temellendirilmeye ¢aligmaktadir.

Sartre’a gore, insan Ozgiir olmaya mahkum oldugundan diinyanin tiim agirligin
omuzlarinda tagimaktadir. insan, diinyadan ve varolma tarzi olarak kendi kendisinden
sorumlu bir varliktir. Sartre (2010: 687) sorumlulugu, “bir olaymn ya da bir nesnenin
yadsinamaz faili olma(nin) bilinci” seklinde tanimlamaktadir. Bu anlamda, “kendi
icin”in (insanin) sorumlulugu bunalticidir, ¢linkii “kendi igin”, bir diinyanin var
olmasim kendi varligiyla saglayandir ve ayni zamanda o, kendini de var eden
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oldugundan i¢inde bulundugu durumu biitiiniiyle tistlenmek zorundadir. Bu mutlak
sorumluluk, ozgirliigiimiiziin sonuglarinin mantiksal hak talebidir. Sartre’a gore,
basimiza gelen her sey bizim aracilifimizla gelir ve biz bunlara ne iiziilebiliriz ne isyan
edebiliriz ne de sineye ¢ekebiliriz. Bundan en basta anlagilmasi gereken sey, insan
olarak bagimiza gelen seylerin iistesinden gelebilecek olmamizdir. Ciinkii, bir insanin
basina gelen seyler kendisi yiiziinden ve baska insanlar yiiziinden gelir, yani bu seyler
gayri-insani degil, insanidir. Bagimiza gelen seyler sonunda bir karar veririz ve bu karar
0zglir secimimizin bir sonucu oldugu i¢in verdigimiz kararin tim sorumlulugunu tasiriz.
Sorumluluk ise, ahlakliligi imleyen bir terimdir. Dolayisiyla, Sartre i¢in secimlerimiz
ahlakli olmak zorundadir. Diinyanin ig¢ine birakilmis olmak, her seyden sorumlu
oldugumuz bilincini gerekli kilar. “Kendi i¢in”in sorumlulugu, yasanan-diinya olarak
biitin diinyaya yayilir ve “kendi i¢in”, igdaralmasiyla kendini tam da boyle kavrar.
Yani, “kendi i¢in” ne kendi varliginin ne baskasinin varliginin ne de diinyay1 olusturan
“kendinde”nin temeli olan, ama kendisinde ve kendisi digindaki her yerde varligin
anlamma karar vermek zorunda olan bir varlik olarak kendini kavrar. Boyle bir
sorumluluk igine birakilmis olmak durumunu i¢i daralarak fark eden kisinin, artik ne
vicdan azabi ne pismanligi ne de mazereti vardir. O artik kendi kendisini biitiiniiyle
kesfeden ve varlig bizatihi bu kesifte yatan bir 6zgiirliikten baska bir sey degildir (a.e.,
687-691).

Yukarida goriildiigii gibi, Sartre, insani sinirsiz bir 6zgiirliige mahkum ederek
ona mutlak bir sorumluluk yiiklemektedir. Insam belirleyen higbir sey bulunmadig: icin,
kigi tim davranislarindan sorumludur. Dolayisiyla, insanin yapacagi her sec¢imin
sorumlulugu kendine ait olacag: igin secimleri ahlakli olmalidir. Indeterminist bir
yaklagimi benimseyerek Ozgiir iradeye yer agan Sartre gibi, Kuantum Teorisi’nin
Kopenhag yorumu da, “butlin maddi evrende ve insan beyninde ‘objektif olasiliklar’in
mevcut oldugunu” (Taslaman 2008: 215) 6ne siirmesiyle, 6zgiir iradenin var oldugunu
desteklemektedir. Bunun yam sira, Sartre diinyayi, “kendinde varlik” olarak
nitelendirmektedir ve “kendinde varlik” fenomenlerin varligina karsilik gelmektedir.
Sartre tarafindan “fenomen, geride durup kendini gdstermeyen, olan’in onun vasitasiyla
kendini gosterdigi bir sey” (2010: 9) olarak goriilmektedir. Daha agik bir ifadeyle,
Sartre fenomenden, goriinen ve goriindiigii sekilde olan, goriinmelerinin arkasinda
hicbir sey barindirmayan bireysel varliklar1 anlamaktadir. Bilingten yoksun olan
“kendinde varlik, nedensiz, sebepsiz, zorunluluksuz ve kdkensel olarak olumsal bir
varliktir” (a.e., 763). Nedensiz oldugu i¢in, “kendinde varlik”1 mutlak sagmalik olarak
nitelendiren Sartre icin, “varlik diinyasinda bir nedensellikten s6z edebilmek miimkiin
degildir. Varolusgu kisi, edilgin, anlagilmaz, rvir-zivir esyalarla dolu bir diinyada
bulunmaktadir” (1999: 111). Buna karsin, “kendinde varlik”a bir bilincin (kendi i¢in
varlik’in) yénelimiyle birlikte, “kendinde varlik” mutlak sagmaligindan kurtulmakta ve
boylece bir anlam kazanmaktadir.

Husserl gibi Sartre i¢in de her biling bir seyin bilincidir. “Bilincin bir seyin
bilinci olmasi, agkinligin bilincin kurucu yapisi oldugu anlamina gelmektedir” (Sartre
2010: 38). Askin bir nesneye gore konumlanmig olmayan bir biling yoktur anlamina
gelen bu diisiinceye gore, bilincin hicbir igerigi bulunmamaktadir. “Biling bir seyin
bilincidir demek, bilincin biling olmayan ve biling onu aginladiginda 6nceden zaten
varolan olarak kendisini veren bir varligin agimlanmig-aginlanig1 halinde ortaya ¢ikmak
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zorunda oldugunu sdylemektir” (a.e., 39). Bu yargi, bilincin, kendisi olmayan bir
varlikta tasinarak dogdugunu imlemektedir ve Sartre buna, ontolojik kanit adim
vermektedir. Her biling, bir nesneye ulagsmak i¢in kendine askinlastigi oOlcilide
konumlandiricidir ve bu konum iginde kendini tiiketir. Higbir tdzsel yani olmayan
biling, salt bir goriinistiir. Yani, ancak kendine goriindiigii 6l¢lide varolur. Ama, salt
goriiniis oldugu i¢in, tam bir bosluk oldugu i¢in —¢ilinkii biitiin diinya onun disinda
kalmaktadir- gdriiniisiin ve varolusun ondaki bu &6zdesligi nedeniyle, mutlak olarak
diistiniilebilmektedir (a.e., 32-33).

Bunun yant sira, “biling, kendi varligi i¢inde varlig1 kendisi i¢in soru olan ve bu
varlik kendinden bagka bir varligi kapsadig: 6l¢iide soru olan bir varliktir” (Sartre 2010:
39). Bu varlik, ancak fenomenlerin fenomenoétesi varligidir, yani fenomenlerin arkasina
saklanacak numenal bir varlik degildir. Biling tarafindan imlenen sey, genel olarak
diinyanin varligidir. Sartre i¢in, varolanin varliginin 6zelligi, Ayn1 Heidegger’de oldugu
gibi, kendini, bilince bizzat kendisinin agmamasidir. Yani, varlik ancak 6znenin
deneyimiyle kendini acan bir seydir. Varlik daima, kendisini hem a¢iga ¢ikaran hem de
Orten varlik tarzinin i¢inden kavranir. Biling, varolanin her zaman Gtesine gecebilir, ama
biling varolanin varligina dogru degil de bu varligin anlamina dogru varolanin &tesine
gecebilir. Sartre’a gore, bilincin, ontik-ontolojik olarak adlandirilmasini miimkiin kilan
sey budur. Ciinkii, onun askinliginin temel 6zelliklerinden biri ontik olani ontolojik
olana dogru agmaktir. Varolanin varliginin anlami, kendini bilince agik eden olarak,
varlik fenomenidir. Bilince kendini dolaysiz bir bicimde gosteren varlik fenomeni,
varlik degildir ama varhig1 gésterir ve onu gerektirir. Buna karsin, bilincin (kendi igin
varlik) varligi, fenomenin “kendinde varlik”indan radikal bir bigimde baskadir (a.e., 39-
40).

“Kendinde varlikn tersine, “kendi i¢in varlik” ne ise o olmayan ve ne degilse o
olan varliktir. “Kendi i¢in”, kendisinin segmemis oldugu bir kosulda beliren biri olarak,
diinyaya atilmis olarak, bir durum igine birakilmis olarak, saf bir olumsallik hali olarak,
temelini kendisinin olusturmadigi bir seyi, diinyadaki mevcudiyetini, kendinde
barindiran olarak, “kendinde varlik”1 (diinya) yonelimleriyle anlamlandiran olarak
vardir (Sartre 2010: 139-140). Buradan anlagilabilecegi gibi, Sartre igin ancak “kendi
icin varlik”in yonelimiyle birlikte, bilingten yoksun, nedensiz, sebepsiz, sagma,
zorunluluksuz ve kokensel olarak olumsal bir varlik olan “kendinde varlik” bir anlam
kazanabilmektedir.

Benzer sekilde, Kuantum Teorisi ile ilgili yapilan atom deneyleri, imkén ile
gerceklik arasinda orta yerde bulunan tuhaf tiirden bir fiziksel gergeklik anlayist ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu deneylerde, sadece fotonlarin degil, atom diizeyindeki biitiin diger
parcaciklarin hem bir parcacik hem de bir dalga karakterine sahip olduklar1 ve bir tek
pargacigin ayni anda iki ayr1 yerde bulundugu ortaya konulmustur. Heisenberg, bu ttr
deneylerin yorumuyla ilgili olarak, Bohr ile sonu gelmez tartismalara girdigini fakat
yine de bir ¢dziim yolu bulamadiklarini ve her tartisma sonrasi parka hava almaya
¢iktiginda su soruyu kendi kendisine defalarca sordugunu vurgulamaktadir: “Doga,
gercekten su atom deneylerinde goriindiigli kadar sagma ve anlamsiz olabilir mi?”
(Heisenberg 2000: 20).
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Yukarida goriildiigii gibi, Sartre’n varlik (dunya) betimlemesi Heisenberg’in
belirsizlik ilkesinde 6ne siiriilen ontolojik indeterminizm ile Ortiismektedir. Her iki
yaklasimda da nedensellik ilkesi yerine belirsizlik ilkesi benimsenmekte, kesinlik
anlayisi yerine olasilik anlayis1 desteklenmektedir.

Ayrica, Sartre’in varlik betimlemesinde “kendi igin varlik”a yapilan vurguyla
insan etkeninin belirgin bir sekilde 6n plana c¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Ayni durumun
Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesinde de s6z konusu oldugu dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Nitekim,
Heisenberg doga teriminin kuantum mekaniginde insan etkenine gére anlam
kazandigin1 agagidaki gibi ifade etmektedir:

Obje ve diinyanin geri kalan boliimii diye ayrim yapmanin keyfi bir is olmadigimni
soylemek bir cok yonlerden daha dogru olacaktir. Bir atom olayini incelerken
karsilastigimiz olgu gergekte sudur: Belirli bir olay1 anlamak istiyoruz, bu olaymn
doganin genel yasalar1 agisindan hangi mantiksal uslamlama ile tanimlanacagini
bilmek istiyoruz. Olaya katilan madde ya da isin pargasi, teorik arastirmamiz
sirasinda karsimizdaki dogal bir karsi nesne oluyor ve iste bu yiizden de olay1
incelemek i¢in kullandigimiz aletlerden ayrilmasi gerekiyor. Béylece yorumlarda
yeniden 6znel bir 6ge beliriyor, ¢linkii 6l¢me tertibat1 da eninde sonunda gozlemci
tarafindan yapilmis bir seydir ve hatirlamak zorundayiz ki, gézlemini yaptigimiz
sey doganin kendisi degil, bizim soruyu bigimlendirme tarzimizdan etkilenmis
olan dogadir. Fizikteki bilimsel caligmalarimiz, dogay: ilgilendiren sorulari
elimizdeki dil cergevesinde sormak ve yine elimizdeki araglarla yaptigimiz
deneylerden bunlarin cevaplarini ¢ikarmaktir. Boylece Kuanta Teorisi, Bohr’'un
ifade ettigi gibi, hayatta ahengi, yani uyum birligini, uyumdaslig1 ararken, ayni
zamanda hem seyirci hem de oyuncu oldugumuzu unutmamayi bize hatirlatmig
oluyor (2000: 35).

“Kuantum Teorisi’yle gozlemcinin roliinde yapilan epistemolojik degisiklik,
zihnin ontolojik statlislinii arttiran, yani insan etkenini 6n plana ¢ikaran goriislerin
ortaya ¢ikmasina zemin hazirlamistir” (Taslaman 2008: 217). Nitekim Sartre, bilgiyle
ve dogrulukla iliskisi olan her seyin insansal oldugunu vurgulamaktadir ve her tiirli
degerin temelini, kendisini ve dolayisiyla da degerlerini kendi se¢en “kendi igin
varlik”in (insanin) tasidigi ozgirlilkte gormektedir. Insamin diinyaya yonelmesiyle
birlikte, diinya sagmaligindan kurtularak bir anlam kazanmakta ve bdylece diinya, insan
icin diinya —benim i¢in diinya— haline gelmektedir.

2) Dalga ve Parcacik ikiligi — Kendinde Varhk ve Kendi i¢in Varhk

Sartre, “kendinde varlik (en-soi)” ve “kendi i¢in varlik (pour-soi)” olmak Utzere
varlig1 iki yanli olarak tanimlamaktadir. Sartre’in varlik anlayisinda karsimiza ¢ikan bu
bakis acistyla, Kuantum Teorisi’ndeki dalga ve parcacik ikiligi goriisii arasinda bir
anoloji kurulabilir.

Kuantum Teorisi’ne gore var olmanin iki hali bulunmaktadir: Ya atalet halinde
var olunmaktadir ve bu durumda bir dis gézlemci i¢in bu var olma potansiyel bir
gercekliktir ya da etkilesme esnasinda objektif bir gergeklik olarak var olunmaktadir.
Atalet hali, bir seyin belirli bir durumun (state) i¢indeki varligini muhafaza etmesi
anlamina gelmektedir. Bu var olus hali, tipki bir ihtimal dalgasi olarak var olan
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elektronun potansiyel varligi gibidir. Ciinkii var olmak, bir molekiiller yigim olmak
demek degildir, tam tersine bir sistem i¢inde gerceklesmektir (Aktolga 2004: 15-16).

Var olmanin bu iki hali, elektron, foton gibi mikro varliklarla yapilan “Cift Yarik
Deney”inde (Doppelspalt Experiment) karsimiza net bir sekilde ¢ikmaktadir. Bu
deneyde karsilasilan dalga-pargacik ikilemi, anlasilmasi giic bir sonu¢ ortaya
koymustur. S6z konusu deneyde, kaynaktan c¢ikan tek bir elektronun ya da tek bir
fotonun iki delikten birden ayni anda gectigi ve hem dalga hem de pargacik karakterine
sahip oldugu belirlenmistir.

Bir parcacigin ayni anda iki ayr1 yerde olmasi veya hem dalga hem de pargacik
ozelligi gostermesi gibi Kuantum Teorisi’nde yapilan deneylerde karsimiza ¢ikan bu tiir
sonuclar nedeniyle Heisenberg, “klasik mantigin kabul ettigi ii¢iincii imkanin olamazligi
-tertium non datur- ilkesinin degistirilmesi gerektigini” (2000: 171) ileri stirmiistiir.

Ancak, Kuantum Teorisi’nde Bohr’un 6ne siirdiigii “Tamamlayicilik ilkesi’yle
birlikte, dalga ve parcacik olmak gibi birbirleriyle ¢eliskili gibi goriilen durumlarin bir
arada var olabilecegi savunulmaya baglanmistir. Bohr dalga-parcacik ikilemini (bir
elektron yeri kesinse bize pargacik, kesin degilse dalga olarak goriinmektedir)
aciklarken, dalga ve parcacik kavramlarini birbirini tamamlayan ve vazgegilemez iki
kavram olarak gormektedir. Bohr’a gore, elektron gibi bir nesneyi betimlerken tek bir
kavram yeterli gelmemektedir. Ona gore, “elektron bazen pargacik, bazen dalga bazen
de her ikisidir” (Erdogan 2011: 115). Dolayisiyla, Bohr, pargacik ve dalga olmayi ayni
varliklarmn iki ayr1 gdriiniimii olarak yorumlamistir.

Benzer sekilde Sartre da, “kendinde varlik” (fenomenin varligi) ve “kendi icin
varlik” (diistinim-6ncesi cogito’nun varligi) olmak tizere birbirinden ayr1 olan iki varlik
bolgesi ayirt eder. Sartre, varlik kavramini birbirlerine indirgenemeyen iki bolgeye
bolmesine karsin, bu iki bolgenin aym bashk altina yerlestirilebilecegini, “kendinde
varlik” ile “kendi i¢in varlik”in aslinda bir biitiin oldugunu 6ne siirer.

Sartre, “kendinde varlik” deyince sadece goriinen varligi ve bu goriinenin
arkasinda higbir sey barindirmayan varligi anlamaktadir. Yani, “kendinde varlik”,
fenomenin varhigma karsilik gelmektedir ve Sartre, fenomeni bir goriingl -duyu
organlar1 aracilifiyla bilince yansiyan bir goriintii- olarak diistinmemektedir, tam
tersine, Sartre tarafindan fenomen “geride durup kendini gostermeyen, olan’in onun
vasitastyla kendini gosterdigi bir sey” (2010: 9) olarak goriilmektedir. Daha agik bir
ifadeyle, Sartre icin fenomen ayn1 Heidegger de oldugu gibi, 6znenin deneyimiyle
kendini siirekli agan bir sey olarak anlagilmaktadir. Gergeklik fenomenle sinirlidir ve
fenomen goriindiigi gibidir. Yani, “gériinmenin varligini dlgen sey, onun goriiniiyor
olmasidir” (a.e., 25).

Sartre, “kendinde varlik”a su ti¢ 6zelligi atfeder: “Varlik kendinde olandir, varlik
ne ise odur, varlik sadece vardir” (2010: 44). Varlik fenomenine iligkin diisiincenin,
yaratimcilik adi verilen ¢ok genel bir dnyargi tarafindan siklikla karartildigini 6ne siiren
Sartre, Tanr’nin karsisinda varolan varligin, kendi kendisinin dayanagi oldugunu ve
Tanrisal yaratmanin en ufak bir izini tasimadigini belirtmektedir. Sartre’a gore,
“kendinde varlik, varligin1 yaratiligin Gtesinde sahiplenmektedir” (a.e., 42). Bu ise,
varligin yaratilmamis oldugu anlamina gelmektedir. Ancak, buradan varligmn kendi
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kendisini yarattig1 sonucu da ¢ikarilmamalidir, ¢linkii o zaman da onun kendinden 6nce
oldugunu varsaymak gerekir. Oysa, varlik kendi’dir ve bu nedenle o, bilincin oldugu
tarzda kendi kendinin nedeni olamaz. Varligin kendinde-kaim olusu, etkin olanin da
edilgin olanin da o&tesindedir. Ayni bigimde, olumsuzlamanin oldugu kadar
olumlamanin da dtesindedir. Sartre’a gore, varligi bilince kiyasla tanimlayacak olursak,
varligin ne oldugu tam da burada ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. O, noesis icindeki noema’dir.
Yani, en ufak mesafe birakmaksizin kendi igindeliktir. Varlik, kendini
gerceklestiremeyen bir ickinlik, kendini olumlayamayan bir olumlama, kendi kendisiyle
dopdolu oldugu i¢in etkiyemeyen bir etkinliktir. Tamamlanmig ve kendisiyle dolu olan
“kendinde varlik”, alacagi en son sekli almistir (a.e., 41-42).

Varligin “kendinde varlik” olmasi, onun kendinin bilinci gibi kendine
gondermemesi anlamina gelmektedir, yani varlik kendi’dir. Kendi’ yi olusturan surekli
distiniim eriyip bir 6zdeslik kalibina girdigi icin, varlik temelde kendi 6tesindedir.
Varlik kendi kendisiyle dolu oldugu i¢in kendi kendisine opaktir. Bu ise, ‘varlik ne ise
odur’ diyerek ifade edilir. Sartre icin, “kendinde varlik”in bir diger 6zelligi olan ‘varlik
ne ise odur’ su anlama gelmektedir: “Kendi basina, ne degilse o olmamasi bile
imkansizdir. Nitekim, o hi¢bir olumsuzlama igermez” (2010: 43). “Kendinde varlik”in
bolgesini gosteren bu formil, A=A’dir seklinde ifade edilen 6zdeslik ilkesine karsilik
gelmektedir. Ozdeslik ilkesi, “kendinde varlik”in opakligmi gosterir. Bu opaklik,
‘disarida’ oldugumuz i¢in onu 6grenmek ve onu gozlemek zorunda kalacagimiz
anlaminda, bizim kendinde’nin karsisindaki konumumuza bagh degildir. “Kendinde
varlik” bir digin karsit1 olan bir yargiya, yasaya, kendinin bilincine benzer higbir iceriye
sahip degildir. Kendinde’nin gizi yoktur, o tamamen somdur. Bir anlamda, “kendinde
varlik”1 bir sentez gibi tanimlamanin miimkiin olabilecegini 6ne siiren Sartre, onun
bitiin sentezlerin en ayrismazi oldugunu, kendinin kendiyle sentezi oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Buradan dogal olarak, varligim varligi i¢inde yalitilmis oldugu ve
kendinden olmayan seyle higbir miinasebet kurmadigi sonucu ¢ikmaktadir. Her tlrli
degismeden ve olugtan uzak olan “kendinde varlik”, zamansalligin kapsamina sigmaz,
icine kapal1 ve izole haldedir (a.e., 43-44).

Kendinde varlik vardir, Sartre’mn “kendinde varlik”a iliskin olarak 6ne siirdiigi
lclincl 6zellik olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bu 6zellik, varhigin ne miimkiin olandan
tiiretilebilecegi ne de zorunlu olana indirgenebilecegi anlamina gelmektedir. Ciinkii
zorunluluk, varolanlarinkini degil, ideal Onermelerin baglantisin1 ilgilendirir.
‘Fenomenal bir varolan, varolan oldugu siirece asla bagka bir varolandan tiiretilemez’
seklindeki diglinceyi Sartre, “kendinde varlik”in olumsalligi olarak adlandirir.
“Kendinde varlik” aymi sekilde, bir miimkiin olandan da tiiretilemez. Ciinkii, miimkiin
olma “kendi igin”e ait bir yapidir, yani varligin 6teki bolgesine aittir. “Kendinde varlik”
asla miimkiin de imkansiz da degildir, o sadece vardir. “Kendinde varlik”in fazladan
oldugunu sdylemek, onun kesinlikle hi¢bir seyden, baska bir varliktan da, bir miimkiin
olandan da zorunlu bir yasadan da tiiretilemeyecegi anlamina gelmektedir.
Yaratilmamis, varlik nedeni bulunmayan, bir baska varlikla hi¢bir bagi bulunmayan
“kendinde varlik” ebediyen fazladandir (Sartre 2010: 43-44).

Diger yandan, Sartre, “kendinde varlik”a iligkin olarak 6ne siirdiigii ‘ne ise odur’
bicimindeki formiiliin karsisina, ‘ne degilse o olan ve ne ise o olmayan’ bi¢ciminde
tanimladigr  “kendi i¢in”in varligma iliskin formiilii ¢ikarmaktadir. Fazladan,
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devinimsiz, kimiltisiz, kendisiyle 6zdes olan ve kendi varligina dayanan “kendinde
varlik”mn tersine, “kendi igin varlik” siirekli devinimdir ve bu varlik insan varligina
kargilik gelmektedir. Sartre’a gore, “biling kendi varlig1 i¢inde varligi kendisi i¢in sorun
olan bir varliktir” (2010: 134). Yani, bilincin varligmin tam uygunluk i¢inde kendi
kendisiyle oOrtiismemesi soz konusudur ve bilincin 6zelligi, bir varlik ¢oziilmesi
olmasidir.

Bilincin ontolojik temeli olarak “kendi i¢in”in varlik yasasi, kendine mevcut
olma bi¢iminde kendisi olmaktir. Varlik kendine mevcutsa, bunun nedeni varligin
timilyle kendi olmamasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. “Varligin kendine mevcut olusu,
varlikta kendisinden bir kopukluk gerektirir” (Sartre 2010: 137). Bu noktada Sartre,
Ozneyi kendi kendisinden ayiranin “hi¢” oldugunu belirtir. “Higlik, varhigmn varlik
tarafindan soru konusu yapilmasidir, yani tastamam bilingtir ya da kendi i¢in’dir” (a.e.,
139). Biling olmak bakimindan bilincin varligi, kendi kendine mevcut olarak kendine
mesafeli varolmaktir ve varligin, kendi varligi iginde tasidigi bu mesafeyi Sartre
“hiclik” olarak adlandirmaktadir. “Higlik, varhiga varlik aracihigiyla gelen ve varliga
sahip olmaksizin devamli olarak varlik tarafindan desteklenen mutlak bir olaydir” (a.e.,
140). Boylece, bir kendi’nin varolmasi i¢in, bu varligin birligi, 6zdesin hi¢clenmesi
olarak kendi kendisinin higligini icermektedir.

Aslinda Sartre i¢in, gergekte olan her sey bir “kendinde varlik”tir. Ancak, varhik
kendini higlediginde “kendi i¢in varlik” ortaya ¢ikmaktadir ve bu niteligiyle insan
higlige dayanmaktadir. Sartre’a gore, “kendi igin, higlestirilmis kendinde olarak
kendisini temellendirmekle kalmaz, kendisiyle birlikte temel de ilk kez ortaya g¢ikar”
(2010: 143). Yani, “kendi i¢in”, kendi kendisini ancak “kendinde”den kalkarak ve
“kendinde”ye karsi temellendirebilir. Nitekim hi¢leme, varligin higlenmesi oldugundan,
“kendi icin”in varhig: ile “kendinde”nin varligi arasindaki kokensel baglantiy1 temsil
eder. Somut ve gergek “kendinde”, bilincin o olmamak iizere kendisini belirledigi sey
olarak bilincin bagrinda biitiiniiyle mevcuttur (a.e., 147-148). Goriildigi gibi,
“kendinde varlik”in ¢dzlimlenmesi, insanin higligi yalnizca tagimadigini, aym zamanda
bu higlige dayandigim1 géstermektedir. Ancak, insan butuntyle bir hiclik degildir, cunk
insanda ayni zamanda bir “kendinde” bulunmaktadir, yani insanin bedeni, egosu ve
aliskanliklar1 vardir. Insanda bir “kendinde” bulunmasina ragmen, Sartre icin gercek
anlamiyla insansal olan hiclige dayanmaktadir.

Sartre’a gore, “ne ise o olmayan ve ne degilse o olan varlik vasfiyla kendi igin
vardir” (2010: 140). Kendi kendisini varolmak i¢in belirleyen bir varlik olarak “kendi
igin”, kendisinin segmemis oldugu bir kosulda beliren biri olarak, diinyaya atilmig
olarak, bir durum i¢ine birakilmig olarak, saf bir olumsallik hali olarak, temelini
kendisinin olusturmadig1 bir seyi, diinyadaki mevcudiyetini, kendinde barindiran olarak
vardir. “Kendi i¢in”in bu sekilde varolmasindan dolay:1 Sartre, insan gergekligini bir
eksiklik olarak goriir. “Insan gercekligi kendi icin olarak, kendi kendisiyle belli bir
ortismenin eksikligini ¢eker” (a.e., 159). “Kendi i¢in”, “kendinde varlik”a ¢6ziillemez
baglarla baglidir ama bu bag, bir diigiincenin nesnesine bagli olmasi gibi degildir. Bir
eksiklik, nasil eksikligini tanimlayan seye bagliysa “kendi i¢in” de “kendinde varlik”a
Oyle baglidir. Yalnizca kendi hi¢liginin temeli olan varlik, kendi varliginin temeli olan
varliga dogru kendinin Gtesine geger. Boylece insan gergekligi, insan gercekligi olarak
kendi kendisinin biitiinliigii ya da kendi karsisinda, bu biitiinliiglin eksikligi olarak



Kuantum Teorisi'nin Sartre’in Varolusculugu Uzerinde Etkileri

i, KOLYOl 2015724 163

belirir. Bu biitiinliik, varligi ve mutlak namevcudiyeti diinya 6tesindeki askinlik olarak
hipostazlastirildiginda, daha sonraki bir dolayim devinimiyle Tanri adini alir. Tanri,
bastan sona olumluluk ve diinyanin temeli olarak hem ne ise o olan bir varlik hem de
kendisinin bilinci ve kendinin zorunlu temeli olarak ne ise o olmayan ve ne degilse o
olan bir varlik oldugu i¢in, insan gercekligi kendi varliginda 1zdirap g¢eker. Ciinkii,
“kendi icin” olmaktan ¢ikmaksizin “kendinde”ye erisemeyeceginden otiirii, o olmaya
muktedir olmadig: bir biitiinliigiin siirekli istilas1 altinda varlikta ortaya ¢ikar. Su halde
insan gercekligi, dogast geregi mutsuz bilingtir ve bu mutsuzluk halinin 6tesine gegmesi
imkansizdir (a.e., 152-153). Ozetle, bir ideal olarak, “kendinde varlik” olmayi diisiinen
“kendi icin varlik” daima gercek varlik olmay1 6zlemektedir. Bunun i¢in, kendi disina
cikip “kendinde varlik”a tutunarak “kendi basina-kendisi i¢in (pour-soi-en-soi)” varlik
olmaya caligir. Sartre, “kendi i¢in varlik”in bu imkansiz y6neligini Tanr1 olma ideali
olarak adlandirmaktadir.

