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Andrej DEMUTH"

Heidegger's concept of ,,die Befindlichkeit”
and His Role in Human Cognition and Self-cognition

Abstract

The problem of cognition is one of the ancient questions of human inquiry and in
its essence represents one of the most fundamental and crucial problems of
philosophy. The reason for this is that the essence of cognition and the solution to
its problems pre-determines the final result and character of any inquiry, and as a
matter of fact, even our outlook on the world and ourselves. Do there exists
something which can predetermine the cognition alone?

The present study approaches cognition through the analysis of Heidegger's
concept of “die Stimmung” and “die Befindlichkeit” which can be translated as a
LwState of mind”, ,being in the mood” or an Lattunement” . The author of this
study analyses the role of this concept and especially its existential modifications,
as an epistemological determinant of cognition. Attunement is not viewed here
traditionally, as a superficial and emotionally fleeting mental state of an individual
(in the structure affect — mood — passion) but in line with Heideggerian
understanding as a fundamental epistemological “attunement” of a subject or a
kind of hermeneutical “approach”. The author of study try to show that “die
Befindlichkeit” pre-determines the entire perception, understanding and outlook
on the world and ourselves.

Keywords:
Heidegger, Attunement, Mood, Understanding, Hermeneutic, Cognition.

Heidegger’in “die Befindlichkeit” Kavrami ve
Onun insanin Bilmesinde ve Kendini Bilmede

Ustlendigi Rol

Ozet

Bilme problemi, insan sorusturmasinin en eski sorularindan birisidir ve onun 6zii,
felsefenin en temel ve onemli sorularindan birisini temsil eder. Bunun nedeni,
bilmeye ait 6ziin ve bu probleme iliskin ¢dziimiin, her tiirlii sorusturmanin nihai
sonucunu, karakterini ve igin dogrusu diinyaya ve kendimize ait bakigimizi bile

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Department of Philosophy, University of Trnava, Slovakia.

Since it is very complicated to provide an exact English equivalent of the German word “der
Stimmung”, Slovak “naladenie”, the author opted for following expression: “state of mind”,
“frame of mind”, “attunement”, “point of view”, “approach”, “mindset”,... .
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onceden belirliyor olusudur. Peki, bilmeyi tek basmma dnceden belirleyebilecek
olan herhangi bir sey var midir?

Bu calisma bilmeye, “zihin durumu”, “bir hal i¢inde olma” ya da “haletiruhiye”
olarak terciime edilebilecek olan Heidegger’in “die Stimmung” ve “die
Befindlichkeit” kavramini analiz etme yoluyla yaklasacaktir. Calismanin yazari,
bu kavramin istlendigi rolii ve 6zellikle de bilmenin epistemolojik belirleyicisi
olarak onun varolussal degisimlerini analiz edecektir. Haletiruhiye, burada bireyin
geleneksel anlamda yiizeysel ve gegici duygusal bir zihin durumunu degil (etki-
hal- tutkunun yapisinda oldugu gibi), fakat bir tiir hermeneutik yaklasim ya da
O0znenin temel epistemolojik haletiruhiyesi olarak Heideggerci anlamu
imlemektedir. Calisma “die Befindlichkeit1n algi, kavrayis ve diinya ile kendimiz
iizerine bakisimizi biitiiniiyle 6nceden belirledigini gostermeye ¢alismaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler:
Heidegger, Haleti Ruhiye, Hal, Kavrayis, Hermeneutik, Bilme.

The classical epistemological approach to cognition analysed cognition by the
analyses of the main problems, aspects and actors of knowledge. In modern philosophy
the problem of subject (or Self) became a most important question of knowledge. Many
philosophers like Descartes, Kant, Husserl (and many others) analysed the subject of
thinking as an element, which can find knowledge. But the problem was, that each
knowledge has the subjective aspects of cognition and “impregnation” by personal
matters such passions, personal history, personality, historical, cultural and linguistic
context?. By an aristotelic pattern or paradigm of knowledge, they hope that correct
cognition is only cognition without emotionality, temporal and individual determination
of knowledge. So they tried to eliminate actors on cognition to entities which are no
determinate by something other except logical thinking. Modern scientific thinking
became a-sexual, a-historical and non-emotional reason — a transcendental ghost. And
the modern vision of philosophical knowledge is the same.

The attunement was in modern philosophy accepted as a desultory and
psychological (and so astatic) quality of thinking, therefore we can eliminate it. Nay,
they contaminate our knowledge and so we must clean thinking and eliminate influence
of passions and attunements from it. This was the only reason why attunements and
passions were analysed in history of philosophy. Democritus, Plato, Aristotle, but
especially epicureism a Roman stoicism (Lucius Annaeus Seneca, Marcus Aurelius) and
partially Augustine of Hippo analysed passions, but as a barrier to peace of thinking and
wisdom.

Maybe the first modern philosopher, who studied nature and influence of moods
and attunements on our understanding to reality, was Blaise Pascal. Pascal analysed
existential aspects of emotions and moods and shows that our emotionality has another
kind of logic like logic of reason®. Attunement so became to philosophy as an

2 Look Bacon's destructive part of Novum organon — teaching on idola specus, tribus, fori and

theatri.

®  “The heart has its reasons which reason does not know” (Pascal: 2004, 277).
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epistemological relevant aspect, which we may study and analyse. But Pascal didn’t
make this epistemological analyse of emotional frame of mind only to show impact of
attunements for (religious) cognition. Kierkegaard made it very similar, but in Fear and
Trembling or in The Concept of Anxiety he had shows that attunement can open the base
of our existence. For Kierkegaard by fear, anxiety and further attunements we can
understand the relation between us and God, the world and ourselves. And this was the
first really epistemological and hermeneutical approach to attunements. However
inspiration by Kierkegaard the first academic analyse of epistemological and
hermeneutical aspects of attunement brought Martin Heidegger in his Being and Time.

Heidegger shows that attunement has in cognition a more important role as we
can see at first glance. At first he showed that each of us is always in a certain
attunement, even though we think we are not. Our mood can go bad and change and this
proves, that the “Dasein” is always already in a specific attunement®. Sometimes we are
in good mood, sometimes not. We can be (or not) in a mood for something, but always
we are in some mood or attunement”.

The attunement is something similar to weather and many people call attunement
“inside weather”. Just as we cannot absolute predict the weather outside (always and all
about is some weather) we cannot predict attunements (in the mean that we are always
in certain attunement). This made attunements very important. In this aspect attunement
is something similar to Kant's form of appearances — time and space — or transcendental
contribution of understanding.

Unfortunately Heidegger's concept of attunement belongs to very difficult and
unclear terms of his philosophy. Nevertheless of is sure, that just this concept is very
important to good understanding of Heidegger's philosophy. | agree with Eugene T.
Gendlin who asserts, that this concept ,,is among the most frequently misunderstood
concepts in Heidegger's work. Certainly it is the most important among those that are
frequently misunderstood.” (Gendlin: 1978)

There are many reasons for these misunderstandings. First is problem with
translation of heideggerian terms in foreign languages. Many languages haven’t the
same (identical) terms for German philosophical and psychological vocabulary. And
German language is full of these concepts. Heidegger used this vocabulary very often
and very widely. Second problem is, that Heidegger alone used German terms not in
common use. Heidegger often used old German word but in another — new context (like
Da-seyn). And many times he created a new type of words (by using prefixes and word
breaking marks). Tertio: Heidegger use very metaphoric and visual language with many
terms for denotation and explanation of his concepts. The concept of attunement suffers
from all kinds of difficulties.

#  The fact that moods can deteriorate [verdoben warden] and change over means simply that in

every case Dasein always has some mood [gestimm ist]* (Heidegger: 1962, 173)

> About latent presence of attunement see: (Heidegger: 1992, 60)
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Heidegger used for this concept term “die Stimmung” and “die Gestimmtheit™®.
He says that “Stimmung” is the same what is ordinarily called “mood”, “being in the
mood” and wide refers to “affect” or “feeling”.

Heidegger analysed in Time and Being fear and anxiety in great detail. He
showed what is typical for these moods. But Heidegger could not make some variant of
psychology of moods (Démuth: 2007). His conception “offers a radically different way
of thinking about this ordinary experience. He focused attention on the kind of beings
that humans are, that aspect of these beings which makes for them having moods,
feelings, or affects*(Gendlin: 1978). CommonI}/ defined moods are based on a deeper,
unavoidable, almost fundamental state of mind" of a subject. Heidegger got a name for
this fundamental level of moods “die Grundstimmung” — “grounding-attunement” and
he said that through this grounding-attunement moods are otherwise ontically visible. In
the line of Husserl's phenomenological analyses Heidegger focus his attention on this
ground aspect of moods.

Heidegger made effort to analyse fundamental level of our consciousness and
shows some problems of intentionality and understanding of things. For distinction to
psychological and common used mean of moods Heidegger used another — a new word:
“die Befindlichkeit”.

“Die Befindlichkeit” is spatial metaphor of mood. In German language the term
“finden”, which is etymological root of “die Befindlichkeit”, refers to verb “find” and so
“die Befindlichkeit” means something like “to be situated”. It is a matter of course that
each man is in each moment anyway situated. And so situation is always and already
present and man is always in any situation similar how we are in any attunement.

To be situated is a kind of “position” of a subject which is kept in the whole of
the universe. It is no mistake that any position determines our interpretation of reality.
Some positions enable us to see some things or aspects, other not. When we look at
thing, we cannot see any things or aspects because they are hidden by another thing. We
can see mutual relations between object and object and, more importantly, their
fundamental relationship towards us as subjects. This moment is very similar to the
Einsteinian principle of an observer in the special theory of relativity, because our
position in the world forms a referential frame for our understanding and judging
objects.

Each situation makes the world present according to its specific position. “Die
Befindlichkeit” is the position which characterizes the “point of view” of a subject to

German word ,,die Stimmug® first of all refers to voice (germ. ,,Stimme*) and tuning of
voices or musical instruments. (German “es stimmt” means “it is O.K.”, “it is right”; this
concept concern on harmony). This was the reason why | agree with Gerard Kuperus
(Kuperus: 2007, 25) and I have prefer in first part term “attunement”. Heidegger used this
word for ,,moods* too, but with notice that this is not psychological aspect of moods, but
fundamental existential element of Dasein. (Heidegger: 1962, § 29).

Is very difficult use term state of mind because Heidegger's conception is not psychological
and used not term ,,mind”. But in Macquarrie and Robinson's English translation of Being and
Time (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), is the term "Befindlichkeit" translated as "state of
mind."
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objects and determines what we can see. Some “being situated” disclose some events
and some drive us away or cover them. Heidegger had seen this problem, but his
attention was not concerned on special or relativistic aspects but on intentional aspects
of cognition. He understood “die Befindlichkeit” as an hermeneutical approach. In the
Scheiermacher’s and Dilthey's line he knew, that each seeing is determinated by our
background and our approach. The most important aspect “to be situated” is not only
about what | can see, but also, that | understand an object by certain kind. And already
this moment is the more important aspect of “die Befindlichkeit”.

Heidegger had showed that perception of things is at the same time
understanding to them by certain way®. When | feel happy, | see only this aspect, which
makes me happy. So | understand the reality in this way and | cannot see sadness or sad
things remain as if covered. When | have fear, | see something, which is dangerous.
Fear puts forward only those entities which we view as potentionaly threatening. But to
be in fear means, that | have to view things as fearful first. When we are afraid, we
somehow understand things, because we view things in their phenomenological
“fearfulness”. This basic understanding enables us to concentrate our attention on the
nature of the object that is being revealed to us.

To be in certain attunement means that we have sensibility to see some aspects of
things, or that we are capable of understanding things in a certain way. In this way, we
can “unlock” things as phenomena so that we can grasp them. Heidegger understood to
attunement as a mental optic, which make things visible, through “unlocking” their
phenomenality. Only this “unlocking” by attunement enables any other “orientation
towards...” to be possible. Individual attunement so discloses things every time from a
specific aspect. It is like we change variety of optics. Some eye-glasses make it possible
to see some things and aspects, but they are wrong for further aspects. If we want to see
other thing or aspects, we must change eye-glasses or filters to see it. We can make it
again and again, but (what is important) we must have some eye-glasses always.
Without these mental optic we are blind and no “orientation towards” is possible®.
Therefore “die Befindlichkeit” or the attunement is a fundamental relations to things, it
enablel% us to view the forms of being. In this fact, attunements constitutes being in its
whole™.

The classical philosophical viewing of things asserts that appearance of things is
without value. The perception can never say anything about the “fearfulness” or

Many thinkers differs three kinds of existential basic parameters of human existence:
attunement, understanding and speech (Gendlin: 1978). This distinction arise from different
parts of Heidegger's Sein und Zeit (§29, 32, 35). In this point | must agree with Thiemo
Brayer which asserts that ,,Understanding and mood are so strongly connected that one cannot
be without the other — every act of understanding is hence colored by moods and every mood
is as such an understanding mood” (Brayer: 2007, 47).

Without basic understanding to some aspects of things we cannot focus on these things.
Attunement chooses what is important for a specific point of view and on which aspects we
shall focus.

Giinter Figal remarks on latest Heidegger's lecture-course in winter semester 1929-30 in

which Heidegger had explain “attunement” as ,,world-projection or ,,world-formation®.
(Figal: 2009, 14).

10
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“dangerousness” of an object. The perception brings unclassified and “neutral” sense
data. We give its meaning only by evaluation. However Heidegger shows that
appearance in attunement is another matter. In attunement we understand things, we see
their quality, aspects and concernment. The attunement is a kind of understanding to
the world through understanding ourselves.

The really fundamental feature of attunement is that, in relating to the world’s
phenomena, it actually reveals the level of understanding ourselves. If I'm afraid of
something, | must understand this thing that is enable to damage me. Its means, that |
reflect not only the quality of things, but also the quality of myself. Why can | feel fear,
if | believe in my imperishability? Only a reflection of my impermanence can focus my
attention on things, which are able to damage myself. In attunement, we understand
ourselves at first. By means of this understanding, we identify and evaluate things as
such. To the essence of attunement belongs the primary knowledge of how we feel,
what is important for us and what we need. This is the reason why attunement is the
very understanding of ourselves at the same time.

Eugenne Gendlin shows that “German common way of asking "How are you?*
is "Wie befinden Sie sich?"... "Sich befinden" (finding oneself) thus has three allusions:
The reflexivity of finding oneself; feeling; and being situated. All three are caught in the
ordinary phrase, "How are you?" That refers to how you feel but also to how things are
going for you and what sort of situation you find yourself in. To answer the question
you must find yourself, find how you already are. And when you do, you find yourself
amidst the circumstances of your living“(Gendlin: 1978). Therefore ,,die Befindlichkeit*
was so important in Heidegger's philosophy, because it offer to us a way to our
existence.

Heidegger believed that fear and even more anxiety can open up to us the
essence of our existence. Through these existentially important attunements™ we can
penetrate towards a deeper understanding of ourselves and reflect (by example) death,
freedom or voice of conscience (Démuth, 2011). Existential attunement is for him a
basic condition of cognition because it enables us to understand to the world and to live
as with a care. And by this understanding we can explain all others things and aspects of
life.

The optic of “Die Befindlichkeit” is for Freiburger thinker a fundamental kind of
understanding of the world. “»Fundamental« in the sense that it first open (one) up (to)
a world, prior to the determination of »who« is opened up »what«. We reflectively find
ourselves always already involved in such an attunement, just as we perceptively find
the world always already disclosed through such an attunement.”(Davis: 2007, 8) In this
way we may point at a certain similarity between existential attunement and attunement
to true as aletheia (Gordon: 2007, 28). In attunement we are opened to ourselves and by
this understanding to ourselves we can leave things which have an effect on us.

Many philosophers dispute what kind of attunement has priority. Daseinanalytist
believe that a fundamental attunement ist anxiety (Condrau: 1998). Their arguments are

11 (or through such as boredom, fear, loathing, anxiety, or, on the other hand, love, hope, faith,

etc.,)
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deduced from a chronological priority of this mood, existential concernment, finality
and many others. Heidegger prefers anxiety for its possibility to show the finality of
Dasein. | suppose that the most valuable of his notice is in focusing attention on
concernment of attunement in cognition. In summary are in these points:

At first: that each man is in each moment in certain attunement.

Second: Since we find ourselves always in some kind of attunement, this
attunement determines all forms of our cognition.

Tertio: Our cognition is not the knowledge of the world “as such”, it is in fact a
permanent construction of objects of our cognition and the world as a whole.
Attunement is a word-projection by understanding ourselves and by understanding our
needs.

Fourthly: The objectivity of knowledge of things “as such” lies in the fact in
knowing things through the possible changes in frames of mind and general availability
of many aspects of the viewed phenomena in individual frames.

Fifthly: Since the attunement is always the understanding of the world and
ourselves, and our cognition is always presented through the attunement, man is in
principle (self) hermeneutical entity.
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Omer Naci SOYKAN*

Nesnelerin Boliimlenmesi Hakkinda Bir Oneri

Ozet

Bu yazinin baslica amaci, 6zneye verilis tarzlart bakimindan, olasi tiim nesnelerin
bir siniflamasimi yapmaktir. Ne tarzda olursa olsun bir nesne, ya benim aklimin,
zihnimin, bellegimin, bilincimin, ruhumun veya hayal giiciimiin bir nesnesidir.
Fiziksel bir sey karsimizda oldugu zaman, ondan elde ettigimiz seye “gorii”
diyoruz. Bize duyarlifin yalnizca bir bi¢imiyle (gérme ile) verilen fiziksel bir
seyin bu nesne tiiriine “gdrii nesnesi” adimi veriyoruz. Bizzat tanik olmadigim,
gazette, TV gibi medya araglariyla bana verilen, fiziksel bir seyin, herhangi bir
olayin goriintiisii, iki boyutlu bir ylizeyde bana yine duyarlikla verilir. Ben bu tiir
bir seyin kendisini degil, goriintiisiinii gériiyorum. Tiim goriintii teknikleriyle
verilen bu tiirli “gOriintii nesnesi” olarak adlandirtyoruz. Gerek kendisinden
goriisiinii edindigim fiziksel sey, gerekse goriintii, karsimda olmadifi zaman,
onlar1 zihnimde canlandirdigimda, elde ettigim tasarima “zihinsel nesne” diyoruz.
Bedenimin herhangi bir yerinden aldigim, 6rnegin bir agri duyumunu veya
ruhumdaki, 6rnegin bir seving duygusunu, hicbir perspektif altinda olmaksizin
oldugu gibi duyarim. Bilincimle ve ruhumla algiladigim bu nesne tiiriini
“psikolojik nesne” olarak adlandirtyoruz. Zihin y ada anlama yetisi, 6znenin
disindaki seylerin goriilerinden tasarimlar ve kavramlar edinirken akil, kendi
kavramlarini, nesnelerini yaratir. Onlar, herhangi bir seyin goriisii, duyumu
degildir; 6zneye duyarlikla verilmezler. Tiim matematiksel-mantiksal nesneler-
kavramlar, bunlarla yapilan islemler, tanimlar, ispatlar, kurgular, bu tiire girer.
Akil nesnesi ile gorii nesnesinin bir ¢esit karisimi olan bir nesne tiirlinden daha
s0z etmek istiyoruz. Bilimde ilkeler olarak bulunan bu tiir nesneleri, aklin deneye,
yani gorii nesnesine yaptig1 katkiyla elde ettigi, baska bir deyisle, duyarliga aklin
katilmasiyla, aklin gorii nesnesinden ¢ikardigir nesne anlaminda kisaca “gikarim
nesnesi” diye adlandiriyoruz. Simiflamamizin son bir tiirii olarak “hayal giici
nesnesi’nden sz etmek istiyoruz. Bu nesneler, 6znenin, dogrudan dogruya, ne
kendinde (ruh ve bedeninde) buldugu bir etkinin ne de kendi disindaki bir seyin
gOrii ve tasariminin nesnesi olmayip, onlarin yardimiyla hayal giicii sayesinde
kurguladigi nesnelerdir. Hayal giicii nesnesi, her tarziyla daima gz Oniine
getirlebilen bir nesnedir.

Anahtar Sozciikler:

Bolimleme, Ozne, Gorii Nesnesi, Goriintii Nesnesi, Zihinsel Nesne,
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A Proposal for the Classification of Objects

Abstract

The main purpose of this paper is to make a classification of all probable objects
from the standpoint of their appointment to a subject An object of any kind is an
object of my reason, my mind, my memory, my consciousness, my soul or my
imagination. When a physical thing is in front of us we call that thing we obtain
from it “intuition”. We call this object type of a physical thing that is provided by
a single form of sensitiveness (by means of sight) an object of intuition. In the
case of an event | do not witness personally but which is provided by means of
media instruments such as newspapers or TV, it is also sensitiveness which
provides me with the appearance of a physical thing on a two-dimensional
surface. We call this type, provided by all visual techniques, an object of
appearance. When neither the physical thing from which | obtain the intuition nor
its appearance is in front of me and when, instead, | create them in my mind, the
representation | obtain we call a mental object. | feel a sense of pain that | receive
from any part of my body or a sensation of joy in my soul as they are, not from
any perspective. We call this type of object, perceived by the consciousness and
the soul, a psychological object. The intellect or mind acquires representations and
concepts from things outside the subject; reason creates its own concepts and
objects. All mathematical-logical objects-concepts, operations made by them,
definitions, demonstrations and constructions are of objects of reason. Here, we
shall talk about yet another kind of object that is a combination of object of reason
and object of intuition. These objects, which exist in the sciences as principles, we
call objects of inference, in the sense that they are objects which reason infers
from objects of intuition or, in other words, objects created by reason through
inference. We shall now speak of objects of imagination as a last kind in our
classification. These objects are not objects of intuition or representations of
something that the subject either found directly in itself (in its soul and/or body)
or in something outside of itself. The object of imagination is an object that may
always be visualized in all ways.

Keywords:

Classification, Subject, Object of Intuition, Object of Appearance, Mental Object,
Psychological Object, Object of Reason, Object of Inference, Object of
Imagination.

Bu yazinin baglica amaci, 0zneye verilis tarzlar1 bakimindan, olasi tiim
nesnelerin bir siniflamasini yapmaktir. Tam bir nesne siniflamasi, nesne kavramini en
genis anlamda almalidir. Bu nedenle biz, “nesneyi”, digarida karsiligi olmayan
bilincimizdeki bir seyden, bizden bagimsiz karsimizda duran bir seyin nesnesine, aklin
yarattig1 ve hayal giiciiniin uydurdugu tiim nesnelere dek her nesne tiiriinii i¢ine alacak
tarzda anliyoruz. Ancak o zaman siniflamamizin olasi tiim nesneleri kapsayacagini 6ne
stirebiliriz. “Olasi tiim nesneler” ise ucu agik bir deyimdir. Biri bize, siniflamamizda yer
alamayacak tarzda bir nesneyi gosterene dek siniflamamiz, tamlik savini hakli olarak
tastyacaktir.
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Bilgi bir seyi bilmektir, onu nesne yapmaktir. Nesnenin oldugu her yerde bir
bilgi tarzi vardir. Demek ki bizim nesne smniflamamiz, ayn1 zamanda bir bilgi tarzi
smiflamasi olarak bir bilgi kurami olacaktir. Bilimlerin, ne nesnelerine, ne yontemlerine
gore, ne de herhangi bir bakis agisindan eksiksiz bir siniflamasit yapilamamistir. Ancak
bilimlerin birligi diisiincesinden de vazgegilmis degildir. Her nesne tarzi bir bilgi
tarzinin karsiligi oldugu ig¢in, bizim smiflamamiz, ayn1 zamanda bir bilgi tarzi
simiflamasi olarak arzu edilen birligi, bilgi tarzi temelinde kuracaktir.

Bilinen sey, bizden bagimsiz, karsimizda duran ii¢ boyutlu bir sey ise, yalnizca
bu durumda seyin kendisi ile onun nesnesi veya ayni anlamda olmak iizere goriiniisii
ayrimint yapiyoruz. Bu anlamda seyin kendisini bildigimizi 6ne siiremeyecegimizi
sOyliiyoruz. Seyin kendisini bilmekten, bagka bir deyisle, seyin kendisi ile nesnesi
arasinda tam bir Ortlismenin oldugunu savlamaktan, o seyi olusturan pargalarin her
birini artik boliinemeyen yalin 6geler olarak bilmeyi anliyoruz. Ola ki bir bilgi, dyle bir
seyin kendisini vermistir; ama biz, bunun bdyle oldugunu kanitlamaktan yoksunuzdur.
Sey, bilindigi her defasinda bize goriindiigii bicimde verildigi, bilindigi i¢in “Ne malum,
daha sonra o sey, baska bilgi araglari yoluyla baska bir tarzda verilmeyecek,
bilinmeyecektir?” sorusu, daima yanitsiz kalacaktir. Nesne ile seyin kendisi arasinda
kapanip kapanmayacagint bilemeyecegimiz bir mesafenin bulunmasi, varligin
kendisinin bilgisini vermek savinda olan her ontoloji denemesinin, ancak bir bilgi
kurami olabilecegini, “ontik” deyiminden kastedilen seyin “ontolojik” deyimiyle
kastedilen seyden ayri olamayacagini gosterir. Clinkii eger “ontik” seyin kendisine
iliskin demek ise, seyin kendisini bilip bilemeyecegimizden emin olamayacagimiz igin,
bunu séylemeye hakkimiz olmamalidir. Yine de bu sdylediklerimizden tatmin olmayan
biri, 6rnegin “Bu ontik bir ayrimdir.” deyiminin, “Bu ontolojik bir ayrimdir.”
deyiminden daha fazla neyi dedigini bize sOylemelidir. Demek ki eger biz, burada
nesnelerin eksiksiz bir siniflamasini yaparsak, bunun, ayni1 zamanda ontolojinin yerini
alacagini sdylemeye hakkimiz olacaktir.*

Seyin kendisi ile nesnesi ayrimini yapmanin baglica iki yarar1 daha sudur:
Birincisi, bu sayede aymi seyin farkli ve daha ayrintili bilgilerini edinmenin, bilimde
ilerlemenin olanag1 agiklanmis olur. Buna bagli olarak ikincisi ise, “bilim yasas1” veya
“deney yasas1” (deneyden edinilen yasa) ile dogaya ait olup olmadigini bilemedigimiz
(ola ki Oyledir) "doga yasas1" denilen sey ayrimini yapamayacagimizin, ikincisini bilip
bilmedigimizi bilemeyecegimizin anlaminin agiklanmis olmasidir. "Seyin kendisi"ni
bilemeyisimiz, bilgimizin siirimi gosterir. Kendiliginden anlagilirdir ki bu sinir, sabit
degildir; seyin kendisinden yapacagimiz yeni objelerle daima genisleyebilir. Bu
aciklamalardan ¢ikan bir sonug sudur: “Seyin kendisi” bir kabuldiir.

! Burada yaptigimiz nesne ile seyin kendisi ayrimi ve seyin kendisini bilemeyecegimiz savi

Kant’1 animsatmaktadir. Fakat Kant, goriiniis diinyasinda (zaman ve uzamda) olan nesnenin
bilinebilir olmasina karsin, bilinebilir olmayan, zaman ve uzam kosuluna bagli olmayan seyin
kendisinin ise ancak diisiiniilebilir oldugunu séyler. (Ornegin bkz: Kritik der reinen Vernunft,
B XXVI, B 332, B 519 ) Oysa biz uzam-zamanda olan herhangi bir nesnenin kendisinin
bilinemeyecegini, ancak ondan edindigimiz goriiniisii (nesneyi) bilebilecegimizi soyliiyoruz.
Bizim yaptigimiz ayrim, daha ¢ogu, Russell’in “fiziksel nesne” (“phsical object”) ile “duyu
verileri” (“sense-data”) ayrimina benzemektedir. (Bkz: The Problems of Philosophy, Chapter
I, Appearance and Reality.)
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Ne tarzda olursa olsun bir nesne, ya benim aklimin, zihnimin, bellegimin,
bilincimin, ruhumun veya hayal giiciimiin bir nesnesidir. Oznenin bilme edimi sirasinda
kullandig1, onun bu yetileri, 6zne agisindan eksiksiz bir nesne siniflamasi i¢in yeterli
hareket noktalaridir. Ciinkii 6znenin bunlardan bagka bilme, yani nesne edinme yetisi
yoktur. (Elbette burada “vahiy” gibi dinsel inanca dayali tarzlar1 disarida tutuyoruz.)
Zihinsel-psisik anlamda bu noktalar, nesnelerin 6znede bulundugu, fiziksel olmayan
birer uzam olarak goriilebilir; 6rnegin, “Bir masa tasarimim var.” dedigimde, “Ona
nerende sahipsin?” diye biri bana sorarsa, ona “Bellegimde” yanitini verirken oldugu
gibi. Buna gore, bir seving duygumun yeri ruhumdur; kolumdaki bir yaradan duydugum
acinin yeri de kolumdaki o nokta degil, tersine ruhumdur. Bir kanatl at imgesinin yeri
hayal giiciimdiir. Matematiksel bir kavramin yeri de aklimdir.

Ben, goren, isiten, hisseden, diisliinen vs. etkin halde bulanan bilincimi bu
edimleri sirasinda nesne yaparak bu edimleri izleyemem. Biling kendi iistiine
katlandiginda onda bulunan bir tasarimi, bir biling yasantisini idrak eder, ama biling, bu
sirada kendi edimini eszamanli olarak idrak edemez. Ben, bilincimin edimleri sirasinda,
bu edimlerde bulunuyor oldugumun sadece ayirdinda olabilirim.? Her ne kadar buradan
bir ayirdinda olan ile ayirdinda olunan sey ayrimi ¢ikarilabilirse de bu ayirdinda olunan
sey, etken biling hali olarak ayirdinda olan seyle ayni anda kalamayacag: icin burada
eszamanli bir 6zne nesne ayrimindan ve bu nesnenin bilgisinden s6z edilemez. Daha
acitkca sOyleyelim: Diisiinmek bir seyi disiinmektir. Simdi disliniiyorum.
Diistindiigiimiin ayirdinda oldugum anda diisiinmekte oldugum seyi yitiririm; ¢iinki
onun yerini ayirdinda olma almustir. Biling ancak etken oldugu zaman (diistinmekte
iken) 6znedir; ayn1 anda iki etken biling bir 6znede olmaz. Ayirdinda olmayi, tiim biling
edimlerime eslik eden, onlarin sanki bir golgesi olarak anliyoruz. Bilincimin her tarz
ediminde bu ayirdinda olmaya sahip oldugum igin o, her tiir biling ediminin ve bilginin
vazgegilmez kosuludur. Bunu Kant tarzinda bir deyisle soyle sdyleyebiliriz: ayirdinda
olma, benim tiim tinsel etkinliklerime eslik edebilmesi gereken seydir.3 (Hastalik
durumunda, bir ayirdinda olmadan yoksun olabilirim. Bu da “vahiy” gibi konumuzun
disindadir.)

Fiziksel bir sey karsimizda oldugu zaman, ondan elde ettigimiz seye “gorii”
diyoruz. Sey karsimizdan cekildiginde, onun goriisiiniin bellekte tutulmasi “tasarim”
adim1 alir. Biz, karsimizdaki iic boyutlu bir seyi daima bir bakis agisindan, bir
perspektifle goriiriiz. Onun etrafinda siirekli ve hizla donmiis olarak ona baksak bile,
onun iki boyutlu yiizlerini ne goriide ne tasarimda birlestirebiliriz; bagka bir deyisle,
onun algisina onun {i¢ boyutu olarak sahip olamayiz ve dyle bir algiy1 da bellegimizde
tasarim olarak bulunduramayiz.* Ciinkii tasarim seyden edinilen goriiniise baglidir.
Zihnimizdeki tiim tasarimlar iki boyutludur. Bize duyarlifin yalnizca bir bigimiyle

Burada kullandigimiz “ayirdinda olma ifadesi, 6rnegin, su soruya yanittir: Biz gordiigiimiizii
nasil biliriz? Bu konuda bir ilk kaynak olarak bkz.: Aristotle, On The Soul, 425b10-20.

Burada Kant’mn su sozlerine atifta bulunmak istiyoruz: “Su: Ben diisiiniiyorum, benim biitiin
tasarimlarima eslik edebilmeldir [Kr. d. r. V. B 131-132.]

Perspektifsel goérme konusundaki bu disiincelerimiz, Husserl’in ayni1 konuyla ilgili
diigiinceleriyle karsilagtirilabilir. Bkz. “ldeen zu einer reinen Phaenomenologie und
phaenomenologischen Philosophie I, §. 41, 44, 97.
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(gorme ile) verilen fiziksel bir seyin bu nesne tiirline gorii nesnesi adint veriyoruz. (Bir
duyum nesnesi olan gorii nesnesini, yine bize duyarlikla verilen tim diger duyum
nesnelerinden ayri bir tiir olarak ele aliyoruz. Bunun nedeni, asagida psikolojik nesne
ele almirken goriilecektir.) Gorii nesnesi ile onun edinildigi sey ayrimi sdz konusu
oldugu i¢in, burada ikisi arasinda bir uygunlugun olup olmadigi anlaminda bir
dogruluktan soz edilir.

Bizzat tanik olmadigim, gazete, tv gibi medya araglartyla bana verilen, fiziksel
bir seyin, herhangi bir olayin goriintiisii, iki boyutlu bir yiizeyde bana yine duyarlikla
verilir. Ben bu tiir bir seyin kendisini degil, ama goriintiisiinii goériiyorum. Tiim goriinti
teknikleriyle verilen bu tiirii gériintii nesnesi olarak adlandirtyoruz. Goriinti, tipki bir
gorii nesnesi gibi karsimda duruyor, ama karsimda, kendisinden goriisiinii edinecegim
bir sey yok. Baska bir deyisle onun goriisii ile goriintiisii bir ve ayni seydir. Goriintii
nesnesi de gorli nesnesi gibi bana duyarlikla, duyarligin bir bi¢imi olan gdrme
duyusuyla verildigi i¢in siniflamamizda o, gérme duyusunun bir tiirii olarak yer alir.
Goriintli nesnesini gorii nesnesinden farkli olarak higbir perspektif altinda algilamam.
Goriintliniin, goriintiisii oldugu seye uygun olup olmadigindan s6z edilebilir. Ama bu,
teknik bir sorundur. Benim nesnem olan karsimdaki goriintiiyii, nasil ise dyle olarak
algilarim. Burada biri goriintiintin kendisi, digeri onun goriiniisii diye iki ayr1 seyden,
dolayisiyla onlarin birbirine uygunlugundan ve dogruluktan s6z edilemez.

Kendisinden gorii nesnesi edinilen sey ve goriintii, her bir d6znenin karsisinda
ayni biciminde bulunmakla, gorii nesnesi ile goériintiiniin bir 6zneden bir bagka 6zneye
iletiminde bir sorun yoktur. Onlar1 “Bu!” diye bagkasina gosteririm. Baskasinin da
benim gordiigim seyi gérdiiglini varsayarak iletisim saglanir.

Gerek kendisinden goriistinii edindigim fiziksel sey, gerek goriintii, karsimda
olmadig1 zaman, onlar1 zihnimde canlandirdigimda, elde ettigim tasarima zihinsel nesne
adin1 veriyoruz. Zihinsel nesne, daima tasarlanabilir bir sey oldugu i¢i zihin, duyarligin
bir tarzidir. Zihinsel nesne icin kendisi ile nesnesi ayrimi yoktur. (Ayrim, zihinsel
nesneyi kendisinden edindigim gorii nesnesi ile bunun goriisii oldugu sey arasindaydi.)
Dolayistyla burada bir uygunluk ve dogruluktan s6z edilemez. Bilincim kendi {istiine
katlanarak zihinsel nesneyi hicbir perspektife bagli olmaksizin oldugu gibi goériir. Bu
katlanma edimine “zihinsel goriis” diyoruz. Zihinsel nesne, bu goriisiin nesnesidir.
Zihinsel nesneyi bagkasina iletirken, onu dilde gosteren sozciigii, yani seyin veya
goriintiiniin adim1 sdylerim. Dil ortak kullamimli oldugu i¢in benim kastettigim seyi
baskasinin anladigini kabul ederim.

Fiziksel veya fizyolojik-biyolojik bir seyin, fiziksel veya toplumsal bir olaymn
Ozneye verilig tarzi agisindan aralarinda bir ayrim yoktur. Gozlemledigimiz toplumsal
bir olay1 da daima perspektifle goriiriiz. Ve yine onun goriisiinii bellegimizde muhafaza
ederek onun bir tasarimina sahip oluruz. Bu da bir zihinsel nesnedir. Toplumsal olay
icin bakis agimiza uygun olarak ve tutumluk ilkesi uyarinca yeni bir nesne tiirii
belirlemiyor, onun nesnesini gorii nesnesi olarak anliyoruz. Buna karsin, ge¢misteki
toplumsal olay olarak anlasilabilecek olan tarihsel olayda durum farklidir. Tarihsel olay
karsimizda degildir; onun bir gériisiine sahip degiliz. Ancak onun hakkindaki belgeleri
vb. inceleyerek onun bir tasarimina sahip olabiliriz. Ama bu tasarimi biz bir seyin
goriisiinden elde etmedigimiz, duyarlikla olusturmadigimiz i¢in ona gorii nesnesi
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demiyoruz; fakat onu hayal giiclimiizle olusturdugumuz icin asagida ele alacagimiz
hayal giicii nesneleri sinifina koyuyoruz. Ayni sekilde benim tanik olmadigim, simdi
olan bir olaym bana anlatilmasiyla onu tasavvur etmem de hayal giiciiyle olur. Bu tiir
nesneler de hayal giicii nesneleri sinifina girer.

Bedenimin herhangi bir yerinden aldigim, O6rnegin bir agri duyumunu veya
ruhumdaki, drnegin bir seving duygusunu, higbir perspektif altinda olmaksizin oldugu
gibi duyarim. Gorme duyusu disinda kalan isitme, dokunma, koklama, tatma gibi
duyularla gerek bedenimden, gerek disaridan elde ettig§im duyumlar1 hicbir perspektif
olmaksizin duyarim. Onlar bana yalnizca uzakliklarina goére farkli siddet derecelerinde
verilir. Her derecedeki duyumumu da oldugu gibi duyarim. Bu tarz duyum nesnesinin
higbir goriisii olmadig1 i¢in bir tasarimi da yoktur. O, anlik olarak algilanir, hicbir
animsamasi da yoktur. Ben biraz 6nce duydugum bir sesi bellegimde muhafaza edip
simdi animsayamam. Bir sesi duymadikga, bir seye dokunmadikga, bir seyi
koklamadikga, bir seyi tatmadik¢a ben hicbir ses, hi¢bir dokunma, higbir koku, higbir tat
duyumu almam. Bilincimle ve ruhumla algiladigim bu nesne tiiriinii psikolojik nesne
olarak adlandirtyoruz. Psikolojik nesne igebakisla algilanir. Ancak o, siddetli
oldugunda, 6rnegin bir agri duyumu, bir ses duyumu veya siddetli bir seving duygusu,
bir i¢ebakis edimine gerek kalmadan dogrudan dogruya duyarlikla algilanir. Her iki tarz
psikolojik nesne de anliktir; onda bir seyin kendisi ile nesnesi ayrimi yoktur. Ancak
onun ile onun kaynag olan sey arasinda bir ayrim vardir. Ister bedenimde olsun, ister
disarida olsun bu kaynagi seyin kendisi, benim duyumumu da onun nesnesi olarak
ayirdigimizda, ikisi arasindaki siddetin birbiriyle uygun olup olmadigindan soz
edilebilir. Elbette, burada iki ayr1 seyden ve uygunluktan s6z ediliyor diye dogruluktan
s0z etmek sagmadir. Bir sesin kaynagindaki siddeti ile benim ona uzakligima, algilama
esigime vb. gore degisen, onun duydugum siddeti arasinda bilgibilimsel bir dogruluk
aranmaz; hangi mesafeden duydugum ses dogrudur diye sorulmaz. Psikolojik nesnenin
ancak varligindan ve yoklugundan s6z edilir. Bundan da kusku duyulmaz.

Psikolojik nesnenin nedeni (kaynagi), bedenimde olusmus belli fizyolojik bir sey
veya bana disaridan gelen yine belli bir sey (ses vb.) olabilir. Bu bakimdan her ikisi de
bir duyum nesnesi olan bu psikolojik nesneler arasinda algilanis tarzi bakimmdan bir
ayrim yoktur; 6rnegin karnimda duydugum bir gurultu ile digardan gelen bir giiriiltiiyii
duymam gibi. Duygu nesnesi ile duyum nesnesi, 6znenin onlari nesne yapma tarzi
bakimindan aymi olmakla birlikte, algilanma bi¢imleri bakimindan farkli olmalari
nedeniyle onlar1 psikolojik nesnenin iki alt tiirii olarak ele aliyoruz. Fizyolojik bir sey
olan duyum nesnesi, gerek bedenimden, gerek disardan gelsin, daima maddi bir sey
olarak bana gelir. Ornegin elimdeki bir kalemden derimdeki sinir uglarinin (nerve
ending) aldig1 sinyallerin sinir telleriyle (neurofibril) beynime ulagmasi yoluyla bir
dokunma duyusu alirirm. Bu durum, isitme, koklama, tat alma duyumlari i¢in de aynidir.
Buna karsin ruhumda hissettigim duygu nesnesi igin, agikca bilinir bdyle bir fizyolojik
olay s6z konusu degildir. Orada durum ¢ok daha karmagiktir. Duygunun nedeni hem her
zaman agike¢a belirlenebilir bir sey degildir hem de bu durumda bedenime maddi bir sey
degiyor degildir. Piyangodan bana biiyiik ikramiye ¢ikmasi, bekledigim iyi bir haber
veya animsadigim gecmisteki mutlu bir an, bana nese, seving duygusu verir. Ama bazen
de agik¢a bilmedigim bir nedenden dolay1 benzeri duygulara sahip olabilirim. Gerek
bunlar ve benzeri duygularin, gerekse bedenimden ve disaridan edindigim duyumlarin
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timiinii ruhumda, bilincimde duyarim; higbirine de sahip olup olmadigindan siiphe
edemem. Psikolojik nesne, ister duyum ister duygu nesnesi olsun, daima bir sey ve
nesne olarak bir ve aynidir. Psikolojik bir seyin goriisii olmaz. Gorii, perspektifle
goriilen seydi. Psikolojik nesnenin bir tasarimi da yoktur; ama onun ruhumda bir izi
kalmis olabilir ve ben onu belli bir bigimde animsayabilirim. Bu animsama bir tasarim
veya gorii biciminde degildir. Bende (ruhumda) bir izi kalmis psikolojik nesneyi, yani
bu izi ben dogrudan dogruya amimsayamam. Ornegin geg¢miste edindigim bir seving
duygusu, bu duyumun izi benim bellegimde bulunur. Ben, bu duyguyu animsamam,
Oyle bir duygu yasadigimi, o an1 animsarim. Bu, o duygunun animsanmasi degildir, bu
animsama isterse su anda bende bir seving duygusu ortaya ¢ikarmis olsun. Bu seving
duygusu yeni bir duygudur; 6nceki duygu degildir.

Psikolojik nesne iletisimi, su tarzlarda gerceklesir: Baskasi ile benim karsimda
ortak olarak bulunan bir duyum nesnesinde iletisim, tipki goérii nesnesinde oldugu
gibidir. Ornegin bir ses, ister yanimdakinin de duyabilecegi bigimde bedenimden ister
disaridan bana gelmis olsun, yanimdakinin dikkatini ona c¢ekerim, onu gosteririm.
Benim duydugum seyi, yanimdakinin de duydugunu varsayarak iletisim saglanir. Nesne
ortak olmadiginda, yalniz bana ait oldugunda, o zaman duyum ile duygu iletisimi ayni
bicimdedir. Ben bir duyum veya duygumu dile getiren sozii soyledigimde, 6rnegin
baskasina “Midem agriyor.” dedigimde, o, boyle bir agrim oldugunu sdyle anlayabilir.
Eger o, daha once bir mide agrisi ¢ekmigse, kendisi de “Midem agriyor.” demis
olmalidir; kendi acisi animsamamis olmakla birlikte, deyimin kullanimmi bilmekle
benim ne demek istedigimi anlar. Ama o, eger hi¢bir mide agrisina sahip olmamakla
birlikte, baska bir agriya sahip olmussa, o agrisin1 dile getirmis olmalidir. Benim
climlemdeki “mide” yerine kendi agrimis orgamimi koyar, ne dedigimi anlar. Her iki
durumda da dilin ortak kullaniminin paylasilmasi gerekir. Ciinkii baskasi, benim kendi
duyumum i¢in kullandigim deyimin onun kendi duyumu i¢in de kullanilmis olduguna
karar vermesi icin o kisi, dilin kullanimim bilmek zorundadir. Ugiincii bir olasilik olarak
varsayalim ki onun higbir agr1 yasantist olmamistir. O zaman o, benim neyi kastettigimi
anlamaz; ama dilin kullanimina katilabilir olmasindan 6tiirii, benzeri bir s6zii kendisi de
dogru yerde kullanabilir. Bu, dogustan kor birinin hicbir renk tasarimina sahip olmadigi
halde, 6rnegin “kirmizi renk” sdziinii kullanmasi gibidir. Bir act duyumu ile bir seving
duygusunun her ikisinin iletisimi sozciiklere baglidir; ortada ortak algilanabilir bir sey
yoktur. Psikolojik nesnenin her iki tarziyla da anlik oldugunu sdylemistik. Daha 6nce
sahip oldugum boyle bir duyum veya duygu nesnesini simdi bir baskasina iletmem,
yukarida belirttigim, duyum ve duygu aninin animsanma tarzinda ve yine dil
kullanimina katilmakla olur.”