Goriildiigii gibi, Sartre varlik kavramim “kendinde varlik” (fenomenin varligi) ve
“kendi icin varlik” (diisiniim-6ncesi cogito’nun varhgi) seklinde birbirlerine
indirgenemeyen iki bolgeye bolmesine karsin, bu iki bolgenin aslinda ayni baglik altina
yerlestirilebilecegini 6ne siirmektedir. Varligt ele alirken eski ontolojilerin yaptigt gibi
biling-varlik ikiligini varsaymadigim belirten Sartre, “kendinde” ve “kendi igin varlik”in
aslinda bir biitiin oldugunu ifade etmektedir: “Kendindesiz kendi igin, soyut bir sey
gibidir: Formu olmayan bir renkten ya da yiiksekligi ve tinist olmayan bir sesten daha
fazla varolamaz. Hicbir seyin bilinci olan bir biling mutlak bir higtir. Kendi igin
higleyistir, higleme vasfiyla vardir. Ama, biling bir i¢ iliskiyle kendinde’ye baglidir ve
bu onun bir bitinlik olusturmak tizere Kkendinde’ye eklemlendigi anlamina
gelmektedir” (2010: 766). Varolani bir biitlin olarak diisiinmek ig¢in, varolanin
yapilarindaki cesitliligin birlik¢i bir sentez halinde tutulmasi gerektigini vurgulayan
Sartre, bu iki varlik bolgesinin her birinin ayri olarak diisiiniildiigiinde yalmzca soyut
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ayri olarak diisiiniilen biling bir soyutlamadan ibarettir, ama
“kendinde”nin kendisinin, olmak i¢in “kendi igin”e ihtiyac1 yoktur. Yani, “kendinde”
fenomeni biling olmaksizin bir soyuttur, ama varligi soyut degildir. “Kendinde” ve
“kendi i¢in”in bitlinliginin 6zelligi, “kendi igin”in, “kendinde” karsisinda kendini
bagka kilmasi, ama “kendinde”nin hi¢cbir bicimde kendi varligindaki “kendi igin”den
bagkast olmamasidir: “Kendinde”, sadece ve diipediiz vardir. “Kendi icin” ise, kokensel
olarak kendi nedeni olma projesidir (a.e.,767-768). Dolayisiyla, Sartre igin “fenomen,
kendinde boyutuyla igkinlik, kendi i¢in boyutuyla da askinliktir” (a.e., 770). Cunki,
askin olanin varligr icindeki bir degisimi belirleyen ickin kdkenli bir proje soz
konusudur.

Daha once belirtildigi gibi, dalga ve pargacik olmayr aym varliklarin iki ayri
gorinim olarak yorumlayan Bohr gibi, Sartre da, bir ve aym varligi “kendinde varlik”
ve “kendi igin varlik” olmak Uzere iki yanli olarak tanimlamaktadir. Sartre’in varligi iki
yanl olarak tanimlamasi, Kuantum Teorisi’ndeki elektron, foton gibi mikro varliklarla
gergeklestirilen “Cift Yarik Deney”inde (Doppelspalt Experiment) karsimiza g¢ikan
dalga ve pargacik olma olgusuyla benzerlik gostermektedir ve Kuantum Teorisi’nde 6ne
stiriilen var olmanin iki haline karsilik gelmektedir: Mikro varliklarin potansiyel bir
gerceklik olarak atalet halinde var olma durumu (dalga géruniimi) “kendinde varlik”a
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uygun diiserken, etkilesme esnasinda objektif bir ger¢eklik olarak var olma durumu
(pargacik goriinimii) ise, “kendi igin varlik”’a uygun dismektedir.

_ 3) Bir Tek Cisimden Kaynaklanan Belirsizlik — Kendi Icin Varhik
(Ozgurlak)

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusculugunu etkiledigine iligkin olarak
gosterilebilecek bir diger 6rnek, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik lkesi’nde karsimiza gikan bir
tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik durumunun, Sartre’in “kendi i¢in varlik”la 6zdes
tuttugu 6zgUrllk anlayisi izerinde etkili oldugu konusuna iligkindir.

Heisenberg’in 6ne siirdiigh belirsizlik iki sekilde olabilir. Ya cismin sayisinin
coklugundan kaynaklanan belirsizlik s6z konusudur ya da tek bir cisim olmasina
ragmen yine de belirsizlik s6z konusudur. Cismin sayisinin ¢oklugundan kaynaklanan
belirsizlik, aralarindaki etkilesimlerin coklugundan dolay:r 6nceden bilinemeyecek
tarzda degisik davramslar (koordinatlar) sergilemelerinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu
durumda, bir koordinatin kendisinden degil de sistemin i¢inde kendisini etkileyen diger
elemanlarin ¢oklugu yiziinden bir an bir degerde karar kilinamaz. Buradaki belirsizlik
Ozneldir ve kismen sistem hakkindaki bizim bilgisizligimizden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Buna karsin bir tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik ise, objenin kendi digindaki etkiler
nedeniyle degil, kendi icinden, kendi dogasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Objenin igindeki
drgutlenisi, bilgi edinen 6znenin ulasamayacagi bir yapidadir. Buradaki belirsizlik
objektiftir ve artik bu durumda sadece olasiliklar s6z konusudur. Buna gére, Kuantum
Mekanigi’nde bir bireysel pargacik, dzellikle belirlenmis bir yerde ya da anda degil,
birden bire ve 0Onceden bilinmeksizin var olabilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, onun
davranisi, basibos iken yine de olasilik yasalarina tabidir. Boyle bir olasihik, belirli bir
olayin gerceklesme egilimi anlamina gelmektedir (Tarlac1 2003: 437-438).

Yukarida anlatilan bir tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik durumunun ve bu tir
bir belirsizligin cismin kendi disindaki etkiler nedeniyle degil de, kendi i¢inden, kendi
dogasindan kaynaklandigindan dolayi ortaya ¢iktigi diisiincesinin, Sartre’in 0zgirlik
anlayisinda da karsimiza ¢iktigi sGylenebilir. Clnki Sartre igin, 6zgurluk “kendi icin
varlik”m bir 6zelligi degildir, bizzat “kendi igin varlik”la, yani insanla 6zdestir.

Sartre’a gore, Ozgirligin bir 6zii bulunmamaktadir, tersine, 6zgiirliik biitiin
Ozlerin temelini olusturur. Ciinkii, insan kendi imkanlarina dogru diinyanin Gtesine
gecerek dlinya-igi 6zleri agiga ¢ikaran bir varliktir. Biz, 6zgiirligiimiizii edimlerimiz
aracilifiyla 6grenen varolanlariz, ama biz ayn1 zamanda bireysel ve biricik varolusu
Ozgiirliik olarak zamansallasan bir varolaniz da. Bu halimizle biz, zorunlu olarak
ozgiirliiglin bilinciyizdir. Boylece, 6zgiirliiglimiiz varligimizin i¢inde durmadan soru
halindedir. Dogamiza fazladan katilan bir nitelik ya da dogamizin bir iyeligi degildir.
Tastamam varligimizin dokusudur ve varligimiz, varligimizin iginde soru oldugundan,
zorunlulukla 6zgiirliigiin belli bir kavrayisina sahibizdir (Sartre 2010: 557-558).

“Kendi i¢in” agisindan, olmak, oldugu ‘“kendinde”yi hi¢lemektir. Bu kosullarda,
ozgiirliik bu hicleyisten baska bir sey degildir. Ozgiirliik araciligryla “kendi igin”,
varligindan oldugu kadar 6ztinden de kurtulur ve bdylece “kendi i¢in”, kendisi hakkinda
sO@ylenmesi miimkin olandan her zaman daha baska bir seydir. Kendisine verilen ismin,
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kendisine ait oldugu kabul edilen iyeligin esasen dtesinde olandir. Sartre igin, “kendi
icin”in oldugu seyi, daha olacak oldugunu sdylemek, ne ise o olmayarak ne degilse o
oldugunu soylemek, “kendi icin”de varolusun 6zii 6nceledigini ve kosullandirdigim
sOylemek, bir ve ayni seyi sOylemektir. Yani, insanin 6zgiir oldugunu sdylemektir
(Sartre 2010: 558-559).

Sartre’a gore, edim olarak insan gergekligi, kendini ancak kendi varlig1 i¢inde
veriden kopus olarak kavrayabilir. “Insan gercekligi veriden koparak ve onu heniiz var-
olmayanin 1g1ginda aydinlatarak veriyi var kilan varliktir” (2010: 602). “Kendi i¢in”in
bir veri olmamak icin durmadan kendine karsi bir mesafe almasi, yani esasen artik
olmadigr bir datum olarak kendinin arkasinda kalmasi gerekir. “Kendi i¢in”in bu
ozelligi, onun oldugu seyde hicbir yardim, higbir dayanak noktasi bulamayan varlik
oluguna isaret eder. Ama, “kendi icin” ozgilirdir ve bir diinyanin varolmasini
saglayabilir. Cilinkii, ne idiyse onu ne olacaksa onun 1s1ginda daha olacak olan varliktir.
Bu nedenle, “kendi i¢in”in dzgiirliigii, onun varhgi olarak belirir. Sarte igin bu 6zgiirliik,
ancak kendini se¢mek suretiyle miimkiin olabilir. Kendimizi ancak yapilmakta olan
secim olarak kavrariz, dolayistyla 6zgiirliikk, bu se¢imin hep belirlenmemis olmasi
durumudur. Sartre’a gore, insan gercekligi kendini diledigi gibi segebilir, secmemezlik
edemez, ¢linkii 6zgiirliik segme ozgiirliigidiir (a.e., 603-605).

Bunun yani sira Sartre, “kendi i¢in”in bir zamansallagsma oldugunu one sirer.
“Kendi i¢in”in bir zamansallasma olmasi, onun kendini var kildigi anlamina
gelmektedir. Sartre igin insan, belirli bir durumun &étesindeki kendi kendinin projesinden
baska bir sey degildir ve “bu proje somut durumdan itibaren insani Onceden
taslaklagtirdigr gibi, durumunu da yapmis oldugu seg¢imden itibaren aydinlatir” (2010:
687). Sartre bu konudaki goriisiinii asagidaki gibi ifade eder:

Ozgiir proje temeldir, ¢iinkii benim varligimdir. Ben olan temel proje, biitiin
olarak dunya-i¢inde-varligimdir ve diinyanin kendisi de ancak bir amag 1s18inda
kendini agiga vurur. Ozgiirliik, dayanak noktasiz olmak oldugundan, proje,
varolmak i¢in durmadan yenilenmek zorundadir. Kendimi durmaksizin secerim ve
asla segilmis olan geklinde varolamam, yoksa yeniden kendindenin salt ve basit
varolusu igine yuvarlanirim (a.e., 604).

Goruldigi gibi, Sartre da “kendi i¢in varlik” (insan) bir proje olarak kargimiza
¢tkmaktadir ve onun bir proje olmasi mutlak bir 6zgiirliige sahip oldugu anlamina
gelmektedir. Sartre’a gore, insan Tanr1 tarafindan yaratilmadigi igin, dncesiz-sonrasiz
dogrular ve ahlak yasalar1 bulunmadigi igin, kisaca, hicbir sey tarafindan belirlenmedigi
icin kendi kendine terkedilmis durumdadir. Bu durum, onun mutlak bir &zgiirlige
mahkum oldugunu, hatta Ozgiirlikle 6zdeslestirildigini gostermektedir. Ancak, bu
smirsiz Ozgiirlik ve dolayisiyla belirsizlik durumu insanda bir i¢cdaralmasina yol
acmaktadir. “Higleyici 6zgiirliigiin kendi kendisini i¢daralmasi araciligtyla kavramasi
gibi, kendi i¢in de olgusalliginin bilincindedir: Tiimiiyle nedensiz olusunun duygusunu
tasir, kendini hi¢ ugruna orada olan olarak, fazladan olan olarak kavrar” (2010: 145).
Sartre’in i¢daralmasina iligkin bu sdzlerinden anlasilacag: gibi, insanin diinyanin igine
birakilmig olmasi, onun her seyden sorumlu oldugunun bilincine vardirtir. Her seyden
sorumlu oldugunun bilinci ise, insanda bir i¢daralmasina yol agar. “Bir sorumluluk i¢ine
firlatilmis olmak durumunu i¢i daralarak fark eden kiginin, artik ne vicdan azabi ne
pismanlig1 ne de mazereti vardir. O artik kendi kendisini biitiiniiyle kesfeden ve varlig
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bizatihi bu kesifte yatan bir 6zgiirliikkten baska bir sey degildir” (a.e., 691). Nitekim,
Sartre’in Bulanti (1997) adini tagiyan {inlii romaninda, roman kahramani Roquentin,
bastan sona sagma olan ve kendi kendisine yabancilagsmasina neden olan “kendinde
varlik”la karsilastiginda bu i¢daralmasini, diger bir ifadeyle bulanti duygusu yasar.

Ozetle, Sartre’in felsefesinde basat bir rol oynayan Ozgirlik, “kendi igin
varlik”’in  bir ozelligi olarak goriilmemekte, bizzat “kendi i¢in varlik”la
Ozdeslestirilmektedir. Boyle bir kabul, insanin Onceden belirlenmis bir Oziiniin
bulunmadigi, diger bir ifadeyle onun Ozliniin sadece belirsizlik oldugu anlamina
gelmektedir. Sartre’in bu diisiincesi, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi’nde karsimiza
¢ikan bir objenin belirsizliginin, objenin kendi disindaki etkiler nedeniyle ortaya
¢ikmadigi, tam tersine, belirsizligin objenin kendi icinden, kendi dogasindan
kaynaklandigi anlamima gelen bir tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik durumuyla
benzerlik gostermektedir.

4) Go6zlem Sireci — Bakis Fenomeni

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusgulugunu etkiledigine iligkin olarak
gosterilebilecek bir diger benzerlik, gozlem siireci ve bakig fenomeni arasinda
mevcuttur. Sartre Ozneler-aras1 iletisimi bakis fenomeninden hareket ederek
degerlendirmektedir. Sartre’a gore, “kendinde varlik”, “kendi i¢in varlik” olabilmek igin
baska etkenlere bakis’a gereksinim duymaktadir. Sartre’in O6ne siirdiigii bakis
fenomeninin, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi’nde karsimiza ¢ikan gdzlemin isin igine
karismasiyla birlikte gozlemlenen olgunun degisime ugradigi diisiincesiyle benzerlik
gosterdigi ileri strulebilir.

“Belirsizlik Ilkesi, herhangi bir gdzlemin, 6lciimiin {izerinde calisilan seyi
etkiledigini ortaya koymustur” (Erdogan 2011: 117). “Go6zlenmemis pargacik
baslangigta sadece bir olasihik dalgasidir” (Tarlaci 2003: 446). Ancak, gozlem siireci
bagladig1 andan itibaren olaym kendisi degismektedir, yani gdzlem sireci gdzleneni
etkilemektedir. Daha acik bir ifadeyle, Belirsizlik ilkesi’nde bir elektronun varolus
mekanizmasi su sekilde gerceklesmektedir: ihtimal dalgasi icinde i¢ ice gecmis bir
elektriksel-magnetik-gravitasyonal alandan bagka bir sey olmayan, kendi uzayina
yayilmis bir enerji dalgasi olarak atalet hareketi yapan elektron (bu haliyle bir dis
gozlemci icin bu elektron potansiyel bir gercekliktir, bir sirdir), daha sonra, bir dig
etkenle etkilesmeye giristigi an birden kendi etrafindaki uzayinda objektif bir ger¢eklik
olarak bir elektriksel alan olusturmaktadir ve etkilesmenin niteligine gore ya bir
pargacik ya da bir dalga seklinde objektif bir varliga sahip olmaktadir. Etkilesme sona
erip yeni bir denge durumu olusunca da tekrar eski haline donmektedir. Elektriksel alani
vs. gibi biitlin o objektif 6z degerleri gene o ihtimal dalgasinin iginde kaybolmaktadir.
Ancak kaybolmaktadir derken, buradan, her seyin birden bire yok oldugu anlami
cikarilmamalidir. Objektif gergeklik olarak yok olmak demek, bir dig gézlemci igin bir
anlam ifade etmemek anlamma gelmektedir. Yoksa, atalet halinin potansiyel
gercekligini temsil eden ihtimal dalgasinin iginde, sistem igi realiteler olarak elektronlar
varliklarini stirdiirmektedirler (Aktolga 2004: 25-26).
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Kuantum Teorisi’yle ilgili yapilan deneylerde, gozlem siirecinin gozleneni
etkilediginin anlagilmasi iizerine, Bohr dalga ve parcacik olma gibi birbiriyle geligkili
gibi goziiken durumlar1 Tamamlayicilik flkesi ile agiklamaya galigmistir. Bohr’un bu
ilkeyi aciklarken gozlemciye verdigi rol, klasik fizigin goézlemciyi, olgulara etki
etmeyen, olgulardan bagimsiz bir sekilde vazifesini yiirliten kisi olarak tarifinden
oldukca farklidir. Bohr’a gore, yaptigimiz deney tiirli ve kavramsal yaklagimlarimizla,
atom seviyesindeki varliklarin 6zelliklerini ‘biz’ belirleriz. Ayrica, atom seviyesinde
yapilan gdzlemin, gozlenen varhigi etkilememesi miimkiin degildir. Ornegin, bir
elektronu mikroskopla gozlemledigimizi diisiindiigiimiizde, elektronun goriilebilmesi
icin mutlaka bir 151tk fotonunun elektrona ¢arpip mikroskoba geri gelmesi
gerekmektedir. Elektronun aldigi bu darbe ise, elektronun konumunun bozulmasina
neden olmaktadir (Taslaman 2008: 49-51).

Benzer sekilde Sartre’da, “kendinde varlik”in ger¢ek olabilmesi, bagkasina,
bagkasinin bakig’ina baghdir. Bakis’1, insanin hem kendi varolusunu hem de kendisini
bilmesi icin gerekli goren Sartre icin, “baskasiyla kurulan iligkiler insan igin temel
ozelliktedir” (1999: 83).

Sartre, klasik teorilerin algilanan her tiirli insan organizmasinin bir seye
gonderme yaptigimi ve gonderme yaptiklari bu seyin onun muhtemel temeli ve
giivencesi oldugunu diisiindiiklerini ve bu konuda hakli olduklarint belirtmektedir.
Ancak Sartre’a gore, s6z konusu diisiince ayn1 zamanda bir hata da barindirmaktadir. Bu
hata, “géndermenin ayri bir varolusu, tipki numenin Kant’taki duyumun arkasinda
olmast gibi, algilanabilir acilimlarinin arkasinda olan bir bilinci gosterdigini
sanmalaridir” (2010: 344). Oysa, baskasinin bizdeki mevcudiyet kipliklerinden bir
tanesi nesneliktir. Baslangicta, baskasini nesne olarak kavrariz, ilk etapta baskasi bizim
icin diipediiz bir ihtimal vasfi tasir: Once, bizim igin bu nesnenin bir insan olmasi
muhtemeldir. Sonra, bir insan oldugu kesin bile olsa, orada olduguna gdre bize hem
biitiiniiyle, diinya icinde ve bilebilecegimiz bir nesne olarak verilmistir hem de nesne-
insanin bu iligkinin temel terimi olmasi 6l¢iisiinde bizden kagmaktadir. Dolayistyla, bu
durumda kendimizi merkeze artik yerlestiremeyiz. Sartre bunu su sozleriyle ifade eder:
“Benim evrenimin nesneleri arasinda bu evreni dagitici bir 6genin belirmesi, bir adamin
evrenimde belirmesidir” (a.e., 346). Bagkasinin evrenimizde belirmesi, aniden diinyay1
bizden ¢alan bir nesnenin belirmesidir. Her sey yerli yerindedir, her sey her zaman
bizim i¢in varolur, ama her sey yeni bir nesneye dogru, gériinmez ve donmus bir kacisla
katedilir. Baskasinin diinya {izerinde goriinmesi, biitiin evrenin donmus bir halde
kaymasina, bizim ayni anda gergeklestirdigimiz merkezlestirmeyi alttan alta oyan
merkezsizlestirmeye, diinyanin merkezinin kaydirilmasina tekabiil etse de, biz baskas1
tarafindan goriilene kadar, bagkasi bizim i¢in hala bir nesne durumundadir (a.e., 346-
347).

Sartre nesne-baskasini “diinyayla baglantili olarak benim gordiigiim seyi géren
nesne” (2010: 348) olarak tamimlamaktadir ve bizim 0Ozne-bagkasiyla temel
baglantimizi, bagkasi tarafindan  goriilmiis olmamizin devamli  imkanina
indirgemektedir. Bagkasinin 6zne-varliginin mevcudiyetini, kendi nesne-varligimizin
baskasi i¢in agiga c¢ikisi iginde ve bu aciga c¢ikis araciligiyla kavrariz. Ciinkii, baskasi
0zne-ben icin nasil muhtemel bir nesneyse, aynt sekilde biz de kendimizi ancak kesin
bir 6zne i¢in muhtemel nesne haline gelirken kesfedebiliriz. Bagkasi, ilke olarak bize



Kuantum Teorisi'nin Sartre’in Varolusculugu Uzerinde Etkileri

168 i, KOLYOl 2015724

bakan kisidir. Baskasinin bize yonelttigi bakisi, onun nesnel varligimin mimkiin
tezahiirlerinden biri gibi diisiinemeyiz. Ciinkii, Sartre’a goére baskasi, bize ¢imene
baktig1 gibi bakmaz ve kendi nesneligimiz de kendiliginden bir bi¢cimde bizim igin
diinyanin nesneliginden kaynaklanmaz. Diinya, tam da bizim araciligimizla, yani ilke
olarak kendi kendisi i¢in nesne olamayan kisiyle vardir. Boylece, Sartre tarafindan
‘bagkasi tarafindan goriilmiis olmak’ seklinde adlandirilan bu miinasebet, ne nesne-
baskasinin 6ziinden ne de bizim kendi dzne-varligimizdan ¢ikarsanabilen indirgenemez
bir olguyu gostermektedir. Nesne-baskasi, anlaminmi, bu kokensel iliskinin
doniismesinden ve bozulmasindan kazanmaktadir. Diinya iizerinde bagkasim
muhtemelen bir insan olan gibi kavrayisimizin atifta bulundugu sey, bizim bagkasi
tarafindan goriilmiis olma imkanimizin devamliligidir. Yani, bizi géren bir 6zne igin,
kendini bizim tarafimizdan goriillen nesneye ikame etmesinin devamli imkamdir.
Bagkas: tarafindan goriilen varlik, bagkasini gérmenin hakikatidir (a.e., 348-349).

Bunun yani sira, goz, Sartre icin, ilk basta gérme duyusunun organi olarak degil,
bakisin tasiyicist olarak kavranir. Bize yonelmis bir bakisi, bize bakan gozlerin yok
olduklar1 fonun iizerinde yakalariz ve bakigi yakaladigimiz anda gdzleri algilamaz
oluruz. Gozler oradadir, algi alanimizin i¢inde, salt simdi ve orada mevcut olanlar
olarak dururlar, ama onlar1 kullanamayiz, adeta nétralize edilmislerdir, oyundigidirlar.
Husserl’in tanimladigi fenomenolojik indirgemeyi gergeklestirecek bir biling igin,
diinyanin i¢inde bulundugu devredist birakilmig halde kalirlar. Sartre’a gore, bir bakis’1
kavramak, dinya tizerindeki bir bakis-nesneyi yakalamak degil, bakilmis oldugunun
bilincine varmaktir: “Gozlerin ortaya koymus oldugu bakis, ne tiirden olursa olsun
benim kendime géndermedir, benim giigsiiz oldugumdur, yararlanabilecek bir bedene
sahip oldugumdur, belli bir yer isgal ettigim ve korunmasiz olarak bulundugum
mekandan higbir durumda kagamayacagimdir, kisaca gorilmiis oldugumdur” (2010:
351).

Ote yandan, baskasimin bakis’t bize bir mekansallik kazandirir. Kendimizi
bakilan olarak kavramak, mekéansallagtirilan-mekénsallagtiran olarak kavramaktir.
Bagkasmin bakis’1, yalnizca mekansallagtiran olarak kavranmakla kalmaz, aym
zamanda o bir zamansallagtirandir da. Bagkasinin bakigi’yla birlikte, bizim ilke olarak
yalnizken elde edemeyecegimiz bir yasant1 tezahiir eder ve Sartre bunu, eszamanligin
yasantis1 olarak adlandirir. Tek bir “kendi i¢in” agisindan diinya, eszamanlilik degil,
yalnizca birlikte mevcudiyetler icerebilir. Ciinkii, eszamanlilik baskaca higbir
miinasebetle bagli olmayan iki varolanin zamansal baglantisin1 varsayar. Sartre’a gore
kokensel eszamanlilik, “bu bardagin benim i¢in olmasiyla ayn1 zamanda Paul i¢in
olmasidir” (2010: 360) Ornegiyle anlatilabilir. Dolayisiyla bu durum, her tiirli
eszamanlilik  i¢in  bir temeli varsaymaktadir. Bu temel, bizim kendi
zamansallasmamizda, zamansallasan bir bagkasinin mevcudiyetidir. Diinyanin zaman-
mekansal nesnesi olarak, diinya i¢indeki zaman-mekansal bir konumlanigin 6zsel yapist
olarak, kendimizi bagkasinin tahminlerine, degerlendirmelerine sunariz ve bunu, salt
cogito islemi araciligiyla kavrariz. Bakilan olmak, kendimizi bilinmeyen deger
tahminlerinin bilinmeyen nesnesi olarak kavramaktir. Nitekim, goriilmiis olmak, bizi
kendi 6zgiirliiglimiiz olmayan bir 6zgiirliik i¢in korunmasiz bir varlik olarak olusturur
(a.e., 360-361).
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Dolayistyla, baskasiin bakis’ini yakaladigimizda telaslaniriz ve ani bir sarsinti
yasariz. Sartre bunun nedenin, kendimizden uzakta, diinyanin ortasinda, diinyanin
nesneleriyle birlikte diizenlenen biitiin imkéanlarimiza aniden yabancilagmamiz
oldugunu one siirmektedir. Buradan g¢ikan sonucu, Sartre su sekilde ifade eder:
“Imkanim, benim disimda ihtimal haline gelir. Baskasi, bu imkanin kendisi olmadig bir
Ozglirliik tarafindan, ama tanigt oldugu ve sonuglarimi hesapladigi bir Ozgiirliik
tarafindan kemirilmis olarak kavradig1 6lciide, imkan, miimkiin olanlarin oyunu igindeki
salt belirsizliktir ve ben onu tam da bu sekilde diislintirim” (2010: 358). Bu, kdkensel
olarak kendimizi orada, baskasi i¢in hissetmemizdir ve varliimizin bu hayalet taslag
bizi kendi bagrimizdan vurur. Clnki, utancta ve 6fkede, korkuda kendimizi durmadan
bu hayalet varlik taslagi seklinde kabul ederiz ve iistelik kabullendigimiz seyi bilmeyiz,
sadece 0 oluruz (a.e., 357-358). Sartre bu diisiincesini, agsagidaki sozleriyle agik bir
sekilde ortaya koymaktadir:

Diger kisinin algis1 benim diinyamin merkezinde, benimkinden farkli bir bakis
acist ve hareket noktasini tanimanin sonucu olan bir yokluk veya delik yaratir.
Otekinin algis1, benim mekanim olmayan bir mekam agimlar. Oteki, bana baktig1
zaman, kendimi nesne ve &tekini de dzne olarak gérmeye baslarim. Otekinin
bakisinin hiikmii altina giren ben, 6tekinin 6zgiirliigii igin bir nesne haline gelirim.
Varligimi 6tekinin 6zgiirliigiinde ve oOtekinin 6zgiirligiince kayda gegirildigi
sekliyle yasar ve kendimi doga olarak kavrarim (akt. West 1998: 204).

Sonu¢ olarak, Sartre i¢in baskasi, hem varolusumuz hem de kendimizi bilisimiz
icin gerekli goriilmektedir. Ancak baskasmin bakis’t ile kendi bedenimizi fark
edebildigimizi One siiren Sartre, kendi bedenimizin bagkasmnin bakig’t 6ncesinde
yalnizca bir 6znellik olarak degerlendirilmesi soz konusuyken, bagkasmin bakisi’yla
birlikte, bedenimiz ‘bagkalari igin varlik’ haline, yani bir nesne haline gelmektedir ve bu
durumda savunmaya ge¢medigimiz siirece, biz baskasinin bakig’ina ve yargilarina
teslim olmus oluruz (Kog 1999).

Yukaridaki agiklamalar 1s181inda, Sartre’in felsefesinde karsimiza ¢ikan bakis
fenomeninin, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi’nde karsimiza ¢ikan gdzlemin isin igine
karigmasiyla birlikte olgunun degisime ugradig: diisiincesiyle benzerlik gosterdigi savi
sOyle bir anolojiyle daha acik bir sekilde ortaya konulabilir: Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik
Ilkesi’nde karsimiza ¢ikan “ihtimal dalgas1”, Sartre’n felsefesindeki “kendinde varlik”a
karsilik gelmektedir. Yine ayni ilkede gordiigiimiiz elektronun “pargacik” ya da
“tanecik” olarak objektif gercekligi, Sartre’in felsefesindeki “kendi icin varlik”a uygun
diismektedir. Son olarak, “gbzlem araci” da, Sartre’da ki “bakis” fenomenine karsilik
gelmektedir.

5) Atom Alt1 Evren — Kendinde Sey

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in  varolusgulugunu etkiledigine iliskin One
stirtilebilecek son drnek, Kuantum Teorisi’nin Kopenhag yorumunda atom-alti evrenin
bilinemeyecegine iligkin goriisiin, Sartre’m varolusculugunda kendinde sey’in
reddedilmesine iligkin goriise yansimis olmasiyla ilgilidir.
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Heisenberg’e goére (2000), Belirsizlik Ilkesi sadece epistemolojik olarak degil,
ontolojik olarak da gecerlidir. Gelecekte bile atom alt1 diinyasi i¢in nedensellik ilkesinin
gecerli olmayacagini 6ne siiren Heisenberg icin, algilayabildigimiz istatistiksel evren
disinda higbir seyin var olmasi s6z konusu degildir ve bu yiizden algilarimizin 6tesinde
bir gerceklik aranmamalidir. Dolayisiyla, Heisenberg’e gore, bilimde yapilacak tek sey
algilar arasinda baglar kurmaktan ibarettir.

Heisenberg gibi Bohr da, “atom seviyesindeki gdzlem siirecini irdeleyerek, bizim
sectigimiz gozlem tipinin, kullandigimiz kavramlarin smrliliklarimin ve gozlemle
gerceklestirdigimiz etkinin kendinde atom hakkinda edindigimiz bilgiyi tayin ettigini
belirtmektedir” (Taslaman 2008: 51). Bohr’a gore, gozlem siireci gozleneni etkiledigi
icin kendinde atomu oldugu gibi resmetmemiz miimkiin degildir.

Benzer sekilde Sartre da, bir nesnenin gercekligini, gorinmeler dizisi olarak
gormektedir. “Seyler kendilerini profiller halinde —sadece goriinmeler araciligiyla—
verirler ve her goriinme bagka goriinmelere gonderme yapar” (2010: 38). Sartre’a gore,
“modern diislince varolani, onu aciga ¢ikaran goriinmeler dizisine indirgeyerek dnemli
bir ilerleme kaydetmistir” (a.e., 19). Ornegin, elektrik akiminin gizli bir i¢yiizii yoktur,
elektrik akimi onun tezahiirleri olan fiziksel-kimyasal olaylarin (elektrolizler, bir karbon
cubugunun akkorlagmasi, galvanometrenin ibresinin kimildamasi vb.) biitiiniinden
baska bir sey degildir. Bu olaylardan higbiri tek basina, elektrik akimimi agiklamaya
yetmez. Dolayisiyla, olmak ve goriinmek diializmi felsefede yer alma hakkina artik
sahip degildir. Goriiniis, varolanin tiim varligin1 kendine dogru ¢eken gizli bir gergege
degil, goriiniisler dizisinin toplamina gonderme yapmaktadir. Diger bir ifadeyle, nesne
vardir ve bir varolanin varligi o varolan ne olarak goriiniyorsa tam olarak odur. Biling
ise, kendisi olmayan varliga yonelmis olarak varolur. Bu noktada Sartre icin fenomen,
Kant’taki anlamiyla goriiniir olmanin —g6rinme, dolulukla kendini sunma— gifte
goreceligine sahip degildir.1 Yani, fenomen mutlak bir hakiki varliga isaret
etmemektedir, o kendini oldugu haliyle belli ettigi i¢in ne ise mutlaka odur. Gorlinme,
arkasinda higbir sey olmadigindan ve yalmzca kendini ve de goérinmelerin toplam
dizisini gosterdiginden, kendi varligindan bagkaca bir varlik tarafindan taginmaz.
Gorunme, 6zne-varlik ile mutlak-varligi ayiran ince higlik zar1 da degildir. Goriinmenin
0z, higbir varlikla karsitlik olugturmayan goriinmektir. Fenomen, nasilsa 6yle incelenip
betimlenebilir, ¢ciinki o kesinlikle kendi kendinin géstergesidir (2010: 19-22). Buradan
anlagilacagr gibi Sartre, nesnenin gercekligini 6znel bir izlenimler g¢oklugundan

Kant fenomen kavramini, bilgi kuraminin 6ziinii olusturan agkinsal 6zne anlayis1 baglaminda
aciklamaktadir. Kant’in diislincesinin 6zii, 6znenin bilgi edinme etknliginde merkeze
alinmasi, Kant’mn terminolojisiyle, zaman sezgisinin a priori kapsayiciligina bagl anlama
yetisinin a priori formlarin1 dogaya buyurmasidir. Oznenin anlama yetisinde a priori olarak
temelde yer alan zaman tasarimi diinyaya iliskin tim deneyimizin, yani duyularimiza
kendisini sunan diinyanin fenomenal anlamda goriinlise gelmesinin olanagidir. Bu baglamda
Kant’ta fenomen, kendinde varlik alani olarak diinyanin duyularimiz1 etkilemesi araciligiyla
bizdeki zaman ve mekan tasarimi araciligiyla olusturulur. Buna gore Kant’in fenomenler alani
olarak nitelendirdigi anlama yetisinin alanimi olusturan algi ve kavramin sentezi olarak
6znenin biligsel deneyimi, zaman ve mekan sezgisinin kapsayiciligi ile sinirlidir (Askin 2008:
54-55)
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tiretmemektedir ve fenomeni, yasanan olaylarin onu yasayan tarafindan betimlenmesi
olarak gormektedir.

Son olarak, Sartre i¢in varlik Tanri tarafindan yaratilmamistir ve goriinenin
arkasinda higbir sey barmmamaktadir. Bu nedenle, varolmanin yeterli ve gerekli sarti
kendini  bitin nitelikleri ve 0Ozellikleriyle ortaya koymak anlamina gelen
fenomenlesebilmektir. Goriisel olandan bagka bilgi olmadigin1 6ne siiren Sartre’a gore,
“bilginin bir dogrulugu vardir, ancak bu dogruluk kesinlikle insanidir” (2010: 304).
Cunki, bilincin olumsuzlamasiyla “kendinde™ye 06zgul 6zellikler yuklenmektedir.
Gergeklik denilen sey, bilincin yansitimlarina baglidir ve bu nedenle farkli yansitimlarin
varolusu s6z konusudur. Sonug olarak Sartre i¢in, “diinya insanidir” (a.e., 303) ve hem
ontolojik hem epistemolojik hem de etik alaninda insanin 6znelliginden bagka bir evren
bulunmamaktadir.

Sonug

Bu ¢alismada, Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varoluggulugu iizerindeki etkileri
bes madde iizerinden irdelenmistir. S6z konusu etkinin ilki, ontolojik indeterminizm
goriisii ile varolus 6zden once gelir ilkesi arasinda mevcuttur. Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik
flkesi’nde savunulan dogada ontolojik indeterminizmin var oldugu griisiiniin, Sartre’1n
felsefesinin en temelinde bulunan varolus 6zden 6nce gelir ilkesi {izerinde etkili oldugu
diigiiniilmektedir.

Bunun yami sira, Kuantum Teorisi’nin Kopenhag yorumu, maddi evrende ve
insan beyninde “objektif olasiliklar”in var oldugunu 6ne siirerek 6zgiir iradenin varligini
desteklemektedir. Benzer sekilde Sartre da, indeterminist bir yaklasimi benimseyerek
6zglr iradeye yer agmaktadir.

Ayrica, Sartre’in varlik -dlnya- betimlemesi de, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik
Ilkesi’nde &ne siiriilen ontolojik indeterminizm ile rtiismektedir. Her iki yaklasimda da
nedensellik ilkesi yerine belirsizlik ilkesi benimsenmekte, kesinlik anlayisi yerine
olasilik anlayis1 desteklenmektedir.

Buna ek olarak, Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi’nde insan etkeninin 6n plana
ciktigr goriilmektedir. Nitekim, Heisenberg doga teriminin Kuantum Mekanigi’nde
insan etkenine gore anlam kazandigin1 vurgulamaktadir. Benzer sekilde, Sartre’in varlik
betimlemesinde de “kendi igin varlik”a yapilan vurguyla insan etkeni belirgin bir
sekilde on plandadir.

Dalga ve parcacik ikiligi ile “kendinde varlik” ve “kendi i¢in varlik” kavramlart
arasindaki benzerlik ise, Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusculugu iizerinde etkili
olduguna iliskin one siiriilebilecek bir diger 6rnektir. Bohr, dalga ve parcacik olmay1
ayn1 varliklarin iki ayr1 goriiniimii olarak yorumlamaktadir. Benzer sekilde Sartre da,
“kendinde varlik” ve “kendi icin varlik” olmak Uzere, aymi varhg iki yanli olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Sartre’in varlik anlayisinda karsimiza c¢ikan bu bakis acisiyla,
Kuantum Teorisi’nde yapilan deneylerle ortaya ¢ikan dalga ve pargacik ikiligi goriisii
arasinda bir benzerlik bulundugu diistinlilmektedir.
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Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varoluggulugu iizerinde etkili olduguna iligkin
gosterilebilecek bir bagka 6rnek, bir tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik ile “kendi igin
varlik” (6zgurlik) kavramlar1 arasindadir. Heisenberg’in  Belirsizlik Ilkesi’nde
karsimiza ¢ikan bir tek cisimden kaynaklanan belirsizlik durumunun, Sartre’in “kendi
igin varlik”la 6zdes tuttugu 6zglrluk anlayisi tizerinde etkili oldugu disiiniilmektedir.

Gozlem sureci ve bakis fenomeni arasindaki benzerlik, Kuantum Teorisi’nin
Sartre’in varolusgulugu iizerinde etkili olduguna iliskin 6ne siiriilebilecek bir diger
ornektir. Sartre Ozneler-aras1 iletisimi bakis fenomeninden hareket ederek
degerlendirmektedir. Sartre’a gore, “kendinde varlik”, “kendi i¢in varlik” olabilmek igin
bakis’a gereksinim duymaktadir. Sartre’in  One sirdiigii bakis fenomeninin,
Heisenberg’in Belirsizlik Ilkesi’nde karsimza ¢ikan gozlemin isin igine karismasiyla
birlikte gbzlemlenen olgunun degisime ugradigi diisiincesiyle benzerlik gosterdigi 6ne
strulebilir.

Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varolusculugu iizerinde etkili olduguna iliskin
gosterilebilecek son 6rnek, atom alti evren ve kendinde sey kavramlari arasinda
mevcuttur.  Kuantum Teorisi’nin  Kopenhag yorumunda atom alti evrenin
bilinemeyecegi kabul edilmektedir. Dogaya ontolojik indeterminizm hakim oldugu i¢in,
algilayabildigimiz istatistiksel evren disinda higbir seyin var olmasi s6z konusu degildir
ve bu yiizden algilarimizin Otesinde bir gergeklik aranmamalidir. Benzer sekilde
Sartre’in  varolugculugunda da bir nesnenin gercekligi, gorinmeler dizisi olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Goériinme, arkasinda higbir sey olmadigindan ve yalnizca
kendini ve de goriinmelerin toplam dizisini gosterdiginden, kendi varligindan baskaca
bir varlik tarafindan taginmamaktadir. Gergeklik, bilincin yansitimlarina bagli oldugu
i¢in dinya insanidir ve hem ontolojik hem epistemolojik hem de etik alaninda insanin
oznelliginden baska bir evren bulunmamaktadir.

Yukarida goriildiigii gibi, bilim ve felsefe arasindaki etkilesimin kaginilmaz
oldugu kabuliinden hareketle, bu ¢aligmada Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varoluscu
felsefesi iizerindeki etkileri belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Ancak bu c¢alismanin, tam tersi
bir sav ile de yapilabilecegi one siiriilebilir. Diger bir ifadeyle, varolusculugun Kuantum
Teorisi lizerindeki etkileri de tutarli bir sekilde temellendirilebilir. Nitekim, John Hedley
Brooke (aktaran Taslaman 2008: 49) “Kuantum Teorisi’nin mimarlarindan olan
Bohr’un gengliginde Kierkegaard’in etkisinde olduguna ve Kierkegaard’in bireye vurgu
yapan felsefesinin paralel bir izahim1 Kuantum Teorisi’nde olusturduguna” dikkat
cekmektedir.

Sonug olarak, bilim ve felsefenin bilgiye ulasma konusunda yontem farkliliklar
olsa da, her iki bilgi alammin konular1 temelde insan, diinya ve evren Uzerinedir ve
dolayisiyla belli bir ¢aga egemen olan paradigmanin ¢atisi altinda bu konular1 ele
alirken birbirlerinden etkilenmemeleri miimkiin degildir. Ancak, bu calismada,
Kuantum Teorisi’nin Sartre’in varoluscu felsefesi lizerindeki etkilerinin belirlenmesi

tercih edilmistir.”

Bu makalenin son haline getirilmesindeki yardimlarindan dolay1 Dog. Dr. Eyiip Erdogan’a
tesekkiir ederim.
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Effects of Quantum Theory on Sartre’s Existentialism

Abstract

The purpose of this article is to try to explain which philosophical approaches are
affected by quantum theory. Quantum theory has started to take Newton’s
paradigm place that is accepted as yet an uncompleted paradigm. This situation
not only changed the scientists’ way of perceiving the universe but also changed
everybody who has started to lives on the universe that has control over this
paradigm. In other words, the change of paradigm affected on all the other types
of knowledge and domains. One of the domains is affected on the change of
paradigm with the domain is philosophy. The mechanical-determinist perceiving
the universe traumatized associated with the quantum theory that was mooted in
20th century. Drastic changes created by quantum theory entailed to reconsider
lots of issues especially determinism and free will. On handling and interpreting
of the cases in point it is seen that one of the most important philosophical thought
movement of 20th century, existentialism’s fundamental thesis —Sartre’s specific
to existentialism- jibed with the fundamental assumptions on quantum mechanics.

The interaction between science and philosophy from the acceptance of the
inevitable movement, In this study, effects of the Theory of Quantum on Sartre’s
existentialist philosophy was to determine. This argument was laid to Sartre’s
existentialism with Quantum Theory similar aspects between the five items have
been pointed out.

The first of these impact, with a view to ontological indeterminism principle of
existence precedes essence is available. Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle
advocated the view that there is ontological indeterminism in nature, located in the
most basic of Sartre’s philosophy of existence precedes essence is thought to have
an influence on principle. In addition to this, the Copenhagen interpretation of
Quantum Theory, the material universe and the human brain “objective
probabilities” s presence arguing that supports the existence of free will.
Similarly, Sartre by adopting the approach where indeterministic free will is open.

Also, in Sartre’s being -the-world- description, Heisenberg’s Uncertainty
Principle is consistent with the proposed ontological indeterminism. In both
approaches, the uncertainty principle is adopted instead of the causality principle,
the understanding of probability rather than certainty of understanding are
supported.

In addition, Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle is seen that the human factor is at
the forefront. Indeed, in Quantum Mechanics, Heisenberg the term of nature,
meaning emphasizes that according to human factors. Similarly, descriptions of
being at Sartre’s “being for self” made a significant way, with the emphasis on the
human factor in the foreground.

Wave-particle duality and the “being in self” and “being for self” similarity
between the concepts of the Theory of Quantum effect on Sartre’s existentialism
is another example that can be argued about that. Bohr, particles and waves that
are interpreted as two separate views of the same being. Similarly, Sartre the
“being in self” and “being for self” to be the same being are defined as two-sided.
With this perspective in Sartre’s understanding of being resulting in experiments
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in Quantum Theory and wave-particle duality is thought that a similarity between
opinion.

Effects of the Theory of Quantum on Sartre’s existentialism that have an effect on
another related example can be shown with the uncertainty arising from a single
object “being for self” (freedom) is between the concepts. Heisenberg’s
Uncertainty Principle arising from the uncertainty of a single object on Sartre is
thought to have an effect on understanding of freedom.

Observation process and and the gaze phenomenon of the similarities between
effects of the Theory of Quantum on Sartre’s existentialism that is another
example that can be argued about. Sartre inter-subjective communication is
assessing gaze of the phenomenon acting. According to Sartre, the “being in self”
needs the gaze to become “being for self”. Sartre’s gaze of the phenomenon is
similarities Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle encountered in observations with
the influance of the observer the observed phenomenon is changing idea.

The last example, which show the effect of Quantum Theory on Sartre’s
existentialism subatomic world and “being in self” concept is related to. In the
Copenhagen interpretation of Quantum Theory, subatomic universe is considered
to be unknown because in nature there are ontological indeterminism. Similarly,
in Sartre’s existentialism the world is a humanitarian, because of the reality
depends on projections of consciousness. Thus, in the field ontologically and
epistemologically and ethically there are no other world out side of human
subjectivity.

As a result, there are differences in the methods of science and philosophy. But,
both of these issues are basically human in the world and the cosmos is on and in
the same age who has a common paradigm it is when addressing these issues is
not possible to be affected by each other. Therefore, in this study, the opposite can
also be done with an argument. In other words, the effects of Sartre’s
existentialism on Quantum Theory consistently shown. However, in this study,
effects of Quantum Theory on Sartre’s existentialism determination is preferred.

Keywords
Quantum Theory, Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle, Existentialism, Sartre.
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A Review From Denotation To Denoting

Abstract

Gray’s Elegy is an argument towards meaning and denotation of denoting
concepts. Denoting concepts occur in propositions and quantifier phrases occur in
the sentences that express those propositions. Russell used this argument to
distinguish meaning from denotation. The study will follow this argument
comparing two other ideas raised by Makin and Pakaluk. The paper ends up
discussing the meaning of a denoting phrase or a complex in a proposition which
becomes about the denotation by a chain of objects and ideas. A formulization
will be introduced for the proposal at the final step.
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1. Introduction

The German philosopher and mathematician Gottlob Frege in his 1892 paper
Uber Sinn und Bedeutung (On Sense and Reference) claimed that sense and reference
are two different aspects of the meaning. Roughly, a term's reference is the object it
refers to and its sense is the way in which it refers to that object. A decade later another
important study is presented by Russell in the Principles of Mathematics (PoM)(1903).
He made an effort to make a distinction between the sense and reference by another
technical term called propositions. A proposition refers to the “content” or meaning of

declarative sentence.

Russell uses the word "proposition” at various periods in various meanings. The
meaning in his theory can often be defined by proceeding from the context. But at the
period under review, Russell considers proposition not as a linguistic formation, but as
something for what a linguistic sign stands; such a sign is a declarative sentence.

Russell means by a proposition's being "linguistic" that meaning is about words? but his
concern in PoM or before is never with words and sentences, but with propositions and
their constituents. Existing entities are constituents of propositions. The complex
propositions contain terms® as their constituents too (The term is what Russell
understands by as all that may be object of thinking and that can be enumerated. There
are two kinds of terms or objects: some of them have some place in space or time, but
the other not.)

His solution in PoM on the problem of sense and reference and even on whether
a concept can be a logical subject of proposition made recourse with the notions of a
denoting concept and the relation of denoting. According to Russell, a "concept denotes
when, if it occurs in a proposition [as an objective truth or falsehood], the proposition is
not about the concept, but about a term connected in a certain peculiar way with the
concept” (PoM, p. 53). "Term" is used simply to mean "thing" or "object," in the widest
possible sense—everything, Russell says, is a term (see, e.g., Principles, 47). In his
idea, 'a term is anything' is capable of being a logical subject in a proposition (PoM,
p.44). That is, concepts and terms relate logically together. Concepts inherently and
logically denote such terms (Principles of mathematics, p.54). In other words, in
“Denoting”, a concept may be connected with a term or combination of terms which it
is not a relation between words and things but a relation between things of a particular
kind (denoting concepts) and things in general.

The relation in a proposition is about things. If a proposition contains a denoting
concept it is about the things which that concept denotes, and not about the denoting

For more details see: King Jeffrey C., (2011) Structured Propositions, Available at:
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/propositions-structured/

His statement that words are all "symbols which stand for something other than themselves"
is not to be taken as a philosophical theory of meaning, and when Russell speaks of "the
entities indicated by words" he is not using "indicate" as a technical term.

A Term is a word or phrase used to describe a thing or to express a concept, esp. in a
particular kind of language or branch of study.

3



A Review From Denotation To Denoting

i, KOLYOl 2015724 179

concept itself. In particular, denoting concepts occur in propositions in a way that
quantifier phrases of denotation occur in the sentences that express those propositions.
Denoting concepts, in other words, are what the quantifier phrases of natural language
(such as ‘every’, ‘any’, ‘a’, ‘some’, and ‘the’) express or stand for. Due to the theory of
denoting concepts, the constituent is the denoting concept. But "the present president of
South Azerbaijan’ (which is a concept, not a person) may well fail to denote anything.
This is the challenging point of the idea when it is asked that if propositions such as "I
need the book" and "the present president of South Azerbaijan" have the same
denotation approach because of the same quantifiers.

2. Denoting and Meaning

Russell shows a significant change in his idea in his paper 1905, “On
Denoting”.4 According to Russell's views before “On Denoting”, the meaningfulness of
a sentence such as "the present president of South Azerbaijan is handsome" demanded
that there be a present president of South Azerbaijan. The significance of OD, is that it
reformed Russell's theory of meaning in such a way that he could accept the
meaningfulness of the sentence "the present president of South Azerbaijan is handsome™
without accepting that there is, in any sense, present president of South Azerbaijan.

In the other example, “the dome of the Goy Machid”  the round squares do not
necessarily imply that “the dome” in the expression correspond to an object which have
existence (Hylton, 1993). For Russell, as it is mentioned before, a denoting phrase is a
(singular) noun phrase beginning with what linguists call a determiner, like ‘a’, ‘every’,
‘some’, or ‘the’. A phrase is denoting only because of its form not its “content”.
However, a denoting phrase need not denote anything in order to be a denoting phrase;
it simply needs to have the form of a phrase that is denoting something. That is, a phrase
can denote a definite object such as the “the dome of the Goy Machid” or it can denote
ambiguously a country or building, which there is no a country or a building in
particular but an undefined country or building.

Therefore, a denoting phrase needs to denote anything in order for the verbal
expression of the proposition which involves it to have a meaning. In addition, Russell
thinks that denoting is a fact that concerns logic. The logic, in his word, is because of
the relation between the objects designated and expressed. According to him, it is the
meaning but not the designated or expressed names of the objects which denotes the
denotation (OMD, see pp.317-18).

The theory of descriptions is his solution to the problems caused by the
interpretation of denoting phrases. Russell thinks that one can infer things about the
nature of the world by examining the language that truthfully describes the world. He

A theory which has been called a “paradigm of philosophy”. See for more details: Frank P.
Ramsey, The Foundations of Mathematics and Other Logical Essays, ed. R. B. Braithwaite
(London: Kegan Paul, 1931), p. 263.

It is a (Azerbaijan) Turkish name. Blue or sky mosque is its translation. For more details see:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blue_Mosque,_Tabriz
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suggests that such definite descriptions as "the golden mountain®, "the round square",
"the country of South Azerbaijan" do, in fact, denote things that fit or satisfy them. In
short, the theory of description, originated from Russell's, "On Denoting," (1905) is an
attempt to consider the meaningfulness of sentences by expressions that does not
necessarily charges to prosecute the existence of such entities.

3. Gray’s Elegy Argument

Gray’s Elegy is an argument offered for the problem of meaning and denotation
of denoting concepts to show that PoM is incoherent. The argument is proposed
additionally reasoning that PoM cannot provide an adequate account of non-uniquely
denoting concepts. Due to the argument, if it is assumed that any grammatically correct
denoting phrase can stand for an object then difficulties in the interpretation of denoting
phrases could be found hitherto. Denoting is not the subject of denotation; instead a
meaning is casted on the denoted phrase (Brogaard, 2006). For example, if there is a
Meinong6 object for the phrase “the present president of South Azerbaijan” which still
reveals no such governor, then we have to admit both that there is and there is not a
present president of South Azerbaijan. Obviously, it shows obviously a contradiction. It
is not a clear elaboration. Russell states this by proposing that it is relevant to admit
self-contradiction.

On the contrary, as alluded before, Frege by a distinction between sense and
reference (or in other words, a distinction between meaning and denotation) avoid self-
contradiction. He shows that a denoting phrase’s meaning is to be found in its
constituent meanings, not its denotation. But Russell argues on Frege’s idea in a way
that a statement ‘the present president of South Azerbaijan’ is not about the meaning at
all, but about the man himself. Therefore, it is a statement about a denotation not a
meaning. Frege’s distinction between a denoting phrase having both meaning and
denotation led Russell to put forth the idea of Gray’Elegy. He mentions ‘the first line of
Gray’s Elegy’7 as a subject in a proposition8 which is about the meaning of what is
contained within the inverted commas. Russell used commas to distinguish meaning
from denotation.

Let’s consider the proposition “the first line of Gray’s Elegy states a proposition’.
This is the denotation of denoting phrase. But ““the first line of Gray’s Elegy” does not
state a proposition which is about the meaning of what is contained in the inverted
commas: the relation between these meaning and denotation is not just linguistic, but it
is a logic relation. We can express it as the meaning denotes the denotation.

If we say ‘the meaning of C’ (C = ‘the first line of the Gray’s Elegy’) then we
have the denotation. For example, ‘the meaning of the first line of Gray’s Elegy’ is the

6 Meinong holds that phrases such as ‘the present king of France’, ‘the round square’ stand for

genuine objects.

A poem by Thomas Gray (26 December 1716 — 30 July 1771). Its first line is “The curfew
tolls the knell of parting day’.

The proposition would be something like “ “The first line of Gray’s Elegy’ is a concept”
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same as ‘the meaning of ‘the curfew tolls the knell of parting day’. So to have the
meaning rather than the denotation we ought to avoid saying ‘the meaning of the C* and
instead say ‘the meaning of the ‘C’’, which is the same as ‘C’. Similarly, ‘the denotation
of C’ does not denote what we want. It only denotes what is denoted by the denotation
we want. For example, the denotation of ‘C’ is the curfew tolls the knell of parting day.

The problem with speaking of the meaning of a denoting phrase or complex is
that the moment the denoting complex is put into a proposition it becomes about the
denotation. If the subject of a proposition is within inverted commas, then it becomes
the meaning of the denotation, not the meaning of the proposition inverted into commas.
This is the big puzzle of “the relation between C and ‘C’’ that still remains mysterious.

4. Gray’s Elegy’s puzzle

Is there difference between the following phrases one without the inverted
commas and the other using these commas?

1: the country of South Azerbaijan is a building not a denoting complex.
2: “the country of South Azerbaijan” is not a building, but a denoting complex.

In other words, how the concept of phrase would not be related to the proposition
over which a meaning is denoted? To elaborate the problem, let’s use L1 to indicate the
entity occurring in subject position in the proposition expressed below by 1 and L2 for
the entity (whatever it maybe) in subject position in the proposition expressed by 2. As
Russell says if we wish to speak of the concept, we can indicate the fact by italics or
inverted commas. So L1, on the theory in question, is a meaning or denoting complex
which denotes a particular object where L1 occurs in the subject position in the
proposition expressed by (1).Noting that constituents of L1 are indicated by the
individual words of the corresponding phrase; otherwise stated, when the phrase occurs
without inverted commas we are talking about the object(s) (e.g. a single building) —
depending on the sense in which the phrase is used.

The approach of Russell seems to give a sense to a denoted phrase by acquiring a
direct understanding of the every constituent of the proposition inverted. However, it is
not clear what we may mean by using the terms acquirablity and apprehension of a
proposition in terms of denotation. When the phrase occurs between inverted commas it
is the denotation we are talking about. We are talking about an issue which is not only
the object, for example the building, but also the meaning of it. Acquaintance with L1 or
L2 interrelates with our attitudes with the reality and truth level of their constituents.