Bir seye veya bir olaya estetik-etik anlamda “glizel” veya “iyi” degerini
vermeme karsin, onlari da birer gorii nesnesi olarak algilarim. Onlarin bana verdigi

®  Séziin anlami konusunda Wittgenstein’in su sozleri bizim i¢in bir esin kaynagi olmustur: “Bir

s6ztin anlami, onun dildeki kullanimidir.” Philosophische Untersuchungen, Teil 1, 43. ”Ciinkii
sozlerin demek ki yalnizca yasam irmagmnda anlami vardir.” (Bemerkungen iiber die
Philosophie der Psychologie, Band 2, 687.) Duyumun sdzle bagintisi ve iletimi konusunda da
Wittgenstein’m bazi diisiinceleri bizim igin yol gdsterici olmustur. Ornegin bkz: The Brown
Book 11, 25, Bemerkungen iiber die Philosophie der Psychologie Band 1: 1084, 1089, 1091,
1092, Band 2: 63, 162, 176, 308, 655.
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hoslanma duygusu da psikolojik nesnedir. Acaba onlar, bu iki tiiriin bir karigimi olarak
dgiincli bir tiri mii olusturur? —Haywr! Ciinkii: “giizel” veya “iyi”, bu sifatlan
yiikledigim seylerde, ne gorii nesnesinin gosterdigi bir seyde, drnegin bir rengin, bir
bi¢cimin vb. bulunmasi gibi ne de bir ac1 yasantisinda (psikolojik nesnede) acinin
bulunmasi gibi bulunur. “Deger” dedigimiz, nesnede bulunmayan seyi nesneye katan
oznedir. Bu nedenle o, 6zneye verilmesi bakimidan ayr1 bir nesne tiirii olmuyor. Deger
yargilari, onlarin konusu olan seyler, hayatimizda biiyiik yer tutmasina, eylemlerimizi
belirlemede 6nemli rol oynamasina ragmen, onlarin gosterdigi seyler, bir nesne
simiflamasinda bulunmaz. Dinsel inanglar da ayni nedenle siniflamamizda yer almiyor.
Deger, deger yiiklenen seyin bir 6zelligi olmadigi icin, deger ile sey arasinda bir
uygunluk olup olmadiginin sorgulanmasi anlaminda, burada bir dogruluk sorunu da
yoktur.

Simdiye dek gorii nesnesi, goriintii nesnesi, zihinsel nesne ve psikolojik nesne
basliklar1 altinda topladigimiz tiim nesneler bize duyarlikla verilmekle onlar, duyarligin
nesneleri genel bashigi altina girerler. Bunlardan gorii nesnesi, goriintii nesnesi ve
psikolojik nesne, dogrudan dogruya duyum nesnesi iken, zihinsel nesne, duyumun
zihindeki resmi olmakla dolayli olarak duyum nesnesi idi.

Simdi de akil nesnesi adin1 verdigimiz yeni bir tiire gegiyoruz. Zihin ya da
anlama yetisi, 6znenin disindaki seylerin goriilerinden tasarimlar ve kavramlar edinirken
akil, kendi kavramlarini, nesnelerini kendi yaratir. Onlar, herhangi bir seyin goriisi,
duyumu degildir, 6zneye duyarlikla verilmezler. Tiim matematiksel-mantiksal nesneler-
kavramlar, bunlarla yapilan islemler, tanimlar, ispatlar, kurgular, bu tiire girer. Anlama
yetisi, nesnelerini meydana getirirken seylere bagli iken akil, bu ediminde seylere bagl
degildir. Aklin baghi oldugu tek sey, mantik ilkeleridir. Akil nesneleri, Grnegin
geometrinin sekilleri, aritmetigin sayilari, tipki zihinsel ve psikolojik nesneler gibi
hicbir perspektif altinda kavranmazlar, tersine oldugu gibi kavranirlar. Onlarin bu
baglamda diger iki tiir nesneden ayrimi, digerleri duyarlikla verilmekle algilanabilir
olmasina karsin, akil nesnesi algilanabilir degil, fakat kavranabilirdir. Gergi bir
geometrik sekil, bir say1 bir kagida ¢izilir ve algilanir; ama ne geometrik sekil ne de say1
kagitta goriilen seydir; onlar birer akil idesidir, ideal nesnedir. Akil nesneleri herhangi
bir seyi gostermez; onlar salt bicimlerdir, igerigi olmayan bigimlerdir. Dolayisiyla onlar
icin nesne ile kavram (terim) ayrimi yoktur. Matematik-mantik terimlerinin yaninda,
giinliik dilde kullanilan “biitiin”, “sonsuz” gibi sozciikler de algilanabilir bir seyi
gostermezler. Onlar da bigimsel kavramlar olmakla akil nesneleri sinifina girerler. Akil
nesnelerinin, onlarla yapilan islemlerin bagkasina iletimi ise, bu nesneleri, onlarla
yapilan islemleri bilen herkesin anlayabilmesine, mantigin ilkelerine sahip olmasina
dayanir.

Akil nesnesi ile gorii nesnesinin bir ¢esit karisimi olan, bir nesne tiiriinden daha
s6z etmek istiyoruz. Ornek iizerinden yola ¢ikalim. Fizigin temel bir ilkesi olan
eylemsizlik ilkesinin bir dile gelisi sdyledir: Uzerinde hichir etki olmayan bir cisim,
durmakta ise durmasini, hareket etmekte ise hareketini siirdiiriir. Uzerinde hicbir etki
olmayan cisim ne dogada vardir ne de laboratuar kosullarinda deneyle elde edilmistir.
Dolayistyla boyle bir cisim goriilmiis degildir ve ondan bir gorii nesnesi diye sz
edemeyecegiz. Onun zihnimizde bir resmi, bir tasarimi da var degildir. Ama 6rnegin
hareket etmekte olan bir cisme etki eden giigleri, yani cismin siirtiinmesini azalttik¢ca
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hareketinin bu azaltmaya oranla, daha az eksildigini gézlemleyebiliyoruz. Bu haliyle o,
bir gorii nesnesidir. Ancak biz bu durumdan akil yoluyla sbyle bir ¢ikarimda
bulunuyoruz: Demek ki siirtiinmeyi sifira indirebilirsek, cisim sonsuzca hareket
edecektir. Fakat, siirtiinmeyi sifira indirme imkanina sahip degiliz. Ne sonsuzca hareketi
saglayabilir ne de Oyle bir seyi zihnimizde tasarlayabiliriz. Sonsuz bir sey
tasarimlanamaz. Bilimde ilkeler olarak bulunan bu tiir nesneleri, aklin deneye, yani gorii
nesnesine yaptigi katkiyla elde ettigi, baska bir deyisle, duyarliga aklin katilmasiyla,
aklin gorii nesnesinden ¢ikardigi nesne anlaminda kisaca ¢ikarim nesnesi diye
adlandirtyoruz. Burada isin icine, goriiyii bize veren duyarligin da katilmasi dolayisiyla
bir karma tiir s6z konusudur. Bu tiir nesnenin iletimi de akil ve deneyle olur.

Cikarim nesnesi tiirii altina, aklin bigimsel nesnelerden elde ettigi, 6rnegin
“yuvarlak kare”, “eskenar yuvarlak kare” gibi deyimlerden olusan bir tiiri koymak,
belki bizden beklenirdi. Bu tiir deyimler, her biri tek basina birer matematiksel nesne
olan, ama bir araya gelmesi mantik¢a olanaksiz olan birden ¢ok bigimin akil yoluyla
(cikarimla) bir araya getirilmesiyle elde edilir. Ancak siirde belki bir deyim zenginligi
olarak kullanilabilir olan bu tiir s6zciik birlesimleri, bir sdzclik oyunundan bagka bir sey
olmadigi i¢in onlar1 bir nesne tiirli olarak gérmiiyoruz.

Siniflamamizda son bir tiir olarak hayal giicii nesnesinden s6z edecegiz. Bu
nesneler, 6znenin, dogrudan dogruya, ne kendinde (ruh ve bedeninde) buldugu bir
etkinin ne de kendi disindaki bir seyin gorii ve tasariminin nesnesi olmayip, onlarin
yardimiyla hayal giicii sayesinde kurguladigi nesnelerdir. Hayal giicii, duyarlikla verilen
Ogeleri birlestirip, parcalart dis diinyada bulanan seylerin gérii ve tasarimlarindan
olusan, ama biitiin olarak dis diinyada bulunmayan nesneler elde eder. Ornegin Kanath
At (Pegasus), Kentaur bunlardandir. Yukarida “yuvarlak kare” gibi deyimlerden bir
nesne tilirli diye s6z etmemistik. Oysa simdi hi¢ var olmamis “Kanatli At” drneginde bir
nesne tiirii buluyoruz. Ciinkii: birincisi, bir kanath at tahayyiil edilebilir bir resimdir.
Ikincisi, bir kanatli atin gériilmemis olmasi, boyle bir seyin olumsal olmamasi demektir;
o mantiksal bir celigki veya olanaksizlik degildir. Dahasi, gliniimiiz gen teknolojisi
yoluyla boyle bir canlt meydana getirilebilir. Tarihsel bir olay veya simdi olan, ama ne
kendisi ne goriintiisii 6znenin karsisinda olmayan, 6znenin hayalinde kurguladig: olaylar
da bu nesne tiirtine girer. Hayal giicii nesnesi, her tarziyla daima gz oniine getirilebilen
bir nesnedir. Hayal giicii nesnesinin iletilebilirligi, dil kullaniminin uzlagimina, belli bir
literatiire ve gelenege dayandigi gibi, her bir Oznenin kendisinin onu
kurgulayabilmesine de dayanir. Hayal gordiigiimiin ayirdinda olmamla olmamam
arasindaki ayrimda ikinci durumda birsam nesnesi s6z konusudur. Saglikli olmamanin
bir sonucu olan birsam nesnesi, bir hayal giicii nesnesi olarak siniflamamizda yer almaz.

Var olan bir sey degillenemez. Degilleme, yalnizca bigimsel kavramlar igin
yapilan mantiksal bir islemdir. Bu islemi gergek kavramlara (algisal, algiyla bagi
kurulabilir olan kavramlar) uygulayip, ornegin varolan bir seyden “varolamayan bir
sey” gibi sOziimona bir kavram edinilmesi, insani ig¢inden c¢ikilamayan yanliglara
gotiiriir. Bir bagka drnek: “Agac” nasil degillenecek? Buna “agac degil” denecekse, o
zaman bu kavram, aga¢ olmayan ne varsa hepsini kapsayacak. Dolayisiyla bu tarzda
elde edilen “kavramlar” igin herhangi bir nesne tiirii stniflamamizda yer almaz. Bir
araya gelmesi, mantik¢a olanaksiz olan iki bigimsel kavramdan, “yuvarlak kare”
orneginde oldugu gibi.
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Son bir hususu ifade etmek istiyoruz. Burada nesne iletisiminden kastettigimiz,
ornegin bir duygunun baskasina aktarimi degildir. Herkesin duygusu kendisine aittir,
aktarilamaz. Ama ben, boyle bir duygum oldugunu baskasinin anlamasini, belirttigimiz
tarzlarda sagliyorum. {letisimin bdyle anlasilmasi, siniflamamizda yer alan tiim nesneler
icin gecerlidir. Nesnenin her ne tarzda olursa olsun, 6zneye ait oldugu kabulii,
simiflamamizin bakis a¢isindan ileri gelir.

Tamamladigimiz siniflamayi toplu halde, bir bakista gérmek iizere asagidaki gibi
bir semada gostererek ¢aligmamiz bitiriyoruz:

Oznenin Bilme Edimi Nesne Tiirii

1. Duyarlik

1.1 Gérme Duyusu Gorii Nesnesi/ Gorlintli Nesnesi
1.2 Anlama Yetisi Zihinsel Nesne

1.31 Biling Psikolojik Nesne (Duyum Nesnesi)
1.32 Ruh Psikolojik Nesne (Duygu Nesnesi)
2. Akl Akil Nesnesi

3. Duyarlik ve Akil Cikarim Nesnesi

4. Hayal Giicii Hayal Giicii Nesnesi
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Renata KISONOVA®

On a Forming of a Method of Intuition

Abstract

The paper focuses on that part of Henri Bergson” s philosophy, which is
represented by its methodological consequences. The main objective of the paper
is a difference between intuition and intelect in Bergson” s work. His method of
intuition is utterly connected with a duration. According to Bergson, intelect
moves about a field of stability, rigidity, routine. It is characteristed by
misunderstanding of a duration and being. Intuition, on the other hand moves
about a field of spontaneity and temporality. It is a direct understanding of matter.
Bergson reasons, that there is not intuition without intelect and there is no intelect
without a sign of intuition; these two types of understanding need each other in
their demonstrations.

Key words
Intuition, Bergson, Method, Precision, Duration, Intelect, Instinct.

Sezgi Yonteminin Kurulusu Uzerine

Ozet

Bu ¢alisma, Henri Bergson’un felsefesinin metodolojik sonuglari {izerine
odaklanmaktadir. Calismanin amaci, Bergson’un sezgi ve zeka kavramlari
arasindaki farka dikkat cekmektir. Bergson’un sezgi yontemi biitiiniiyle siire
kavrayigina baglidir. Bergson’a gore zeka duraganlik, kesinlik ve diizenlilik
¢evresinde dolagmaktadir. Zeka, siireyi ve varligi yanlis yorumlamaktadir. Diger
yandan sezgi ise zamansallik ve kendiligindenlik sahasinda is gérmektedir. Sezgi,
maddenin dogrudan kavrayisini vermektedir. Bergson zekanin olmadigi bir
sezginin, sezginin olmadig1 bir zekanin varligindan soz edilemeyecegi sonucuna
ulagmustir, bu iki anlama bigimi kanitlamalarinda birbirlerini gerektiriler.

Anahtar Sozciikler
Sezgi, Bergson, Yontem, Kesinlik, Siire, Zeka, Icgiidii.

Henri Bergson had attempted in his work to form a philosophical concept which
woul be founded by precision. The most systematical version of this project could be
find in his paper Croissance de la vérité. Mouvement rétrograde du vrai. ,,Precision is
the thing which is missing in philosophy the most.“ (Bergson, 1969: 6) These

*  Dr. Renata KiSonova: Department of Philosophy, University of Trnava, Slovakia.
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introductory words express Bergson” s critique of tradicional philosophical systems,
which are according to him not tailored at reality in which we are living. ,,They are too
big for it.” (Bergson, 1969: 6) These systems would be suitable for a world, in which
are not exept people any animals or any plants; people in it do not need sleep, eat or
dream, an energy do not spend there, but otherwise grows and etc. Systems, which
Bergson had criticized has been so abstract, that they can imply everything possible and
even impossible. There used to be one philosophical conception, which about he had
been confident, that i tis an axemption and so he used to set upon this system when he
had been young. These have been H. Spencer ideas, but Bergson had begun to breaking
up with them. He had apprehended the groins of Spencer” s First Principles and had
been interested in this part of his work, to complete and fix it. Bergson had realised, that
the time,which plays the key role in evolutionary philosophy, is escapeing mathematics.
The spirit of the time is according to Bergson’s expression to flow, any of its parts is not
here and an other is being to show by now. Spencer’ s philosophy, evolutionary
conception, which has been created for following reality in its dynamics, moving,
process indeed has enclosed to change by itself. In these respect has came by
desjunction of Bergson ’ s evolutionary ontology with Spencer’s onthology. Bergson
had revised Spencer’s evolutionarism with new looking on the problem of evolution of
life, which had been interested in real time, duration, dynamics, changing. Mathematical
time is aline, so something accomplished and figured; real time is for Bergson that,
what is in duration, what is in producing. ,But, this duration, which a science
segregates, which is difficult to understand and convey, we feel and live.“ ((Bergson,
1969: 8)) The science is not interested in duration and that is natural, because its
function is to puzzle a world for us. The world, in which we can cover the influences of
time because of simplicity of action. Philosophy should approach time otherwise.
Bergson had judged, that whole problem of abstract philosophical systems consists in
setting up time and space at the same level. They relied too much on intelect, which
receive from duration just an ensemble of individual possitions; it firstly impacts one
point, then an other an other. When we try to controverse to intelect, that between these
points is somethig happening, it just fills up missing possision immediately...and so on
ad infinitum. It turns away from the transition. Look for stability, constancy, it watches
where the object which is moving is, which way traverse and where it will be.

As far as metaphysics relies just on intelect, according to Bergson it stays only as
a hypothetical construct. He had chosen an other way, he had broken up with
associanism, agnosticism of Spencer, positivism of Comte and, he had gone so far, that
he had negated Kant “ conception of relativity of knowledge. (Bergson, 1969: 16)
Bergson’s philosophical concept is based on intuition, therefore his philosophy is
known as intuitivism. Etymogicaly comes notion intuition from latin term intueri, which
means stare, fix, or intuitus, which means inner, or intus legere, inside reading. Similary
has been formed french and english equivalent 1’intuition / intuition, italien 1’intuizione,
spanish intuicion. In German fit french 1’intuition the notions die Anschauung, thus the
sight and Intuition, and German Intuition is contentually rather closer to Latine
understanding. Hebrew denotes intuition with the term snaem hcihw ,Av15 X%
instantaneity, flying, volitation, sharp view. Bergson had distinguished his method of
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intuition clearly from other authors meaning (he had differed explicitly from
Schopenhauer’s and Schelling s understanding of intuition).

Explicitly is intuition connected with Bergson’'s methodical reflections since
moment, when he has started to understand it specificly ,bergsonicly®, particularly
since Introduction a la métaphysique (1903). Dynamism of intuition ~ s analyzes coul
we chronologicaly register since work la Essai sur les données immédiates de conscince
(1888), where he analyses intuition of homogennic space.( In french means the word
even sight, and even introspective understanding. In listed paper is for the time being
intuition understanding in first denotation, so like a sight. Methodical notion of intuition
occurs in Matiére et mémoire (1896) and in L’évolution créatice (1907), but the
strongest denotation secures intuition in papers Introduction da la métaphysique (1903) ,
L'intuition philosophique (1911) a De la position des probléemes (1922). About
psychological cosequencies of intuition handles L ’énergie spirituelle (1919). In Les
deux sources de la morale et de la religion (1932) Bergson has not recorded explicitly,
we find there indeed ethical and social consequencies of intuition.

»Bergsonical® intuition has too much common with an irational prediction,
which i tis very often connected with. Bergson himself, had hesitated long time, if he
would used the notion intuition. (Hrdli¢ka, 2003: 126) ,.Intuition is the word, which
| wavered over for a long time. From all terms, which represent some mode of thinking
is the word intuition the most suitable; and yet causes the uncertainties.” (Bergson,
1969: 18) Initally Bergson had replaced 1'instinct for [’intuition and l'intelligence for
conscience, thus for conscousness. Instinct is usually considered for mechanical
automatism, by Bergson is just instinct the closest to the origin unity, it is something
miles distant to mechanism and automatism. Bergson had knew the problem to define
intuition, so exept very heedful causing this term, he has stayed critical to language as
well. The language is not able according to Bergson to catch intuition immidiately, but
neither to methaphoricaly refer to it: ,,whatever happends, anyone can demand an easy
and geometrical definition of intuition.” (Bergson, 1969: 20) The whole definition of
intuition is not possible to articulate in language. Bergson consecutively had rised
intuition to a method in his considerations. ,,Method of bergsonism is an intuition.
Intuition is not some feeling, or an impulse, some fuzzy sympathy, but well-kneaded
method, one of the most highly-developed philosophical methods even.” (Deleuze,
2006: 7) His method of intuition requires a permanent effort to take a view anew and to
take a view truly. (Chevalier, 1928: 115-116) It has its strict rules, which create that,
what Bergson calls ,,precision® in philosophy.“ (Deleuze, 2006: 7) The often repeated
methodological question is: how can intuition, which is primarily specific type of
immediated knowledge be a method; after all method implies fundamentally one or
more mediations? (Deleuze, 2006: 7)When we try to answer this queation, we can assist
with clarification, that Bergson presents intuition as simple act (what does not exclude
qualitative multiplicity, different directions in which it forms) Illuminating of using
term and method of intuition we can notice in following steps: the capability, which
follows immediate duration, but does not have denotation / ‘intuition in dissertation
thesis Essai sur les données immédiates de conscince (1889). Methodical approach is
indicated in Matiére et mémoire (1896) and he had enveloped further in L évolution
créatice (1907). Completion of methodical ideas has brought La Pensée et le
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Mouvement (1934), where Bergson started up intuition in relation to analyses and
languages. In methodical part of his work Matiére et mémoire, which is called Méthode
a suivre he had formed basic principles of method of intuition — verdict (in this work is
more suitable to translate 1" intuition as verdict).

Duration

Bergson’s methos of intuition requires duration. It seems to be paradoxically,
because by many other authors is intuition immidiate looking for the eternity, leaving
the time (for example Losskij, Descartes). For Bergson - on the contrary, when we
would like to go beyond the intelect and get to truth itself, we need to move into
duration, not to leave the time. So, the truth, and the reality can be hold just in
movement; duration is the fundament of reality itself. The term duration is one of the
key terms in Bergson s philosophy. French language translates as durée, the verb durer
last, persist, what has the sense very close to the verbs be lying, be doing nothing,
remaining on the spot. Bergson thinks opposite meaning of this word — when he uses the
terms durée, durer speaks about constant changing, about evolution, about living.
,,Living being lasts essentially; it lasts, beacause produces without ceasing something
new: this producing can not do without seeking and seeking without groping in the
dark.”“ (Bergson, 1969: 59) To produce, to seek, to grope in the dark are not the most
commonly used synonyms to verb last. (Markos, 2003: 166) Bergson even interprets the
verb durer in meaning to live. We can find in his work for example the sentense: vetu:
L’ organizme qui vit est chose qui dure®. Bergson’s understanding of term duration is
identical, or clarifying to the terms production, seeking, groping, living. Very important
is to understand, that for Bergson is duration impartible, ,,...time succesion can not be
understood as distance between ,,before and ,,then®; it will mean, that we just put them
next to each other, confucion for space.* (Kouba, 2003: 92) Instinct, neither intelect are
never in pure status, Bergson claims, there is no intelect in which we can not find trace
of instinct and equally there is no instinct, in which we can not find intelect. Intelect
suits perfectly for using and controlling of matter. Intelect, however skillful by
treatment with unliving, treats with living unskilfully, because it uses rigidity,
inflexibility and other deadening and violent methods. When intelect treats with things
mechanicaly, about instinct says Bergson, that it developes organicaly. Intelect goes
around the object which it investigates. Intuition gives us the thing itself, intelect takes
from the thing just spatial transposition, or with Bergson’s words metaphorical
translation. (Bergson, 1969: 52) Bergson uses for clarification of difference between
intelect and instinct comparison of intelect to a scubadiver and intuition to an aviator.
A scubadiver on the bottom of the sea investigates the wreckage with the taction; an
aviator pointed out from the height a scubadiver for this wrecklage. Intelect strengthens
and makes statical everything. It averts from duration itself. Duration according to
Bergson we can not think, but we live it, feel it and experience it. It exceeds intelect.
Bergson” s intuition is in duration, i tis duration itself, as we said by way of
introduction. Intuition has to go from motion, it understands motion like reality itself.