This is acceptable if we consider ‘denotation’ when is used to mean either the

object(s) denoted or the referent. The Phrase (2) seems that expresses a proposition
about L1. But what is L2? L2 may be a different entity than L1 or L1 cannot be one of
the constituents of L2 (Makin, p.24). Pakaluk (p.41, 43) and Makin (p.26) agree that this
is not the cardinal problem. Makin thinks that our problem is to check the relatedness of
L1 and L2 (ibid). He (ibid, p.26) argues that it would not seem that L1 is a different
entity than L2. Since if (1) and (2) are about distinct entities, what occurs in their
respective subject positions must be distinct entities where as it is obviously known that
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they are talking about an identical thing. By an identical thing, | mean that L1 and L2
both refer to a single entity as an (denoted) object and meaning.

Russell, then, talks about the relatedness by stating that “the meaning denotes the
denotation”. It is of a fruitful strategy to make a relation between L1 and L2°. The idea
is that the relation between them is not of the type of logical relation because each of
both L1 and L2 has meaning and denotation in separation. Truly, Makin (2000, p.19)
states that, in contrast, this particular point is a crucial difference between logical and
linguistic difference. If the relation between meaning and denotation was only linguistic
we would scrutinize the relation by words or phrases. That the relation, then, would
have nothing to suppose more than the meaning and the meaning would be expressed by
the phrases as that which denotes only the denotation.

However, it seems that the possible expectation of Russell is to speak about
denotation of denoting concepts, not the denoting concepts themselves. It is a distinction
between denoting concepts considered in their own rights and the denotation of such
concepts as a distinction between their meaning and their denotation (Makin, p.38-39).

After all, I think Makin tries to look at this relation as a function. The denotation
of a denoting complex stipulates a function only for the denotations of denoting
complexes (Makin, p.27). When we replace a constituent complex of a proposition with
another with the same denotation then the denotation of the entire complex remains
unchanged, because their function is uninterrupted.

Such approach and usage of the concept of function for the problem may not be
possible, because the constituents of a proposition are conceived entities (Pakaluk, p.46)
without functions, or if a function should be taken is of logical procedures for the
application. L1 in (1) is in a subject position with an occurred entity while in (2) it has a
different complex. By (1) we get a proposition about its denotation and in (2) we have a
proposition about the complex‘s denotation (Makin, p.27). In the words of Pakaluk
(p.46) constituents™ are indicated by words that are used in the statement that expresses
that proposition. Using pakaluk’s idea, it could be added that meanings simply are those
complexes of entities that bear the relation to entities outside of the proposition, for
instance to realized objects, things or even ideas.

Consequently, two different views can be selected: first, a linguistic expression
(including words and ideas) indicates a denoting complex in a proposition which
denotes something or someone outside of the proposition and has a logical relation with
the meaning and denotation. Second, that linguistic expression indicates a denoting
complex which is the meaning™ at the same time and place of the constituents.

Due to Makin and also Russell, the main concern is that if we want to understand
L1 we refer to its complex denotation (i.e. country, south, Azerbaijan) expressed from
higher levels of inversion, but what about the L2’s constituents? There does not seem to
be an immediate answer. It will even be more difficult stepping to higher level of

9
10
11

For more details see: Pakaluk (1993, p45), Russell (1905)
Constituents of the proposition: denoting complexes, denotation and meaning.
It also worth to not that the meaning in both ways is not psychological.
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meaning and denotations (i.e. by putting a proposition several times into brackets and so
have L1, L2 and etc.) Russell’s restriction in looking at phrases, not names or nouns, is
not entirely helpful as well (Seto, 1983). Also, | do not think we may explain the issue
through indication of phrases to denotation. Indication and denotation presuppose the
relation between phrases inverted without bring the logical and cognitive properties into
the denoting game.

Although, Russell suggests that denoting is achieved by virtue of the descriptive
content in the denoting phrase, still it could be criticized that in the case of some terms,
doubts could be happen whether terms are names or descriptions; ‘God’, as a term, does
describe God as the unique divine being or is it a name of God? I think denoting phrases
appear in sentences that appear in a broader context. There may be implications that
arise from the use of a denoting phrase beyond the composite meaning gleaned from the
words in order to be appeared in the denoting phrase. Makin also thinks that “L” has
something quite different mean by “L1” and “L1” than “L2” and etc. He believes that
(2000) “we are never required to go from denotation to meaning. This is because at first
level being given pair the denotation already puts us in a position where we can speak or
reason about it, and if we are given only the complex, then we can proceed from it to the
denotation.” (p.31).

5. Rephrasing Gray’s Elegy Argument

The story continues putting forth the below three examples:

1. The meaning of the first line of Gray’s Elegy

2. The meaning of the ‘the curfew tolls the knell of parting day’
3. The meaning of the “the first line of the Gray’s Elegy”

By reducing™ them into symbolic form, we have:

1. The meaning of C

2. The meaning of ‘C’

3. The meaning of “C”

Russell claims that “Similarly ‘the denotation of C’ does not mean the
denotation we want, but means something which, if it denotes at all, denotes what is
denoted by the denotation we want. For example, let ‘C’ be the denoting complex
occurring the in the second of the above instances. Then

C= ‘the first line of Gray’s Elegy’, and

The denotation on C= the curfew tolls the knell of parting day. But what we
mean to have as the denotation was ‘the first line of the Gray’Elegy’. Thus we have
failed to get what we wanted.” (ibid)

2 Russell by reducing meaning and denotation into formal level wants to emphasis on the
relatedness and difference, at the same time, of the meaning and denotation on linguistic and
meta — linguistic (by meta linguistic level I mean higher order) levels.
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This idea seek that if the denoting phrase is made part of the phrase for speaking
about its meaning (as in ‘the meaning of C’), the resulting phrase will give us a meaning
other than the intended one. Denotation and meaning in a simple phrase seems clear, but
then when one phrase is embedded in another, we need the denotation of the whole
phrase to determine the first phrase’s denotation.

This presentes a paradoxical phenomenon. Since the first phrase embodied in
another complex one, by this view, may denote something other than what it was in the
simple one. Makin thinks (2000) this problem is not because of using "the notion of
meaning and denotation, but rather in the very fact of their being denoting phrases at
all" (p.37). In contrast, Pakaluk (1994) thinks that the meaning is not, so to speak, a
competitor with the denotation, but rather that which makes denotation possible in the
first place (see p.52 for more details). The hierarchy of bracketing prepares a way for
the claim that denotation presupposes meaning - not the claim that denotation is always
accompanied by meaning.

Nevertheless, the series of { C, 'C', "C", "™"C"", ...} involves infinity. In the
derived denotation, ideas, objects or things, or any elements (e) included in the lexical,
sentential and propositional productions are also infinite. Makin (p.35) names it “the
twin phenomena” in which using ‘the denotation of C’ results in speaking not of the
denotation of ‘C’, but of the denotation of its denotation. However, a question is that
how the elements {el, €2, e3, en) of a C make a sequential, casual and relational chain
with references outside of a proposition for a meaning via denotation.

A possible method is that this loop of logical interconnection of realized
elements with elements in the upper level of denotation fall to a reduction of meaning
from upper level of denotation to the lowest level, C, and finally to the elements of the
intended phrase i.e. objects and ideas. As | saw, the process of reductions of a
proposition acquires meaning through a cut of its elements and integration of elements
in lower level of denotation. In other words, integration of any e in a sentence makes a
sentence denote something, someone or some idea via previous level of integration
process, provided that the integration has been done causally and in an experiencing
process. Otherwise denotation will occur but denoting would account null.
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“C" ="the dome of the Goy Machid” = "= ‘the dome of the Goy Machid’ ~ C=the dome of the Goy Machid
Stage C Stage B Stage A
Stage C: "C" ="the" + “dome” + “of"+ “the” + “Goy" + “Machid”

| Mentalrepresentation level |

‘C’' = 'the’ + ‘dome’ + ‘of '+ ‘the’ + ‘Goy’ + ‘Machid’

‘There could exists’ + + ‘There could exists something + called as Goy and Machid

» Stage C: C = the + dome + of+ the + Goy + Machid

There reallyexists + + There really exists something  + named as Goy and Machid

Figure 1. Meaning via denotation process goes from denotation “C” to C. This process
is a reduction in three stages. Stage A is a reduction of “C” elements into the
range of elements in ‘C’. This stage is in the mental level. Stage B stays in a
mental presentation level too, but delineates an upper level of experience and
observation. Stage C is a reduction to realized objects or ideas.

So far so good. The process of denotation reduction starts by mental presentation
reduction of every e to objects that empower existence of e. For instance, in a phrase
called the dome of the Goy Machid, the meaning of ‘the dome of the Goy Machid’ is
derived from denotation “C” which is a sum of denotation of each element i.e. [“the”,
“dome”, “of”, “the”, “Goy”, “machid”]. The derived meaning from this level travels
towards the sum of es in ‘C’ i.e. [‘the’, ‘dome’, ‘of’, ‘the’, ‘Goy’, ‘Machid’] and finally
is meant by an integration of e in C i.e. [the, dome, of, the, Goy, Machid] with
modalities. It means that for a reader who does not know what C refers or means, the
meaning from denotation “C” would stay possible / impossible at subjective or mental
level unless s/he reduces it to the reality for which there will be realized references (See
Figure 1).

Notice that the range of es in each proposition of denotation is ideas and objects
and its domain depends on the experiment and observation of the perceiver rated with
received information. Domain is the rate of meaningfulness via experienced references.
Experiencing every e increases the level of realized reference of the e and makes the e
more meaningful. Less experience or observation keep the proposition at the level of
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language experiences, whereas enriched experience provides more realized information
of any e and its quantifier.

According to the mentioned proposal, the idea of meaning is retreated by
epidemic —ontological reduction via denotation and would be symbolized as:

R: €idsa - eab_;l'scr

D:e

gxparginced rate

A definition of C is:

n

c= UR(ei] 1-1

i=0

R(e,) is the causal relation of every elements (&) with the domain (D) of
experiences. The relation of ideas to objects could be internal relation of elements which
take place in an assembly of the realized space of elements, but the external relation of
elements is derivation of denotations by levels of bracketing through experience of
references. The internal relation in an inverting level is not transitive (Brogaard,2006)
because of the unique roles of action they may take in the phrasing positions, but
external relations of elements intransitively can committee to denoting levels.

The directness rate of denoting relation comes from accessibility of experiences
to objects, or ideas or information within mind. The following relation for denoting
proposition of C which brings the meaning form realized level to mental presentation, is
represented as:

T

C= UR[eE]q 1—-2

i=0

where ¢ is existential level of quantifiers of each level. Existential level of quantifiers
provides a transition within the experiential level. Thus, relation of elements refers to
informational level within the world and the mind. The bracketing will thus mean a
generalization from the experiences of elements, which leads us to:

dc”*=Udc”‘1+c 1—3
i=1

where d is called denotation of proposition of C in the range of 1 to 7 experiential level

of elements for 11 # 0. Without experiencing an element in its space there will be no
denotation, even though some may believe that still a meaning can be defined for.

In addition, C in first relation (1-1) is a realized level which is very objective and
its quantifiers dedicate the existential scale. C will donate the elements of its phrase due
to directedness rate. The element and relation of this level is acquired and validated by
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observation to gain meaning and its truth value, whereas n#0 goes to mental
representation level that quantifiers are mental assumption of existence.

Quantifiers in every denotation show ordered existence of elements from
subjective level of the idea to the reality. In the logical language, quantifiers which
denote the C are existential necessity (O3e) and quantifiers in n#0 are existential
possibility (¢ 3&). Given these modalities, a model of denotation for n#0 depends on
the possibility and necessity of representation of elements.

On this view, C is a derivation of dC with the sequences of possibilities towards
realities:

a(dC
o= (dc) 1—4
ddqg
where C and denotation of C (i.e., dC) by substituting appropriate operators of
possibility and necessity in (1-2) and (1-3) will be built up a meaning as:

n

C:D‘IUE:' 1-5

i=1
n

dC=0[DqUeij 1—6

i=1

Generalization will provide us a meaning for C as sum of necessarily integration
of leveling elements within the observed space and operation of quantifier on the
integration process:

!

k-1 n
C=Z in(Ue}-—I-Ue}-] 1-7
=1 J=k

i=1

n k—1 n
1

dC™ = l_[“'z Z ng'( e}-—i-Ue}-] 1—8
==0 k

i=1 _;|': _;|':

Therefore, the fact that dC™ denotes at least one element obtains independently
of any sentence in which C occurs. In the light of this process, reduction will go
sequentially back from high ordered denotation to the denoting stage of propositions. It

will be processed by a derivation of quantifiers fromd C™. That says, according to the
relation (1-4), the relation (1-5) would be derived from (1-8) on the existential
possibility of quantifiers to reach the existential necessity of quantifiers and elements.
Nothing that achieving existential necessity of quantifiers provides meaning, but it still
needs to be validated by observations of elements of the propositions to avoid
indeterminacy of truth-value.
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6. Conclusion

Makin states that meaning is a crucial difference between the logical and
linguistic difference of its denotation. Additionally, Pakaluk’s idea states that meanings
simply are those complexes of entities that bear the relation to entities outside of the
proposition. The difference of Makin’s model with Pakaluk is that in the model of
Makin a meaning can be a denotation when one wants to go into higher order levels. It
is almost the one Russell bothers with. That is the denotation of a phrase has the
meaning (as well as denotation) and the meaning of a phrase has denotation (as well as
meaning). One possible idea is to consider every element of phrases and denotational
propositions in a logical interaction chain as to reach the basic realized objects, things
and ideas and also to achieve the relatedness level of meanings and denotations. One
type of formulization was introduced to understand meaning via processed denotation.
This attempt was a sort of derivation form mental representation to realization. The
proposed symbolization revealed that quantifying depends on the level of necessity and
experience of a viewer. Finally it was argued that the relations are logical interaction
between every element of denoted propositions.



A Review From Denotation To Denoting

i, KOLYOl 2015724

Anlamdan Anlamlandirmaya Dogru Bir inceleme

Ozet

Gray'in Agit1 anlamlandirma ve isaret edici kavramlarin ifade edilmesi hakkinda
bir argiimandir. Isaret edici kavramlar 6nermelerde, niceleyici sdzciiklerse bu
onermeleri ifade eden ciimlelerde ortaya g¢ikar. Russell, bu argliman: anlami
ifadeden ayirmak i¢in kullanir. Bu g¢aligma s6z konusu argiimani, Makin ve
Pakaluk tarafindan ortaya koyulan iki farkli goriisiin karsilagtirilmasinda
kullanmaktadir. Calisma, isaret edici sozcligiin ya da ideler ve nesneler zinciri
tarafindan ifade hakkinda haline getirilen onermedeki bilesik yapinin anlaminin
tartisilmasiyla sonlanmaktadir. Son adimda, bu Oneriye iliskin formiilizasyon
verilmektedir.

Anahtar Sozcukler
ifade, Gray'in Agit's, Kavramlar ve Anlam.
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Degerler ve Egitim Iliskisi Uzerine

Ozet

Egitim ve felsefe yazininda degerlerin varligi yadsinmamaktadir. Ancak her iki
yazinda da degerlerle ilgili ortak bir séylem olusturulmus degildir. Felsefede
yapilan tartigmalar hala devam ettigi gibi egitimde de hangi degerlerin
aktarilacagima dontik bir fikir ortaklig1 saglanamamustir. Bir kisim degerlerin pek
de tartisilmadan, toplumsal hakimiyete gore belirlenip aktarilmas: gerektigini ileri
stirerken, diger bir kisim ise buna karsi1 ¢gikarak aktarilacak degerleri ve bu bakigin
mesrulugunu sorunsallastirir. Bu iki yonlii tartigmada degerlerin kaynaginin ortaya
konmasi, hangi degerlerin segilebilecegi ile ilgili de 6nemli bir fikir verecektir.
Ayrica bu belirlenim sayesinde degerlerin sinirlart belirginlestikce, egitim i¢inde
de kullanilacak degerlerin secilmesi daha az tartigmali hale gelecektir. Bu
bakimdan ¢esitli deger tartismalarina deginilecek ve degerlerin kesif mi yoksa icat
m1 oldugu tartigmasi yapilacaktir. Kaynaga iliskin tartigmalarda degerlerin hem
kesif hem de icat olabilecek ozellikler gosterdigi ortaya konmaya galisilacak ve
¢aligmanin sonunda ise degerlerin insanligin mirasindan 6nemli ortakliklar (kesif)
tasimakla birlikte, bu ortakliga yerli degerlerin (icat) de eslik ettigi sdylenecektir.
Egitimde de aktarilmas: tercih edilecek degerlerin her ne kadar yerel hakimiyete
gore sekillendigi aciksa da insanlik mirasinin slizgecinden gegmesi gerektigi
vurgulanacaktir.

Anahtar Sozcukler
Deger, Deger Aktarinu, Egitim Felsefesi, Kesif, icat.
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Egitim ve degerler tartigmasini ele alacagimiz bu caligmada, egitim {izerinde
felsefi bir bakigla durmaya ¢alisacak ve degerin felsefi bir kavram olarak ne oldugunu
anlamaya calisacagiz. Ilk olarak egitime baktigimizda, tamiminin burada yeniden
yapmanin gereksizligi ortadadir. Ancak egitimin kapsamu ile ilgili bir sinir ¢izmek ya da
¢izilmis smirlarin boyutlarini gostermek, tartigmayr gérmek bakimindan 6nemlidir.
Egitim, cogunlukla okul temelli tanimlarla bilinir. Bunlara goére egitimin zorunlu
elementi okuldur veya egitim en azindan okuldan baslamalidir ve egitim ancak
yapilandirilmis sistematik bir kuram ve uygulamayla miimkiin olur. Bu sekilde sinirlar1
cizilerek yapilan egitime, formal (planli, programli) egitim denir. Ancak bu tanima
eklenmesi gereken ise egitimin formal bir aktarimla sinirli olmadig, bir btiin olarak ve
bireyin dogumuyla baslayip 6liimiine kadar giden siiregteki planl ya da plansiz tiim

o0grenme ve aktarimlar1™ da kapsadigidir.

Bu caligmada da okullu egitime karsi veya yani sira egitimin planli, programli,
mekanlar1 belirli ve sonuglar1 kestirilebilir bir aktarimla sinirli olmadigi, ayrica
toplumsal siirekliligi saglayan bir deger aktarim siirecini de kapsadigi kabuliinden
hareket edilecektir. Egitimin formal g¢abalarin disinda yasam boyu siirecek bir ugras
oldugu yaklagimina biiyiik destek John Dewey’den gelir. Dewey’e gore; “Egitim en
genis manasiyla, yasamin sosyal anlamda siirekliliginin saglanmasidir. Ister modern bir
sehir yasamina dogsun, ister kabile yasamina dogsun fark etmez, sosyal grubun her
pargasi; yardima muhtag, dili, inanglari, fikirleri veya sosyal standartlar1 olmayan
olgunlagsmamus bireyler olarak dogar. Bu grubun yasam tecriibesini aktaran her birey,
her bilesen, zamanla yok olur. Fakat grubun yasami devam eder.” (Dewey, 1997, s.3).

Egitimin sosyallestirmeci yoniinii temel alan yukaridaki tanima, cesitli karsi
cikiglar gormek miimkiindiir. Zira egitimin sosyallestirmenin yani sira ve hatta ondan
bile dnce gelen gorevlerinden birisinin bireysel 6zerklik oldugunu ileri siirenler vardir.
Bunlara gore egitim, bireylerin kendi amaglarmni anlamalart ve onlara ulasmalari,
yasadiklar1 topluma eksiksiz ve otonom olarak katilmalari i¢in bireyleri yetenek ve
temel bilgi ile donatir (Haji ve Cuypers, 2011, s.543; Phillips, 2009). Zira sosyal
degerlerin herhangi bir sekilede aktarimindan ya da bilimsel verilerin kavranmasindan
tek basina egitim diye bahsedilemez. “Helvetius, egitim bizi biz yapar, diyordu:
yalnizca bildigimiz degil, oldugumuz sey, bir insan, duygulariyla, zekasiyla,
ahlakliligiyla bir insan yapar” (Reboul, 1991, 5.25-26). Dolayisiyla bu ¢alismada sosyal
bir deger aktarimindan soz edilirken dahi, bireyin varligi, farkindalig: ve bu ¢alisma i¢in
en dnemli unsurlardan biri olan otonomlugu tizerinden degerlendirmeler yapilacaktir.

Egitimde bireyin, kendisine aktarimin nigin yapildigin1 bilmesi ve bu aktarimin
icinde kendi konumuyla ilgili bir fikre sahip olmasi gereklidir. Peters’in da belirttigi
gibi; “Bilimsel bilgiyi 6grenmis olan ancak dogruyu dert etmeyen veya bilime yalnizca
sicak su ve sosisli sandvig igin itibar gdsteren “egitimli” olarak anilmaz. Ogrenirken ne
0grendigi hakkinda bilgisi olmayana yapilan sey “egitim” olarak agiklanamaz.” (Peters,
1965, 5.96). Egitimli olmak, egitim araciligryla aktarilana bir uyma (tabiiyet) gerektirse

dahi, biling ve dolayisiyla segme Ozgiirliigiinii ve 6zgilinliigiinii korumak zorundadir.

Tiim 6grenme ve aktarimlarin egitim oldugu konusu tartigmalidir. Ancak bu ¢aligmada bu
tartismaya girilmeyecektir.
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Dolayistyla egitimi anlamli kilan sey yalnizca bir uyma ve bunun sonucu olusan
davranis degisikligi degil, 6zellikle ayn1 zamanda siiregten ve aktarimin amaglarindan
da haberdar olmaktir. Siire¢ten ve amacgtan haberdar olmak, bireydeki farkindaliktir.
“Farkindalik”, bireyin varligina ve dolayisiyla onun 6zerkligine vurgudur. Farkindalik
yaratilmadan yapilan eylemler i¢in egitim ve bu eylemleri bagarili bir sekilde tekrar
edebilenlere de egitimli denemez.

Farkindaligin egitsel anlamda énemini kabul etmekle birlikte, sorunsuz bir sav
olmadigin1 da gormek gerekir. Bireyin egitiminin farkindalikla anlamli olabilecegi
savina yoneltilebilecek ancak bu g¢alismanin disinda tutulacak cesitli soru ornekleri
tiretmek miimkiindiir; Egitimde farkindalik yaratma kosulu her yas i¢in gegerli midir?
Okulodncesi egitimde kendisine dgretilenin neden onun i¢in gerekli oldugunu bilmeyen
bir ¢ocuga, ona aktarilant anlamaktan uzak oldugundan, bu gocugu egitmekten vaz mi
gecilmeli? Ya da okul ncesi egitime, egitim demekten mi vazgecilmeli?

Farkindalik, bir biitiin olarak egitim, egitsel degerler ve deger aktarimi gibi
konular ile egitimin varlik nedenlerine doniik yukarida bazi o6rnekleri de sunulan
sorgulamalar egitim felsefesine isaret etmektedir. Egitim felsefesinin ne olup ne
olmadigiyla ilgili ¢cok kisa bir hatirlatma yapalim. Egitim felsefesi bir kabul ve
onaylama makami olma ¢abasi igerisinde diisliniilmemelidir. Reboul’ un da belirttigi
iizere; “Egitim felsefesi her seyden 6nce bir sorgulamadir; bir bilgiler toplulugu degil,
egitim istiine bildigimiz ya da bildigimizi sandigimiz her seyin sorgulanmasidir”
(Reboul, 1991, s.7). Dolayisiyla egitim felsefesi; egitimle ilgili tim ¢abalarin,
uygulamalarin, temellendirmelerin vs. felsefi yonden siirekli yeniden sorgulanmasidir.
Nitekim Reid’in de belirttigi gibi; “egitim felsefesi, felsefi enstriimanlarin kullanildigi,
egitim sorunlarma ve felsefi diisiincenin egitimle ilgili ¢iktilarina felsefi metotlarin
uygulanmasidir (Reid, 1965, s.26). Reid’ in ifadesinde de yer alan, felsefenin egitime bu
katkisi, egitimi temellendirmede gerekli oldugu gibi, egitim siireci devam ederken de
hep ihtiya¢ duyulacak bir katkidir.

Egitim ve dolayisiyla egitim felsefesinin ne ile ugragmasi gerektigi, degerler
egitimine bakisa da yon verir. Ciinkii degerleri siirdiiriilebilir kilan, yeni degerleri
yaratan temel aktarim araci egitimdir. Gegmisten giliniimiize genel olarak egitim
orgiitiiniin, 6zellikle de okullarin varligin1 korumasiin bazen ilk nedeni, bazen de
yasamsal becerileri kazanma ve meslek edinmeden sonra ikinci nedeni deger aktarimi
olmustur. Egitimin deger aktarim iglevi; amacit mevcut sosyal yapiyr korumak ve
stirdiirmek olan toplumsal degerleri, egitim kurumlar1 aracilifiyla yeni nesillere
aktarmada hizmet ettigi sOylenebilir. Egitim ile deger arasindaki bu iligkinin yeni
olmayip ¢ok uzun siireden beri var oldugunu da belirtmek gerekir. Nitekim Aristoteles’e
gore egitimin amaci; “Dogru eylem igin gerekli ahlaki ve entelektiiel erdemleri
ogretmektir” (Suppes, 1995, s.3). Insanlar, bilingli veya tesadiifi yollarla yarattiklari
degerleri yeni nesillere aktararak siirekli kilmaya ¢aligmislardir. Yaratilan bu degerleri
aktarma arzusu, okul benzeri yeni araglar olusturdugu gibi var olan aracglar1 da kullana
gelmistir.

Degerlerin bir sonraki nesle aktarimi ve boylece siirekli kilinmasi arzusunun
egitimi vazgecilmez bir arac olarak ortaya ¢ikarmasi dogal degilse de beklenebilir bir
sonuctur. Deger, egitimin kendi igerisinde {irettigi bir kavram olmasa da egitim
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uygulamalarinda yeni de degildir. Hatta egitim ve degerlerin neredeyse ayni yasta
oldugu sdylenebilir. Fakat buna ragmen egitimde degerler sorunu, sanki giincel ve kisa
vadeli bir sorunmus gibi ele alinmakta; bu nedenle de egitimci, yasa koyucu vs.
insanlarin giindemine deger konusu siirekli yeniden girmektedir. Degerler sorununun
egitimcilerin glindemine bu kadar sik girmesi, bu sorunun ¢6ziimii noktasinda ¢ok temel
ilerlemeler saglanamamis oldugunu gosterir.

Egitimle ilgili glincel sorunlarin fazlaligi ve ¢ogunlukla bu nedenle de ortaya
cikan kafa karisikliklari, egitimcileri egitimin “klasik” diye tanimlanan ancak aslinda
egitimin tam da temelini kuran sorulart gérmekten cogu zaman alikoymaktadir. Bu
sorunlara bir ¢oziicli yaklasim olarak egitim felsefesi, “0gretmeye, aktarmaya deger
nedir?” sorusuna yanit aradigi gibi, egitim siirecinde gz ardi edilen uygulamalarla ilgili
de sorgulamalar yapmaktadir. Knight’ a gore egitim felsefesi ¢alismalari kisaca sunlari
yapmaktadir; “1. Egitimcilerin egitimin temel sorunlari ile tanigmasini saglamak, 2. Bu
sorunlar1 daha genis bir ¢ergevede ele alip ¢6ziim 6nerilerinde bulunmalarini saglamak,
3. Egitimin ve hayatin hedefleri ile ilgili kafalarinin netlesmesine yardim etmek, 4.
Gergekei dis diinya ile kendi i¢ bakislarina rehberlik etmek ” (Knight, 1998, s.3). Egitim
felsefesi, kolayca gbzden kagabilen bu tiirden sorulari tekrar hatirlatmakta, dikkatleri
farkli sorgulamalarla egitimin ‘neligi’, ‘niginligi’ gibi en temel felsefi tartigmalara geri
cagirmaktadir.

Egitim felsefesinin ana tartisma konularindan olan degerlerle ilgili problemlerin
¢Oziimiinde ilerleme saglanamamasinin ¢esitli nedenleri olabilir. Bunlardan egitim
felsefesi icin de gegerli olan muhtemel nedenlerden biri, giiniimiiz egitimcileri ve
egitimle ilgilenenlerinin daha ¢ok kisa Omiirli ve sonunda kisir dongiiye varan
sorgulamalarla ugragmalaridir. Bu sorunu Knight; “Egitimciler egitimde kalkinmadan,
ilerlemeden ¢ok o an i¢in yapilan eylemle ilgililer” seklinde &zetlemektedir (Knight,
1998, s.2). Bu da egitimle ilgili daha derinlikli ve ontolojik tartigmalarin ¢ogunlukla
disarida kalmasina neden olmaktadir. Sonug¢ olarak egitim, hedef yoksunu pek ¢ok
tartigmay1 barindiran, bu nedenle bir biitiin olarak ilerleme saglamakta zorlanan bir
noktadadir. Bu da gelisim yoksunluguna neden olmakta, cocuklara ve egitimi
hedefleyenlere agir bir maliyet yaratmaktadir.