. ,»The organism which lives, is a creature which lasts.*
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The consciousness of human is primarily intelect. Perfect humankind would be
according to Bergson humanking where intuition and intelect reached whole
development. Intuition is of course participating in humankind (in Evolution Creative
we find a notion about aesthetical intuition for example), but it exists dully and it is
fleeting. According to Bergson philosophy has to overcome these fleeting intuitions, to
hold them and extend them.
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Melouki SLIMANE"

La question (problématique) du changement entre 1’élite
réformiste (religieuse) et I’élite politique.

Résumé.
On appelle «élite» cette minorité ou groupe minuscule d'individus dans la société.
Ce groupe se caractérise par un ensemble de critéres et caractéristiques
intellectuelles et morales, c'est-a-dire la culture, le bon sens et I’intelligence. Etre
audacieux pour dire les vérités, et étre consciencieux pour agir et formuler une
critique constructive.

Cet article vise a démonter le role de 1’¢lite réformiste et 1¢élite politique dans
I’édification de I’individu et la société en Algérie pendant la période coloniale et
la période post-coloniale.
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Dans les pays en voie de développement, 1’¢lite joue un role déterminant dans le
développement humain et économique, cette élite trouve ses origines selon deux
groupes: le groupe des leaders nationaux, et le groupe des intellectuels. Ces deux
groupes ont eu un autre role, celui de la lutte culturelle contre le colonialisme jusqu'a
I’obtention de I’indépendance.

Le penseur Tom Botomor, croit que I’élite joue un role capital dans le
changement social selon les différentes couches sociales, étant donné que le mouvement
économique a un impacte sur le comportement des individus et la société.

On peut dire, que méme avec la présence des conditions du développement, 11
n’y a pas de modernisation et de changement, parce que 1’¢lite ne fait pas son rdle de
changement. On ce qui concerne les leaders dans les pays tiers - mondistes, ils n’ont pas
été de 1’élite intellectuelle certes, Mais ils étaient issues du mouvement révolutionnaire
qui avait pour objectifs avoir 1’indépendance et assumer le role du développement du
pays, c’est le cas vif et concret de I’ Algérie.

L’étude de 1’élite gouvernante nous oblige a avoir une vision générale sur les
forces et les systémes politiques. L’ importance de 1’élite est capitale dans la sociologie
politique. Cette importance est prise principalement des études différentes, celles de
Pareto, Mosca et right mils qui ont pu éclairé le cadre général de la théorie de 1’élite qui
se base sur la capacité intellectuelle, psychologique et organisationnelle dans la société
et I’état.

Le terme « élite » ne s’est pas répondu que durant le vingtiéme siécle en Grande
Bretagne et en Amérique dans le contexte de I’analyse sociologique exactement dans les
écrits de Valfredo Pareto, Right Mills et Michels. Ces écrits ont formé une théorie
classique sur la démocratie libérale. Certainement, il y a d’autres définitions sur 1’élite
qui ne se lient pas a I’idée de la domination politique. Le lexique de sociologie la
définie comme étant un groupe minoritaire dans la société ou l’état qui exerce le
pouvoir c;ans le cadre de sa compétence intellectuelle et sa force dans la décision
politique.

Les grands états et les royaumes ont été a travers I’histoire humaine le résultat de
la bonne volonté des chefs et les gouverneurs (élite gouvernante). La qualité majeure de
ces chefs était la vertu.® Cette qualité qui dans nos jours fait rare étant donne que le
jugement d’appréciation chez les gens (peuples) et la société elle-méme a changé.
L’appréciation a pris un sens matérialiste différent c’est -a -dire une appréciation de
crainte et de peur, ce qui fait que la relation entre gouverneurs et gouvernés n’est plus
une relation de coopération.

L’assemblage entre la révolution et 1’autorité est un phénomene trés clair que
I’on ne peut ignorer au niveau des régimes politiques arabes. Ceci nous pousse a élargir

! Lakhal Mokhtar, Dictionnaire de science politique, éditions L'harmattan, Paris 2005,

P.75
2 Ibid./p.76.

Pierre Ducasse, Les grandes philosophies, Collection «que-Sais-je?» presses
Universitaires de France, Paris 1972, p.38.
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le fond de la reforme politique pour établir une véritable démocratie et instaurer des
mécanismes de compétences trés solides.

11 est nécessaire de noter que le choix d’une politique de réforme est un projet de
travail trés demandé est exigé. Sans doute les forces politiques mouvantes dans les pays
arabes d’une maniére générale et en Algérie en particulier pourront donner un rdle
essentiel dans la gestion des relations entre les différentes composantes de la société,
c’est - a- dire les individus est les responsables politiques dans le sens de converger vers
un intérét commun. Mais si La reforme politique, sociale et religieuse est nécessaire,
c’est la responsabilité de qui? Est-ce la responsabilité de 1’élite politique ou 1’élite
religieuse (réformiste)?

Arriver a un point commun d’entente entre les différentes élites, est une tache un
petit peux difficile dans la reforme politique parce qu’il y a des forces de mauvaise foi
qui ne veut pas que le changement soit réalisé dans la société étant donné que leurs
intéréts seront biens génés.

Le ro6le des intellectuels, c'est de cultiver les masses, les orienter dans le bon
chemin pour former le citoyen "bon" et dépasser la pensée colonialiste, qui l'entrave de
la progression dans I'édification d'une société développée et. Les intellectuels sont
obligés d'avoir une position juste, une opinion de critique constructive envers les
différents sujets de la société.

La majorité de cette élite a un sentiment ameére, parce qu'elle croit qu'elle est a
coté de la réalité et du changement voulu, Elle est a coté aussi de 1'efficacité attendue de
la part de la population qui veut se libérer de la situation médiocre (difficile) due au
colonialisme et ses projets.

L'assainissement du colonialisme est donc une tache essentielle pour les
intellectuels Algériens”, et pour cela il faut une politique cultuelle et un programme
éducatif éclaircissant basé sur I'évaluation de l'effort et 1'émancipation des énergies et
des capacités de I'élite, ce qui fait d'une politique culturelle d'une grande envergure.

L'édification d'une société ou d'un état ne peut étre donc sans nouvelles idées et
sans complémentarité entre la culture, I'éducation et la politique, sans orientation des
individus dans la société. La complémentarit¢ des idées et la politique forme une
orientation générale de la société vers un objectif trés noble, celui de l'intérét des
individus et 1'état dans le sens ou les idées peuvent s'épanouir dans un milieu social et
culturel favorisant pour que I'élite pourra débattre les différents sujets d'une maniere
responsable et sérieuse.

|- 1'élite réformiste et son role dans le changement.

L'objectif du courant réformiste consistait a relier la nation a son histoire, c'est-a-
dire le retour vers ses origines religicuses et sociales sur la base d'une fraternité
islamique perdue. Parmi les leaders du réformisme islamique on peut citer le penseur

4 Khendoudi Noureddine, la théorie de la civilisation chez Malek Bennabi, éditions El-

Borhane, 2003.p32.
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Algérien Malek Bennabi qui n'a pas économiser aucun effort pour la rétablir de
renouveau, en partant du principe coranique "Dieu ne change la situation d'une société
si elle ne veut pas changer d'elle-méme"°

L'idée de Malek Bennabi sur le retard civilisationnel de la nation islamique
commence par ’homme "post al-mohadien" ou I’homme "post civilisation". Cette
situation désastreuse est un motif essentiel pour le changement qui se voit nécessaire et
obligatoire.

Malek Bennabi ne cesse de démontrer ceci dans ses conférences multiples
comme celle soutenue a Damas en 1960 écrite en suite dans son livre "méditation"
lorsqu'il disait "la génération précédente n'a pas eu le sentiment des problématiques
jusqu'a notre arrivée. C'est & notre tour qu'il faut avoir le courage et la sincérité pour
diagnostiquer les difficultés qui entravaient le processus de 1'édification de la nation
pour son retour vers la scéne mondiale. Affirmons que la tache elle est bien difficile,
Mais il faut avoir le courage de relever le défi comme disait Arnold Toynbee.®

Le précédant paragraphe semble trés claire en ce qui concerne les conditions
favorables du décollage civilisationnel qui consiste a relever le défi en partant d’une
nouvelle synthése ou d’ une nouvelle vision stratégique basée sur l'idée religieuse ou
morale qui pénétre la nation dans I'histoire.

Malgré que Bennabi se basait sur le caractére sociologique de la problématique
civilisationnelle islamique. Il accepte l'influence contraire de la politique étant donné
qu'elle forme un sens de stratégie et de division est non seulement une science. La
politique "juste" vue par Bennabi ne peut entraver la reforme voulue et nécessaire, parce
que la politique elle-méme vise a reformer 1'état, la société et méme l'individu.”

Selon Malek Bennabi, Djamel Eddine Al-Afghani n'a pas pu diagnostiquer les
causes qui poussent vers le changement. La révolution ou changement total ne se base
pas que sur le principe du fraternisme musulman. Il y a une différence essentielle entre
la fraternité et le fraternisme qui est une action de dynamisme et d’efficacité qui a pu
gérer les bonnes relations entre EL-MOUHAIJIRINES (émigres) et AL ANSSAR
(citoyens originaux de MEDINE).?

Aprés Djamel Eddine Al-Afghani, il est arrivé son successeur Mohamed Abdou
qui s'est basé dans l'objectif réformiste sur la religion et la langue arabe et aussi sur la
dimension Sociologique de la religion. Il a vu que la religion a perdu son éclair
sociologique et culturel étant donné que la nation n'est plus en relation avec le passé, ni
avec la tradition (sunna) ni avec le Coran. La solution pour la nation donc serrait dans la
poursuite ou le suivi des précédents "salaf" en partant du principe coranique "Dieu ne
change la situation d'une notion que si cette derniere ne change d'elle-méme".

Coran, Sourate le tonere, Ayat n°11.

B, Malinowski, une théorie scientifique de la culture, éditions Agone, paris, 1993.p.66.
Bennabi Malek, Vocation de I’islam, Editions, le seuil, Paris, 1954.p.76

& Ibid./p.78.
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Certains d'entre vous seront peut-étre étonnés qu'on parle de démocratie en
Algérie dans les années trente et plus encore qu'on présente le Cheikh Abdelhamid Ben
Badis, lui, le musulman fervent, comme l'une des figures les plus prestigieuses de la
démocratie dans Notre pays. Aucun historien ne me contredira pourtant sur ce point. A
la téte de 1'Association des Uléma Musulmans d'Algérie qu'il crée en 1931, il sera,
pendant dix ans, le maitre d'ceuvre infatigable d'un pluralisme démocratique unifiant sur
le terrain politique, mais aussi dans le domaine culturel.

L'Association des Ulémas Musulmans d'Algérie accueillera dans ses rangs des
Algériens de tendances politiques trés diverses, des partisans de Messali Hadj, de Ferhat
Abbas. Si Cheikh Abdelhamid Ben Badis est un défenseur intransigeant de la langue et
de la culture arabes, il n'en assume pas moins, et en méme temps, la dimension
"amazigh" de la nation algérienne. L'une de ses nombreuses initiatives dans l'explication
de la dimension amazigh en tant que paler de notre identité nationale, se traduisait par la
signature qu'il apposait au bas de ses articles dans "Chihab": 1bn Badis El Sanhadji.’

A partir du ler Novembre 1954, le FLN unifie les rangs du peuple algérien et
mobilise la quasi-totalité des élites politiques dans le cadre d'une lutte politico-militaire
frontale contre le colonialisme francais. Cette priorité donnée a 1'unité sur la diversité ne
proceéde évidemment pas d'une désaffection a I'égard de la démocratie, mais d'un souci
d'efficacité rendu indispensable par les contraintes d'une lutte particuliérement difficile
et meurtriére.

Le penseur Algérien Malek Bennabi voit que la solution du déclin civilisationnel
ne serait pas dans le retour du musulman vers la théologie, mais vers l'efficacité du
comportement bati sur la religion. Le musulman soufre d'une problématique
comportementale celle de la cassure entre la conception et l'application. Son
comportement n'est plus en synchronie avec 1'intérét général du groupe ou la société, la
solution consiste a rendre la religion en relation avec la société pour assurer une bonne
dynamique positive et combler son dme avec cette énergie spirituelle et morale.

IL n'est pas nécessaire donc de lire l'ouvrage célebre de Mohamed Abdou
"Etawhid" sur la base d'une lecture théologique sans se baser sur l'efficacité
sociologique de la religion. Cette efficacit¢é forme la pierre angulaire de tout
changement.

L'effort fourni du courant réformiste depuis Ibn Khaldoun pour se libérer de la
stagnation ou retardement civilisationnel est un effort trés remarquable. Mais il est
désaxé ou détourné de la véritable problématique du monde musulman. La vision des
réformistes Ne dépassait pas les limites du constat ou de la description, alors que la
situation méritait un remede efficace et sérieux.

Les réformistes aprées Mohamed Abdou ne se sont pas sortis du domaine de la
discussion littéraire aléatoire. Ils cherchaient des arguments pour solidifier leur
opinions, alors la tache consistait a chercher les causes ou les facteurs du retardement ou
du déclin sociologique, culturel et politique du monde musulman. Les réformistes

®  Bentefnouchet Mostapha, la culture en Algérie, Mythe et réalité, SNED, Alger 1982, p.48.
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visaient donc des fins son savoir les moyens justes qui ménent vers le retour de la nation
a la scéne mondiale ou I'histoire peut se répéter une autre fois.™

L’association des ulémas musulmans algériens a profité du sentiment religieux
ancré dans les ames des algériens. Elle a essayé¢ de revifier la réforme sociale a Travers
le préchements religieux. On peut dire que cet appel a eu une appréciation flagrante
chez les foules algériennes.

L’association a fait des prouesses en ce qui concerne 1’assainissement du culte
musulman (aquida) des différentes superstitions qui touchaient la religion. L’imam
Abdelhamid Ibn Badis 1’a déclaré souvent, il a parlé des précédents (Salaph) et
I’héritage religieux des fatwas et la dimension sociologique de la religion, et le rdle des
ulémas pour sortir du déclin ou du retardement. Il faut dire que Durant ce moment 1a, la
machine colonialiste s’est organisée dans une opération destructive de I’identité
nationale algérienne principalement La religion musulmane en arrétant son dynamisme,
surtout on s’attaquant a ses institutions. Il faut dire que 1’association des ulémas ne s’est
pas retiré de la scéne de la reforme méme par ses moyens modestes et maigres. En
premier lieu, il faut quand méme savoir la question de 1’indifférent entre les élites qui ne
cesse de grossir et de s’approfondir au fil des temps. Comme il faut savoir les enjeux et
les différentes conséquences qui pourraient étre néfastes et négatives sur le futur et le
processus de la société musulmane et son intérét. Malgré ces différents, on peut dire que
le lien commun entre ces élites est trés solide et vaste, IL suffit tout simplement de voir
les choses d’une maniére respectueuse et consciencieuse.

Parmi les facteurs essentiels dans le différent entre les élites selon Melek
Bennabi, c’est la question ou le sujet de la réforme elle-méme.Les élites réformistes
(religieuses) et les élites démocrates (laiques) ne s’entendaient pas sur le sujet de la
réforme. Les élites réformistes croyaient que le sujet est I’individu ou 1’étre musulman,
par contre les élites démocrates croient que le sujet est de nature étatique, c'est-a-dire le
probléme est purement institutionnel ou de liberté ou de démocratie.

C’est pour cette raison qu’ils appellent a séparer le pouvoir politique de la
religion, et que la thése des réformistes est appréhendée ou non fondée. Par contre les
religieux (réformistes) croient que I’identité ne doit pas étre fragmentée. Elle forme
I’unité de 1’état et la société, et ainsi I’islam est une religion est un état ce qui implique
I’impossibilité de la laicité.

Pour dépasser cette vision sommaire et marginale on peut imaginer la solution
dans la position du juste milieu, c'est-a-dire arriver a dialoguer et combiner les efforts
entre les deux parties pour arriver finalement a avoir une attitude commune basée
principalement sur le respect des intéréts communs.

La premiére tache de l'acte du renouveau ou du réformisme serait de libérer la

pensée arabe de ses vicissitudes qui I’entravaient pour accéder a un saut civilisationnel
u e, un au ibé iénati u $ i

d’un coté, et d’un autre cote de la libérer de 1’aliénation ou la dépendance de I’occident

1 Guenaneche Mohamed, le mouvement d'indépendance en Algérie entre les deux Guerres,

traduit de I'arabe par SID Ahmed Bouali, OPU, Alger, 2000.p.52.
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qui se voit trés indispensable. La solution du renouveau serait donc de se rattacher a la
religion d'une maniére juste sans se perdre dans 1’occident et ses projets.

IL n’y a pas donc un doute que l’indifférent entre les élites consiste dans le
dogmatisme religieux qui fait la source des valeurs sociales, morales et politiques, ce
qui forme une rupture dans le chiminement des valeurs et les relations. Ce différent
témoin que le conflit entre les élites prend un sens politique qui est de la vision de
domination de chacun et qui consolide les stratégies de suprématie au détriment de
I’intérét général de la nation.

Les milieux nationaux et de gauche blamaient et accusaient la pensée islamique
durant des décennies d’étre intégriste ou fondamentaliste, par contre les forces
islamistes accusaient les marxistes (communistes) d’étre des scelleras ou renégats,
contre la religion et dépendants des forces colonialistes qui concrétisaient l'athéisme et
cherchaient & escamoter la nation.™

Le sujet de I’indifférent entre les élites n’est pas d’ordre théologique ou religieux
mais ¢’est un indifférent politique, c'est-a-dire autour de I’autorité ou du conflit entre les
deux camps.

D’un autre coté le conflit entre les deux camps élite religieuse (réformiste), et
élite politique (démocrate) prend une dimension sociologique trés connu surtout par la
guerre des intéréts ou conflit des souches sociales. Ou trouve cette approche (vision
sociologique) chez I’élite réformiste surtout étant donné qu’elle est si préte ou si
profonde dans les couches sociales appauvries. Elle part de Ce fait pour mobiliser les
foules pour avoir une attitude de contradiction envers le pouvoir politique.

Le conflit ou l’indifférent entre les élites prend une multitude de vision;
politique, économique culturel et sociale. Cet indifférent n’est pas n’est nouveau, il est
trés ancien. IL caractérise 1’évolution et le dynamisme lui-méme de la société arabo
musulmane a travers les siécles.

IL est nécessaire de signaler donc [I’effort consenti des deux courants
intellectuels en matiére de la reforme sociale ou politique.Il faut tout simplement avoir
une vision d’entente et de stratégie qui dépasse les intéréts personnels restreints vers un
objectif noble et général, celui de la société ou de la nation en partant d'un schéma ou
d'une stratégie globale qui définie les objectifs et les moyens nécessaires pour la
réussite.

IL ne faudrait pas que cet indifferent se transforme a un conflit qui agite toute la
vie des individus de la société, et qui peut étre tres néfaste sur I’avenir de la société
arabo- musulmane. Le pire encore, le risque d’arriver & une guerre civile entre les
différentes composantes de cette société, une guerre sans merci et sans piti€é qui pourrait
esquinter tout le monde.

IL faut signaler un autre indifférent entre les élites, celui de la conception de la
civilisation exactement de I’entassement des produits de la civilisation ou la

11 Bennabi Malek, / ‘afro- asiatisme, société d’éditions et de communications Tipaza, Algérie,

1991, p75.
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technologie. Il ne faut pas croire que la civilisation se base sur la productivité. La
civilisation est un acte d’ingéniosité et de création et d’offre de moyens nécessaires pour
I’édification d’une société. Plusieurs appels de la part de 1’¢lite laiques croyaient que
I’édification d’une société se fait en copiant I’exemple occidental ou 1’echantillant prét.
L’¢lite aliénée part donc des idées mortes ou meurtriéres qui ne forment pas 1’essence
de la civilisation mais tout a fait le contraire, elle ne représente que le coté superficiel de
la civilisation.”* La problématique du réformisme ou du renouveau s'étend vers la
culture d’eletisme et la culture populaire du point de vie de la primauté durant un temps
trés long, étant donné que 1’¢lite elle-méme ne s’est pas ancrée dans les foules ou les
masses populaires, c'est-a-dire, 1’élite n’a pas pu libérer la masse de cette culture
archaiques, statique et non rénovatrice, une situation dont la nation vie et persiste.
L’¢élite n’a pas encore joué son role du changement radical.

Le silence ou la position actuelle que prend 1’élite est vraiment désastreuse.
L’¢lite actuelle est absente de la scéne de devant, elle n’est plus efficace, elle est agitée
et lointaine de la scéne de la forme tant attendue par les foules et les espérances qui
aimeraient bien qu’un jour le progrés et le bien étre soient biens exhaucés.

L’¢lite a donc longuement le temps de travailler et rénover la situation de la
société ou la nation. Il suffit tout simplement d’avoir le courage et la bonne intention et
la volonté d’arriver. Elle a besoin d’une attitude juste envers le pouvoir et les foules.
Elle doit avoir un projet de société et une vision de synthése et un esprit de critique.
Toutes ces conditions font d’elle une élite d’avant -garde, sérieuse et méritoire d’étre le
leader et le bon exemple qui mérite d’étre suivi.

Le role de I’élite réformiste et laique dans la société arabo-musulmane est donc
trés efficace dans le processus du développement et la 1éberation des esprits et la
promotion de la société. L’élite a une grande responsabilité dans [’opération du
battissement de la personnalité de I’individu arabo-musulman. Elle doit rattacher son
comportement a son esprit et a son idéal, pourvu que sa personnalité soit compléte et
civilisée, capable a suivre le rythme accéléré des événements et des choses. Une
personnalité pleine de valeurs et de principes, une personnalit¢ honorable, libre et
disciplinée, fiére de ses origines et son passé.

Les changements sur la scéne internationale sur tous les plans ont provoqué une
relation circulatoire du point de vue de l'influence des changements qui méritent une
explication ou une analyse profonde surtout sur la position et l'attitude de I'élite envers
la société et l'influence étrangere pour assurer une adaptation avec cette influence pour
qu'elle ne soit pas destructive.

L'¢lite est souvent influencée par la logique effective de la civilisation
occidentale, I'élite doit assurer I'ouverture des individus et la société vers la civilisation

12" Bennabi Malek, Problémes des idées dans le monde musulman, éditions El - Bay’yinate,

1990.p.63.
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occidentale sans étre soumise totalement, parce qu'il faut étre vigilant des conséquences
matérialistes de cette civilization.™

L'¢lite selon Malek Bennabi, ne doit pas étre imitante ou traductrice des projets
occidentaux, comme elle est considérée comme un capital humain "capital intellectuel”
elle doit s'avouer dans la satisfaction de la société et 1'état. Elle doit gérer et orienter la
vie générale avec un effort de talent et d'activisme intellectuel et social pour arriver en
fin a la revivication de la société ou la nation vers un bonheur ou un bien étre collectif.