Simdi de degerlerin egitim ve egitim kurumlari ile baglantisina deginerek, sosyal
anlamiyla da degerin nerede durduguna kisaca bakmaya c¢alisgalim. Bu bakimdan
Rokeach g0yle bir 6zetleme yapmaktadir; “insan degerlerinin ana belirleyicisinin kltlr,
toplum ve toplumsal kurumlar (inangsal, ekonomik ve egitimsel kurumlar gibi)
olduguna biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugumuz muhtemelen hemfikirdir. Ancak, kurumlar degerleri
olusturdugu gibi toplumsal kurumlarin olusumunu da yillar igerisinde saglayan
degerlerdir” (Rokeach, 1975, s.117-118). Yine Rokeach, toplumsal kurumlarin bazen
bir kisminin daha baskin rol istlense de deger aktariminin bir arada yapildigini ve
yiriitildiglini belirtir. Toplumsal kurumlarin olusturduklari degerlere Ornek;
glnahlardan kurtulus ve bagislama, temel inangsal degerler; 6zgiirlik ve esitlik, ana
politik degerler; giizellik, estetik deger olarak aktarimini siirdiiriir demektedir (1975,
s.118-119). Wilding ve George’a gore; “degerler ekonomik, politik ve sosyal
sistemlerin Urunleri olduklar1 gibi, bu sistemlerin isleyisini ve gelisimini etkileyen
bagimsiz etmenlerdir” (Wilding ve George, 1975, s.373). Dolayisiyla egitim ve egitim
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kurumlari, yalmizca degerlerin pasif birer aktaricist degil, ayni zamanda deger yaraticisi
ve deger doniistiiriiciisii olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Degerlerin aktarimi, egitim ve deger iliskisini daha anlasilir kilmak i¢in simdi de
degerin ne olduguna kisaca deginelim. Ancak oncelikle hatirlanmasi gerekenlerden biri,
degerin ne olduguna iliskin kisa ve kolay bir yanit vermenin pek miimkiin olmadigidir.
Bunun bazi nedenleri sunlar olabilir; Deger, yalnizca felsefe ya da egitimde kullanilan
bir kavram degildir. Daha pek ¢ok alanda kullanilmaktadir ve bir¢ok farkli alan igin
degisik anlamlara gelmektedir. Bu da degeri tartismali yapmaktadir. Bir diger neden ise
matematik, kimya, ekonomi vb. bircok disipline konu olan wvarliklar arasindaki
karsilagtirmalarda deger sdzciligliniin benzer anlam igerigiyle kullanimi olabilir. Ayrica
deger sozciik olarak giindelik dilde sikga kullanilmakta, alet kutusundaki aletler gibi
yerine gore farkli anlamlar tasiyacak bicimde kullanilmaktadir. Bu da anlamdaki
belirsizligi artirmaktadir.

Giinliik konugma dilinde deger sozciigiinlin sik kullanilmasi, bu kavramla ilgili
sorularin ilk bakista kolay yanitlanabilir gériinmesine de neden olabilmektedir. ‘Degerin
yanit verilebilecek kolay bir kavram oldugu’ ile ilgili alginin olusmasinin ¢esitli
nedenleri olabilir. Bu nedenlerden biri, degerlerin ¢ogunlukla belli bir program
cercevesinde degil de giinliik yasamin yapip etmeleri i¢cinde fark edilmeden aktarimi
olabilir. Zira “deger nedir?”, “ortak degerlerimiz hangileridir?” veya “deger ile ilgili
ortak bir goriis var midir?” gibi sorular ilk bakista hemen yanit verilebilecek tiirde
sorular gibi goriinir. Bu durum degerin kendiliginden anlasilir ve kolay agiklanabilir bir
kavram oldugu 6n yargisint giiclendirmektedir. Ancak degerlerle ilgili biraz ayrintiya
girildiginde; “bir degerin ne oldugu, bu degerin kaynagi, nasil edinildigi, deger diye
kabul ettigimiz seyin hakikaten savunulmaya deger olup olmadigi” vs. sorularin, hi¢ de
kolay yanitlanabilir olmadig1 goriilecektir.

Felsefi bir kavram olarak, felsefenin alt alanlarindan etik (ethics) igerisinde yer
alan deger (deger kurami veya aksiyoloji) konusu, egitim uygulamalarinda da énemli bir
tartigma konusudur. Felsefenin ve egitimin ortak konularindan olan degerler egitimi,
egitim felsefesinin temel sorgulama alanlarindan biri olmaktadir. Deger kavrami; deger,
deger teorisi ve aksiyoloji (axiology) olarak veya ¢ogunlukla birbirinin yerine
kullanilan, yukarida siralanan kavramlarla felsefede yer almaktadir. Aksiyoloji veya
deger teorisi i¢in Schroeder; “ahlak felsefesinin biitiin dallarini, sosyal ve politik
felsefeyi, estetigi, bazen feminist felsefeyi ve inang felsefesini dahi kapsayacak bigimde,
degerlendirmeyi igeren felsefelerin tiimiiyle ilgilidir. Geleneksel aksiyoloji ise; neyin iyi
oldugunu, ne kadar iyi oldugunu ve iyi olanin iyiyle ne kadar ilgili oldugunu sorgular”
(Schroeder, 2012) demektedir. Brogan’a gore, genel olarak felsefenin alani olarak
aksiyoloji; iyi, gilizel ve dogruyu sorgulamaktadir ve felsefenin metafizik alani
icerisinde yer almakta veya metafizikle iligkilendirilmektedir (Brogan, 1932).

Deger felsefesini felsefenin hemen her alaniyla iliskilendirenler olmakla birlikte
(Schroeder, 2012, Brogan, 1932, s.107), bu alan genellikle iki felsefi disiplinle birlikte
degerlendirilir ki bunlar, etik ve estetiktir. Degerler ve deger aktarim felsefenin “etik”
kisminda yer alir ve ahlak felsefesinin en 6nemli konularindan bir tanesidir. Dolayistyla
deger, “etik” icerisinde yer alan ahlakin tasiyicisidir. Degerlerin aktarimi ise formal
veya informal egitimle miimkiindiir. Ancak degerlerin iliskili oldugu alanlar s6z konusu
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olsa da degerin ‘ne’ligi ile ilgili uzlagilmis tek bir kabul yoktur. “Degerlilik” kavrami ise
tercih iizerine kurulmus iyi, daha iyi, giizel ve daha giizel gibi degerlendirmelere tabidir.
Ciinkii degerlendirme esasen bir kiyaslamadir ve benzer tiirden durum, olay, nesne
vs.nin karsilastirmasina dayanir. Bu baglamda ele alindiginda, degere degerlilik katan,
degeri olgiilebilir kilanin degerlendirici oldugu sdylenebilir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢aligmada
degerler, bireysel bir degerlendirmeden bagimsiz olamaz 6n kabuliinden hareketle
irdelenmektedir.

Etik ve dolayisiyla deger ile ilgili tartismalarin tarihine bakildiginda, Sofistler ve
Sokrates’e kadar uzadig1 goriilmektedir. Degerin, felsefenin ayri bir dali olarak ortaya
¢ikigi ise genellikle Kant’a dayandirilir (Osborne, 1933, s.xi. b.). Ayrica felsefe
yazarlarmin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu i¢in etik, bir konu olarak Kant¢i terimlerle tanimlanir
(Maclntyre, 2001, s.217). Degerin ne olmadigr ile ilgili Kuguradi; “davranis seklinin bir
deger olmadigi; kendi basina bir davranigin veya bir davranis seklinin soyut olarak
degerlendirilemeyecegini ve deger bir kavram olmakla birlikte, bir seyin tagidigi
degerin ve her ¢esidiyle degerlerin kavramlar -hele soyut kavramlar hi¢- olmadigin
unutmamak gerekir” (Kuguradi, 2003, s.10) demektedir.

Degere bakig agisi tarihte onemli degisiklikler gostermistir. Degerin anlami
iizerine bir geyler sdylemenin zorluklarindan birinin de donemler arasindaki farkli
yaklagimlar olabilecegini akilda tutarak, degerle ilgili Brogan’in da Platon’a
dayandirdig1 en genel tanimlamalardan birine gore; iyinin bilgisine sahip olmak istegi,
degerler felsefesini dogurmustur (Brogan, 1932, 5.105). Deger felsefesi, iyi ile koti,
giizel ile ¢irkin hakkindaki yargiya dayanir. Bir diger yaklasima gore ise degerin
taniminda veya ortaya ¢ikisinda, bilgi ile iliskisi belirleyici olmustur. Degerin bilgi ile
iligkisini Toku, donemler halinde s6yle siralamaktadir; “Bunlardan ilki, Antik Yunan
felsefesinde goriilen temellendirmedir. Bu yaklasima gore bilgi formlarindan ibaret olan
degerler, hakikat sorununun gergevesine dahil olup, mutlak nitelikteki yargilardir. ikinci
temellendirme, Ortagag-Hiristiyan felsefesinde egemen olan temellendirmedir. Bu
anlayisa gore, degerin kapsamu bilginin kapsamindan daha genistir. Dogruluk veya
yanlishgin kriteri akil degil dindir. Ugiincii temellendirmeyse pozitivist felsefeyle
birlikte ortaya g¢ikan temellendirmedir. Bu agidan bakilinca da degerler, ampirik ve
rasyonel bilginin 6zel bir tiiri olarak géralurler” (Toku, 2002, s.104-106).

Degerler; 6znel-nesnel, igsel-digsal, sabit-degisken, kesif-icat gibi daha farkli
acilardan da tartisilmaktadir. Ancak bu tartigmalar biiyiik oranda degerlerin kesif ya da
icat olusuna odaklanir. Dolayisiyla deger tartigmalarindaki bu énemli konu, ¢aligmanin
da odaklarindan birini olusturur. Benzer bigimde degerlerin rolatif ya da mutlak olmasi
da degerlerin insan edimleriyle mi yoksa bir tiir kesifle mi olduguyla ilgilidir. Degerler
konusunda en temel ontolojik ayirimin; “dogal” ve “dogal olmayan” (Naturalistic ve
Non-Naturalistic) seklinde -yapildig1 séylenebilir (Osborne, 1933, b., Brodbeck, 1951,
S.7- 11). Bu ayirima gore degerler ya hazir halde bulunur ve biz onlar1 epistemolojik bir
pratikle kesfederiz ya da degerler insan aklinin bilme edimleri sonucu icat ettigi
urdnlerdir.

Degerlerin dil ve epistemolojik agidan yapilan ayirimlarini bir tarafa birakarak da
gruplandirmak miimkiindiir. Bunlardan biri; Esasi (fundamental) degerler ve tiiretilmis
(derivative) degerler ayrimidir. Matheson’a gore; esasi deger, epistemik olarak iyidir,
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tiiretilmis deger ise baska bir seyin epistemik iyiliginden kaynakli epistemik iyidir.
Esasi degerin yalnizca “dogruluk” oldugunu, geriye kalan tiim degerlerin tiiretilmis
olduguna dair popiiler bir goriis hakimdir” (Matheson, 2011, 5.392). Esasi ve tiiretilmige
benzer ancak daha yaygin bir bagka ikili deger ayirimi ise “kendi i¢inde deger”
(intrinsic) ve “aragsal deger” (instrumental) olarak yapilmaktadir. Stocks’a gore; “eger
bir eylem kendiliginden iyiyse, buna kendi icinde deger denir. Fakat bir degere, ortiik
olarak bir fail (agent) tarafindan miidahale edilirse, kendi i¢inde degere ulagtirdigi i¢in
iyi olarak kabul goriiyorsa, buna aragsal deger denir” (Stocks, 1929, s.299). Ancak
kendi icinde degerlerin neler oldugu ile ilgili konu tartismalidir. Ozgiirliik ve mutluluk
basta olmak {iizere, biling, haz, giizellik, dogru, bilgi, saglik kendi icinde degerlere;
baris, zenginlik, vatanseverlik, hosgorii gibi degerler de aragsal degerlere ornek olarak
verilebilir (Zimmerman, 2010). Aragsal ve kendinde deger igin Biiyiikdiivenci su
Ozetlemeyi yapmaktadir; “Bir seyin degeri, bir amaca ara¢ oldugunda 'aragsal'dir.
'Aragsal deger', o seyin bizim i¢in tasidigi deger'dir. ... Bir seyin 'igsel degeri'
dendiginde ise, bir bagka amag¢ i¢in ara¢ olmayan, amaci kendinde olan 'deger'
kastedilir. ...

Icsel deger, baska bir sey igin olmayan 'deger'dir. Bir baska deyisle, islevsel
degildir; yerini bir baskasi dolduramaz, bir baskasiyla yer degistiremez”
(Buyukdivenci, 2002, s.250).

Iyinin bilgisi ile iliskimiz gesitli deger kuramlarinin dogmasina neden olmustur.
Degerin mutlakligina vurgu yapan felsefi kanadin savunuculari; pek ¢ok degerin igsel
(intrinsic) oldugunu, insanin bu degerlere sahip olarak dogdugunu veya degerlerin
herhangi bir yerde kesfedilmeyi bekledigini ifade etmektedirler. Platon’dan Locke ve
Kant’a ve hatta sonrasinda da devam eden bu cizgiye bakildiginda, degerlerin
mutlakligi, degismezligi ve evrenselligi kaginilmazdir (MaclIntyre, 2001, s.183; Taylor,
1926). Ancak degerlerin kesfedildigi ve mutlakligi kabul edildiginde hemen bazi
sorular da bu kabul izlemektedir. Zira ayn donemlerde yasayan farkli toplumlarin ayni
ortak degerlere (0zgiirliik, kadin — erkek esitligi, bireysel otonomi vs.) sahip olmasi
gerekmez mi? Farkli degerlerin varligi, degerlerin kesiften ¢ok bir icat siirecinde ortaya
¢iktigini gdstermez mi?

Degerin kendinden menkul olmadigi, degerlendiricinin ona yiikledigi bir
anlamlandirmadan ibaret oldugunu belirten farkli bir felsefi kanat da vardir. Bu goriisii
Hacikadiroglu; “genellikle degerler insanlarin nesnelere yiikledigi 6znel nitelikler
oldugu icin, hicbir seyin nesnel degerinin bulunmadigi, bu yiizden de degerlerin
dizgesel olarak temellendirilmesinin olanaksiz oldugu kabul edilir” (Hacikadiroglu,
2002, s.35) seklinde Ozetlemektedir. Yine Kuguradi’ye gore, “Deger, sirf insanla,
dolayisiyla insan basarilariyla ilgilidir.” (Kuguradi, 2010, s.42). Fakat bu defa deger
belirleyici olarak insanin durumuna iliskin gesitli sorunlar ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Deger
belirleyicisinin insan akli olmasi, onu mutlak segici ve belirleyici haline getirmekte
degil midir? Ayrica ortak degerlerin varlig1 (dogruyu sdylemek, diiriist olmak vs.) nasil
aciklanabilir? Zira ortak degerlerin varligi, degerlerin mutlak oldugu ve kesifle ortaya
¢iktig1 goriislini desteklemekte degil midir?

Degerler 6znel c¢ikarimlardan ibaretse, insanin ne kadarini bilingli olarak
tasarlayabildigi tartismali olan yasaminda, bazi degerlerin kisiden bagimsiz var oldugu
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aciklanmaya ihtiya¢ duyar. Degerlerin insanlar tarafindan kurgulandigi goriisiine karst
yapilan elestiriye gore; pek ¢cok deger zaten mevcuttur ve insan aklinin dogal isleyisiyle
zamani geldiginde kendiliginden ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu degerlerin kabul edilebilir
oldugunu hemen herkes onaylayacaktir. Canlilarin yasam hakki, baris i¢inde birlikte
yasamin iyiligi gibi pek ¢ok deger 6nceden belirlenmistir. Bunun i¢in degerlendiren ve
deger arasindaki iligkiye bakildiginda Toku; ‘“Ne obje siijeye ne de siije objeye
indirgenmelidir. Onlar ayn1 varligin i¢inde biri digerini tamamlayan unsurlardir. Elbette
ki degerlerin Olciisii akildir. Ancak insanlar, degerlendirme fiilinde akli degisik
acilardan kullanabilirler. Onun i¢in akli mutlak, kurucu, kurgulayict akildan ziyade,
dogal siirec igerisinde kesfedebilen akil olarak gérmek gerekir” (Toku, 2002, s.111).
Dolayisiyla Toku, deger igin aklin roliinii kabul etmekle birlikte, degerlerin bir kesif
siireciyle ortaya c¢iktigimi ifade etmektedir. Deger zaten mevcuttur ancak onu
kesfedebilecek, ona degeri teslim edecek tek sey akildir. Buna Kant’in 6dev ahlakini
ornek verebiliriz. Buna gore; “6devden dolayr yapilan bir eylem, ahlaksal degerini,
onunla ulagilacak amagta bulmaz, onu yapmaya karar verdirten maksimde bulur...”
(Kant, 2009, s.15) demektedir. Ardindan Kant; “6dev, yasaya saygidan dolay1 yapilan
eylemin zorunlulugudur. Yapmay: tasarladigim eylemin nesnesine kugkusuz egilimim
olabilir, ama hi¢bir zaman saygim olamaz; ¢iinkii o, istemenin bir etkinligi degil, sirf bir
etkisidir” (s.15) demektedir. Yani Kant’ta eylemin hazza uygun olmasi, yalnizca tatli bir
tesadiif olabilir, daha fazlas1 degil.

Degerin dogal ya da akil siirecinin dogal bir sonucu oldugunu ileri siirenlere
kars1 ¢ikanlar oldugunu yukarida gordiik. Bu karsi ¢ikist savunanlar, degerin kisi
merkezli ve genel olarak haz — ac1 ¢ekismesi olarak ifade edilebilecek bir kavram
oldugunu ileri siirmiiglerdir. Bu goriise paralel sekilde White, arzudan bagimsiz bir
degerin olamayacagini belirtir (White, 1990, s.33). Haz ve act deneyimleri, degerlerin
olusmasinda 6nemli etkenlerdir ve bu yiizden bu argiimanin 6nemi ortadadir. Insan
yasayisinin belirleyicisi olan hazzin, degerler yarattigi ya da en azindan deger
yaratiminda ya da sekillenmesinde etkili oldugu agiktir. Degerin mutlakligi savunusunu
elestiren Biiylikdiivenci’nin su ifadeleri, White’in degerin deneyim kaynakli oldugu
goriisiini destekler: “Tiim degerler, bireysel degerlendirme edimlerinin bir Urlinudur.
Seylere deger veren, onlar1 degerli, degersiz kilan yalnizca insandir. Deger, var olandan
sonradir ve terim olarak dildedir. Diinyamizda degerli olan ne varsa, kendi i¢inde bir
degere sahip degildir... Doga, degerden yoksundur” (Bityiikdiivenci, 2002, 252).

Degerlerle ilgili yanitlanmas: gereken sorulardan bir digeri de degerlerin
zamansal ve toplumsal farkliliklar gostermesidir. Deger neden statik bir ¢izgide durmaz
ve degisir? Biitiin degerler degisim gosterir mi? Degisim gosteren degerin 6zii mii yoksa
sekli mi? Degerin degisiminin de gayet olagan oldugunu Kuguradi, “Objenin degeri,
degerlendirenin ona yiikledigi bir seydir; degerlendiren degistikce veya degerlendirme
zamani degistikce, o objenin degeri de degisik olabilir” (Kuguradi, 2003, s.11) seklinde
ifade etmektedir. Degerin yasadigi degisimi bir baska diisiiniir soyle 6zetlemektedir;
“Modern diinyada degerli olarak tanimlananlar, bilgiyi veya anlamayir merkez
almaktadirlar. Ancak bu her zaman boyle degildi. Ornegin Sparta egitiminde bilgi ve
anlama degerli goriilmezdi” (Peters, 1975, s.3). Dolayisiyla deger statik degil, zamansal
ve hatta toplumsal degisiklikler gostermektedir. Degerin gosterdigi degisiklikler,
degerlerin deneyimsel edinimlerle kazanildigina dair 6nemli bir vurgudur.
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Degerin kaynagiyla ilgili bu iki yonlii tartismay1 6zetledikten sonra, her ikisin bir
sentez olusturdugu iddiasin1 ortaya koymaya calisalim. Degerin insan disiincesinin
dogal iirlini ve kesfi oldugu (Taylor, 1926), bununla birlikte deneyimsel siirecin de bir
sonucu oldugunu Maclntyre Locke’a dayandirir ve sunu ekler; “Locke’ ta da ayirt edici
olan sey, moral kavramlara iliskin bu yari-Platoncu goriis terk edilmeksizin iyinin ve
kotiiniin haz ve aci ¢ercevesinde tanimlanma tarzidir” (Maclntyre, 2001, s.183). Degerin
ortaya ¢ikisiyla ilgili kesif-icat sentezi gdstermek icin ornek bir durum 0zerinden
hareket edelim. Piller ile ilgili bu 6rnek iizerinden diigiindiiglimiizde; bugiin pillerin
cevremize verdigi biiyiik tahribat hemen herkes tarafindan bilinir hale gelmistir. Piller
ilk kez uretilmeye baglandiginda boyle bir kaygidan bahsedilemezdi. Ancak pillerin son
derece zararli atiklar olabildigi 6grenildiginden bu yana neler oldugunu biliyoruz.
Cevreyi atik pillerden koruma veya en genel manasiyla ¢evrenin korunmasi bir deger
haline gelmistir. Pil 6rneginden de anlasilabilecegi gibi, ¢evrenin korunmasi zamanla
kolektif deger haline doniismiistiir. Gegmis donemlerde “gevreyi korumak” diye kolektif
bir degerin varligindan s6z edilemezdi ya da bugiine oranla pek dnem verilmemis ve
dolayisiyla bugiinkii gibi bir kolektiflik (ortaklik) gostermemisti.

Pillerin cevreye verdigi zarara karsi kendiliginden ortaya c¢ikan ya da bilingli
olarak gelistirilen gevreyi korumak degeri iizerinden bakildiginda; ¢evreyi korumanin
akil iiriinii bir deger olmakla birlikte, dogal kesif siirecinin bir sonucu oldugu da ileri
stirilebilir. Bu yargiyr agiklamak icin pil drnegine baktigimizda; 6zelde pillere karsi,
genel anlamda ise cevrenin korunmasina doniik ortak bir bilincin gelisiminden s6z
edilebilir. Dolayisiyla degerin deneyim siirecinden dogmus bir kesif oldugunu
sOylemekle birlikte; aslinda mutlak akhn2 bir trlinii oldugunu da sdylemis oluruz.
Degerler aklin bir kesfi mi yoksa aklin deneyimlerle vardigi ¢ikarimsal bir iiriin miidiir?
Bu soruya yukarida siralanan degerlendirmeler 1s18inda bakildiginda, her iki yarginin da
dogrulanabilecegi goriiliir. Atik pillerle ilgili tartiymadan da goriildiigii iizere, degerlerin
insan bilgisinden her iki durumda (kesif veya icat) da bagimsiz olamayacagi,
deneyimlerle kesfedilecegi ya da tiretilip doniisecegi anlagilmaktadir.

Pil 6rnegi 6zelinde ve tiim degerler genellendiginde, degerin bilme ile iliskisi
ortadadir. Bilmenin 6nemine vurgu yapan Kucuradi; “Degerlendirme, her seyden 6nce
bir bilgi sorunudur; degerlendirilen sey bakimidan bir bilgi problemidir; dogru veya
yanlis degerlendirmeler yapilir. Dogru degerlendirmeler “objelerin” degerinin bilgisini
saglayan degerlendirmelerdir” seklinde agiklamaktadir (Kuguradi, 2003, s.15). Ciinkii
yapilan bu degerlendirmeler ilerlemeye, gelismeye doniiktiir. Degerlendirmenin ileriye
ve gelisime doniikliigi dogal aklin gdstergesi olarak kabul edilebilir. Cesitli zaman ve
bolge farkliliklariyla birlikte pillerle ilgili insan aklinin gosterdigi ortak tutum, isaret
edilen ilerlemeye doniik dogal aklin belirtilerinden kaynaklanabilir.

Sonu¢ olarak deger; zaman i¢inde kesfedilir, yasam deneyimleri, tarihsel ve
kiltirel etkilesimlerle gelisir ve sekillenir. Degerin zaten var oldugu ve insanin onu
yaratarak degil, yalnizca kesfederek kazandigi goriisii, hakli yonler tasimaktadir. Zira
insanlarin ¢ok farkli zaman dilimlerinde dahi paylastiklar1 ortak degerler oldugu

2 Buradaki kolektif akil, ilk bakista Hegelci bir “mutlak akil” kavramini hatirlatiyor olabilir.

Boyle bir benzetme yanlis da degildir. Ancak asil kullanilabilecek tanim “Mutlak Bilgi”
olmalidir. Ciinkii Hegel’e gore; bildigimiz her sey bize bilme ediminden 6nce gelmelidir
(1977, 5.591).
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goriilmektedir. Bu durumun, aklin sistematik yapisi ve isleyisinin her insanda benzer
ozellikler gostermesiyle veya zaten degerlerin  kesfedilmeyi bekleyen hazir
bulunusluluguyla ilgili oldugu soylenebilir. Ancak bu bakis agisi, bazi degerlerin
ortakliklarinit gostermekle birlikte, topluluklar arasi olusan bunca deger ¢esitliligini
aciklamaz. Degerler belli bir bilme edimi ile saglaniyor, bu edime bagh olarak yalnizca
fark ediliyorlarsa; farkli bireyler ve topluluklar gesitli konularda neredeyse ayni bilgi
diizeyine sahip olduklar1 halde, neden farkli degerlere sahiptirler? Ayrica bu topluluklar
ayn1 degerlere sahiplerse, neden bunlara farkli diizeylerde dnem vermektedirler? Bu
sorulara verilecek yanitlarin, degerlendirici ile ilgili oldugu goriilmektedir. Dolayistyla
da degerlerin icat oldugu yargisina bizi gotiirmektedir.

Ortak degerlerin varlig: (diriistliik, 6zgiirliikk, dogayr korumak vs.) kesfedilen
degerlerin kaniti olurken; toplumlar arasi ve hatta ayni toplumda tarihsel farkliliklar
gosteren cesitli degerlerin varligi (geleneksel-folklorik degerlerin neredeyse tamami) ise
deneyime dayali olarak tiiretilen degerlerin varliginin kanitidir. Degerlerin, hangi yolla
edinilirse edinilsin, nesiller aras1 aktarim ile siirekliligi saglanir. Her birey veya topluluk
icin degerler cesitli ¢abalarla goriiniir hale gelir. Degerlerin goriiniir hale gelmesi ve
dolayisiyla bir sonraki nesle aktarilmasi, planli ve bilingli (formal egitim) olabilecegi
gibi, herhangi bir 6zel ¢aba gerektirmeden de olabilmektedir.

Yukarida yapilan tartismalardan da anlasilacagi lizere, degerlerle ilgili ikili
ayrimlar bu tartigmalarin énemli bir kismini olusturmaktadir. Degerlerin kesif olusu
(yani mutlak) veya icat Urlini olmasi (r6latifligi, zamansal ve toplumsal farkliliklar
gostermesi) bu ikili ayrimlarin ana tartisma noktalindandir. Degerlerin icat ya da kesif
olarak ortaya ¢ikmasi, nesiller arasi aktarima konu olacak olanlarimi belirleme
bakimindan biiylik 6nem tasir. Ciinkii deger bir deneyimsel siirecin sonunda edinilen bir
iiriinse, aktarimiyla ilgili ciddi bir ahlaki sorgulama gerekli olacaktir. Ote taraftan
degerler kesif iiriinii ise kesfedilen degerin hakikatle bir iliskisi, bir tiir hakikat iddiasi
olacagindan, aktarimi ahlaki bir zorunluluk konusu olur.