L'idée de la reforme consiste a éduquer et orienter l'individu dans la société et
non pas a précher uniquement. IL ne suffit pas de donner aux enfants des lecon ou leur
inculquer des idées métaphysique lointaines du sens exact de la vocation éducative.
Hélas on peut dire que l'une des raisons de faillite du reforme religieux était le manque
d’efﬁcacilaé pour rendre l'individu musulman un bon citoyen ou un homme vertueux et
rentable.

Le témoin réel et véridique de cette situation se voit trés nettement dans la
carence intellectuelle et comportementale chez I'individu musulman qui est incapable de
jouer son role dans la société. 11 est nonchalant perdu sans vocation, son comportement
n'est pas synchronisé avec son esprit, ses idées sont mortes et ses efforts son éparpillés.

On peut dire, donc que cette situation ne forme ni une fatalit¢ divine ou
religieuse ni une obligation, c'est une situation acquise certainement. Elle démontre le
degré du retard civilisationnel du musulman et aussi la carence des élites religicuses et
politiques a trouver un remeéde final a cette situation.

Le mouvement réformiste n'a pas donner au musulman le coup de pouce ou le
déclique nécessaire pour le liber de la situation de déclin en partant d'une stratégie de
reforme ou d'un projet de société révolutionnaire fixant les objectifs avec les moyens,
les efforts avec les bonnes intentions. Le musulman s'est révolté certes sur sa situation,
mais hélas cette revolutions a perdu sa vocation et ses idées par défaut, le manque de
soutien et d'orientation et de trop divaguer dans l'abstrait et de manque de réalisme.*

Résultats

- L'¢lite est vouée a jouer un role prépondérant dans la société, un role
éclaircissant et guidant.

- Situation de 1’élite. L¢lite est bien chez elle! Elle est dans la rue. On peut
constater que 1’¢lite est paraissante, inactive, naive des fois envers tout ce qui se passe
dans la société.

13 Benaissa Rachid, les grands thémes de la civilisation chez Malek Bennabi, Hachette Paris,

2006, p.66.

14 Benamra Abd Arrahmane, Malek Bennabi, Mondialisme, Dar —el hadhara.2004.p.44.

5 Actes de Conférences et débats sur la pensée islamiques, tomel, éditions ministére de

L’Enseignement originel et des affaires religieuses, Bejaia, mars, 1974.p.84.
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- Selon moi, 1’¢lite a pour objectif ou role initiale; le changement dans la société;
Elle doit avoir une attitude exacte envers les problématiques différentes: sociales,
politiques, économiques et culturelles.

- L’¢élite doit avoir une position de leader cheap, une position meilleure qui lui
permet d’étre un partenaire principale dans la make-decision.

- La démocratie ne serrait étre une reproduction de ce qui est entrepris par les
autres selon leurs réalités et leur vécus, ni un quelconque produit destiné a étre importé
ou exporté. La démocratie est en réalité et tout une conviction et une culture.

- Le développement humain est I'un des sujets essentiels dans le changement
politico-culturel dans le monde, et cela pour assurer et promouvoir la situation de
I’homme dans tous ses aspects et ses dimensions.

- Le r6le de la culture dans la promotion de I’homme dans la société a travers
’orientation des idées, tel qu’il a été congu et demandé par le penseur algérien Malek
Bennabi.

- L’exemple (echantillant de développement) celui de Malek Bennabi est riche.
IL est basé principalement sur la centralit¢ de I’homme dans le processus du
développement. La culture et 1’éducation font de lui un echantillant d’avenir pour
1’ Algérie et tous les pays voulant prendre de lui un model a suivre.
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Immanuel Kant’s Philosophy of Mathematics in Terms
of His Theory of Space and Time

Abstract

At the beginning of the modern age, mathematics had a great importance for the
study of Nature. Galileo claimed that ‘the book of nature was written in a kind of
mathematical code, and that if we could only crack that code, we could uncover
her ultimate secrets’. But, how can mathematics, consisting of necessary
tautological truths that are infallible and non-informative, be regarded as the
language of natural sciences, while the knowledge of natural sciences is
informative, empirical and fallible? Or, is there another alternative: as Hume
claimed, modern sciences only depend on empirical data deriving from our
perceptions, rather than having the necessity of mathematics. Many philosophers
have tried to find an adequate answer for the problem of the relationship between
mathematical necessity and contingent perceptions, but the difficulty remained
unsolved until Kant’s construction of his original philosophy of the nature as well
as the limits of human reason. The main purpose of this study is to show how
Kant overcomes this difficulty by making use of the examples of Euclidean
geometry and of arithmetic: there are synthetic a priori (a priori, universal,
necessary, but at the same time informative) judgments, and indeed mathematical
propositions are of this kind.
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Uzay ve Zaman Teorisi A¢isindan Immanuel Kant’in
Matematik Felsefesi

OZET

Modern ¢agin baslangicinda, matematik doga calismasi igin biiyiik bir 6neme
sahip olmustur. Galileo ‘doga kitabinin bir ¢esit matematiksel kodla yazildigini,
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bizim ancak bu kodu kirabilmemiz durumunda, onun nihai sirlarin1 agiga
cikarabilecegimizi’ iddia etmistir. Ancak, dogal bilimlerin bilgisi bilgimizi
genisleten, deneysel ve yanilabilir nitelikteyken, nasil oluyor da kesin ve bilgimizi
genisletmeyen zorunlu totolojik dogrulari igeren matematik, dogal bilimlerin dili
olabiliyor? Ya da, Hume’un iddia ettigi gibi farkli bir secenek mi var: modern
bilimler matematigin zorunluluguna sahip olmaktan ¢ok, algilarimizdan tiireyen
deneysel bilgiye dayanirlar. Pek ¢ok filozof rastlantisal algilar ve matematiksel
zorunluluk arasindaki iliski problemine yeterli cevaplar bulmaya ¢alistilar, ancak
zorluk Kant’in kendi orijinal tabiat ve insan bilgisinin sinirlar1 felsefesinin
olusumuna kadar ¢o6ziilmeden kaldi. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci Kant’in aritmetik ve
Euclid geometrisi orneklerini kullanarak bu problemin {istesinden nasil geldigini
gostermektir: synthetic a priori (a priori, evrensel, zorunlu fakat ayni zamanda
bilgimizi genisleten) yargilar vardir ve gergekten matematiksel onermeler bu
tiirdendir.

Anahtar Sozciikler

a priori, a posteriori, analitik, sentetik, sentetik a priori, matematik, geometri,
aritmatik, uzay ve zaman, hayal giicii (muhayyile).

1 The Modern Background

By tradition, René Descartes, Gottfried Leibniz, Baruch Spinoza and Christian
Wolff are on the one side classified as rationalists, whereas John Locke, George
Berkeley and David Hume are on the opposite side named as empiricists. Despite this
classification, so far as the ontological and epistemological questions concerning the
nature of mathematics are concerned, they all appear to share more or less the same idea
that mathematics is a theory concerned with our ideas, and that it is known a priori. To
be sure, among them there are differences about the initial acquirement of these ideas.
Rationalists like Descartes consider mathematical ideas as ‘innate’, implanted in the
mind by an external force, that is, by God. Those ideas are so clear and distinct, if one
establishes simple propositions out of them, one could never doubt their truth. In
deductive reasoning the mathematician can use these propositions or premises, and
thereby deduce further consequences which are again immune from any reasonable
doubt. The rationalism of Leibniz divides human knowledge into two categories by
arguing that: ‘There are also two kinds of truth, those of reasoning and those of fact.
Truths of reasoning are necessary and their opposite is impossible. Truths of fact are
contingent and their opposite is possible. When a truth is necessary, its reason can be
found by analysis, resolving it into more simple ideas and truths, until we come to those
which are primary’ (note. 33)." All true propositions of mathematics are considered as
truths of reason, and their truths are justified on the basis of ‘Principle of Contradiction’.
According to this principle, it would simply be to contradict ourselves, once we call
something a triangle, not to accept it to be a three-sided figure. For this reason, ‘all
triangles are three-sided’ is a necessary truth of reason. On the basis of the definitional
equivalence or identicalness of the terms ‘triangle = three-sided figure’, the proposition
‘all triangles are three-sided’ can be turned into the proposition ‘all three-sided figures

1 G.W. Leibniz, The Monadology, trans. Robert Lata ( eBooks@Adelaide, 2010).
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are three-sided’.? This means that propositions of mathematics are necessarily true in so
far as they can be reduced to tautology via analysis.’

The empiricists such as Locke hold that all human knowledge is nothing more
than ‘the perception of the connexion and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy
of any of our Ideas’.® Surely, this also applies to our mathematical knowledge.
Mathematical truths are considered by him as general truths that can be acquired only
by the mind’s act of ‘abstraction’ on the relation of ideas acquired. So the truths of
mathematics do not consist in what is directly perceived from observation and
experiment (i.e. empirical data), but rather in the relationship between ideas.® In the
same way as Locke, Hume divides all the objects of human reason into two kinds,
namely ‘relations of ideas’ and ‘matters of fact’. Our knowledge of ‘relations of ideas’
constitute the science of mathematics (geometry, algebra, and arithmetic). Every
affirmation made in this realm is intuitively or demonstrably certain. The mere
operation of thought discovers the truth of mathematical propositions without depending
on anything existing in the external world.® Hume goes on to argue that ‘Matters of fact,
which are the second objects of human reason, are not ascertained in the same manner;
nor is our evidence of their truth, however great, of a like nature with foregoing. The
contrary of every matter of fact is still possible; because it can never imply a
contradiction. That the sun will not raise tomorrow is no less intelligible a proposition
and implies no more contradiction, than the affirmation, that it will rise’.’

The clear implication here is that any meaningful proposition must either
designate some kind of relationship between ideas, or represent an acknowledged fact.
Although the propositions of the first kind are necessarily true or false due to the
meanings of their terms, propositions of the second kind are only contingently true. This
distinction is usually named to be ‘Hume’s Fork’. Propositions, which are not obtained
through the mere operation of thought on relationship between ideas and through sense
impressions, cannot be placed on either side of this category. They must therefore be
rejected as meaningless. Propositions of this kind are those of metaphysics and
theology. The idea that every meaningless idea must be thrown into flames is well
expressed by Hume at the end of the Enquiry as follows: ‘If we take in our hand any
volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any
abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does it contain any

2], Cottingham, Rationalism (Granada Publishing, 1984), 59.
Leibniz, The Monadology, trans. R. Latte, note 35.

J. Locke, An Essay concerning Human Understanding, ed. P. H. Nidditch (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1975), 525.

J. Locke, An Essay concerning Human Understanding, ed. P. H. Nidditch, 643.
D. Hume, An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter Millican (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), Section 1V, Part I, 18.

D. Hume, An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter Millican, Section IV, Part
I, 18.
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experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it then to
the flames: For it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion’.®

In his Critique of Pure Reason of 1781, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)
tried to find a clear resolution of the clash between rationalist orthodoxy and the
empiricist scepticism of Hume regarding causal necessity and a priori
knowledge by reconsidering the relationship between mathematical necessity
and contingent perceptions. In the preface to the first edition of the Critique, Kant
remarks that metaphysics is an area of enquiry that has been much denigrated by some
of his modern predecessors: ‘Time was when metaphysics was entitled the Queen of all
the sciences; and if the will be taken for the deed, the preeminent importance of her
accepted tasks gives her every right to this title of honour. Now, however, the changed
fashion of the time brings her only scorn; a matron outcast and forsaken, she mourns
like Hecuba’ (CPR AVIii). In his highly original account of knowledge, this
philosopher intends to avoid falling into scepticism (exemplified by Hume) as well as
dogmatism which represents the belief in unquestioned metaphysical principles. His
project surely involves the idea that metaphysics is possible, and it has to be composed
of synthetic a priori judgements. As an area of enquiry, metaphysics shows us how to
formulate or originate true judgements on experience. Metaphysics is possible because
the metaphysical condition of our minds gives rise to the existence of our knowledge of
experience. In the formation of our knowledge, Kant does not deny the role of
experience. But its role is limited: “There can be no doubt that all our knowledge begins
with experience. But though all our knowledge begins with experience, it does not
follow that it all arises out of experience’ (CPR B1). Our knowledge indeed begins with
the experience, but this does not mean that experience is the only source of all
knowledge. Categories (or forms) of understanding (i.e. a priori notions) are
presupposed by experience. Besides, space and time, called forms of intuition, are pre-
condition of our having any experience. The truths of mathematics are assigned by him
a special status intermediate between the empirical and the purely logical. Within his
epistemological framework, Kant attempts to give an adequate answer to the problem of
the application of mathematics to the natural sciences by insisting that mathematical
judgements are not analytic as held by tradition. Rather he believed that the truths of
mathematics are not only known a priori but also synthetic. In order to get a clear
understanding of the theory, let us begin the examination with the four fundamental
concepts, namely a priori, a posteriori, analytic, and synthetic.

2 The a priori and a posteriori Distinction

In the history of western thought, many philosophers either empiricist or
rationalist generally held the view that there are two kinds of knowledge which come
from different sources. Accordingly, it was generally believed that there are two kinds
of propositions, namely a priori propositions and a posteriori propositions. This
distinction actually goes back to Aristotle. Kant also believes in this traditional

& D. Hume, An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter Millican, Section XII,

Part 111, 120.
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differentiation of human knowledge. He gives the definition of a priori knowledge in
the expected manner to be the knowledge that is ‘independent of experience’ as follows:
‘Such knowledge is entitled a priori, and distinguished from the empirical, which has
its sources a posteriori, that is, in experience’ (CPR B2/A2). Earlier philosophers like
Leibniz usually argued that all a priori truths, in particular all mathematical truths, are
analytic. In a word, the universality and necessity of a priori truths emerges merely
from the fact that they are tautologies. And the truth of those propositions can only be
determined or justified by reason alone via the analysis of the concepts involved. So, by
the term a priori (Lat. from before), it is meant that ‘something can be known a priori to
be true (or false), if it can be known before, or independently of, sense-experience of the
fact in question’.® Alternatively, by the term a posteriori (Lat. from after), it is meant
that ‘something can be known a posteriori if it can be known on the basis of, after,
sense-experience of the fact’.’® Propositions like all physical objects are under the
influence of gravity’ or ‘all bachelors are American’ or ‘the dog is sitting on the sofa’
are known to be true (or false) a posterior, provided that one appeals to observation or
sense experience of the fact in question. On the other hand, a metaphysical proposition
like ‘God exists’, a mathematical proposition like ‘7+5=12, or a proposition like ‘all
bachelors are unmarried” is known to be true (or false) a priori on the basis of the
definitional equivalence or identicalness of the concepts involved. One does not need to
appeal to observation or experiment of the matter of fact to determine their truth. In this
case, whatever is known as a priori knowledge is a conceptual, analytical or logical
truth. Sometimes the terms ‘a priori truths’ and ‘truths of reason’ are used alternatively
like the phrases ‘a priori reasoning” and ‘pure reason’.

However, differing from the traditional view Kant argues that not all a priori
truths are simply analytic or conceptual. In this connection he states: ‘Knowledge a
priori is either pure or impure. Pure knowledge a priori is that with which no empirical
element is mixed up. For example, ‘the proposition, ‘every alteration has its cause’,
while an a priori proposition, is not a pure proposition, because alteration is a concept
which can be derived only from experience’ (CPR B3).

As a matter of fact, the notions of ‘necessity’, ‘analyticity’ and ‘a priority’ were
not clearly distinguished before the publication of Kant’s first Critique. In his
discussion of synthetic a priori truths, Kant makes a clear distinction between the notion
of analytic and that of a priori. This philosopher is convinced that human beings have
an important class of truths which can be known a priori but not by means of analysis.
In other words, there are some synthetic truths which can also be known a priori. Every
truth known a priori is a universal truth in the grounds that it has both necessity and
universality. An a posteriori judgement or knowledge deals with contingent truths, but a
priori judgements are concerned with truths both necessary and universal. In this regard,
Kant states that ‘Necessity and strict universality are thus sure criteria of a priori
knowledge, and are inseparable from one another’ (CPR B4).!* This suggests that there
are two certain criteria by means of which one is able to separate an a priori knowledge
from the empirical one:

® R. M. Martin, The Philosopher’s Dictionary (Broadview Press, 2003), 29.
10 R. M. Martin, The Philosopher’s Dictionary, 29.
11 Ppeter Sedgwick, Descartes to Derrida, (Blackwell, 2001), 27.
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First, then, if we have a proposition which in being thought is thought as
necessary, it as an a priori judgement; and if, besides, it is not derived from any
proposition except one which also has the validity of a necessary judgement, it is

an absolutely a priori judgement. Secondly, experience never confers on its

judgements true or strict, but only assumed and comparative universality, through

induction. We can properly only say, therefore, that, so far as we have hitherto
observed, there is no exception to this or that rule. If, then, a judgement is thought

with strict universality, that is, in such a manner that no exception is allowed as

possible, it is not derived from experience, but is valid absolutely a priori (CPR

B4).

It is clear that the popular understanding of the distinction between a priori
knowledge and a posteriori knowledge as a distinction between empirical and non-
empirical emerges from Kant’s ideas in his first Critique. A priori knowledge signifies a
kind of knowledge or justification that does not require the existence of evidence from
sensory experience. In contrast with a priori knowledge, a posteriori knowledge refers
to a kind of knowledge or justification that requires the existence of evidence from
sensory experience. The truth of an a posteriori judgement can be known or justified by
appealing to the existence of evidence form sensory experience. Similarly, a posteriori
concepts can only be known or understood by reference to sensory experience. Thus,
knowledge which is empirical or based on experience is considered to be a posteriori
knowledge as distinct from the a priori or non-empirical. An a posteriori judgement can
be based on either ordinary observation, and thereby deal with common contingent
truths like ‘the dog is running in the park’, or it can be based on scientific observation,
and thereby concerns itself with contingent truths like under normal conditions of
temperature and pressure, ‘water boils at 100 Celsius’. So, the truths of ordinary
perceptual experience and the natural sciences provide examples of a posteriori truths,
whereas the truths of logic and mathematics provide examples of a priori truths.

Despite the fact that the account of knowledge based on direct mental
apprehension and sensory experience is found in the writings of Descartes, Leibniz and
Hume, the modern apprehension of the separation of a priori from a posteriori to be the
separation of empirical from the non-empirical basically has its source in Kant’s work
in his first Critique. A posteriori knowledge is empirical, based on the content of
experience, but a priori knowledge is transcendental, or concerned with the forms of all
possible experience. According to Kant, the concept of a priori knowledge is neither
identical with that of what is logically, metaphysically or necessarily true, nor with that
of what is analytically true. The epistemological distinction between a priori and a
posteriori is considered to be different from the logical and semantical distinction. The
logical or metaphysical distinction qualifies truths as necessary and contingent, while
the semantical distinction characterizes truths as analytic and synthetic. For Kant, the
epistemological qualification of what is a priori consists only in a priori ‘modes of
knowledge’ that human minds possess. The empiricists had claimed that a priori
knowledge is dependent on the content of experience, whereas, on the other hand, the
rationalists believed that a priori knowledge is immune from the mixture of any
empirical content whatsoever. Differing from his predecessors, Kant originally claimed
that a priori notions deriving from certain categories are necessary preconditions of our
ability to experience the world. These a priori concepts are essential for the objective
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validity of our subjective knowledge. They are ‘transcendental’ that is, non-empirical,
or pure, and therefore do not have their source in experience. They are ‘necessary
conditions” which are present in us to be constituent parts of our mind. All ‘necessary
conditions’ or the concepts of the understanding are derived from categories. These
categories of the understanding such as the category of substance, the category of
causality, or the category of necessity are considered by Kant to be a priori notions. By
means of them, the human mind imposes certain kinds of necessity and objectivity upon
the acquired subjective sensory data or experience. In this connection, Kant states:

The objective validity of the categories as a priori concepts rests, therefore, on
the fact that, so far as the form of thought is concerned, through them alone does
experience become possible. They relate of necessity and a priori to objects of
experience, for the reason that only by means of them can any object whatsoever of
experience be thought (CPR B126).

3 Analytic and Synthetic Judgements

In addition to the a priori and a posteriori distinction, Kant makes another
distinction of his own between judgements, as analytic and synthetic.'? Let us now turn
our attention to this division so as to get a better understanding concerning human
knowledge, in particular synthetic a priori knowledge. Analytic judgements are
judgements which only take us into the realm of tautologies and therefore they are non-
informative about the world. Analytic judgements such as ‘all bachelors are unmarried’
or ‘all triangles are three sided’ are judgements in which the concept of the predicate is
already contained within the concept of the subject. So, the concept of being
‘unmarried’ is contained within the concept of being a ‘bachelor’. The definition of a
‘bachelor’ (an unmarried person) already contains the predicate ‘unmarried’. Similarly,
the concept of being ‘three-sided’ is contained within the concept of being a ‘triangle’.
The definition of a triangle (a three-sided figure) already contains the predicate ‘three-
sided’. That being the case, these kinds of judgements are true analytically. On the other
hand, synthetic judgements are judgements where, as Kant puts it, the concept of the
predicate is not contained in the concept of the subject, but rather is added to it in a
manner that expands human knowledge. A synthetic judgement provides us substantive
information about the real world, and therefore takes us beyond the realm of tautologies.
Synthetic judgements such as ‘bodies are heavy’ or ‘all bachelors are American’ are
judgements in which the property of ‘heavy’ or ‘American’ are not contained in the
concept of being a ‘body’ or a ‘bachelor’. In regard to analytic and synthetic judgements
Kant writes:

If I say, for instance, ‘All bodies are extended,’ this is an analytical judgement.
For 1 do not require to go beyond the concept which | connect with body in order
to find extension as bound up with it. To meet with this predicate, | have merely
to analyse the concept, that is, to become conscious to myself of the manifold
which I always think in that concept. The judgement is therefore analytic. But
when I say, ‘All bodies are heavy’ the predicate is something quite different from

12 peter Sedgwick, Descartes to Derrida, 27-28.
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anything that | think in the mere concept of body in general; and the addition of
such a predicate therefore yields a synthetic judgement’ (CPR B11).

Before Kant, the empiricist theory of knowledge clearly consisted in this pair of
distinctions. It was held by the empiricist that all a priori and necessary truths are
analytic, in Hume’s terms ‘relations between ideas’. Analytic judgements were a priori
in the sense that they are independent of any particular experience. A pure analysis of
the concept involved enables one to form such claims. In this sense, analytic
judgements, that is to say, a priori truths are always universal and necessary by reason
of their being tautologies. Thus, they are true under all circumstances. In Leibniz’s
word, a necessary truth is true in all possible worlds. Alternatively, it was also held by
the empiricist that all synthetic truths are attained a posteriori (via observation or
experiment). Such synthetic truths or propositions give us real information about the
world, and for this reason they are always informative. Unlike analytic truths, they do
not have the attribute of necessity. They are at all times utterly contingent in so far as
they are made true by empirical facts given certain circumstances. A contingent truth is
one that is true, but could be false at any given moment.

Notwithstanding, Kant makes a momentous breakaway from the empiricist
position when he claims that not all a priori judgements are analytic: there are a priori
truths which are synthetic rather than analytic. He calls them to be synthetic a priori
judgements. Indeed, he believes that there are genuine synthetic a priori judgements or
propositions which provide real information about the world in which we live. Despite
this qualification, their truth is still a priori, universal and necessary. Mathematical
propositions (i.e. the truths of geometry and arithmetic) are synthetic a priori. In fact,
the philosopher’s main problem in the first Critique was to answer to the question ‘How
are synthetic a priori judgments possible’. Now it is high time to turn our attention to
the nature and possibility of synthetic a priori judgments, especially in mathematics.

4 The nature of synthetic a priori judgments

First of all, let us consider the nature of a synthetic a priori judgment.® After
combining the a priori-a posteriori distinction with the analytic-synthetic distinction,
Kant points out four possible kinds of judgment:' analytic a priori: all analytic
judgments are a priori owing to the fact that they are necessarily true. And the necessity
always requires apriority.? Analytic a posteriori: Kant rules out for obvious reasons the
possibility of this kind of judgement.

On the other hand, synthetic judgments can be either a priori or a posteriori:*
synthetic a priori: these sorts of judgments are neither empirical nor contingent
judgments. Particularly, knowledge in mathematics, science and metaphysics is
dependent upon synthetic a priori judgements. Judgements or propositions of this kind
are informative. In other words, they provide us real information about the world, but
their truths are nonetheless a priori, universal and necessary* synthetic a posteriori:

¥ For a discussion of Kant’s account of the synthetic a priori, see Greg Restall, ‘A Priori

Truths’, in Central Issues of Philosophy, ed. John Shand (Wiley-Blackwell, 2009), 40-42.



Immanuel Kant’s Philosophy of Mathematics in Terms

f, KOLYOl 2012/18 53

judgments of this kind are empirical and thus contingent judgments. Their degree of
generality may vary widely.

According to Kant, there are synthetic a priori judgements, that is, judgements
that are independent of experience but whose truth cannot be determined just by
analyzing the terms. Particularly, knowledge in mathematics, science and metaphysics
has to be composed of synthetic a priori judgements. So, in his first Critique he needs to
show that there are synthetic a priori judgements and to explain how we can know
whether they are true. For his purpose here, Kant argues that mathematical propositions
are of this kind. In his view, synthetic a priori judgments or propositions have three
important characteristics, namely a priority, syntheticity, and intuition-based. First of
all, a synthetic a priori judgment is a priori on the grounds that its meaning and truth is
not established by sensory impressions. And whatever is a priori, it is also necessarily
true. Secondly, a synthetic a priori judgment is not analytic but rather synthetic owing
to the fact that concepts involved alone do not determine its truth. And therefore its
denial is not logically inconsistent. Thirdly, the meaning and truth of synthetic a priori
judgments is based on pure or a priori intuitions. ‘Space’ and ‘time’ are considered to
be ‘pure forms of sensibility’, or ‘pure intuitions’, that is to say, they are the conditions
under which we intuit or sense particular objects.** Space and time are not independent
of the human mind, therefore they are ‘nothing’ without the existence of the mind. Kant
writes: ‘Time is therefore a purely subjective condition of our (human) intuition (which
is always sensible, that is, so far as we are affected by objects), and in itself, apart from
the subject [mind], is nothing’ (CPR A35). Only sensate beings have space and time.
Objects which are given in the forms of sensibility (i.e. space and time) always have an
absolute connection with the human mind. So, space and time are forms of human
sensibility. As discursive finite cognizant, human beings can directly access the world
of individual empirical objects and facts under the conditions of space and time. The
meaning and truth of synthetic a posteriori judgments depends only
on empirical intuitions. But, on the other hand, the meaning and truth of ‘synthetic a
priori’ judgments is dependent on pure intuitions, that is to say, a priori representations
of space and time, instead of simply depending on empirical intuitions. Kant says: ‘For
since only by means of such pure forms of sensibility can an object appear to us, and so
be an object of empirical intuition, space and time are pure intuitions which contain a
priori the condition of the possibility of objects as appearances, and the synthesis which
takes place in them has objective validity’ (CPR A89/B122). A priori representations of
space and time constitute indispensable foundations not only for the possibility of
human experience but also for the objective validity of subjective human knowledge. In
an evaluation of Kant’s doctrine of the synthetic a priori, one distinguished
commentator expresses his view as follows:

Just as the actual, experienced world of individual empirical objects and facts—
directly accessible only through empirical intuition—is the fundamental ground of
the truth of synthetic a posteriori propositions, so in turn the total class of
objectively humanly experienceable worlds—directly accessible only through
pure intuition and indirectly accessible through the objectively valid schematized

" Michael Dummett, ‘The Philosophy of Mathematics’, in Philosophy 2, Further Through the

Subject, ed. A. C. Grayling (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 127.
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pure concepts of the understanding under the original synthetic unity of
apperception—is the fundamental ground of synthetic a priori propositions.*®

Hanna goes on to argue that synthetic a priori judgments are true in all and only
the humanly experienceable possible worlds, and otherwise their truth value is
meaningless, whereas analytic judgments, as logical truths, are true in all logically
possible worlds (i.e. non-phenomenal worlds):

This entire class of experienceable worlds functions as the global truth-
maker for every synthetic a priori proposition. Analytic propositions are
true in every logically and conceptually possible world without
qualification. By contrast, a proposition is synthetic a priori if and only if
it is true in all and only the humanly experienceable worlds—or,
otherwise put, for all and only objects of experiential cognition. Thus
synthetic a priori necessity is a strong modality that is essentially
restricted by the sensory constitution of creatures minded like us. It is
necessity for humans and not for gods.*®

It is clear that the nature of semantic content of synthetic a priori judgments is
different from that of analytic judgements. The subject matter of an analytic judgement
is conceptual or abstract. They are also named ‘concept-based truths’. Judgements of
this kind do not provide us with information concerning the nature of physical objects,
but rather inform us about the relations between concepts or the nature of abstract
entities. Therefore, the truth of an analytic judgement consists in the meaning of the
concepts involved as well as in some process of logical analysis. However, synthetic a
priori judgments are intuition-based truths which are established on pure intuitions,
namely a priori representations of space and time. They supply information about the
nature of physical objects but their truth is nevertheless necessary, universal and a
priori.

In respect to their modality, both synthetic a priori judgments and analytic
judgements appear to be different from one another. Although analytic judgements are
true in all logically possible worlds, synthetic a priori judgments are only true in all and
only humanly experienceable worlds. The truth value of synthetic a priori judgments is
meaningless without the presence of humanly experienceable worlds. In another of his
writing, Hanna nicely and more clearly explains this point: ‘According to Kant synthetic
a priori propositions are necessary, but unlike analytic propositions they are not
absolutely necessary or true in every logically possible world. Rather they restrictedly
necessary. This is to say that they are true in all and only the humanly experienceable
worlds; in worlds that are not experienceable, they are objectively invalid or truth-
valueless’’ It appears that, roughly speaking, synthetic a priori judgments are
necessary truths which are intimately related with human beings as sensate creatures:

% Robert Hanna, Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

2001), 244.
R. Hanna, Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Philosophy, 245.

R. Hanna, ‘Mathematics for Humans: Kant’s Philosophy of Arithmetic Revisited’, European
Journal of Philosophy, 10 (2002), 331.
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‘Since synthetic a priori propositions are world directed, and also necessarily
constrained by the conditions of human sensibility, they are meaningful and true just in
so far as they apply to all and only the objects of possible and actual human sense
experience. And the strict guarantee of that application is yielded directly by the
Objects-Conform-to-Mind Thesis’.*®

5 The synthetic a priori nature of mathematical truths

In Kant’s day and long afterwards, mathematics was described as the science of
space and that of quantity. And on that account, it was separated into geometry and
arithmetic. Geometry is considered to be the mathematical study of shapes, figures, and
positions in space. Pretty much all mathematicians and philosophers have agreed that
geometry is not about the empirical world. The geometrical ideas such as line, circle,
triangle and square are not realised in the physical world at all. Indeed, according to
Plato, for example, mathematics, including geometry and arithmetic, is not about this
world under any circumstances. Mathematical ideas are envisaged by him to be a
separate and eternal realm of metaphysical objects, and thereby they are abstract, have
no spatiotemporal or causal properties, and eternal and unchanging in nature. For this
reason, mathematics is nothing more than a theory of definite abstract metaphysical
objects, which neither exist by depending on any kind of human thought or mind, nor on
anything perceptible or perceptible objects. In this understanding, mathematics is
wholly a priori on the grounds that our knowledge of mathematical objects is in ho way
dependent on perceptual experience of physical objects. Mathematical knowledge is
certain and indubitable, and it is gained by proof which is expected to be immune any
reasonable doubt. In mathematics, the proof must have its unproved starting points. In
particular, Plato put forth a special effort for the idea of ‘proof” and doubted whether
these starting points can be known with certainty. His insistence on accurate definitions
and clear hypotheses provided the groundwork of Euclid’s mathematical system.™
Through the ascent of reason, one can assess the eternal realm of metaphysical objects.
By turning ones back on sense perception and the visible world, one is able to discover
the true knowledge (or the mathematical knowledge) that is already hidden within him
before his birth into this world.

Along with Plato, Descartes also considers mathematics to be an a priori science.
But, as distinct from Plato, mathematics is seen by him as a theory of certain mental
objects or ideas which ‘have their own true and immutable natures’. Let us take
Descartes’ favourite example of the idea of a triangle to see how he
discusses the certainty and indubitablity of mathematical knowledge:

I find within me countless ideas of things which even though they may not exist
anywhere outside me still cannot be called nothing; for although in a sense they
can be thought of at will, they are not my invention but have their own true and
immutable natures. When, for example, | imagine a triangle, even if perhaps no
such figure exists, or has ever existed, anywhere outside my thought, there is still

¥ R. Hanna, Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Philosophy, 28.

1 David Bostock, Philosophy of Mathematics (Wiley-Blackwell,2009), 1-6, 37.
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a determinate nature, or essence, or form of the triangle which is immutable and
eternal, and not invented by me or dependent on my mind. This is clear from the
fact that various properties can be demonstrated of the triangle, for example that
its three angles equal two right angles, that its greatest side subtends its greatest
angle, and the like; and since these properties are ones which | now clearly
recognize whether | want to or not, even if | never thought of them at all when |
previouzs(,)Iy imagined the triangle, it follows that they cannot have been invented
by me.

In Descartes, there seems to be a close relationship between innate ideas and the
discovery of eternal truths. In a letter to Mersenne, Descartes claims that ‘the
mathematical truths which you call eternal have been laid down by God’ and, a bit
onwards, that ‘they are all inborn in our minds’.?* All mathematical truths or objects can
only exist in the human mind and their existence is not dependent on the perceptible
ideas or anything else that is physical. This being the case, our perceptual experience
and the existence of a physical world do not have any value for our knowledge of these
eternal objects or truths. The idea here is that our knowledge of mathematics is totally a
priori, that is, independent of any perceptual experience. Descartes too regards
mathematical knowledge to be absolutely certain and indubitable knowledge, which is
acquired by proof that consists in unproved starting points (clear and distinct ideas)
known with absolute certainty by the intuition of the mind. According to the Cartesian
intuitionism, true knowledge, including mathematics, is actually based on intuition of
‘simple natures’ or essences. The simplicity of the starting-points in mathematics
enables one to’ intuit’ the truths in question.?? Cartesian theory of clear and distinct
ideas is particularly designed to give an account of how our basic starting points can be
known with certainty, and hence certain and indubitable mathematical knowledge is
possible. In this regard, a well-known commentator on the Cartesian philosophy states:

Just as with ‘intuition’, then, the crucial point about a ‘clear and distinct
perception’ is the absolute simplicity of its content. A clear and distinct perception
is self-evident because it is straightforwardly accessible to my ‘mind’s eye’, and
does not contain any extraneous implications which take me beyond that of which
I am directly aware. Thus in the case of a simple mathematical proposition such as
‘two and two make four’, if I focus on the content of this proposition, I have right
there, in front of my mind, all | need to be sure that the proposition is true.*

Plato and Descartes are just two examples from among many philosophers who
believed that mathematics, that is to say, geometry and arithmetic are indeed not about
the empirical world. Mathematical ideas or objects do not exist in the physical world.
But, do not we get these mathematical ideas or objects, such as lines, circles, triangles,

? R, Descartes, Fifth Meditation (AT VI164: CSM Il 44-5).
2l R, Descartes, Letter to Mersenne, 15 April 1630 (AT | 145-6: CSM 111 23).

22 Descartes writes: ‘By ‘intuition’ I do not mean the fluctuating testimony of the senses or the

deceptive judgement of the imagination as it botches things together, but the conception of a
clear and attentive mind which is so easy and distinct that there can be no room for doubt
about what we are understanding. Alternatively, and this comes to the same thing, intuition is
the indubitable conception of a clear and attentive mind which proceeds solely from the light
of reason’ (AT X. 368; CSM I. 14).

2], Cottingham, The Rationalists (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 35.
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and numbers from sense experience? Perhaps, the answer of a psychologist to this
question might be positive. He might argue that being out in the world of experience is
required for us to get these ideas. One is unable to get the idea of a circle without
looking at, for example, the moon or the sun, or the idea of straight line without looking
at, for instance, a tree growing straight up. But, although such an idea might give an
account of how human beings developed these ideas, the ideas themselves, according to
Kant, are independent of any particular experience. In Kantian vision, the matter is not
whether one is born with a concept of triangle or whether one develops this concept in
the course of his lifetime. He points to the fact that as sensuous beings we have two
sources of knowledge, namely time and space, ‘from which bodies of a priori synthetic
knowledge can be derived (Pure mathematics is brilliant example of such knowledge,
especially as regards space and its relations)’ (CPR B55/A39).

For Kant, mathematical ideas themselves are not dependent of any particular
experience, and the truths about these ideas cannot be determined by sense experience.
Moreover, first of all, mathematics is general, that is, it is the ‘form’ into which all
experience must fit. At this point, let us consider geometry as one of fundamental
branches of mathematics. It is also general, and the judgements of geometry are a
priori. The nature or form of the triangle is immutable and independent of any particular
experience. If we prove or demonstrate various properties of the triangle, for example
that its three angles equal two right angles, that its greatest side subtends its greatest
angle, and the like, they are true for all triangles, whether one drawn in the diagram on a
blackboard or on a computer screen.

Kant insists on the idea that judgements of geometry are a priori. But at this
point one question arises: ‘Are the judgements of geometry analytic or synthetic?” An
analytic judgement is claimed to be the one whose truth can be determined just by
analysing the terms involved. In other words, an analytic statement or judgement is
considered to be a priori on the ground that the truth of that statement depends only on
the definition of the concepts contained, so any reference to the evidence of experience
or observation is omitted for the justification of its truth as totally unnecessary. In
contrast, a synthetic judgement is one whose truth can solely be determined by means of
something outside its terms. It is rather made or known on the ground of experience or
observation via the senses. At first sight, judgements of geometry appear to be analytic.
This is because studying geometry seems to begin with definitions. In the course of a
proof, by using definitions, the terms are analysed. Let us here remember the philosophy
of logical positivism. It is ultimately dependent upon a sharp distinction between
analytic and synthetic as well as upon the thesis that all a priori propositions must be
analytic. The mathematical terms such as number, addition and so on can be defined in
purely logical terms. This being the case, one can deduce mathematical theorems from
completely logical axioms. For this philosophy, mathematics actually was nothing more
than the extension of logic. The truths of arithmetic and geometry are simply
comprehensive tautologies. One of the major theoretician of logical positivism, namely
Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) strongly contended that mathematical reasoning, that is to
say, arithmetical or geometrical reasoning, is purely logical in so far as it proceeds
analytically in accordance with concepts. However, Kant makes a crucial departure
from such views when he claims that there are genuine synthetic a priori judgements or
propositions which are informative about the world despite the fact that their truths are
still a priori, universal and necessary. Indeed, mathematical knowledge is of this kind.
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Thus, for Kant, mathematical reasoning, that is, arithmetical and geometrical reasoning
cannot proceeds analytically or purely logically, but rather necessitates the activity of
construction in pure intuition.

While lecturing on mathematics, Kant was well-trained in Euclidean geometry
and reasoning, and drew a deep inspiration from it. Due to his method of reasoning,
Euclid has been considered as the founder of the axiomatic deductive method. In order
to reach to desired conclusion, in the proof every step must be justified by appealing to
common notions, postulates or previously proved propositions. In connection with
Euclidean reasoning style, Lisa Shabel writes: ‘(T)he diagrams enable the reasoning of
the demonstration by warranting deductive inference. Crucial steps in common
Euclidean derivations are taken by virtue of observations made on the bases of a
diagram’.?* It appears that mathematics develops proofs and discoveries by taking into
consideration previously proved propositions, postulates or common notions. Although
the diagrams are not essential for proving geometrical theorems, the diagrammatic or
schematic reasoning is indispensable in the mathematical reasoning-process, and also in
justification. According to Shabel, Euclidean reasoning through diagrams ‘provides an

interpretive model for the function of a transcendental schema’.?®

Let us here, for instance, consider Euclid’s very first proposition (I, 1): ‘On a
given finite straight line to construct an equilateral triangle’®® Here Euclid shows us how
to construct an equilateral triangle on the specified straight line AB. The proof runs in
the following manner: draw a circle (BCD) with centre A and radius AB, and then again
draw another circle (ACE) with centre B and radius BA. The point of intersection of
these circles will be, say, the point of C. Now, draw line AC and line BC. By
construction (by using the definition of a circle (Def.15) and common notion (1), it
follows that ABC is the equilateral triangle because AC=AB=BC.?

C

Figure 1.
Euclid and the equilateral triangle.

24 L. Shabel, Mathematics in Kant’s Critical Philosophy (Routledge, 2003a), 38.
%5 L. Shabel, Mathematics in Kant’s Critical Philosophy, 109.

% Euclid, The Thirteen Books of Euclid’s Elements Translated from the Text of Heiberg, with
introduction and commentary by T. L. Heath, 241.

See also, M. Friedman, ‘Kant’ Theory of Geometry’, The Philosophical Review, Vol. 94,
No.4 (Oct. 1985), 461-462.
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But one wonders how we can know that the existence of a point C where the two
circles intersect actually follow from the postulates. The modern objector argues that
Euclid has neither proved that there is a point C, nor shown that the two circles
intersect. Thus, Euclid is not right in claiming the existence of C while not taking into
consideration ‘the continuity axiom’ in his list of Postulates and Common notions.
Accordingly, Euclid’s proof has been found defective and from his axioms one cannot
infer there is a point C. This is because, Euclid’s Elements has not got axioms of
motion, congruence (except for one), order and continuity. Despite this, he uses both
motion and continuity in the proofs. Whatever the logical deficiencies in the structure of
Euclid’s Elements may be, for the purpose of our study let’s leave this matter aside.

Despite the fact that Euclid’s method in Elements is deductive and there is some
analytic reasoning in geometry as appeared in the above example, for Kant, the
judgements of geometry, that is, the proved propositions are synthetic. How one can
know the existence of a point C where the two circles intersect? In this connection,
David Bostock explicitly states: ‘All that one can say is that this iS entirely obvious
when one constructs a diagram as Euclid says, i.e. we cannot imagine this diagram
without imagining a point of intersection. But this is a matter of what we can imagine,
not a matter of what follows logically from Euclid’s axioms.’?®® Accordingly, it is clear
that we make such constructions in space, that is to say, our spatial intuitions enable us
to make geometrical constructions like an equilateral triangle. The geometrical
reasoning requires the concept of space. It would be better to say that the activity of a
priori spatial reasoning necessitates our spatial intuition. Instructions and diagrams held
in geometry make it possible for us to engage in an activity of spatial reasoning through
spatial intuition. For Kant, geometry is the subject field which concerns itself with
‘concrete, but non-empirical concepts by reference to visualizable intuitions’,” as
distinct from other abstract fields such as philosophy. The nature of mathematical or
geometrical proof is distinct from other kinds of deductive argumentation, e. g. a
philosophical argument. Although philosophy and mathematics, in particular geometry,
each seems to be an a priori inquiry, so far as their methods and the absolute character
of their results are concerned, they are quite different. In this regard, Kant states:

Suppose a philosopher be given the concept of a triangle and he be left to find out,
in his own way, what relation the sum of its angles bears to a right angle. He has
nothing but the concept of a figure enclosed by three straight lines, and possessing
three angles. However long he meditates on this concept, he will never produce
anything new. He can analyse and clarify the concept of a straight line or of an
angle or of the number of three, but he can never arrive at any properties not
already contained in these concepts. Now let the geometrician take up these
questions. He at once begins by construction a triangle. Since he knows that the
sum of two right angles is exactly equal to the sum of all the adjacent angles
which can be constructed from a single point on a straight line, he prolongs one
side of his triangle and obtains two adjacent angles, which together are equal to
two right angles. He then divides the external angle by drawing a line parallel to

% D. Bostock, Philosophy of Mathematics, 58.

2 Timothy Gowers (ed.), The Princeton Companion to Mathematics (Princeton University
Press, 2008),136.
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the opposite side of the triangle, and observes that he has thus obtained an external
adjacent angle which is equal to an internal angle — and so on. In this fashion,
through a chain of inferences guided throughout by intuition, he arrives at a fully
evident and universally valid solution of the problem (CPR A716/B744-
A717/B745).

In geometry or geometrical proof, the use of diagrams and the function that they
have make it different from other kinds of a priori inquiry like philosophy which also
makes use of deductive argumentation. The diagrams offered in geometry refer not only
to a method for abstract reasoning, but also to an intuition, that is, giving concrete form
to an abstract mathematical concept or idea by locating or apprehending it in space and
time.* Kant states ‘I entitle a magnitude extensive when the representation of the parts
makes possible, and therefore necessarily precedes, the representation of the whole. |
cannot represent to myself a line, however small, without drawing it in thought, that is,
generating from a point all its parts one after another (CPR B203/A163). Throughout
the Elements Euclid used diagrams and therefore he was a main example of the use of
diagrammatic reasoning in geometry. Kant actually tries to provide an epistemological
account and base for Euclid’s diagrammatic reasoning by offering the idea of schematic
construction in pure intuition in regard to mathematical proofs in particular or
mathematical thinking in general. For Kant, diagrams are actually visualizable intuitions
in the mind of the perceiver. ‘The schema is in itself always a product of imagination’
(CPR A140). The philosopher continues to argue that ‘Indeed it is schemata, not images
of objects, which underlie our pure sensible concepts. No image could ever be adequate
to the concept of a triangle in general. It would never attain that universality of the
concept which renders it valid of all triangles, whether right-angled, obtuse-angled, or
acute-angled; it would always be limited to a part only of this sphere. The schema of the
triangle can exist nowhere but in thought. It is a rule of synthesis of the imagination, in
respect to pure figures in space’ (CPR B180/A141). Geometrical reasoning necessitates
the construction of geometrical figures in our faculty of imagination. That is why
geometry is neither a pure empirical science, nor a tautological discipline like deductive
logic that is immune from any empirical content. Although a geometrical proof is held
tightly by logic or deductive reasoning, it is not simply a logical analysis of the terms
used, as indeed envisaged by the logical positivists. Geometry or a geometrical proof
involves synthetic a priori judgements based on pure or a priori intuition (i.e. space as
well as time), rather than on the interrelations of pure logical concepts. Besides, it has
also synthetic a priori reasoning. But, like analytic truths, discoveries of synthetic a
priori reasoning are equally certain and necessary.