Degerin icat olduguna iliskin hakli bazi ¢ikarimlar yapilsa da ortak degerlere,
ozellikle egitimde uzlasilara ihtiyacimiz oldugu agiktir. Aksi takdirde egitimde
aktarilacak degerlere karar vermek daha da zorlasacaktir. Degerlerin, postmodern
anlamda mutlakliktan tamamen ayri, hakikat kaygisi giitmedigini diisiinmemekle
birlikte, bireyin 6zgiin varligina eslik eden, bu yiizden de egitimde mutlak yer almasi
gereken; Ozglrlik, hosgorli, saygi, sorumluluk, sevgi, diiriistlik, adalet, bireysel
ozerklik gibi baz1 mutlak degerlerin oldugunu diisiinmekteyiz. Ancak, burada degerlerin
tamaminin mutlak oldugu sonucu da ¢ikarilmamalidir. Bugiin Tiirkiye egitiminde yer
alan yardimlagma, vatanseverlik, 6gretmene saygi 6rneginde oldugu gibi gecmis donem
ve diger bazi toplumlarla c¢esitli yerel farklar gostermektedir. Ayrica, icat edilen
degerler zaman igerisinde varliini korusa da degisen oranlarda Onem gosterdigi
unutulmamalidir. Zira yasam sekli ve bakis acilar1 degistikce, degerler yeniden
sorgulamalara tabi tutulacaktir. Bundan sonra da degerler arasinda zamana ve farkli

kiiltiirlere bagl 6nemli degisiklikler olacagi da beklenmelidir.3

Bu calisma “Egitim ve Degerler Tartismasinda Edebiyatin Mesrulugu Sorunu” baslikli
Yiiksek Lisans Tez Caligmasi’ndan tiiretilmistir.
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On the Relation Between Values and Education

Abstract

In education and philosophy literature, the existence of values doesn’t deny. But
in both literatures couldn’t established a discourse yet. The debate still continues
in philosophy as which values to be transferred in education has not been
achieved. While a party propound that values which determined by social
domination should be transferred without discussion, the other party oppose to
this and problematize the legitimacy of this view. In this two-way discussion to
reveal the source of values, will give us an important idea about which values can
be selected for transferring. Also thanks to the determination of the boundaries of
value becomes significant, the selection of the value to be used in education will
become less controversial. In this respect, we will refer to various discussion
about values and especially will discuss whether values are invented or
discovered. In resources related discussion of the values we will try to show they
have both invented and discovered features. At the end of the study will be told
values have significant partnership (discovered values) as well as indigenous
(invented) values accompany with them. It will be highlighted that values in
education have to pass thorough the fitler of the heritage of humanity eventhough
it is clear that local dominance shape the values.

Keywords
Value, Value Transfer, Philosophy of Education, Discovery, Invention.
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Abstract

Frequency in recent years, the term «good governance», which was reduced in
some of the literature of political science and systems of governance under the
word «governance» is not enough .1 believe that the worst thing we suffered in our
modern history can be shortened in the «lack of vision» and «weak insight» or «
poverty of imagination ». We were not inspired by the footsteps of enlightened
thought or culture rooted, but the past is always in dispute and clear among the
holders of power and decision-makers in the side and awareness of history and
political culture on the other side, so missed opportunities and wasted resources
and disappeared vision and missed awareness.

The reviewing what happened in the last three decades, we will discover that great
sin lies in the poverty of imagination and lack of foreseeing vision in every field
from education through to health and access to a low of basic services and the
decline in indicators of social justice, which means clearly the absence of «good
governance» and the disappearance of its components for the benefit of individual
agendas, and with a case of lack of clarity or the ability to read the future,
including making us prisoners of random intellectual reflected.

Therefore, the objective study of recent years will put our hand clearly citizen
malady underlying causes of error which robbed judgment vitality and its ability
to regenerate and wounding some kind of sag due to aging political and ending
life span, length of the growing period to stay in power leads to disastrous results
paid for by the people of present and future, as they move away necessarily about
the characteristics of good governance.

Keywords
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1. Leadership Definition

The search for the characteristics or traits of leaders has been ongoing for
centuries. Philosophical writings from Plato's Republic to Plutarch's Lives have explored
the question "What qualities distinguish an individual as a leader?" Underlying this
search was the early recognition of the importance of leadership and the assumption that
leadership is rooted in the characteristics that certain individuals possess. This idea that
leadership is based on individual attributes is known as the "trait theory of leadership”.

The trait theory was explored at length in a number of works in the 19th century.
Most notable are the writings of Thomas Carlyle and Francis Galton, whose works have
prompted decades of research (Carlyle 1841: 22) In Heroes and Hero Worship (1841),
Carlyle identified the talents, skills, and physical characteristics of men who rose to
power. In Galton's Hereditary Genius (1869), he examined leadership qualities in the
families of powerful men. After showing that the numbers of eminent relatives dropped
off when moving from first degree to second degree relatives, Galton concluded that
leadership was inherited. In other words, leaders were born, not developed. Both of
these notable works lent great initial support for the notion that leadership is rooted in
characteristics of the leader.

Functional leadership theory is a particularly useful theory for addressing
specific leader behaviors expected to contribute to organizational or unit effectiveness.
This theory argues that the leader's main job is to see that whatever is necessary to
group needs is taken care of; thus, a leader can be said to have done their job well when
they have contributed to group effectiveness and cohesion. While functional leadership
theory has most often been applied to team leadership, it has also been effectively
applied to broader organizational leadership as well. In summarizing literature on
functional leadership observed five broad functions a leader performs when promoting
organization's effectiveness. These functions include environmental monitoring,
organizing subordinate activities, teaching and coaching subordinates, motivating
others, and intervening actively in the group's work (VVroom 1973:76).

A variety of leadership behaviors are expected to facilitate these functions. In
initial work identifying leader behavior, Fleishman observed that subordinates perceived
their supervisors' behavior in terms of two broad categories referred to as consideration
and initiating structure. Consideration includes behavior involved in fostering effective
relationships. Examples of such behavior would include showing concern for a
subordinate or acting in a supportive manner towards others. Initiating structure
involves the actions of the leader focused specifically on task accomplishment. This
could include role clarification, setting performance standards, and holding subordinates
accountable to those standards.

Engaging as part of leadership style has been mentioned in various literature
earlier. Stephen Cohen has mentioned engagement as one of four key leadership
practices for tough times. He writes, "these initiatives do for the organization is engage
both leaders and employees in understanding the existing conditions and how they can
collectively assist in addressing them. Reaching out to employees during difficult times
to better understand their concerns and interests by openly and honestly conveying the
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impact of the downturn on them and their organizations can provide a solid foundation
for not only engaging them but retaining them when things do turn around.

Engagement as the key to Collaborative Leadership is also emphasized in several
original research papers and programs. Becoming an agile has long been associated with
Engaging leaders - rather than leadership with a hands-off approach (Van Wormer et al.
2007: 112).

2. Leadership and Organization

An organization that is established as an instrument or means for achieving
defined objectives has been referred to as a formal organization. Its design specifies
how goals are subdivided and reflected in subdivisions of the organization. Divisions,
departments, sections, positions, jobs, and tasks make up this work structure. Thus, the
formal organization is expected to behave impersonally in regard to relationships with
clients or with its members. According to Weber's definition, entry and subsequent
advancement is by merit or seniority. Employees receive a salary and enjoy a degree of
tenure that safeguards them from the arbitrary influence of superiors or of powerful
clients. The higher one's position in the hierarchy, the greater one's presumed expertise
in adjudicating problems that may arise in the course of the work carried out at lower
levels of the organization.

It is this bureaucratic structure that forms the basis for the appointment of heads
or chiefs of administrative subdivisions in the organization and endows them with the
authority attached to their position (Miner 2005:213).

In contrast to the appointed head or chief of an administrative unit, a leader
emerges within the context of the informal organization that underlies the formal
structure. The informal organization expresses the personal objectives and goals of the
individual membership. Their objectives and goals may or may not coincide with those
of the formal organization. The informal organization represents an extension of the
social structures that generally characterize human life, the spontaneous emergence of
groups and organizations as ends in themselves.

In prehistoric times, humanity was preoccupied with personal security,
maintenance, protection, and survival. Now humanity spends a major portion of waking
hours working for organizations. The need to identify with a community that provides
security, protection, maintenance, and a feeling of belonging has continued unchanged
from prehistoric times. This need is met by the informal organization and its emergent,
or unofficial, leaders (Tittemore 2005; 45)

Leaders emerge from within the structure of the informal organization. Their
personal qualities, the demands of the situation, or a combination of these and other
factors attract followers who accept their leadership within one or several overlay
structures. Instead of the authority of position held by an appointed head or chief, the
emergent leader wields influence or power. Influence is the ability of a person to gain
co-operation from others by means of persuasion or control over rewards. Power is a
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stronger form of influence because it reflects a person's ability to enforce action through
the control of a means of punishment (Spencer 1841:62).

A leader is a person who influences a group of people towards a specific result. It
is not dependent on title or formal authority. an effective leader "as an individual with
the capacity to consistently succeed in a given condition and be viewed as meeting the
expectations of an organization or society." Leaders are recognized by their capacity for
caring for others, clear communication, and a commitment to persist (Fiedler 1967:54).
An individual who is appointed to a managerial position has the right to command and
enforce obedience by virtue of the authority of their position. However, she or he must
possess adequate personal attributes to match this authority, because authority is only
potentially available to him/her. In the absence of sufficient personal competence, a
manager may be confronted by an emergent leader who can challenge her/his role in the
organization and reduce it to that of a figurehead. However, only authority of position
has the backing of formal sanctions. It follows that whoever wields personal influence
and power can legitimize this only by gaining a formal position in the hierarchy, with
commensurate authority. Leadership can be defined as one's ability to get others to
willingly follow. Every organization needs leaders at every level.

3. Developing Leadership at a Collective Level

Leadership development refers to any activity that enhances the quality of
leadership within an individual or organization. These activities have ranged from style
programs offered at university business schools to action learning, high-ropes courses
and executive retreats.

Development is also more likely to occur when the design of the development
program:

e Experiential learning: positioning the individual in the focus of the learning
process, going through the four stages of experiential learning as formulated
by David A. Kolb: 1. Concrete experience 2. observation and reflection 3.
forming abstract concept 4. testing in new situations.

o Self efficacy: The right training and coaching should bring about 'Self
efficacy’ in the trainee, as Albert Bandura formulated: A person's belief about
his capabilities to produce effects

¢ Visioning: Developing the ability to formulate a clear image of the aspired
future of an organization unit.

A good personal leadership development program should enable you to develop
a plan that helps you gain essential leadership skills required for roles across a wide
spectrum from a you the environment to the corporate world (Hemphill 1949: 33).

More recently, organizations have come to understand that leadership can also be
developed by strengthening the connection between, and alignment of, the efforts of
individual leaders and the systems through which they influence organizational
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operations. This has led to a differentiation between leader development and leadership
development.

Leadership development can build on the development of individuals (including
followers) to become leaders. In addition, it also needs to focus on the interpersonal
linkages between the individuals in the team.

In the belief that the most important resource that an organization possesses is
the people that comprise the organization, some organizations address the development
of these resources (even including the leadership).

In contrast, the concept of "Employee ship"” recognizes that what it takes to be a
good leader is not too similar to what it takes to be a good employee. Therefore,
bringing the notional leader together with the team to explore these similarities (rather
than focusing on the differences) brings positive results. This approach has been
particularly successful in Sweden where the power distance between manager and team
is small.

The development of "high potentials” to effectively take over the current
leadership when their time comes to exit their positions is known as succession
planning. This type of leadership development usually requires the extensive transfer of
an individual between departments. In many multinationals, it usually requires
international transfer and experience to build a future leader. Succession planning
requires a sharp focus on organization's future and vision, in order to align leadership
development with the future the firm aspires to create. Thus successive leadership
development is based not only on knowledge and history but also on a dream. For such
a plan to be successful, a screening of future leadership should be based not only on
"what we know and have™ but also on "what we aspire to become™. Persons involved in
succession planning should be current leadership representing the vision and HR
executives having to translate it all into a program (Hersey & Blanchard & Johnson
2008: 105)

4. Leadership and Decision-Making Ability

It is said that leadership and management is the process of decision-making, the
foreman or leader does not work only through others, and this situation makes taking
decisions for a variety of workers and to raise them to work (Pijanowski 2009: 6).

Some argue that the leadership process secures which the individual (leader)
cooperation of others (followers) toward achieving the goals in a particular environment
are of the leadership is a process through which arouse the interest of others and release
their energies and direct them in the desired direction.

The concept of leadership will not be characterized by accuracy and specifically
what was not differentiate between the relevant vocabulary. le: Commander LEADER
LEADING and practical leadership and leadership LEADER SHIP and say that person
realize a group leader or the number of people that an individual who has practiced for a
long time or a short influence, authority or power in a particular position. Leading
process: the work of a person or realize the number of people he did impressively in
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others in order to achieve the goal. Leadership: A process aimed at achieving the
objectives of the social system through the use of power and authority of a person or

group.

4.1. The ability to make the decision:

1- Individually leader or manager to take the decision.

2- Make decisions by personal judgment and appreciation of the leader.
3- Decision-making through settlements or (compromise).

4- Bureaucratic decisions (Schacter 2011: 372).

4.2. Decision-making:

Recent trends in management science itself is considered a management
decision-making process, and knows that the decision to choose a particular alternative
from among a set of alternatives. The decision-making process known as: Activity
intellectual mind objective seeks to choose the most appropriate alternative to the
problem on the basis of a set of steps.

Opinion or position of the decision or order was chosen from among several
substitutes (Alternatives) have been available to him in order to achieve what very or
solve a specific problem.

Taking or making important decisions mental process may be simple or complex
one to reach for the selection or the selection or order or the idea of substitution between
facing up to the goal that he wants. It can differentiate between the decision-making
process and the decision-making process in terms of the stages through which each of
them. Periods. Decision-making include the following stages:

A-stages determine the problem.

B- The process of identifying and evaluating alternatives.

The decision point include the following stages:

A - Study alternatives

B - Choose one of these alternatives.

C - The stage of monitoring and evaluation of the implementation processes.

B/Stages of decision-making:

First stages of the decision-making

1- Identify the problem.

2- Analysis of the problem.

3- Identification of alternatives.

Secondly, the stages of decision-making

1- Select the best solution alternatives.

2- The stage of implementation of the resolution.

3- Follow-up and monitoring and evaluation (Triantaphyllou 2000: 123).
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Ways to make the decision within the team (Ways Team Can Make decision)
1- Decision-making and take on the principle of majority voting or by members.
2- One or two members of the team would do well for the team decision

(minority)

3- Seek the opinion of the members of each group separately and then make the

decision alone.

4.3. Staff of the legal decision:
Means the conditions that must be met in the administrative decision in order to

be a legal decision, namely:

steps:

1- Corner reason (why make the decision)

2- Corner of jurisdiction (of the decision is taken)

3- Corner end (for the benefit of the decision is taken)

4- Corner shop or corner impact (to be affected by the decision)
5- Corner clarification (how make the decision).

4.4. Obstacles to decision-making:

1- Unavailability of leading cadres efficient.

2- Non-safety methods and techniques to choose administrative leadership.
3- lack of job stability and reassurance psychological administrative leaders.
4- lack of interest in leadership quantitative methods for decision-making.
5- adoption of administrative leadership on foreign expertise and advice.

4.5. How to take a rational decision:
To make a decision on a rational decision-maker must follow the following

o Identify positions to be full decision.

e Report the best time to make a decision.

e What can collect from the facts that had to study.

e Back to the facility's policy for guidance when making the decision.

¢ Invite all of the decision will be referred to participate in the take. Decision-
¢ making among the alternative solutions.

4.6. Types of decisions:
Can be divided decisions taken by managers, according to multiple criteria,

including:

1- In terms of the composition of the decision. (Simple or complex)
2- In terms of the method of decision-making. (Democratic or bureaucratic)
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3- In terms of the extent of the resolution and generality. (Organizational or
individual)

4- In terms of the strength of the decision and the extent of undergoing
reconsideration. (Preliminary or definitive)

5- In terms of the form of resolutions. (Written - verbal - explicit - implicit)
6- In terms of the area of interest. (Socio - economic - political)

7- In terms of the possibility of programming or scheduling decisions.
(Programmed or unprogrammed) (Kepner & Tregoe 1965: 36)

Results

- To make a decision on a rational decision-maker must follow the following
steps: Identify positions to be full decision, and Report the best time to make a decision.

- Engagement as the key to Collaborative Leadership is also emphasized in
several original research papers and programs. Becoming an agile has long been
associated with Engaging leaders - rather than leadership with a hands-off approach.

- An organization that is established as an instrument or means for achieving
defined objectives has been referred to as a formal organization. Its design specifies
how goals are subdivided and reflected in subdivisions of the organization.

- The informal organization that underlies the formal structure. The informal
organization expresses the personal objectives and goals of the individual membership.

- Some argue that the leadership process secures which the individual (leader)
cooperation of others (followers) toward achieving the goals in a particular environment
are of the leadership is a process through which arouse the interest of others and release
their energies and direct them in the desired direction.

- We look to the future through theses interested in modern education «gateway
ownership» to enter into a new world with a focus on the nation to take advantage of the
efficiencies of each of his sons in all fields without marginalization, exclusion or
exception.

- The concept of «good governance» which missed him sometimes in natural
resources and human competencies of intellectual, scientific, cultural and creative
abilities, as well as the accumulation of civilized and we cannot find his counterparts
around.
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Iyi Yonetim, Liderlik ve Karar Alma

Ozet

“Iyi yonetim” kavrami ki o son yillarda siklikla ydnetim sistemlerinde ve siyaset
bilimi literatiiriinde “yOnetim” terimine indirgenmistir, kesinlikle yeterli degildir.
Inancima gore modern tarihimizde basimiza gelen en aci sey, “vizyonsuzluk”,
“zayif kavrayis” ya da “hayal giicii yoksunlugu” ile Ozetlenebilir. Bizler, ne
aydinlanmis diislincenin ayak izlerinden, ne de koklenmis bir kiiltirden ilham
almaktayiz, fakat ge¢mis her daim gii¢ sahipleri ve karar vericiler tarafindan
tartigilip belirlenir ki sonucta firsatlar kacirilir, kaynaklar tiiketilir, vizyonlar
kaybolur ve farkindalik kacip gider.

Son otuz yilda olanlara iligkin bir inceleme bize, egitimden sagliga ve temel
ihtiyaclarin giderilmesinden toplumsal adaletin gerilemesine kadar her alanda esas
kotiiligiin, hayal giicii yoksunlugunda ve gelecegi géremeyen bir bakista yattigini
gosterecektir, ki bu da agikca iyi bir yonetimin eksikligine ve bireysel amaglar
ugruna bu yonetime ait 6gelerin kaybolmasina isaret eder. Boylece bizler gelecegi
gbremeyen bir takim mahkimlara doniisiiriiz.

Anahtar Sézcukler
Liderlik, Y®netim, Karar.
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Abstract

In recent times, African states have experienced multiple challenges. The most
disturbing is the inability to evolve a sustainable culture of dialogue that is
suitable for the mitigation of ethnic conflicts in contemporary Africa. It is this
failure that has generated many other problems in other spheres.

These problems, in concert, have made the socio-political space largely that of
frustration, despair and disappointment. This accounts for the social design of
unhealthy alliances and the basis for the affirmation of parochial primordial
frivolities at the detriment of a trans-national identity. But why have the
affirmation of these primordial alliances and its attendant conflicts remain
daunting, intricate and resilient, in spite of the several attempts by scholars to
mitigate it?

The attempt in this paper will be to argue that extant discourse of the above
concern fails because it ignores the value of the conditions for the practical
realisation of agreement in situations of conflict. Specifically, the attempt here is
to explore indigenous mediation strategies in arriving at trans-national identity in
Africa, which will be inclusive other than the divisive structure that has exclusive
character inherent in extant discourse.
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This paper, therefore, will employ the analytic-descriptive method to interrogate
the above in a manner many scholars are wont to ignore. Hence, it is expected that
this paper will initiate a perspective that will challenge extant interpretation of the
conditions of dialogue and consequently human solidarity in African States.

Keywords
Contemporary Africa, Dialogue, Ethnicity, Conflicts, Trans-national Identity.
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INTRODUCTION

The fact that contemporary African societies are replete with all manners of
challenges is not in doubt. These ranges from socio-political, economic, ethnic strife,
poverty, corruption, mutual distrust etc which individually or in concert culminates into
the dislocation of the value systems of most Africa States. The most disturbing of these
is how we can evolve a viable strategy for the management of our social and political
activities. Attempts by some scholars to meet this challenge has failed because they
undermine context-dependent post-colonial dimension in the explication of the
experiences of individuals and groups in different societies and by implication ignores
the value of the conditions for the practical realization of consensus in situations of
conflict. The attempt here is to explore indigenous mediation strategy in arriving at
trans-national identity in Africa which will be inclusive - as against the divisive
structure that has exclusive character inherent in extant discourse. Post-colonial
experiences here concern the activities that influence the destiny of Africans both within
the continent and in the diaspora. So, to undermine the events of this epoch is not only
to disregard history, it will also lead one into a solution that will be wrongheaded as we
have seen in extant interpretation. In other words, the arguments in this work will
interrogate the account of the events of this era and how they have together, led to
frustration, mutual distrust, despair, disappointment and consequently accounts for the
social design of unhealthy alliances - the basis of which is the affirmation of parochial
primordial sentiments at the detriment of a trans-national identity.

Clearly, this is what is responsible for the several clashes that we find in many
African States. The question is, why have these remain daunting, complex and
resilience, in spite of the attempts to meet them? It has become important today to
examine the above question, if only to provide an alternative account to understanding
the nature of the African condition. It is only after we know the actual nature of our
problems that we can provide appropriate solution to them. Many have lost hope in the
African project. Some have even said these generation of Africans have failed. All these
negative assertions are as a result of the inability of African leaders to provide an
appropriate platform for the management of their affairs, be it human or material
resources. The point then is to look at the direction that will take into cognizance the
shortcomings of extant views and account for what Ben Fred-Mensah has called the
“ingredients of harmony” (2000:33). This is because the techniques or ideas associated
with Western traditions may not suffice to explain or unearth the nature of the
complexities of the African problems.

This is so because our ideas, beliefs or traditions may be tied to other
presuppositions which control our actions we may not be conscious of.

The implication of the foregoing is the need to contextualize solutions to African
problems since the problems have become resilient in spite of the several attempts to
meet them. The rationale here is based on the promotion of the understanding of African
belief systems through the exposition of their logical structures and the assumptions on
which they are based. With this in mind, how then do we arrive at a solution that will
avoid the vagaries of Western accretion, bearing in mind the complexities of the African



Mediating Ethnic Identities in Africa
218 i, KOLYOl 2015724

predicament? Before this, it is imperative to see how these crises, especially ethnic
crisis are generated.

COLONIALISM AND THE EMERGENCE OF ETHNIC
CONFLICT

The cause of ethnic conflict as recorded in several literatures in African
landscape is the socio-cultural configuration or the divisive tendency of ethnic or tribal
plurality (Ebijuwa, 2012). In the words of Chris Uroh, this tendency is the product of
the way ethno-cultural groups, acting under the influence of colonialism, have become
chaotically crammed within the various African States, the result of which has brought
Africa into a boiling point. But, as some would argue, this divisive tendency of ethnic
groups is one of the several manifestations of a more fundamental problem on the socio-
political landscape in Africa. The assumption here is that ethnic conflict in Africa is
partly the result of the failure of the African States to justify their existence by
providing for the common good. This is to say that because the State has failed in its
obligation to meet the various challenges facing its people, is the reason the citizens to
withdraw into their ethnic enclaves to seek for social fulfillment.

The above view appears conflicting from the face-value, but one should not
undermine the fact of the existence of plurality of ethnic groups and the claim that they
often conflict with one another. Our contention here is not the question of regime
legitimation as Uroh (1998) argues, but that of how we can manage our differences in
spite of our divergent positions. This is imperative because it is only after we have
harmonized our differences that the issue of regime legitimation can be meaningful.
This is more or less like putting the cart before the horse. The reasoning here is that the
provision of the common good by the State cannot eliminate the conflicting nature of
values and interests, if the existence of diverse socio-cultural differences is a factor in
the generation of ethnic clashes. Now, if conflict is inevitable in this sense, how do we
develop within African political processes, institutions and cultures that can mediate
these conflicts routinely in a way that would not put us in crises? This is so since
societies that are stable are not those without conflicts but those that have developed the
mechanism for managing emerging conflicts. The question is, how can we peacefully
manage ethnic conflicts? We shall return to this in the later part of this essay. Before
this, let us see how ethnic conflicts are generated?

Clearly, many answers will contest for attention here. This is understandable
because opinions are likely to be based on the intellectual orientation of each
commentator. But one direction which scholars have shown some degree of interest is
the colonial dimension in the discourse of ethnic crisis (Ebijuwa 2000).

Scholars differ on the mission of colonialist with regards to the structures and
institutions handed-down to the colonies. Some have argued that it is wrongheaded to
implicate ethnic pluralism or the manner in which groups were crammed together into
African States as the cause of ethnic conflicts. This is because there is nothing
inherently conflictual about cultural or social pluralism. (Ebijuwa 2000). Of course,
there are culturally plural States that do not have crisis or are not as crisis ridden as we
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have in Africa (Cote D’ivoire, Nigeria, Somali D. R. Congo, Rwanda, etc). The point of
the introduction of the colonial dimension as a factor in the evolution of ethnic conflict
is to say that the above view irrespective of its force does not underscore the intention of
the colonizers with respect to State formation and its consequences for social solidarity.
As noted by Oladipo, “the colonialists combined the territories” of formally distinct
people to form colonial territories. (Oladipo 1998: 100-123) and to “ensure that colonial
control and dispossession could be achieved without undue rivalry among colonizers”
(Opcit).

Clearly, the implication of this dispossession is the erosion of those values,
beliefs, and practices which hitherto served as vehicles for social identity, action and
solidarity. As Eme Awa puts it:

... the colonial systems and the political process of both the pre — and — post —
independence era turned the normal cultural differences into debilitating ethnic
cleavages. Poorly formulated and inefficiently executed economic policies over
the past 50 years caused the retardation of certain areas and thereby tended to
aggravate tension along ethnic lines in many countries. (Awa 1996:1)

This scenario is what Yaya Abubakar says is characterized by the total collapse
of moral consciousness or what he calls the result of a deep contamination of the
original human-centred African Communal Philosophy, which unavoidably led to a
continuous decay of the African socio-political framework which is now aggravated by
exponential decline in economic viability (see preface of Awa, 1996:1). The reason
behind this alienation of the people of the colonies from their values, beliefs and
practices was not to “mould one citizenry from the many people” but to put this “people
of the colonies under a form of control that would make them unable to question
colonial practices and the assumption on which they were based” (Oladipo,1998). This,
obviously is a position that colonialists will not accept because it could be used to
question their legitimacy and authority. This is what is responsible for the adoption and
prosecution of the divide- and- rule system which sufficiently disunite the people of the
colonies.

It is important to note that this divide- and- rule system of the colonialists created
a new sense of communal consciousness and identity for the people where none existed,
and provided a new symbolic and ethnocentric focus for each group. This, further
complicated the task of wielding diverse elements in each colony into a coherent whole,
it also became a factor in the evolution of life-threatening crises and consequently
impede the process of community development and social cohesion. Examples of these
life-threatening crises abound in Rwanda, Somalia, Liberia, Sierra-Leone, Cote d’ivoire,
and of course, Nigeria.

It is also important to note that colonialism as an instrument of oppression was
not only exploitative of human and material resources, it created an elite class in the
colonies in the form of nationalists through which they carried-on their ideals and
continued the perpetuation of unjust acts. As one scholar puts it, in respect of Zaire:

It is the national ruling class itself that constitutes the principal obstacle to
economic growth and development through the privatization of the state,
depriving it of those essential means and capabilities within which to generate
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economic growth, improve the living conditions of the masses ... (Nzongola —
Ntalaja, 1984)

The elites that took over from the colonialists were not only “interested in
replacing the Europeans in leading positions of power and privileges” (lbid), they
created opportunities for themselves and their cronies that enabled them to plunder the
resources of the States and made sure that existing opportunities and benefits in the
States were reserved for themselves and people from their ethnic or tribal enclaves. The
consequence of these for social solidarity is the complete lack of confidence in the
State. Since, the State has become an oppressive instrument to deprive its citizen from
benefits and opportunities, the people saw the State as an “object” to be avoided and
withdraw from. This withdrawal is occasioned by conscious or sentimental connection
of their values, especially their communal way of life. When dislocations like these
occur, what we have is frustration, mutual distrust and complete hatred becomes the
order of the day. In what follows, the State becomes an arena of ethnic conflicts where
social relationships can no longer generate common interests and values in terms of
which a sense of social solidarity can be developed and group identity forged.

The question now is, how do we generate this common interests and values that
will lead to the evolution of group identity that transcend primordial sentiments and
other forms of social alliances? Or to put it differently, how do we arrive at a
transnational identity in Africa, that will be inclusive other than the divisive structure
that has exclusive character inherent in extant discourse? First, we consider one way by
which this exclusion can be established in an attempt to provide a non-arbitrary and
non-coercive basis for managing conflicting positions.

HABERMAS ON CONFLICT MANAGEMENT

In his theory of communicative discourse, Jurgen Habermas asks: “what is this
situation in which if it were to obtain, we could be undistorted, in which our
communication with each other and our self-understanding would be without
ideological distortion?” In responding to this question, Habermas first rejects those
claims that are rooted in projects that lack inter-subjective dimensions. He argues that
for there to be “an ideal speech situation”, the situation must be one in which our
legitimating beliefs must be found in conditions of absolutely free and unlimited debate.
By this, Habermas means a situation in which all parties to the institutions and practices
being set are capable of recognizing that they are freely consenting to their
establishment under conditions in which the only constraints on their acceptance derive
from the force of a better argument.

From Habermas position, we find one route out of the position of those who
claim that the idea of consensus is an example of cultural imperialism and thus mistaken
(see Lyotard 1987:73)

The believe is that the idea of consensus ignores the heteromophous nature of
moral systems and practices in societies. Yet, it is because of these differences both
within and across cultures that Habermas argues for the need for consensus through
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deliberative discourse. That is, a discourse that involves the coming together of rational
minds to make decisions under conditions of absolutely free and unlimited debate.

There seems to be some problems with Harbermas position. Although he says his
ideal speech situation is meant to provide the procedure for allowing democratic
participation in decision making and his concept of consensus a democratic norm of
reaching an accord, we contend here that whatever may be the decision reached, it is not
a product of consensual agreement.

No doubt, agreement can be reached though deliberative discourse. But such an
agreement cannot be taken to mean that consensus has been reached, at least as
presented by Harbermas. This is so if we understand clearly what he meant by
acceptance in a debate in whatever has the force of a better argument. Here, it is not that
discussants reach a consensus because all the parties in the dispute are in accord with
the issue at stake, but because of the superiority of argument by a party in the discourse.

It is against this background that postmodernists argue for the plurality of values.
The pursuit of the plurality of values as a means to overcome the imposition of values is
itself inadequate because to say so is to agree, on the one hand, that there are no
independent criteria of ranking moral claims and social practices, and that moral claims
and practices are equally effective means of coping with human experiences, and on the
other hand, that there is no need for any criticism of the moral claims of other people or
that in the case of conflict of moral ideals of two different individuals or groups within a
society, we should adopt two different rules in its resolution.

Thus, if, as Habermas argues that consensus is based on the superiority of
argument as we find in many democratic arena in many African States, then as Lyotard
says:

Such a debate will presuppose the possibility of one party turning out to have the

strong argumentative position, and thus imposing its own language-game or

phrase-regime at the expense of other (Ipso facto disadvantaged) party to the
dispute. (see Harris 1996: 119-120)

In this sense, we can say, following Best and Kellner, that Habermas’ idealized
notion of consensus can be used to legitimize the manipulation of difference through the
celebration of consensus as the ideal of coming to human understanding (1991:241). Or
at least we can say that it is an agreement reached out of compulsion because those
whose opinion differs from those with stronger argumentative power will only consent
but cannot be said to have reached consensus. By consensus we mean a condition
arrived at through deliberation in which two or more persons or groups:

concerned with decisions...about which conflict might occur, are in appropriate
agreement in their belief about what decision should be made and have some
feeling of unanimity with each other and with the society as a whole (Sills
1986:260)

The essence of consensus then is to transcend the conflicting positions in such a
way that all parties in a dispute “are able to feel that adequate account has been taken of
their points of view”. In other words, consensus does not entail total agreement as some
are wont to believe. In fact, consensus as Wiredu says presupposes an original position
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of diversity. But the problem here is, “how a group without unanimity may settle on one
option rather than the other without alienating anyone?” Or, to put it differently, what
will be the mode of discourse that will be all-inclusive, that is, that will ensure that one
party’s, values are not imposed on others as we have seen in the case of Habermas?

Note that we have earlier stated that the idea of consensus presupposes the
existence of disagreement. And that the management of this disagreement involves an
encounter between the parties in dispute that are willing to transcend their differences to
reach a point of consensus. Such encounter cannot evolve in an atmosphere of the
domination of one party by the other. This is to say that in a dialogic sphere of this
nature, there is no privilege opinion. As Paulo Freire avers, dialogue cannot be reduced
to the act of one party depositing ideas in another. As an act which denounces the
relation of domination, dialogue is a state where responsible people operate in an arena
of freedom.

In addition to the above, dialogue as the common task of transcending
differences cannot exist without humility. This is to say that in a genuine dialogic
arrangement there is no monopoly of knowledge or truth. If, for example, | am offended
by the contributions of others, how can there be dialogue. “In other words, in an
atmosphere of dialogue, there are “neither utter ignoramous nor perfect sages, there are
only men who are attempting together, to learn more than they now know” (Freire
1970:63). So, one major feature of dialogue “... is openness to viewpoints, a willingness
to explore and an empathy for the relative truth of each viewpoint. A dialogue among
viewpoints will eventually reveal, though, that many of the disparate views are actually
interconnected, not by reference to an absolute, total picture, but through the fact that
participants in any dialogue will have some common concerns” (Manuskhani,
2002:189).

As a direct consequence of the above is the fact that dialogue, as Paulo Freire
says, requires an intense faith in one another. Without the initial faith in the possibility
to transcend our differences, there cannot be dialogue. Put differently, faith in one
another is an apriori requirement for dialogue; the dialogical man believes in other men
even before he meets them face to face (Ibid). This is a fact that is not available in an
atmosphere of domination of one party by the other as we earlier saw in Habermas’
view.

The feasibility of these conditions of dialogue we present above does not depend
on the patience and persuasiveness of the dialoguers, neither does it place one party
consistently in a position of minority. Rather, as we find in traditional African systems
of consensual type, dialoguers ensure that all voices of the parties in dispute are heard,
and through dialogic encounter, they would come to a unanimous decision. Here,
unanimity and all the rigorous processes and compromises that lead to it are all efforts
made to contain the wishes... (Nwala 1985:168) of everybody in dispute. Let us look at
one concrete example of how decision could be reached by consensus opinion from
traditional Igbo society of Nigeria. It is important to note that as appealing as this
proposed model might seen, its strength lies in its operation in a dialogic sphere with the
same linguistic stock to give room for adequate interpretation and understanding of
thought patterns and ideas.
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BEYOND ETHNIC IDENTITIES

Let us begin by saying that the traditional Igbo political system provides for
formal representation of adults in the society. This is because every adult in the Igbo
traditional setting is a member of an age group, which is made up of persons born
within five-year age bracket. Membership of each group is compulsory. Each age group
participates in all decisions that affect their lives. Any decision that is to be taken that
affects them and their community must pass through two stages. The first is the council
of elders (Ichie), which consists of members of the oldest age group and few important
persons in the society. This group refers matters to the various age groups for rigorous
deliberating. Now, because decisions are usually arrived at after thorough deliberations
by all age groups who are suppose to be equal, creates an atmosphere of fair
deliberations. According to Afigbo, “all segments at the same level of the social
organism are considered equal and equivalent” (see Nwala 1985:168) irrespective of
status or social standing.

The second stage is what Uroh calls the “collation” stage. At this level, all age
groups come together to deliberate until they reach agreement on any pressing issue.
This group is known as the oha na eze which consists of both the “high and the low” in
the society. Ejiofor describes the job of this group in the following manner:

When a motion is tabled there is exhaustive debate. Everyone in the assembly is
free to speak on it. Questions are asked and answered. Should all who want to
speak not have the opportunity the same day, debate is adjourned for as often as it
is necessary to hear all speakers. The aim is general consensus. There is no
formal voting... In the end one person advises that “we have seen the point
clearly and cannot delay any longer: All approve and the presiding officer
summarizes the point of consensus. All answer, that’s it. The decision is taken.
(1981:140)

The point of allowing everybody to speak is to seek the opinion of all members
who are likely to be affected by whatever the decision would be. The decision reached
here is not the result of majoritarian opinion as such. This is because the consensus
position is aimed at how the community as a whole would be fair with the adoption of
any of the available points of view (Uroh, 1997:211). When, therefore what is
eventually accepted is the alternative suggested by the “majority, it would be more
appropriate to say that majority prevails not over, but upon, the minority, they prevail
upon them to accept the proposal in question, not just to live with it...”
(Wiredu,1995:62). This is not to say that the majority decision has defeated those of the
minority in the tribunal of argumentation, but that the minority have been made to “see
the point clearly” and are thus convinced of the practical necessity or at best have seen
that the view is expedient for the community at that point in time.

We can say at this point that the decision reached is the whole and the
contributions of all stakeholders are the parts, which in concert, is the totality of the
ideas. This view should not as Manuskhani avers, be equated with any form of
metanarrative. For, such “totalizing views, experience has shown only merginalises
certain cultures or certain sectors within a discourse that holds such metanarratives”
(Ibid 190). Wholeness therefore, is a standpoint, a reference point, in which various
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views about the issue at stake are perceived as interconnected, and interdependent. They
are not connected by a single metanarrative, but by common human concerns with
family resemblance among them” (lbid:191). This wholeness can be described
metaphorically in this way:

...the universe (can be) described as a vast net and at each junction where the
meshes meet sits a jewel. Each jewel reflects the light of all the jewels around it,
and all of those jewels reflect others around them. In this way, the whole universe
of jewels is ultimately reflected in every single jewel (Leighton 1998: 14 see also
Manuskhani 2002:191).

This notion of consensus that brings about the uniformity of thought and opinion,
Nicholas Rescher (1996:196) says is misconceived. For him, “Consensus is not a
general goal whose pursuit should regulate the way in which we actually proceed in the
conduct of our cognitive and practical affairs” (Ibid). This is because, as he further puts
it, in “many contexts the interests of the entire community are best served by a
fragmentation of beliefs and values within its ranks” (Locit). This is to say in another
way that consensus does not create room for creativity or variety of opinions. In fact, as
Rescher succinctly avers, consensus can be the cause of boredom, inaction, stagnation
and complacency. It can result in the narrowing of horizons and a diminution of options
that is destructively stultifying that substitutes bland uniformity for an envigorating
variety (Opcit:197).

Obviously, Rescher missed the point. To be sure, in matters of practical
decisions at individual or family level variety of discensus as Lyotard will call it can be
a significant desideratum. We are always at ease when we try our hands on a variety of
views concerning personal welfare. But this cannot be so in matters that concern human
progress and happiness in a community. On this, variety is not the spice of life. We must
all speak and operate with one voice. This is not to say that we do not have discensus
opinions in matters that concern communal welfare. Like Ejiofor puts it, “when a
motion is tabled there is exhaustive debate. Everyone in the assembly is free to speak on
it.” This procedure allows the existence of all shades of opinion irrespective of status or
social standing. And when what is accepted eventually is the view of those with
dissenting position, it means that others have “seen their point clearly” and are
convinced through the tribunal of argumentation of the optimality of their point. The
concern is for the overall well-being and this cannot be a source of boredom. If
anything, it is a rigorous exercise that creates room for social solidarity and human
happiness.

It is our view that this view can serve as an alternative to other theories that have
attempted to resolve conflicting interests or values. We would like to emphasis here that
the pursuit of consensus is a deliberate effort to transcend decisions by majority which
often lead to conflicts in most African societies. Majority opinion is not good enough
for decision making because it excludes the minority from the scheme of things by
depriving them of their rights to have their will reflected in the given decision. A society
that adopts consensus as a procedure of conflict resolution stands to benefit because that
would ensure that the wills of the parties in dispute would be heard. In this way,
consensus becomes desirable not as a means through which the strong imposes his will
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on others but as the process of regulating normal life among brothers with different
ideas.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have examined consensus as an alternative ideal for managing
conflicting interests and values. As a rational procedure for meeting the challenges of
unnecessary conflict, it proposes an unfettered atmosphere where people in dispute
deliberate without the imposition of thoughts and opinions. We argue that deliberations
involve the smoothing of edges, to use Wiredu’s words, or the sorting out of differences
to arrive at what Ali Mazrui called shared images (1990:399). This is so, as Mazrui says
because “images grow, are modified, interconnect with other images” (lbid) through
what Wiredu has called “rational discourse”. In other words, it is through rational
discourse that we arrive at what may be considered suitable to all in dispute. It is our
believe that what is suitable may not necessary mean what is consented to as in the case
of Habermas. Rather, it means what is existentially beneficial through dialogue and
mutual understanding among the parties in a dispute. This procedure cannot be boring
or become an avenue for narrowing horizons and the diminutions of options” as some
are wont to argue. Rather, it is a viable alternative for the promotion of human
happiness and social solidarity in any given community in need of peace.
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Afrika'da Etnik Kimliklere Aracilik Etme

Ozet

Son yillarda Afrika iilkelerinde pek ¢ok tartisma yasanmaktadir. Bunlardan en
rahatsiz edici olani, ¢agdas Afrika'da etnik ¢ekismeleri hafifletmeye elverisli,
stirdiiriilebilir bir diyalog kiiltiirii gelistirmede yasanan basarisizliktir. Farkli
alanlarda daha pek ¢ok sorunun ortaya ¢ikmasinda tam da bu basarisizlik rol
oynamaktadir.

Bu sorunlar beraberinde sosyo-politik alana hayal kirikliklari, umutsuzluk ve
hiisran getirir. Sagliksiz ittifaklardan olusan sosyal diizenin ve dar goriislii ilkel
ciddiyetsizligin kabul edilmesinin ulus-6tesi kimlige zarar vermesinin sorumlusu
budur. Fakat bu ilkel ittifaklarin kabul edilmesi ve ona eslik eden g¢ekismeler,
aragtirmacilarin  bunlar1 hafifletme ¢abalarina ragmen neden hala Tirkiitiici,
karmasik ve esnek kalmaya devam etmektedir?

Bu c¢aligmanin amaci, mevcut sylemin basarisizliginin, ¢ekisme durumunda
pratik olarak anlasmaya varilma kosullarmnin degerini goz ardi etmesinden
kaynaklandigini ortaya koymaktir. Spesifik olarak buradaki amag, Afrika'da ulus-
otesi kimlige ulagma siirecinde yerli arabuluculuk stratejilerini kesfetmektir. Bu
stratejiler, mevcut sdylem bi¢iminin dogasinda yer alan bdliicii yap1 ve diglayict
karakterden farkl1 olarak kapsayici bir yapiya sahiptir.

Bundan dolayr bu calisma, s6zii edilen meseleyi sorgulamak igin, pek c¢ok
aragtirmacinin goz ardi etme aligkanliginda oldugu analitik-betimsel metodu
kullanmaktadir. Bu sebeple ¢alismadan, diyalog kosullarinin gegerliligini koruyan
yorumuna meydan okuyacak bir perspektife ve bunun sonucu olarak da Afrika
Ulkeleri'nde insani dayanismaya 6n ayak olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Anahtar S6zcukler
Cagdas Afrika, Diyalog, Etnisite, Cekisme, Ulus-Otesi Kimlik.
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Abstract

The discourse about justice in any society is unquestioned, and interpreting this in
the context of other influences and isolating the significance of justice towards
development is challenging. Justice has been accepted as one of the fundamentals
of democracy whether in its old form from the Athenian city-states to the new
waves in its representative form. Examining justice as being sacred to human
society is important in the sacredness of human dignity. But the problem today is
the way the ‘leaders’ of new modern-day democracies tend to look at the
discourse and praxis of justice because transparency, common good and truth
among others, which are the hall-marks of justice, have been eroded especially in
countries below the Mediterranean. The tenets of justice have been replaced with
manipulation, relativism, negotiations, inequality, usurpation of power,
compromises among others.

The thrust of this paper will be to thematise the discourse of justice and its
significance as a sacred issue in the governance of human societies towards
enduring development. If the dignity of man is sacred in itself, so also the
discourse of justice cannot be under-valued. Hence, the sacredness of the nature of
social justice will be examined, and argued for in the quest for survival and
sustenance of Africa.

The paper will therefore, project that justice is a necessity in human society and
without it; there will be no peace and development. In order to achieve our
objective, this paper will employ descriptive-analytic method towards examining
the significant roles justice, if enthroned, will engender towards development in
Africa. It is, therefore, expected that this paper will initiate a platform in the
discussion of justice for the attainment of authentic development in Africa.
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Problematising the Discourse of Development

The discourse about development is a fundamental issue in today’s world as it
affects everything that man does. It could be seen as a form of social change in which
new ideas are introduced into a social system to produce higher and better living
standards. In other words, it could be interpreted as man’s capacity to expand his own
form of consciousness, awareness and power over himself and the society; that is, the
optimum realisation of the well-being of individuals and the common good. It is the
power of a people to solve their own problems with their own wisdom, experiences and
resources.

Development in every aspect of life must affect individuals and institutions of
the society; that is why it is an over-all social process, which is dependent upon the
outcomes of man’s efforts. All societies of the world have experienced and are still
experiencing one aspect of development or the other. But areas and levels of such
development vary from one part to another. In thinking about development, one can say
that it is a process, which is laden and full of value judgement. This signifies the fact
that development is multi-lateral in nature. And since development is a multi-prone
process that has several dimensions, it is important to look at the two levels: individual
and social levels. At individual level, it implies increased skill and capacity, greater
freedom, creativity, self-discipline, responsibility and material well-being. And at social
level, it implies an increasing capacity to regulate both internal and external
relationships and it is concerned with transformation of the society in its totality. More
specifically, it aims essentially at the maximum improvement of the material, cultural,
social and political aspects.

In order to ascertain the above, there is the need to state the objectives of
development since it is a combination of social, economic, cultural and institutional
processes. Thus, the objectives are as follow: to raise the availability and widen the
distribution of life-sustaining goods to all members of the society; to raise the level of
living, which includes the provision of more jobs, good education, attending to cultural
and human values, other aspects of human endeavours that enhance material well-being
and also greater individual and societal self-esteem; and to expand the ranges of
economic and social choice to individuals and societies by freeing them from servitude
and dependency not only in relation to other people and societies but also to the forces
of ignorance and human history.

Until recently, development was equated with economic growth, but it is now
widely acknowledged that this is a very inadequate characterisation. The idea of
progress in modern history is in a straight line related to economics, in view of the fact
that the enhancing of poor societies was thus seen from the beginning as depending on
plenty of goods/capital to improve infrastructure, industrialisation, and over-all
modernisation of society. The faith in science and technology, in this sense, became an
imperative feature for those who were interested in the understanding and explaining of
the idea of progress. Consequently, science and technology were encouraged by the
dominant Western society’s transition to industrial capitalism. To this end, Haldane
posits that the principal concerns of Renaissance writers were philosophy of nature
(embracing science, occultism, and metaphysics), psychology (including theory of
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knowledge), and moral and political philosophy — one of the main contributions to
which was the employment of fables of golden ages, past and future, in order to retrieve
and refashion personal and social virtues associated with antiquity (Haldane, 1995:
768). That is, during the Renaissance, a pre-occupation with mathematics and natural
sciences began, which was concerned with the elaboration of systems of thought
originating in the classical period. Development was considered during this period with
the utmost intention of solving multifarious problems encountered by man.

In the Enlightenment era, attention was turned to the nature of the human mind
and its abilities to master the natural world. The thrust then was to examine all
phenomena in relation to either rationalist or empirical approaches. Hence, development
was based on the phenomena in the human society. It should be stated that the discourse
of development is seen and grounded upon the lopsidedness of what the term progress is
all about since Renaissance period. Progress is in fact, the necessary condition of
material development as against non-material (intangible/moral) development. Here, the
scientific mind reduces the concept of development to its technical and economic
aspects, which became the ideal of the materially civilised life. The term was a
controversial concept among scholars of different traditions — empiricists and
rationalists — and others who were not members of the two like Smith, Hegel and Marx
among others. While Hegel examines the discourse from the development of the Spirit —
the struggles and processes of self-determination; Smith and Marx look at the market
forces where economics dictates the pace of growth in human society.

The Enlightenment project embodied tremendous intellectual and social
advancements especially in the improvement of human lives through the emerging and
improved science and technology. It was a dramatic shift toward a world-view based on
reason and manifested as the right to question received authority and re-define the moral
and political realms of philosophy historically relegated only to the Church
hierarchies. The Enlightenment then can be understood as the extension of the same
principles of reason - where the Renaissance was the rebirth of reason, the
Enlightenment was its maturity. Dalfovo is of the opinion that development became a
supreme objective motivating the policies of individuals and nations; production, which
meant industrialisation and later modernisation, became the means of development. The
assumption of a world divided between the developed and the not developed set off on a
race with a few nations at immediate advantage in the lead and the rest of the world
behind (Dalfovo, 1999: 11). This shows that the concept of development is a mental
idea that has set the world apart: one, developed and the other, under-developed.
Kothari and Minogue (2002: 12) opine that development is an idea, an objective and an
activity. These are all interrelated. Ziai examines the concept of development from four
assumptions, namely: existential, normative, practical and methodological assumptions
respectively that these assumptions are, however, quite abstract. They determine that
there are developed and less developed countries. They determine that ‘development’
should be achieved, but not what it looks like and how this can be done (Ziai, 2011: 3-
4).

In this analysis of the concept of development from an unfolding one, Galtung
examines development from the aspect and process of overcoming structural violence in
any human society. He writes about development as unfolding of the potentials in the
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nature, human, social and world spaces; and that development as unfolding
accommodates development as freedom (Galtung, 2000: 16). Stigliz and Charlton see
development from market forces and how trade could promote development. In Fair
Trade for All, they aver that trade liberalisation is, in general, welfare-enhancing; stating
that the problems of poverty, inequality, incomplete risk and capital markets cause the
experience of liberalisation to vary across societies depending on individual
characteristics (Stigliz and Charlton, 2005: 6). While they opine on trade towards
achieving development especially among the developing societies, they equally theorise
on market forces, which will lead to emancipatory development. It is on these market
forces that Stigliz says, are shaped by political processes. According to him, markets are
shaped by laws, regulations and institutions saying that:

Every law, every regulation, every institutional arrangement has distributive
consequences — and the way we have been shaping America’s market economy
works to the advantage of those at the top and to the disadvantage of the rest.
Indeed, politics, to a large extent, reflects and amplifies societal norms. In many
societies, those at the bottom consist disproportionately of groups that suffer, in
one way or another, from discrimination. The extent of such discrimination is a
matter of societal norms (Stiglitz, 2012: 52-53).

Stigliz offers a viable position in the discourse of development examining the
issue from inequality, stating that it is on inequality that there seems to be an
endangered future, which is anchored on a divided society.

While Stigliz and Charlton offer opinions from market forces and inequality as
the banes towards development, Sachs’ intent about development is that there is the
need for a new paradigm about development, which ought to include global, inclusive,
co-operative, environmentally aware, and science-based arrangements that will salvage
the emerging realities of the world today. Hence, Sachs avers that our global society
will flourish or perish according to our ability to find common ground across the world
on a set of shared objectives and on the practical means to achieving them . . . A clash
of civilisations could well result from the rising tensions, and it could truly be our last
and utterly devastating clash (Sachs, 2008: 4). In this argument, the alternative to the
seemingly problematic issues is a series of threats to global well-being, all of which are
solvable but potentially disastrous if left unattended. Prosperity must be maintained
through new strategies for development that complement market forces, spread
technologies, stabilise the global population and enable the billion poorest people to
escape from the trap of extreme poverty. He also postulates in the process of escaping
from the trap of extreme and emerging poverty a science for development because many
of the core break-throughs in long-term economic developments have been new
technologies recognising that the poor are, therefore, likely to be ignored . . . it is critical
to identify the priority needs for scientific research in relation to the poor, and then to
mobilise the requisite donor assistance to spur research and development (Sachs, 2005:
282).

Diagne directs his attention on development through the concept of time that
what is essential to the very notion of development is time understood as duration, that
is, the political culture of temporality (2004: 57). The issue at stake is the essence of
time towards promoting development. This means that there is no way the issue of
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development would be examined without considering time factor as the future is
embedded in the present.

In Sen’s Development as Freedom, greater attention is paid to the analysis of
development and the freedom of individuals when he says that:

There are two distinct reasons for the crucial importance of individual freedom in
the concept of development, related respectively to evaluation and effectiveness.
First, in the normative approach used here, substantive individual freedoms are
taken to be critical. The success of a society is to be evaluated, in this view,
primarily by the substantive freedoms that the members of that society enjoy . . .
The second reason for taking substantive freedom to be so crucial is that freedom
is not only the basis of the evaluation of success and failure, but it is also a
principal determinant of individual initiative and social effectiveness (Sen, 1999:
18).

The argument, for Sen, is that freedom is the principal goal and purpose of
development. He examines the intrinsic, constitutive and instrumental roles of freedom
towards attaining development. The “agency-aspect” — one who brings positive change
is the intrinsic role of freedom. In constitutive role, it relates to the importance of
substantive freedom in enriching human life. In this aspect, Sen puts more emphasis on
what he calls the freedom of choice, which translates to the discourse of self-esteem,
sustenance and freedom from slavery of all kinds in an effort to understand the concept
of human well-being. Here, he writes:

The concept of “functionings,” which has distinctly Aristotelian roots, reflects the
various things a person may value doing or being. The valued functionings may
vary from elementary ones, such as being adequately nourished and being free
from avoidable diseases, to very complex activities or personal states, such as
being able to take part in the life of the community and having self-respect (Sen,
1999: 75).

Development, in this view, is the process of expanding human freedoms, and the
assessment of development has to be informed by this consideration (Sen, 1999: 36).
This, he examines as different from the instrumental importance of freedom, which
includes political freedoms, economic facilities, social opportunities, transparency
guarantees and protective security. He avers that:

The instrumental role of freedom concerns the way different kinds of rights,
opportunities, and entitlements contribute to the expansion of human freedom in
general, and thus to promoting development. This relates not merely to the
obvious connection that expansion of freedom of each kind must contribute to
development since development itself can be seen as a process of enlargement of
human freedom in general (Sen, 1999: 37).

This idea was emphasised in Inequality Reexamined (Sen, 1992: 31-32) that
some well-known approaches to the evaluation of individual advantage and to the
assessment of good social orders have been concerned directly with achievement only,
treating the importance of the freedom to achieve as being entirely instrumental — as
means to actual achievements.

Keita in his review of Sen’s Development as Freedom posits clearly that the
crucial aspect of ‘development as freedom’ for Sen is the increased agency and
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opportunities for a better life that accrue to women and society as a whole as societal
freedoms increase (Keita, 2004: 187). This means that for meaningful development in
any society, the women'’s factor is a prerequisite, as major societies all over the world
have not allowed the roles of the women’s folk to be a reality. The freedoms that Sen
examines include the rights and freedoms of women as causal factors towards
development. He avers that development requires the removal of major sources of
unfreedom: poverty as well as tyranny, poor economic opportunities as well as
systematic social deprivation, neglect of public facilities as well as intolerance or over-
activity of repressive states (Sen, 1999: 5). In the analysis of freedom towards
development, he opines that freedom is valuable for at least two different reasons. First,
more freedom gives more opportunity to pursue our objectives — those things that we
value. Second, we may attach importance to the process of choice itself. The distinction
between the ‘opportunity aspect’ and the ‘process aspect’ of freedom can be both
significant and quite far-reaching (Sen, 2009: 228).

Post-development theorists like Rist, Escobar, Rahnema, Bawtree, Kothari, and
Minogue among others based their discourse on the critical analysis of development.
While earlier theories like dependency and modernisation were usually focusing on
inadequacies that prevented its achievement among societies in the South, the post-
development theory rejected the totality of entire paradigm and denounced it as a myth.
They argue that development has been seen essentially from non-Western societies into
their diverse deficiencies, portraying them as regions in need of modernising along the
Western models. Matthews avers that the problem, from the perspective of post-
development theorists, is not that the project of development was poorly implemented
and that it is necessary to find a better way to bring it about, but that the assumptions
and ideas that are core to development are problematic and so improved implementation
is not the answer (Matthews, 2004: 375).

While Escobar is of the opinion that development was — and continues to be for
the most part — a top-down, ethnocentric, and technocratic approach that treats people
and cultures as abstract concepts, statistical figures to be moved up and down in the
charts of ‘progress.” . . . It comes as no surprise that development became a force so
destructive to Third World cultures, ironically in the name of people’s interests”
(Escobar, 1999: 382). Kothari and Minogue (2002: 1) aver that development is riddled
with paradoxes. While it appears on the face of things to be very much characterised by
a set of highly practical concerns, few subjects are more bedeviled by contested
theories. Development undoubtedly takes place in some place, as measured by shifts in
economic growth; relative poverty and inequality have also increased. And the more
precisely we try to identify coherent theories and measure practical changes, the less
confidence we have in the predictability of future events, particularly on a global scale.

The modernists’ approach to the discourse of development stemmed from the
fact that industrialisation and urbanisation were seen as the inevitable and necessarily
progressive routes. It is a total transformation of a traditional or pre-modern society into
the types of technology and associated social organisation, which characterise the
advanced economically prosperous and politically stable societies of the Western world.
To them, it is only through material advancement cum social, cultural, and political
progress that development can be achieved and thus leading to the acceptance that
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capital investment is sine qua non in the quest for economic growth and development
especially among the less-developed societies. Escobar avers in his argument against the
modernists that the advance of poor countries was thus seen from the outset as
depending on ample supplies of capital to provide for infrastructure, industrialisation,
and the over-all modernisation of society . . . and because these countries were seen as
trapped in a “vicious circle” of poverty and lack of capital, much of that capital would
have to come from abroad (Escobar, 1999: 383). The underlying factor in modernists’
intervention is still a form of imperialism, where the Global South is attached to the
aprons of the Global North.