Having made a clear contrast between the reasoning used in mathematics and
that of other fields like metaphysics or philosophy in the section named ‘The Discipline
of Pure Reason in the Sphere of Dogmatism’*!, Kant makes it clear that mathematical

® Leo Corry, ‘The Development of the Idea of Proof’, in The Princeton Companion to

Mathematics, ed. Timothy Gowers (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2008),
137.

In this regard, the philosopher states that ‘Philosophical knowledge is the knowledge gained
by reason from concepts; mathematical knowledge is the knowledge gained by reason from
the construction of concepts. To construct a concept means to exhibit a priori the intuition
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reasoning has a greater power when compared with the others by reason of its
employment of ‘intuition’. Here a special emphasis is particularly placed on geometry.
In the part called the ‘Transcendental Aesthetic’, the concept of ‘space’ is identified
with ‘an a priori intuition” (CPR A24). An a priori intuition is not an empirical thing,
but rather it is something that is found ‘at the root of all our conceptions of space’. With
regard to the matter, Kant states: ‘[G]eometrical propositions, that, for instance, in a
triangle two sides together are greater than the third, can never be derived from the
general concepts of line and triangle, but only from intuition, and this indeed a priori,
with a apodeictic certainty’ (CPR A25). Spatial concepts like that of a triangle can only
be constructed in intuition. What Kant suggests is that once one constructs a particular
example of that concept in his imagination or draws it on paper or on computer screen
(however imperfect), then he is able to concentrate on its properties. In other words,
first of all, one has to imagine or construct a ‘particular triangle’ in imagination so as to
demonstrate a general principle or a truth concerning all triangles. Having discovered
those of its properties which are essential to the nature of a triangle, the finding or the
reasoning will be generalised and used to be apply to all triangles in geometry. It is this
method which actually enables a mathematician to consider general concepts in a state
of being concrete. The mathematician can draw an actual and particular figure, e.g.
triangle and make it more complete with additional constructions. To do this, into the
argument he introduces, for example, new appropriate extra lines, circles. In this way, in
order to be proved the proposition is made more obvious, and a general geometrical
proposition is displayed. But, on the other hand, when a philosopher is asked to
discover, by the philosophical method, ‘what relation the sum of its angles bears to a
right angle’, he only makes an analysis of ‘the conception of a right line, of an angle, or
of the number three’ and so on but, ‘but he will not discover any properties not
contained in these conceptions’ (CPR A716/B744). This actually shows that in fact
philosophical reasoning can proceed analytically according to concepts, that is to say, it
is in fact purely a logical procedure, but geometrical reasoning goes beyond this. It
rather necessitates a further activity, that is, the activity of ‘construction in pure
intuition’.

Al this point, it would be beneficial to consider the proposition that ‘the three
interior angles of any triangle always equal two right angles’. This has been also
expressed in modern terms as ‘the sum of the angles of a triangle equal 180 degrees’.
How do we get to know that this proposition is true - how did Euclid prove that the sum
of the angles of a triangle equal two right angles? The answer certainly requires a clear
understanding of Euclid’s proof. If this were an analytic judgment, according to Kant,
one could have proved it simply by analyzing the terms involved in the statement, that is
to say, the sum of the angles of a triangle is two right angles. If one is a philosopher or
metaphysician, he may analyze the terms involved in the judgement such as ‘the
concept of a triangle’, the concept ‘sum’, the concept ‘three’ or ‘sum of the angles of a
triangle’ and so on. The meditation on the definition of a triangle is only going to
elucidate on analytic truth. By analysing the concept of a triangle, one may get three
angels or three sides because it is a triangle. The analysis of the concept of ‘sum’ would

which corresponds to the concept. For the construction of a concept we therefore need a non-
empirical intuition’ (CPR A713/B741).
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give the result of something being added. Via the analysis of the concept of ‘three’ one
might get the sum of one and one and one. Even if one analyses the phrase ‘sum of the
angles of a triangle’, this analysis will not provide him with the value of that sum. The
question still will remain whether this sum is two right angles, or three right angles, or
something else. But the mathematician does not only pay attention on the definition of a
triangle, but also starts the construction of figures (for instance, a sample triangle) in his
imagination. This act is not simply meditation on the concept of triangularity, it goes
beyond that. Through the intuition of a triangular region of space, the propositions about
triangles can be derived and proved with certainty.*> Kant follows the example of a
Euclidean proof (Elements: Book I, Prop. 32), where Euclid proved that ‘the sum of the
interior angles of a triangle is equal to the sum of two right angles’.

Proposition 32:

In any triangle, if one of the sides be produced, the exterior angle is equal to the
two interior and opposite angles, and the three interior angles of the triangle are equal to
two right angles.

Let ABC be a triangle, and let one side of it BC be produced to D;

| say that the exterior angle ACD is equal to the two interior and opposite angles
CAB, ABC, and the three interior angles of the triangle ABC, BCA, and CAB are equal
to two right angles.

For let CE be drawn through the point C parallel to the straight line AB. [1.31]

Then, since AB is parallel to CE, and AC has fallen upon them, the alternate
angles BAC, ACE are equal to one another. [I. 29]

Again, since AB is parallel to CE, and the straight line BD has fallen upon them,
the exterior angle ECD is equal to the interior and opposite angle ABC. [I. 29]

But the angle ACE was also proved equal to the angle BAC; therefore the whole
angle ACD is equal to the two interior and opposite angles BAC and ABC.

Let the angle ACB be added to each; therefore the angles ACD and ACB are
equal to the three angles ABC, BCA, CAB.

But the angles ACD, ACB are equal to two right angles; [I. 13] therefore the
angles ABC, BCA, CAB are also equal to two right angles.

Therefore etc. Q.E.D.*

%2 D. Bostock, Philosophy of Mathematics, 56-57.

% Euclid, The Thirteen Books of Euclid’s Elements Translated from the Text of Heiberg, with
introduction and commentary by T. L. Heath, 316-17.
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Figure 2:
Euclid and the interior angles of a triangle.

In the proof, the first step is to construct a sample triangle. The next important
step is to extend the original figure, that is, the base of the sample triangle by
constructing some further lines. So as to create an exterior angle, in particular its one
side is extended. In the next step, this exterior angle is divided by constructing a line
through the vertex of that angle parallel to the opposite side of the triangle. After
making those constructions, Euclid argued about the equality of various angles, that is,
the opposite interior angles are each equal to one part of the exterior angle, and

therefore  with  certainty concludes that @ =a' and £ =F", so
a+f+y=a +f +y=180°

Kant makes his crucial comment about this reasoning by insisting on the fact that
construction in pure intuition is crucially significant to this proof. Referring to Euclid’s
reasoning involved here, he states that ‘In this fashion, through a chain of inferences
guided throughout by intuition, he arrives at a fully evident and universally valid
solution of the problem’ (emphasis added) (CPR A717/B745). The main feature of this
proof is those constructions that mathematician have made ‘on the ground of intuition’.
Without those constructions, the proof simply cannot proceed. Therefore, the proof
requires the extension of one side of the triangle so as to originate an exterior angle.
Then, it also requires the division of this exterior angle by means of a line in order to
construct a parallel line to the opposite side of the triangle, and so on. Over and above
those of (an idealized version of) the figure originally given, the constructions of extra
lines AB, BD, CE and so on are necessary components in order for the proof to proceed
successfully. Indeed, all geometrical proofs necessitate some sort of construction in
intuition. This first of all shows the fact that geometrical proofs are themselves ‘spatial’
objects. In addition to this fact, what is significant to Kant is that ‘the mathematics of
extension or geometry, along with its axioms is dependent on the successive synthesis
of the productive imagination in the construction of the figures’. The geometrician
actively draws or constructs these lines aforementioned in thought in a continuous
manner. For this reason, geometrical proofs are also ‘spatio-temporal’ objects (i.e. the
motions of points existing in both space and time). In this regard, Friedman writes ‘That
construction in pure intuition involves not only spatial objects, but also spatio-temporal
objects (the motions of points) explains why intuition is able to supply a priori



Immanuel Kant’s Philosophy of Mathematics in Terms

64 f, KOLYOl 2012/18

knowledge of (the pure part of) physics’.>* As a matter of fact, one cannot conceive
spatial concepts like lines, circles and triangles unless constructing them in thought, that
is to say, actually and continuously drawing them in the inner sense. On the other hand,
unless representing temporal concepts in time, one is unable to conceive them. In other
words, it is the spatial concepts which render possible pure temporal concepts. Not only
do inner sense and outer sense require one another, but the representations of time and
space do also.® In connection with the matter, Kant himself states:

We cannot think a line without drawing it in thought, or a circle without
describing it. We cannot represent the three dimensions of space save by setting
three lines at right angles to one another from the same point. Even time itself we
cannot represent, save in so far as we attend, in drawing of a straight line (which
has to serve as the outer figurative representation of time), merely to the act of the
synthesis of the manifold whereby we successively determine inner sense, and in
so doing attend to the succession of this determination in inner sense (CPR B154).

So, despite the gap, there seems to be some kind of symmetrical relation between
the sensations of the outer and inner forms of intuition (time and space). Mathematics is
synthetic on the ground that geometrical objects are constructible. At this point, Kant
asks a momentous question about the source of those constructions. ‘Where did one
make those constructions?” In a way similar to that of many philosophers and
mathematicians, Kant believes that geometry is not something about the physical world.
The physical lines, triangles or circles that one draws on paper, blackboard, or computer
screen are nothing but rather imperfect pictures of the actual construction. The
philosopher replies to the question here by saying that one makes those constructions in
‘space’. In regard to the concept of space Kant departs from both Newtonian (or
absolute) and Leibnizian (or relational) views. In his own view, space is to be identified
with our outer a priori intuition; similarly time is to be equated with our inner a priori
intuition. Beyond anything else, like Newton, Kant claims that space is not empirical
concept that has been derived from outer experience; one can neither see, nor touch
space. Indeed, it is not something that is an object of sense experience: ‘Space is not an
empirical concept which has been derived from outer experiences ... The representation
of space cannot, therefore, be empirically obtained from the relations of outer
appearance. On the contrary, this outer experience is itself possible at all only through
that representation’” (CPR B38). The Newtonian view suggests that space (and also
time) exist independently of being perceived and of any objects (things in themselves)
in space and time. Therefore, both space and time are real existences. The idea is that
space is ‘out there somewhere’. The Leibnizian view, in contrast, is that space (and

% M. Friedman, ‘Kant’ Theory of Geometry’, 460.

In this connection, Robert Hanna states: ‘He (Kant) states explicitly that (the representation
of) time is the ‘mediate condition of outer appearances’, which is to say that the perception of
objects in space necessarily implements temporal form: “all appearances whatsoever - that is,
all objects of the senses - are in time, and necessarily stand in time relations’. Indeed, the very
possibility of representing the motion of material objects in space presupposes the
representation of time. Correspondingly, for Kant we always represent our own inner mental
states and acts in direct relation to space’. See his book, Kant and the Foundations of Analytic
Philosophy, 216.
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time) exist depending upon the relations holding between the things in themselves, and
irrelevant to being perceived or intuited.*® By rejecting both these views, Kant argues
that space does not exist ‘out there somewhere’, but rather, likewise causality, it is
always in our minds. Without space, one is unable to give consideration to the world.
Although one can represent space as being empty of objects, he can never represent to
himself the absence of space. So, for him, space is indeed in our minds, and these lines
that he wrote are very relevant:

Space is a necessary a priori representation, which underlies all outer intuitions.
We can never represent to ourselves the absence of space, though we can quite
well think it as empty space. It must therefore be regarded as the condition of the
possibility of appearances, and not as a determination dependent upon them. It is
an a priori representation, which necessarily underlies outer appearances (CPR
A24).

The clear implication here is that even though one can imagine a space without
objects (i.e. empty space), he is unable to imagine objects without space. Space is an a
priori form of outer perception; respectively time is a priori form of inner perception.
Through the agency of the space or outer priori intuition that we have in our minds, we
put all our sense perceptions in order, and thereby we affirm for instance that this is
something that is situated next to that, or behind that, or to the right of that, and so on.
Space as the form of our outer sense or pure outer intuition is always one and the same.
This characterisation also applies to the status of geometry. A good summary about the
nature of space is given by Kant as follows:

If, therefore, space (and the same is true of time) were not merely a form of your
intuition, containing conditions a priori, under which alone things can be outer
objects to you, and without which subjective conditions outer objects are in
themselves nothing, you could not in regard to outer objects determine anything
whatsoever in an a priori and synthetic manner. It is, therefore, not merely
possible or probable, but indubitably certain, that space and time, as the necessary
conditions of all outer and inner experience, are merely subjective conditions of
all our intuition, and that in relation to these conditions all objects are therefore
mere appearances, and not given us as things in themselves which exist in this
manner (CPR B66-9/A49).

Within Kant’s technical terms, space refers to a pure a priori intuition of the
intellect as stated ‘the original representation of space is an intuition a priori, and not a
conception’ (CPR A25). Synthetic a priori judgements or knowledge are only possible
on the basis of pure a priori intuition. For Kant, a priori intuition is something that is
unique, and therefore the mathematics of extension or geometry is unique too. ‘Space is
essentially one; the manifold in it, and therefore the general concept of spaces, depends
solely on [the introduction of] limitations (CPR A25). If intuition is something unique,
or if there is just one space in our minds, then the mathematics of extension or geometry
is unique as well. By reason of the fact that space as ‘an a priori, and not an empirical,
intuition underlies all concepts of space’ (CPR A25), all geometrical principles and
concepts are themselves derived from pure spatial intuition. Supposing that the space is
unique in our minds, and again supposing that the three interior angles of any triangle in

% A. Ward, Kant: Three Critiques (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2006), 33.
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this space are equal to two right angles — or the sum of the angles of a triangle equal 180
degrees, then the space in our minds must be the Euclidian one. That is to say, Kant’s
space needs to comply with the orders of Euclid’s fifth postulate. Therefore, indeed not
only for Kant but for many philosophers, there is no other space or geometry but solely
the Euclidian one. Euclidian geometry develops a set of propositions which are based on
Euclid’s five postulates offered in the Elements, in particular, Euclidean space in which
the fifth postulate, occasionally named the parallel postulate, holds to be true.’
Geometrical knowledge or judgement is synthetic a priori insofar as it is based on
constructions of pure or a priori intuition. The truth of theorems in geometry cannot be
established through just analysing the terms used in them. These theorems are proved
with a special reference to something (i.e. our intuition of space) that is outside of the
words of the theorems.

So far as arithmetic is concerned, Kant restricts himself to the theory of natural
numbers rather than providing an account of any theorems of number theory like
the unique-prime-factorization theorem, according to which any integer greater than 1
can be written as a unique product (up to ordering of the factors) of prime numbers. He
discusses elementary numerical equations by offering the arithmetical example
“7+5=12". The requirement for arithmetic reasoning is not the concept of space, but the
concept of time.*® As in the case of geometrical proofs, on this occasion we also deal
with some kind of rational deduction for the demonstration of arithmetical proofs.
Although this rational deduction is pure and a priori in the sense of not being empirical,
it is again not sufficient. Arithmetical reasoning, like geometrical reasoning, goes
beyond what analytical reasoning offers us. The truths of arithmetic are synthetic a
priori, just as are the truths of geometry. Here the celebrated passage is worth quoting in
full:

We might, indeed, at first suppose that the proposition 7 + 5 = 12 is a merely
analytical proposition, and follows by the principle of contradiction from the
concept of a sum of 7 and 5. But if we look more closely we find that the concept
of the sum of 7 and 5 contains nothing save the union of the two numbers into
one, and in this no thought is being taken as to what that single number may be
which combines both. The concept of 12 is by no means already thought in merely
taking this union of 7 and 5; and | may analyse my concept of such a possible sum
as long as | please, still I shall never find the 12 in it (CPR B15).

It is clear from the passage that one might initially believe that the proposition
7+5=12 is only an analytic proposition, since it apparently seems to follow from the
conception of a sum of seven and five in accordance with the principle of contradiction.
But the situation is not quite like that. On the contrary to the idea of analyticity, Kant
states that “We have to go outside these concepts, and call in the aid of intuition which
corresponds to one of them, our five fingers ... five points, adding to the concept of 7,
until by unit, the five given in the intuition’ (Ibid). And the philosopher continues to
argue that ‘First starting with the number 7, and for the concept of 5 calling in the aid of

3" Euclid, Postulate 5: ‘That, if a straight line falling on two straight lines makes the interior

angles on the same side less than two right angles, the two straight lines, if produced
indefinitely, meet on that side on which are the angles less than the two right angles’.

®  Michael Dummett, ‘The Philosophy of Mathematics’, 128.
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fingers of my hand as intuition, | now add one by one to the number 7 the units which |
previously took together to form the number 5, and with the aid of that figure [the hand]
see the number 12 coming into being” (CPR B15-B16). If | understand him correctly,
Kant established a special relation between the concept of the totality (the sum of)
positive integers and that of a ‘sequence’. The positive integers are nothing more than
those elements, points or moments. One only can attain or achieve the positive integers
through beginning with the number 1 and successively adding 1 (i.e. ‘1+1=2’, 2+1=3",
‘3+1=4’, and so on). Whatever is accomplished successively, that is, a sequence, it is
carried out in time. If the sequence proceeds in time, then it is actually temporal. So, in
fact, the totality of natural numbers actually derives from an a priori intuition of time.

So, according to Kant, 7+5=12 is a synthetic statement, because, the concept ‘12’
is not contained anywhere within the concept ‘5°, or the concept ‘7’, or the concept “+’,
when analyzed individually and combined. The idea of ‘12” must be attained through
application to objects in the intuition. This point becomes even more evident, when we
take large numbers. The judgment that 7+5=12 actually necessitates that the sum of 7
and 5 must be constructed, that is to say, through counting, either by mental arithmetic
(counting points), or e.g. by using fingers. The idea of counting points or fingers does
not literally means that we have to count dots in order to represent large numbers, but
rather illustrates the fact that arithmetic is in fact constructive in nature.*® The sum is
constructed in accordance with the rules which are defined for addition. In the method
involved here, each of the rules is reduced to simpler rules, so that the whole thing is
ultimately reduced to the pure intuition of time, that is to say, the counting of successive
moments of time, at least in principle. In the construction, one concept cannot literally
be a part of the other (e.g. 7+1=8, 7+2=9, 7+3=10, 7+4=many and so on). Thus, the
proposition 7+5=12 is not analytic, as far as Kant’s definition is concerned. But, in his
thought, the technique of analysis seems to apply solely to the subject term of a
proposition rather than the predicate-term. But taking both concepts and analysing them
both might make a difference, and thereby their coincidence can be seen. Leibniz did
this by gave a proof that ‘2+2= 4’ through a process of analysing the terms.

Definitions: 2=1+1; 3=2+1; 4 =3+1,
Proof: 2+2=2+141 (Def.2)
= 3+1 (Def.3)
=4 (Def.4)

Let’s put it in another way: 2 by definition 1+1. So, 2+2 can be divided as 2+2 =
(1+1) + (1+1). Then, grouping can be disposed of as: (1+1) + (1+1) = 1+1+1+1, then
regrouped them in the following manner:

=(1+1) + 11 (by Def. 2: 2=1+1’, one can write)
= 2+1+1
=(2+1) +1 (by Def. 3: ‘3=2+1", one can write)
=3+1 (This is the definition of 4)
=4

¥ D. Bostock, Philosophy of Mathematics, 47-48.
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In the proposition ‘2+2° (the subject term) and 4 (the predicate term) are
identical, since they can be analysed on the grounds of the same concepts, that is to say,
‘1’ and ‘+1°. In other words, the proof is achieved through analyzing ‘2 + 2’ into a sum
of 1's, and then employing that sum of 1's to construct the number 4. But Kant would be
reluctant to claim that the proof in question is analytic. For him, this is actually a
construction, because, in the course of putting all those 1’s together, one is actually
constructing the number 4 out of the pieces 2+2. In arithmetic, this construction is a
process which takes place in ‘time’. Leibniz’s proof is successful by reason of the fact
that every step of this construction takes place in order and in time. Like space, time is a
pure a priori intuition of the intellect, and also is unique. Thus, arithmetic is unique too.
Due to this a priori intuition we order our perceptions in time. On the ground of it, we
claim, for instance, that this case or event is earlier (or later) than the other one. In
regard to time Kant writes:

[T]ime is an a priori condition of all appearances whatsoever. It is the immediate
condition of inner appearances (of our souls), and thereby the immediate
condition of outer appearances. Just as | can say a priori that all outer appearances
are in space, and are determined a priori in conformity with the relations of space,
I can also say, from the principle of inner sense, that all appearances whatsoever,
that is, all objects of the senses, are in time, and necessarily stand in time-relations
(CPR A34-B51).

6 Conclusion

As a result, it is clear that Kant characterizes mathematics to be the science of
space and also of quantity, and thereby divides it into geometry and arithmetic.
Geometry is built on our a priori intuition of space, and arithmetic on our a priori
intuition of time. The truths of geometry and those of arithmetic are synthetic a priori
rather than being either solely analytic or synthetic. The geometrical reasoning
necessitates the existence of the construction of figures in our imagination. In fact, the
geometrical proofs are dependent of what one is or is not capable of imagining.
Geometrical knowledge is a priori in so far as one is incapable of imagining things
otherwise. In other words, because of a priori intuition of space, one is incapable of
constructing things or figures in our imagination otherwise. The spatial nature of our
outer experience is not owing to the nature of things experienced, but rather to our
human way of perceiving things. Our geometrical knowledge is synthetic because not
only space, but also time functions as a pre-condition in the course of construction of
figures in our imagination.

In the case of arithmetic, the construction in pure intuition also plays an essential
role in the discovery of the results. The representation of pure units in pure intuition
plays an essential role in our cognition of basic a priori arithmetical truths like 7+5=12.
Such propositions of arithmetic are not analytic. In order to acknowledge the fact that 5
added to 7 gives rise to 12, one has to go beyond these concepts and appeal to the
assistance of intuition. The contingent empirical representations of 5 can be used so as
to verify the correctness of 7+5=12. By means of forming an image of five things and
adding them (the units contained in the five given in the intuition) to a given image of 7
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things one by one, we find out the outcome that 7+5=12. The totality of natural numbers
actually derives from the a priori intuition of time, because it is actually accomplished
successively, that is, a sequence, and carried out in time, and therefore it is actually
temporal.

Thus, for Kant, mathematics, either arithmetic or geometry, is synthetic a priori
rather than being analytic a priori. In other words, the truths of mathematics are not
only known a priori but also synthetic. This would mean that they are both a
priori, that is, necessary and universal, and informative, that is, providing
substantive information about the real world. Kant’s main problem in the first
Critiqgue was to explain the possibility of such knowledge, that is to say,
Mmathematics is not a purely logical science possessing the features of a priority,
universality and necessity, but it is an informative science giving real information about
our world.