Post-development theory is suggesting that we allow societies at the local level
to pursue their own development path as they perceive it without the influences of
global capital or other modern choices and forces. The problem with this kind of model
is that it disregards the dialectics of modernity and a possible return to ethnic
chauvinism and primordial ties. This negates the idea of borrowing no matter how little
from other backgrounds as no society can stand on its own without the support of
others. In this constitutive perspective, development involves expansion of these and
other basic freedoms. Siemiatycki in Post-Development at a Crossroad: Towards a
‘Real” Development quotes Maiava’s analysis that what to term as a real development
will involve . . . indigenous people determining their own future, confident, not
intimidated, but free people determining what they want to do and doing it for
themselves, exercising agency, actively moving forward to create better lives and
improve their well-being according to their own priorities and criteria as they have done
for millennia (Siemiatycki, 2005: 58).

The Notion of Justice

The discourse about justice in any society is unquestioned, and interpreting this
in the context of other influences and isolating the significance of justice towards
development is challenging. Justice has been accepted as one of the fundamentals of
democracy whether in its old form from the Athenian city-states to the new waves in its
representative form. Examining justice as being sacred to human society is important in
the sacredness of human dignity. Here, this paper will argue and thematise that the
discourse of justice and its significance is a sacred issue in the governance of human
societies towards enduring development. If the dignity of man is sacred in itself, so also
the discourse of justice can never be under-valued. Hence, the sacredness of social
justice will be examined, and argued for in the quest for survival and sustenance of
Africa.

Justice is an important aspect in the society, which is so crucial to the running of
a particular society where there will be equality and freedom on the same basis and or
level without putting some individuals into high pedestals. Aristotle’s analysis of justice
is the key to its meaning at the level of the particular act or decision. Justice, he said,
consists in treating equals equally and unequals unequally but in proportion to their
relevant differences (Benn, 1967: 298-299).
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A democratic polity without the issue of social justice could not be said to be
one. The question of justice has been a continuous point to ponder in the society. The
question about justice is closely linked to the idea of impartiality of persons in the
society. The “Golden Rule” of Kant presupposes a kind of social justice in its
application to those in such society. Kant’s categorical imperative deals with the notion
that justice (and equality) ought to be given and granted justly to all and sundry; his
moral reciprocity of doing to others as one would have them to do oneself is closely
related to the idea of not doing evil to others and doing things at the expense of others in
the community. Stanley Benn writes, “From this follow ideas such as a fair wage, a just
price, and a fair exchange (what Aristotle called “commutative justice”), as opposed to
exploitation and profiteering (Benn, 1967: 299). And so, the question and
conceptualisation of justice would be discussed and interrogated from the ideas and
theories of John Rawls and Iris Marion Young.

Rawls rejected the idea of classical utilitarianism as a basis for justice because it
does not offer any principle of justice beyond the basic view that everyone’s happiness
counts equally. This situation explained the enthusiasm accorded to Rawls’ A Theory of
Justice, which offers an alternative on justice to utilitarianism. The system of getting it
is called “justice as fairness” because he seeks a contract on whose fairness all parties
would agree. In Rawls’ book, he examines the two principles of justice: liberty and
wealth. On liberty, each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive total
system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar system of liberty for all;
wealth, social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both to the
greatest benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just savings principle and
attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of
opportunity. In this, Rawls asserts that if people had to choose principle of justice from
behind “a veil of ignorance” — it is understood as a purely hypothetical situation
characterised so as to lead to a certain conception of justice - that restricted what they
could know of their own position in society, they would not seek to maximise utility.
Rather, they would safeguard themselves against the worst possible outcomes. Irele
(1998: 103-104) writes that in this position, individuals are deprived or certain
knowledge about their personal circumstances . . . this construct is to make the
individuals decide impartially on some principles that will govern mutual interaction in
the society.

Examining the issue of justice in the society, he opines that there are duties and
obligations every participant owes the community. They are explained as follow, there
is the need for individual to support just institutions (Irele, 1998: 334). In this sense,
only the just institutional arrangements according to him need to be respected and the
unjust ones are not to be respected. For one another if the absolute happiness is going to
be derived from the society because it is on liberal egalitarianism. And in the spirit of
those natural duties and obligations, civil disobedience is needed in an unjust
community. It is an act responding to injustices internal to a given society and appealing
to a public conception of justice in which he explains justifications for civil
disobedience in any community of men (Irele, 1998: 372-373).

Taking justice at a glance, Young thinks about justice not as a set of debts we
owe ourselves but as a set of relations between social groups. She investigates the
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rhetoric power that underlies old ways of discussing justice in terms of distribution,
denying justice is a finite community-oriented justice that revolves not around the
interlocking and often villages but around the interlocking and often messy
communities that exist side by side. To her, justice means the elimination of
institutionalised domination and oppression. Any aspect of social organisation and
practice relevant to domination and oppression is a principle subject to evaluation by
ideals of justice. The concepts of domination and oppression rather than the concept of
distribution should be the starting point for a conceptual analysis of what social justice
should mean. She is of the opinion that many discussions on social justice not only
ignore the institutional contexts within which distributions occur, but often presuppose
specific institutional structures whose justice they fail to bring under evaluation (Young,
1990: 22). This means individual culture is important to the notion of social justice and
not individual persons.

In her arguments, she affirms that a distributive paradigm of justice corresponds
to the primary formulation of public debates in societies. It is inherent from the views of
Young that justice could be discussed extensively in a democratic state where
participation in public discussions and decision-making is embedded. She says that
democracy is a condition for public to arrive at decisions whose substantively just
outcomes include distributive justice (Young, 1990: 92). This means that all differences,
interests would be transcended to seek a common good. In order to put an end to all
forms of oppressions and injustices, Young endorses the social movements that promote
a notion of group solidarity against the individualism of liberal humanism. She argues
that the idea of eliminating group differences in a just society is both unrealistic and
undesirable. Instead, justice in a group-differentiated society demands social equality of
groups, and mutual recognition and affirmation of group differences (Young, 1990:
192).

In her explanation, she brings out new insights to debates about welfare,
affirmative action and disability. She offers a thought-provoking analysis of a
communitarian society showing that the idea of self-sufficiency is unworkable. To have
a just society, she holds that those interconnected yet distinct societies would show the
way to not only survive but flourish in the contemporary society. To her, justice does
not compete with differences either based on race, sex, and social, psychological but
that it grows out of it. In the search for a just state, she explains oppression as forms of
injustices where she states five categories of oppression in forms of exploitation,
cultural imperialism, powerlessness, marginalisation and violence that must be rooted
away from the society.

Conditions for Justice in the Quest for Enduring Development in
Africa

Whereas studying and researching into the issues of value-laden discourses
especially that of social justice towards an enduring development in any society is
certainly necessary and important; that is, focusing on conceptualisations and
derivations that must be experienced and actualised towards attaining peace and
development in democratising African states is also of particular interest and
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importance. So, our intent in this paper aims at discussing the values and
indispensability of justice in the quest for good governance in order to attain authentic
development in African society. And central to the discourse of justice are issues of
equality, equity, accountability, responsiveness, transparency, solidarity, option for the
poor and subsidiarity. These characteristics of justice are so important in any society for
the growth and development of a society in all its ramifications without leaving any
facet of the society unattended to.

In the discourse of development, Ade-Ajayi reiterates that development is
growth plus change. Change, in turn, is social and cultural as well as economic. The key
concept must be improved quality of people’s lives . . . we need to re-affirm the basic
virtues of honesty, diligence and respect for the rights of others, as national virtues
essential for our development (Ade-Ajayi, 1999: 15, 17). Kabila reiterates that:

Development is first and foremost a question of political vision, of managerial
culture, of order, of discipline and of ethics. This being the case, to attain our
objectives, we must do everything to resolutely engage a veritable morale
revolution. We must banish and punish without complacency, the attack of life
and human dignity, rape, tribalism, regionalism, favouritism, irresponsibility,
theft, corruption, the embezzlement of state funds, scandalous enrichment and
other vices (Muderhwa, 2012: 98).

This explains the fact that, “integral development is about the development of
every person and of the whole person, especially of the poorest and most neglected in
the community (Ecclesia in Africa, 1995: No. 68) because the question and place of
man in development is inevitable. This is a resonation of the conceptualisation of
attaining justice towards the quest for development as a society the ills mentioned by
Kabila above cannot seek for any form of development not to talk of an enduring one.

In like manner, Oladipo is of the opinion that . . . development process is not an
abstraction, the integrity of which can be measured simply in quantitative terms, . . .
Rather, it is a process of social transformation, which involves the replacement of those
factors that inhibit the capacity of the individual for self-direction and the promotion of
social cooperation with those which promote these ideals. In short, it is a process whose
essence concerns the quality of life (including the quality of social relations) of the
people (Oladipo, 2009: 96-97). A plethora of significant issues concerning development
is the factor of the major senses of development, which are the tangible and the
intangible (moral) senses as Oladipo writes that:

The tangible aspect of development is concerned with material progress. It
involves the control and exploitation of the physical environment through the
application of the results of science and technology. The primary goal of this
process, of course, is human well-being, which involves, among other things: the
eradication of certain human-demeaning social phenomena, such as poverty,
illiteracy, and low-life expectancy . . . (Oladipo, 2005: 95).

This means that it involves, for instance, the reduction of social inequity, which
globally is a major source of conflicts among people, and the promotion of positive
social values such as freedom, justice, tolerance, compassion, cooperation, among
others. Although the tangible aspect of development is the most visible, the intangible is
very crucial. This is so because it is that which enhances the capacity of the individual
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to actually shape his or her own life without being insensitive to the common good
(Oladipo, 2005: 95). From the moral angle of development, it is a truism that no society
or community could be said and acclaimed to be developed when it neglects the worse-
offs. This is the case that there should be equal distribution of the societal wealth to the
worse-offs, consistent with the just savings principle and attached to offices and
positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity, which Rawls’ A
Theory of Justice has discussed.

The value added to development based on the people portrays that attention
should be shifted to people and not on structures that are built on economic, political
and social foundations. Here, Njoku considers the issue of holistic development as it
requires peoples’ participatory roles. He points out that in the conviction that
development is to be weaved around people, one can propose a better platform for
human flourishing in which people will not only participate in their development but
also take control of it under the principles of sustainability and interdependency. After
all, human development is at once person-and community-centred (Njoku, 2004: 231).
This promotes the necessity of participatory roles of the people towards development as
they would be able to make their choices for developmental paradigms in the society.

An aspect of justice, which is sacrosanct to development in Africa today, will be
seen and examined from the realm of liberation from oppression and social
discrimination, which must be a watch-word for all-round development discourse. Here,
there is injustice at all fronts, which has denied humans in all spheres, from contributing
their quota to the society. Here, Door avers thus:

Alongside the economic problem of the yawning gap between the rich and the
poor, there is a more obviously political issue: some individuals, groups, classes,
races and nations are oppressing others . . . Oppression takes place within nations
as well as between them. The people of many countries today are crushed down
by repressive governments. These make full use of heavily armed security forces;
torture and intimidation are common; and the most sophisticated technology is
used to spy on anybody suspected of being subversive (Door, 1991: 14).

It is only when there is liberation, which is built on justice that development
could be noticed and enjoyed in any human society. Here, liberation from all forms -
politics, social, culture, education, religion among others - will grant and give freedom
to the people and raise their egos in the attainment of enduring development for the
society. Elechi opines that inequality exists because, first, individuals are not equally
gifted and, second, society often discriminates against some of its members on the basis
of race, creed, ideology, class or sex . . . Inequality arising from discrimination dies very
hard indeed. It exists in all countries of the world, and it is almost always decried
(Elechi, 2005: 65).

Door emphasises on cultural oppression, which is seen as a set-back to
development especially in Africa today. He writes that another form of oppression is
cultural. Minority groups in many countries of the world are treated as second-class
citizens. Their languages and traditions are ignored and despised. At times, this is a
matter of official government policy. More commonly, it arises simply through the
insensitivity of governments and of the dominant political groupings whom they
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represent (Door, 1991: 16). Elechi adds his voice that the clamour for egalitarianism
goes on unabated because much of the noise comes from underprivileged individuals
and nations, who always outnumber the privileged by far (2005: 66). In this quest for
development, cultural liberation should not be seen as extra. Rather, it must be at the
heart of the struggle as a resolution of the development challenges confronting Africa
demands an incorporation of cultural knowledge into development. By -cultural
knowledge, we mean the skills, experiences and insights of people, applied to maintain
or improve their livelihood. It also means a body of knowledge (or bodies of
knowledge) of a people of particular society or societies that they have survived on for a
very long time. This proposition will enhance the interrogation of cultural knowledge of
African conception, which conspicuously differs from the economic/scientific model of
the Western spirit. This struggle will affirm that there is a viable alternative to the
Western notion, which is based on indigenous thoughts and practices. This means that
the search for a better approach or model to development should move from a
predominantly economic/scientific understanding towards a more humane concern,
which recognises man as its principal subject and supreme objective.

Another form of justice that will lead to the evolution of enduring development
in Africa is that of justice for women from gender oppression. The call for affirmative
action from the women angle is a fundamental condition towards the development of
the society. A society that relegates the women-folk cannot and will never develop in all
encompassing manner. Here, Door avers that the struggle against political oppression is
a major item on the social justice agenda. But there is another liberation struggle going
on in our world — a struggle to overcome discrimination and injustice based on gender
(Door, 1991:22). An essential insight of feminism today is that society is dominated by
and represented by men. The language of public discourses uses male references to
speak for women. The laws of inheritance favour men; professional advancement was
and still is different for women whose place was supposed to be in home.

Generally, an average society is a male-oriented one. The problem of feminism is
developing everyday is as a reaction to the way the society is grouped leaving women to
the background. All things either leadership role, religion, politics, culture are
patriarchal in nature. Patriarchy was viewed and still by the women’s movement as an
unjust system, which gives power to men at the expense of injustice for women. They
see that the injustice is inherent in the structures of our society. In all fronts — family,
language, labour, politics, culture, economics, religion and host of others - there is
injustice against womanhood; Door emphasises that the issue of gender oppression is
wider and deeper than that of overcoming overt sexual discrimination . . . oppression
and injustice of all kinds stem from the way men have tried to dominate other people
and the Earth (Door, 1991: 23). This rejection of gender influence will amount to a
myriad of opportunities in the quest for authentic development for societies in the
Global South particularly in African societies. In the quest for development in Africa,
using the analysis of Ehusani, there is the utmost need for freedom from all forms of
injustices that deny the people their right place in the society saying that: the men and
women of our society aspire for freedom from all those forces that oppress them. They
want to be set free from the unjust socio-political order, which condemns them to
marginal existence. They want to be delivered of those customs and habits, those
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attitudes and values or dis-values that generate, perpetuate or glorify oppression. They
want to be free from grinding poverty, joblessness, homelessness, widespread violence,
insecurity and disease (Ehusani, 1996: 28). The afore-mentioned issues resonate the
idea and notion that justice in all aspects of human is valuable and cannot be dispensed
with.

Conclusion

It should be known and recognised that fighting for justice in the quest for stable
development in Africa should be at the heart of all and even the task becomes more
expedient from African scholars to set pace for the future of the continent. Here, great
and fundamental issues were examined to interrogate the sacredness and
indispensability of justice towards achieving authentic development, which are the
reduction of social inequity, liberation from oppression, which is examined from
cultural aspect and the women’s struggle for a place in the discourse of development for
Africa. | did examine that only an atmosphere of justice can provide the kind of social
order in which the basic goods of human life can be attained. Also, only a combination
of the moral order and respect can provide the kind of genuine social order that man
requires in order to realise his full personal and social development in Africa.
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Afrika’daki Kalkinma Arayisinda Adaletin Degeri ve
Vazgecilmezligi

Ozet

Baz1 toplumlarda adalet hakkinda sorgusuz sualsiz konusulmakta ve baska
faktorler baglaminda yorumlayarak onun kalkinmaya yonelik 6nemi gérmezden
gelinip dogrulugu tartisilmaktadir. Adalet, eski formu olan Atina sehir-
devletlerinden, temsili bigimindeki yeni dalgalara kadar demokrasinin
temellerinden biri olarak kabul gérmektedir. Insan toplumunun kutsali olarak
adaleti incelemek, insanlik onurunun kutsalligi agisindan Onemlidir. Fakat
bugtinku sorun, yeni modern-zaman demokrasilerinin sdyleme bakma egiliminde
olan liderlerine ve adaletin uygulanmasina iligkindir. Adaletin ilkelerinin yerini
baskalar1 arasindaki manipiilasyon, rélativizm, miizakereler, esitsizlik, gii¢ yarisi
ve uylagim almigtir.

Bu yazinin amaci, siirekli kalkinmaya doniik toplumlarin yonetimindeki kutsal bir
mesele olarak adaletin sdylemini ve dnemini tematize etmek olacaktir. Eger insan
onuru kendinde kutsal ise adalet sdylemi de degersiz olamaz. Bu nedenle, burada
sosyal adaletin dogasma iliskin kutsallik incelenecek ve Afrika’nin varligim
stirdiirmesi ve ayakta kalmasi arayisi tartigilacaktir.

Dolayisiyla, bu makale adaletin insan toplumunda bir zorunluluk oldugunu, onsuz
baris ve kalkinma olamayacagini ileri siirmektedir. Objektif olabilmek amacryla
bu yazi adaletin 6nemli kurallarini incelerken, deskriptif-analitik yontemi
kullanacaktir. Eger abartilirsa, Afrika’daki kalkinmaya engel olacaktir. Bu
bakimdan, bu yazidan beklenen sey, Afrika’daki otantik kalkinmaya erisime
yOnelik adalet soyleminde bir platform olugturmaktir.

Anahtar Sozcukler
Adalet, Sosyal Adalet, Kalkinma, Otantik Kalkinma, Afrika Toplumu.
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Kayg1. Uludag Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe Dergisi
Yayn llkeleri

1. Kaygi. Uludag Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakilltesi Felsefe Dergisi, Bahar (Nisan) ve Giiz
(Ekim) olmak tizere yilda iki say1 yayinlanir.

2. Dergiye gonderilecek galismalar, esas olarak felsefe disipliniyle ilgili olmalidir. Bununla
birlikte, teorik bir tartisma icermeleri sartiyla, her sayida, sosyal ve beseri disiplinlere ait diger tirdeki
calismalara Yayin Kurulu gorist alinarak yer verilebilir.

3. Dergide, “arastirma makalesi,” “ceviri,” “makale elestirisi,” “kitap degerlendirmesi,
ve “konferans/seminer metinleri” tirlindeki calismalar yer alir.

4. Dergi, esasen Tiirkge ve Ingilizce dillerinde yazi kabul eder. Ancak, ana dili Tirkge olmayan
arastirmacilarin Aimanca ve Fransizca dillerindeki ¢alismalari, Yayin Kurulu gérisi dikkate alinarak
degderlendirme strecine kabul edilebilir.

4.1. Dergiye gonderilecek calismalardan “arastirma makalesi” tirlindeki yazilar Tirkge veya
ingilizce (bagvuru oldugu ve uygun gérildigi durumlarda da, Aimanca veya Fransizca) dillerinde
olabilir. Diger tlrdeki yazilarin Tlrkge olmasi zorunludur. )

4.2. Ana dili Tirkge olan arastirmacilarin dergiye gonderecegi Tirkge yazilarda, “Ozet” ve
“Anahtar Terimler” bulunmalidir. Bu kategorideki yazilarin sonuna, ilgili yazinin %10’una denk diisecek
“genisletilmig” bir Ingilizce “Abstract” ile “Keywords” eklenmelidir.

4.3, Ana dili Tirkge olan arastirmacilarin dergiye génderecegi ingilizce yazilarda, “Abstract’ ve
“Keywords” bulunmalidir. Bu kategorideki yazilarin sonuna, ilgili yazinin %25'ine denk diisecek
“genisletilmis” bir Tiirkge “Ozet” ile “Anahtar Terimler” eklenmelidir.

44. Ana dili Tirkge olmayan arastirmacilarin dergiye gonderecedi ingilizce yazilarda,
“Abstract” ve “Keywords” bulunmalidir. Bu kategorideki yazilarda ayrica “genisletilmis” bir Tirkge
“Ozet” ile “Anahtar Terimler” aranmaz.

45. Ana dili Tirkge olmayan arastirmacilarin Yayin Kurulu goriisti dikkate alinarak
degerlendirme stirecine kabul edilen Almanca veya Fransizca dillerindeki yazilarinda, makalenin
yazildigi dilde bir “Ozet” ile “Anahtar Terimler” bulunmalidir. Bu kategorideki yazilarin sonuna, ilgili
yazinin %10'una denk diisecek “genigletilmis” bir ingilizce “Abstract” ile “Keywords” eklenmelidir.

5. Dergide kor hakemlik sistemi uygulanir.

5.1. Yayin Kurulu'na ulasan yazilar, oncelikle icerik, yazim kurallari ve diger yonlerden
incelenir. Yayin llkelerine uygun olan yazilar, en az iki hakem tarafindan degerlendirilir. Bir galismanin
basima kabul edilebilmesi igin, calismanin génderildigi iki hakemin de olumlu raporu gereklidir.
Raporlardan birinin olumlu, digerinin olumsuz olmasi durumunda, ilgili galisma Gglnci bir hakeme
gonderilir. Uglincii hakemden gelecek rapor dodrultusunda, calismanin kabul veya reddine Yayin
Kurulu karar verir.

5.2. Hakemlerden gelecek gorusler dogrultusunda yazinin dogrudan veya kismen diizeltilerek
yayinlanmasina veya aksine karar verilir ve sonug yazar(lar)a bildirilir. Dizeltme istenen yazilar, en
geg bir ay iginde Yayin Kurulu’na génderilmelidir.

6) Dergiye gonderilen yazilar ile ilgili yrttiilen hakem sirecindeki posta masraflari ve ilgili
masraflar yazar(lar) tarafindan karsilanir.

7) Yazilardaki fikirlerin her tirli yasal sorumlulugu yazar(lar)a aittir.

8) Yayinlanan yazilar igin yazar(lar)a telif ticreti karsiliinda her makale igin 2 (iki) adet dergi
gonderilir.

9) Yaymlanan yazilarin tim haklari Kaygi dergisine aittir. Kaynak gdsterilmek sartiyla
yazilardan alinti yapilabilir.

" o« "«
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Yayin Kurulu
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Yazarlara Not

Kaygi. Uludag Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakilltesi Felsefe Dergisinde yayinlanacak yazilarda
belirli bir standardi saglamak amaciyla, asagida metin ici gonderme sistemi ile ilgili, hem
gondermelerin nasil yapilacagina hem de kaynakganin nasil hazirlanacadina liskin bazi agiklayici
notlar verilmektedir. Dergiye yazi gonderecek olan arastirmacilarin bu yazim standartlarina uymalari
gerekmektedir.

Metin iginde baska kaynaklardan aynen aktarilarak yapilan alintilar her zaman gift tirnak iginde
(“ ") gosterilr. Ozii degistirlmemek kaydiyla yapilan alintilar ise, metni hazirlayanin kendi
clmleleriyle, 6zet ya da yorum olarak, tirnak arasina alinmadan verilir. Her iki durumda da, alinti
yapilan kaynaga mutlaka atifta bulunulur. Aynen aktarmalarda, bilgilerin tamamina yer verilebilecegi
gibi, climle, paragraf veya sayfa halindeki bilgilerin sadece belli kisimlari da verilebilir. Son durumda,
climlelerde belli kelimelerin, gesitli climlelerin, paragraf ve sayfalarin atlanarak verildigini gostermek
Uzere, atlanan yerler parantez iginde (¢ nokta (...) ile belirtilir. Alinti, bir baska kaynaktan aynen
aktarilmak istenen bir bolim ise, alinti ile metin arasinda énce ve sonra 12 nokta (pt) bosluk birakilir.
Alintinin normal satirlari her iki kenar boslugundan 1.25 cm igeriden baglar. Paragraf basi yapiimayan
bu tur alintilar tek aralikla yazilir ve alintilarda normal metinden daha kuglk bir punto kullanilir ve
istenirse italik olarak duzenlenebilir.

Uzun agiklama ve dipnot gerektirmeyen yerlerde climle icinde hemen génderme yapilmak
istenirse, parantez agilarak yazarin sadece soyadi (bag harfi bilylk) yazilip, araya virgiil konmadan
eserin yayinlandigi tarih belirtilir [Ornek: Carnap (1932)’ye gére mantiksal ¢dziimleme ..]. Bu kullanim,
yalnizca kullanilan metnin tamamina gdnderme yapildiginda tercih edilmelidir ve cimle iginde degil,
yine metnin tamamina gdnderiliyorsa, climle sonunda da kullanilabilir [Ornek: Carnap’a gére mantiksal
¢ozlimleme ... (1932)]. Gonderme yapilirken sayfayl da yazmak gerekirse, tarinten sonra iki nokta
konur; (s.), (p) (pp.) gibi kisaltmalara yer veriimeden dogrudan sayfa numarasi belirtilip parantez
kapatilir. [Ornek: (Carnap 1932: 25)]. Génderme yapilan kaynagin yazar adi ayni cimle icinde
belirtilmigse, parantez iginde sadece kaynagin yayinlandigi yil ve génderme yapilan sayfa numarasi
yazilir [Omek: Kuhn'a gére olagan bilim disa kapali ve tamamiyle bulmaca ¢dzmeye dniik bir
etkinliktir (1962: 48).]. Birden fazla sayida sayfaya génderme yapiliyorsa, (1962: 48-49) veya (1962:
48, 50) sekli kullanilir. Birden fazla kaynaga ayni anda atif yapilacaksa, kaynaklar biitiinii bir parantez
icinde aralarina noktali virgll (;) konularak yazilir [Ornek: (Coffa 1980: 45; Carnap 1932: 76)]. Eger bir
kaynak, arada baska bir kaynaga gonderme yapilmamak kaydiyla, tekrar kullaniliyorsa, yazar adi ve
tarih verilmez ve gonderme, (a.e., 45) drneginde oldugu gibi yapilir. Ayni kosullar gegerli olmak
sartryla, gonderilen sayfa numarasi bir énceki goéndermedeki ile ayni ise, yalnizca (a.e.) yazilir. iki
yazari olan eserler icin, yazarlarinin soyadlarindan sonra “&” isareti; tgten fazla yazari olan eserler igin
ise, sadece ilk yazarin soyadi ve adi verildikten sonra, “ve digerleri’ anlamina gelen “v.d.” veya
yabanci eserlerde “et al.” ibaresi kullanilir (Fakat bu bigim kaynakca yazilirken kullaniimaz). Kaynak
gonderimi eger climle sonuna geliyorsa, ciimleyi biteren nokta (.) isareti gdnderme yapildiktan sonra
konulur.

Kaynaklar yazilirken sirasiyla, yazar soyadi blylk harflerle; yazar adi yalnizca ilk harf buyuk;
kaynagin yayim yili yazar adindan sonra, 6nce ve sonrasinda bir vurus bosluk gelecek sekilde
parentez igine alinarak; kullanilan yapit veya metin italik olacak sekilde; varsa cevirmen, editor vb.
eklemelerle; baski sayisi; basim yeri ve basim evi seklinde yazilmalidir. Verilen sira icerisinde yalnizca
kaynagin yayinlandigi yil yazilirken, dnce ve sonrasinda herhangi bir imla isareti konulmaz, diger
sekillerde yalnizca virgil kullanilir, yayin yerinden sonra ise iki nokta Ust Uste konularak yayin evi
yazilir. Ornek:
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KUHN, Thomas (1995) Bilimsel Devrimlerin Yapisi, gev. Niliifer Kuyas, 4. Baski, Istanbul: Alan
Yayincilik.

CARNAP, Rudolf (1966) Philosophical Foundations of Physics: An Introduction to the
Philosophy of Science, ed. M. Gardner, Basic 2480ks.

Eger kullanilanilan kaynak bir dergide bulunan makale veya bir derlemede yer alan bir
metin/makale ise, kullanilan kaynak adi tirnak iginde (“..."), bulundugu dergi/metin italik olacak sekilde
ve muhakkak yer aldigi dergi/metin icinde hangi sayfalar arasinda oldugu belirtilecek sekilde, (6rnegin,

ss. 77-95), yukarida verilen yonergeler aynen korunarak yazilir. Ornek:

KUCURADI, lonna (1999) “Deger, Degerler ve Yazin”, Sanata Felsefeyle Bakmak, ss. 92-113,
Ankara: Ayrag Yayinevi.

FRIEDMAN, Michael (2002) “Kant, Kuhn, and the Rationality of Science”, Philosophy of
Science, vol. 69, iss. 2, (June, 2002), pp. 171-190.

Bir yazarin ayni yil yayinlanmis iki veya daha gok eseri kullaniimissa, bunlar (1932a) ve
(1932b) biciminde gésterilerek kaynakgaya alinir ve génderme buna gére yapilir. Iki veya ti¢ yazarli
eserlerde, her yazarin soyadi ve adi, eserin i¢ kapaginda verilen sirayla ve aralarina noktali virgll (;)
konularak yazilir.
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