Abbreviations

‘CPR’: Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. N. Kemp Smith (New York:
St Martin’s, 1965).

‘CSM’: John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and Dugald Murdoch (eds.
and trans.), The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vols: | & Il (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985).

‘CSMK’: John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, Dugald Murdoch, and
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The Value of the Relationship between Philosophy and
Literature

Abstract

The main purpose of this article is to determine the value of the relationship
between philosophy and literature with regard to its position in the world of man
and to show its importance and its philosophical ground. In this respect, | am
drawing on the views of Kant, Hegel and Schopenhauer, in whose works literature
occupies an important order in the world of arts. | am, therefore, putting forth that,
with regard to the similarity and close relationship between philosophy and
literature, there are two reasons for claiming the value of this relationship. By
doing so, I am trying to show what both of them mean separately, and what is to
be said about their main characteristics. The first reason is that both fields provide
knowledge about the universal as an integrity of possibilities. The second is that
both philosophy and literature focus on man himself and contribute to broaden the
boundaries of his knowledge of the structure of his nature, and to deepen and to
enrich the dimensions of his own self-consciousness. And, finally, within the
framework of classification and division, in order to have a perspective for the
whole, I am trying to show the richness of the scope and content of the
relationship between philosophy and literature. Within this frame, it can be said
that the value of the relationship between philosophy and literature is to be found
in light of the following two contexts: The first is connected with the other
relations external to this correlation The second refers to the internal relations
between philosophy and literature with regard to their respective contributions,
coalescing and sustainment of each other. In this article, | have tried to show, by
exemplifications, the subdivisions and the main features of the both contexts.

Key Words

Philosophy, Literature, Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer, The Value of Relationship,
The Knowledge of Universal, The Essential Characteristics of Man as
Possibilities.

Felsefe Edebiyat Iliskisinin Degeri

Ozet

Bu makalenin ana amaci, felsefe edebiyat iligkisinin, insanin diinyasindaki
yerinin, éneminin, anlaminin ve felsefi temelinin ne oldugunu belirlemektir. Bu
amagla ilk olarak, sanatlar siralamasinda edebiyata {istiin bir yer veren Kant’in,
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Hegel’in ve Schopenhauer’in konuya iligkin goriislerine felsefi temelleriyle
birlikte yer verilmistir. Daha sonra, felsefeyle edebiyat arasindaki benzerligin ve
yakin iliskinin temelinde, bu iliskinin degeriyle ilgili olan iki ana nedenin
bulundugu ileri siiriilerek, bunlarin ayr1 ayn felsefede ve edebiyatta ne anlama
geldigi ve baslica 6zelliklerinin neler oldugu gésterilmeye ¢alisiimistir. Bunlardan
biri, her iki alanin da bir olanaklar biitiinliigii halinde genel olanin bilgisini
vermesidir; digeri ise, her iki alanin da odak noktasinda insanin yer almasi ve
insanin yapi olanaklarma iliskin bilgimizin sinirlarini genisletme ve kendilik
bilincimizin boyutlarin1 derinlestirme, zenginlestirme islevine sahip olmalaridir.
Son olarak da bu gibi saptama ve belirlemelerden hareketle, biitiinii gormeye
yonelik olarak yapilan bir siniflama ve boliimleme g¢ercevesinde, felsefe edebiyat
iligkisinin degeri konusunun ne kadar zengin boyutlar1 olan bir kapsam ve igerige
sahip oldugu gosterilmeye calisilmistir. Bu gergevede, felsefe edebiyat iliskisinin
degerinin genel olarak baslica su iki baglamda incelenebilecegi sOylenebilir.
Bunlardan biri, bu iliskinin kendi disindaki diger iligkilerle olan ilgileri
baglamindadir. Diger baglam ise, felsefe ile edebiyatin birbirine katkisi olan,
birbirini destekleyen, birbiriyle biitiinlesen i¢ iliskilerine iligkindir. Calismada bu
her iki baglammn da alt bolimleri ve ana Ozellikleri, Ornekler verilerek
belirlenmeye caligilmustir.

Anahtar Sozciikler

Felsefe, Edebiyat, Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer, Olanak Bilgisi, [liskinin Degeri,
Insanin Yap1 Olanaklari.

Buradaki konu baslhiginda gecen edebiyat alaninin kapsamina, yalniz siir, dykii,
roman, destan, v.b. degil, aym1 zamanda, miizigin s6zii ile genel olarak tiyatro
oyunlarinin ve sinemanin metinleri de dahil edilmistir. Baslikta yer alan deger sdzcligii
ise, I. Kucuradi’nin Deger Felsefesi’'nde belirlenen anlamiyla kullanilmistir.
Kuguradi’ye gore, “Deger, sirf insanla, dolayisiyla insan basarilariyla ilgilidir.”
(Kuguradi, 1998:42). Buna gore deger, insanin yap1 olanaklari, insanin yapip ettikleri
insan sorunlari, v.b. ¢ercevesinde nesne edilenin, benzerleri arasindaki 6zel yeri ve onu
digerlerinden farkli kilan, onu o sey yapan ayirici 6zelliklerinin biitiintidiir. Konu,
insanin birer basart alan1 olan felsefe ile edebiyat iligkisinin degeri oldugunda, bunun
insanin diinyasindaki yerinin, anlaminin, etik degerlerle ilgisinin ve felsefi temelinin ne
oldugunun belirlenmesi de 6nem kazanmaktadir.

Bu makalenin konu basligina iliskin olarak ilk sirada sorulabilecek sorulardan
biri de sudur: “Neden ‘Felsefe Sanat fliskisinin Degeri’ degil de, dzellikle ‘Felsefe
Edebiyat Iliskisinin Degeri’?” Boyle bir soru ise, edebiyatin diger sanatlar arasindaki
yerinin, degerinin ne oldugu sorusunu birlikte getirmektedir. Bu sorunun
yanitlanmasinda, belli basli birka¢ filozofun sanat goriisiindeki sanatlar siralamasinda,
edebiyatin ne gibi bir yere ve 6neme sahip olduguna bakmakta yarar vardir. Ornegin,
Kant’in, Hegel’in, Schopenhauer’in sanat goriislerinde yer alan sanatlar siralamasinda,
siiriyle, dramiyla edebiyat sanati, degerce en iist sirada yer almaktadir.

Kant’a gore, sair bize sadece idelerle 6zgiir bir oyun vaat eder ama daha ¢ogunu
gerceklestirir. Hayal giiciiniin bu 6zgiir oyunu, form bakimindan anlama yetisinin
yasalar1 ile uyum igindedir ve anlama yetisini beslemek iizere kullanilir. Buna bagh
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olarak sair, hayal giicii yoluyla kavramlara hayat verir, kavramlari canlandirir. Boylece
de vaat ettiginden ¢ok daha fazlasini yapar.( Kant, 1964:185; 321/25-30)

Bir s6z sanat1 olan siir, estetik ideleri ifade edebilme bakimindan biitiin sanatlar
icinde ilk sirada yer alir. Cilinkii siir, hayal giicline tanidig1 6zgiirliikle, onun estetik
ideler bicimlendirmesine en iist derecede yeterli olan ve bu yolla anlama yetisini
genisleten, canlandiran bir sanattir. Estetik idelerle isaret edilen ise sudur: Estetik ideler,
diisiinsel igerigi, somut algisal tarzda sunabilen, intellektuel idelere, kavramlara, nesnel
gerceklik goriiniisii kazandirma cabasinda olan tasarimlardir. “ide, burada, ‘gérii’ haline
gelmis, somut duyusal varlik formu i¢inde karsimizdadir.” (Altug,1989:143). Estetik
ide, ne anlama yetisi kavrami ne de aklin idesidir. Anlama yetisini canlandiran,
gliclendiren, genisleten icerik Ogesidir. Kendisi, hi¢bir belirlenmis kavrama karsilik
gelmeyen ama daha ¢ok diisiinceye yol agan hayal giicli tasarimidir. Estetik ideler,
insani, anlama yetisinin Otesinde bir diisince yolunun deneyimine ve kavramsal
simirlamanin Stesinde bir diisiince zenginligine acarlar. Burada daha derinlere dogru,
derin bir i¢ goriiye ve derin bir vizyona agilisa isaret edilmektedir. Siirde biitiin bunlarin
gerceklesmesinde, anlama yetisi ile hayal giicii isbirligi ve uyum igindedir.

Siir, hayal giiciinii Ozgiirlestirerek bir kavramin sunuslunu, mevcut dil
kullaniminin yetersiz kaldigi bir diisiince zenginligine baglayan ve anlama yetisini
giiclendiren bir sanat olmak bakimindan istiinliige sahiptir. Kant’in deyisiyle, “Siir
sanatinda her sey icten ve hilesizdir. Hayal giiciinii 6zgiir ve gene de anlama yetisinin
yasalartyla uyum iginde bir oyuna sokarak ilerler; anlama yetisini duyusal bir sergileme
yoluyla kandirma ve tuzaga diisiirme pesinde degildir.” (Kant, 1964:193;327/5-10).
Kant bu konuya iliskin olan dip notunda sunlari sdylemektedir: “Kabul etmeliyim ki,
giizel bir siir bana her zaman saf bir haz vermisken, bir Roma séylevcisinin,
giiniimiizdeki bir parlamento konugmacisinin ya da bir vaizin en iyi konusmasini
okumak ise her zaman hileli bir sanati ayiplamanin nahos duygusu ile karigmistir.”
(a.e.,193).

Siiri, sanatlar siralamasinin en iist basamagina yerlestiren Hegel, genel olarak
sanatin amacin felsefeyle ve hakikatle ilgi kurarak belirler. Burada isaret edilen
hakikat, insanin tam karsitlik icinde olan dogasal, duyusal yani ile diistinsel 6zellikli
yanindan yalnizca birinde ya da bu ikisinin uzlasmazliginda degil, bu karsithgin
uzlagiminda yatar. Bunu gostermek, felsefenin gorevidir. Felsefe, ”bu karsitligin 6ziine
iligkin bir i¢ kavrayis saglar.” (Hegel, 1994:54-55). Hakikat, ne insanin dogasal duyusal
ozellikleriyle diinyevi zamansalligin igine hapsolmus goriiniimiinde, ne bununla tam
karsitlik i¢inde olan soyutlamalar igersinde, kendisini idelere, diisiince ve ozgiirlik
alanina - gergeklikten kopuk olarak - yiikseltmesinde; ne de bu ikisinin uzlasmaz
karsitliginda bulunur. Hakikat, -yaygin kiiltiiriin distiigii ¢eliskiden farkli olarak- ancak
bu karsitligin uzlasiminda bulunur.

Hegel, sanatin nihai amacini da bu bakis agisina uygun diisecek sekilde belirler.
Buna gore, sanatin nihai amaci, “(...) duyusal, sanatsal bir bi¢im icerisinde, hakikatin
ortiistinii agmak™tir. (a.e.,:55). Ona gore sanatin nihai amaci, tam da uzlastirilmis bu
karsithig1 ortaya slirme ve Ortiiyl kaldirmada bulunur. Sanat, idenin hakikatini, duyusal
bir bi¢cim altinda somutlastirarak dolayimsiz olarak bilince gosterir. (Hegel,1994:74).
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Hegel’e gore sanat, Idenin, gelisiminde kendi bilincine tamhginda vardig
mutlak/6limsiiz tin asamasinda, sirasiyla din ve felsefenin 6ncesinde yer alir.

Hegel, sanatlar1 ideyi ifade edis tarzinin TUstlinligiine gore degerce
derecelendirirken en alt basamag1 mimariye verir. Daha sonra sirasiyla heykel, resim ve
miizik gelir. En iist basamakta ise siir yer alir. Siir, diisiinceyi, fikri acikca ifade
edebilme konusunda en iist siradadir. Hegel’e gore, ifade tarzi s6z olan siir en iistiin, en
eksiksiz sanattir. Diger biitiin sanatlarin 6zelliklerini birlestirir ve onlar1 asar. Ornegin,
miizik gibi duyguyu biitiin derinligi ile ifade eder ve ona diislincenin acgikligini ekler.
Siir, diistincenin duygulara carpan hayallerden kurtularak mutlak hakikate dogru daha
yiiksek bir evreye gececeginin habercisidir. Bir olayi, bir eylemi biitiin asamalari ile
gosterebilme iistiinliigline sahip sanat yalniz siirdir. Béylece siirin diger sanatlardan asil
farki, zihnin biitiin tasavvurlarini dogrudan dogruya ifade etmesidir. Siirin anlatimi,
aydinligi ve zenginligi ile diisiincenin biitiin diinyasin1 kavramayir miimkiin kilar.
(Yetkin, 2007:118). “Siir, diger biitlin sanatlara 0zgii araglari birlestirdiginden ve
astigindan, evrensel bir sanattir.” (a.e.,119) Fikirleri biitiinliigi icinde ifade edebilen siir,
mutlak tinin kapsaminda yer alir ve felsefenin yoldasidir.

Schopenhauer’e gore de, giizel sanatlar siralamasinin en alt basamaginda mimari,
daha sonra sirasiyla heykel ve resim, en iist basamakta ise siir yer alir. Ona gore, “Insan
ideasin1 kavrayarak canlandirmak ozanin ddevidir. (...) Ozan her seyden Once evrensel
insandir.” (Schopenhauer, 2005:187). Roman, epik ve dram tiirlerini de kapsamina alan
siir yoluyla, doganin tiimii, her basamaktan idea, es deyisle istemenin nesnelesmesinin
biitiin basamaklar1 canlandirilabilir. Ama siire asil degerini saglayan sey, onun, en {ist
basamakta yer alan insan ideasini, diger sanatlara gore en ist diizeyde canlandirarak
acik kilmasidir. Siirde, insan ideasinin kat kat agilmasi ¢ok daha gergek ve agik segik
olarak goriilebilmektedir.

Ona gore, siir kapsaminda yer alan “Dram, bilgiye en anlamli idealar1 getirir,
(...) insan dogasini en derin anlam boyutlartyla goriiniir kilar. (a.e.,166). “Ozan, diisiine
tasina, sece sece anlamli durumlarda, anlamli karakterler” ve eylemler yoluyla insan
ideasinin ger¢egini canlandirabilmekte ve insanin igyapis1 hakkinda, yasamin kendisinin
saglayamayacagi Olgliide derin bir i¢gorii kazandirabilmektedir. (Schopenhauer,
2005:185). Heykel ve resimle karsilagtirildiginda siirde, “ (...) insan kendini, yalnizca
teninde, yliziinde dile getirmekle kalmaz, bir dizi eylemde ve onlara eslik eden
diisiinceler, duygular yoluyla da dile getirir.” (a.e.,184). Insanin yapip etmelerinin ve
eylemlerinin canlandirilmasi, siirin baslica konusudur. Oyle ki, “Bunda, baska hicbir
sanat onunla boy 6l¢iisemez” (a.e.)

Yukarida yer verilen goriisler de dikkate alinarak konuya felsefeyle bakildiginda,
edebiyatin diger sanatlar arasinda degerce ilk sirada yer almasinin birbiri ile ilgili olan
baslica iki 6nemli nedeninden soz edilebilir. Bunlardan biri, genel olani, bir olanaklar
bitiinliigi halinde var olani dile getirme ve gosterebilme konusunda edebiyatin, diger
sanat dallar1 arasinda felsefeye en yakin sanat olmasidir.

Digeri ise, sanat dallar1 arasinda oOzellikle edebiyat yoluyla, insanin yapi
olanaklar1 ve insan sorunlart somutlastirilarak canlandirilmis yasantilarla ve eylemlerle
gosterilirken; bunlarin altinda yatan gatigmalarla, bunlarin temelinde yer alan degerler
ve deger sorunlartyla birlikte dile getirtilebilmektedir. Edebiyat yoluyla, insanin
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diinyasina 6zgii olan biitiin bu gesitlilik, hem temelleriyle birlikte, hem de en genis ve en
derin baglantilar1 i¢inde diisiinsel, algisal ve duygusal boyutlarda dile gelebilmektedir.
Gegmisten giliniimiize filozof ve disiiniirlerin sanatlart degerce karsilagtirmasina
bakildiginda, edebiyata verilen 6nemin ve {istiin degerin temelinde, s6zii edilen bu iki
temel nedenin - agik ya da Ortiik olarak - yer aldigin1 gérmek miimkiindiir.

Varolanlardan hareketle gergeklikte 6yle olmayani, felsefi bir temele baglayarak
bicimlendirmek ve insan i¢in degeri, anlami olan yeni, biitiinliiklii bir diinya niteligiyle
canlandirmak, edebiyatin beklide en 6nemli basarisidir. Buradaki birlikli biitiinliigii olan
yenidiinyanin felsefi bir temelinin olmasinin, felsefi bir goriisii inga etmede bagvurulan
temellendirmeler yapmayla es anlamda olmadigi agiktir. Bu nedenle de, felsefi bir
temele sahip olmak, bir edebiyat yapitini felsefe yapiti yapmaya yetmez. Aynen, bir
felsefe ya da bilim yapitinin da, edebiyata ve 6zellikle de siire 6zgii bigimleme tarz ve
araglarini kullandigi i¢in edebiyat yapiti sayilamayacagi gibi.

Bu konuda, Aristoteles’in ¢ok 6nce yapmig oldugu dogru bir saptamaya yer
verelim. Soyle diyor Aristoteles: “(...) kimi zaman tibba ya da doga bilimlerine iligkin
bir konuyu musralar halinde dile getirenlere de ozan adi verilmeye calisilir; oysaki
(6rnegin) Homeros ve Empedokles arasinda 6l¢iilii yazmaktan bagka hi¢bir ortak yan
yoktur. Homeros hakli olarak ozan diye adlandirilir. Fakat buna karsilik Empedokles’in
daha ¢ok doga bilgini olarak adlandirilmasi gerekir.”( Aristoteles, 2001:12;1447b)

Bunun gibi, drnegin, Platon’un, diyaloglarinda kisileri karsilikli konusturuyor
olmasi, Schopenhauer’in, Nietzsche’nin kendi felsefelerini ortaya koyarken siirsel
anlatimi kullaniyor olmalari, kisacast bu distiniirlerin kendi felsefelerini dile getirmede
ayn1 zamanda birer deyis ustasi olmalari, onlart filozof degil de edebiyatgr olarak
adlandirmay1 gerekli kilmiyor.

Kusku yok ki, edebiyat diger sanatlar i¢inde felsefeye en yakin olamdir. insan,
edebiyatin da felsefenin de temel ve onsuz olunmaz nesnesidir. Gene, her iki alan da
farkli yollardan, insana iligkin bilgimizin sinirlarin1 genisletme ve kendilik bilincimizin
boyutlarini derinlestirme, zenginlestirme islevine sahiptir. Oyle ki sanatin da felsefenin
de can evini yiizyillardir ayakta tutan temel baglar, tam da bu islev sayesinde varligin
siirdiirmiistiir. Insamin insan olarak var kilinmadi§i ya da insamin degerli yapi
olanaklarinin goz ardi edildigi veya karartildig: bir yapitta ya da yerde, ne edebiyat ne
de felsefe vardir. Denebilir ki, Platon’un sanatla felsefeyi bozusturma konusundaki
yanilgisinin kaynaginda da, mevcut sanatlarin bu énemli islevi yerine getirmedigine ya
da getiremeyecegine dair derin bir endise duymasi yatmaktadir.

Ne var ki, - daha 6nce de isaret edildigi gibi - gergek felsefe ile gergek sanat, -
sanat dallar1 i¢inde de ozellikle edebiyat — nesnelerinin ve bu nesneye iliskin olarak
sagladiklar1 bilginin 6zelligi bakimindan birbirine benzer ve yakinlik iliskisi i¢indedir.
Her ikisi de genel olani nesne edinir ve her ikisinin sagladig: bilgi de bir olanak bilgisi
olarak genel olanin bilgisidir. Felsefe ile edebiyat, bu bilginin saglanmasinda birbirine
destek verir.

Peki, buradaki baglamiyla ‘genel olan’la neye isaret ediliyor ve bu ‘genel olan’in
bilgisinin temel 6zelligi nedir? Aristoteles’in bu konuya iligkin isabetli belirlemelerini
temel alarak sunlari sdylemek miimkiin goriiniiyor. Buradaki genel olan, olan bitene
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gore olabilir olandir; gerceklesmis ya da gergeklesmekte olana gore gergeklesebilir
olandir. Somut ve tekliginde su ve su olanla sinirlanmig degil, boyle veya soyle olan,
sOyle de olma olanag: olandir. Buradan da anlasilacagi gibi buradaki genel olan ile,
daha once kurulmamis yeni baglantilarin kurulabilmesine agik olan bir olanaklar
biitiinliigiine isaret edilmektedir. Bu yoniiyle de edebiyat da felsefe de, yaratici olan,
yenilik getiren ve bu konuda birbirine katkida bulunan birbirini besleyen etkinliklerdir.

Felsefeye 6zgii oldugu kadar, sanata da 6zgii olan genel olanin bilgisi, bir olanak
bilgisi oldugu i¢in; tek tek olgulardan yola ¢ikan ve neden-etki iligkisine bagli olan bir
genelleme iriinii degildir. Es deyisle, buradaki genel olanin bilgisi, deneye bagli bir
endiiksiyon iiriinii olmanin &tesinde ve bundan farkli bir anlama sahiptir. Ornegin, bir
endiiksiyon {iriinii olan, “Biitlin madenler 1sitilinca genlesir.” bilgisi, bir olanak bilgisi
degildir.

Felsefe s6z konusu oldugunda, buradaki genel olanin bilgisi, bir nelik bilgisidir
ve genel olana yonelik sorgulamalarin ya da genel olana iligkin “nedir”li sorularin
cevabidir. Felsefe, bir problemden yola g¢ikarak genel olana iliskin olarak sordugu
“nedir”’li sorulara, nesnesini sorgulayarak, ilgili felsefe kavramlarinin igerik ve
smirlarint belirleyerek, temellendirmeye dayali bilgisel yanitlar verir.

Ornegin, ahlakhiliga 6zgii kavramlar tiiretmedeki temelin, kaynagin ne oldugu
ve ne olabilecegi sorusuna yanit olarak, bu tiiretmeye iliskin olanaklar biitiiniiniin
bilgisini vermek {izere sunu demek gibi: Bu giine kadar sdyle soyle tiiretilmis olsa da,
boyle de tiiretme olanagi var, boyle de tiiretilebilir ve bu tiiretmenin temeli de sudur,
demek gibi. Ornek somutlastirilirsa, Kant’in, ahlaklilik kavram ve ilkelerinin o giine
kadar hep deneyden ya da deney katigik olarak tiiretildigi i¢in yasamda etkisiz kaldig1
tespitinden hareketle; saf akildan tiiretme olanagmin bilgisini vermesinde ve bunun
temeline de 6rnegin kendisi amag olarak insanlik idesini koymasinda oldugu gibi.

Sanat ve bir sanat olarak edebiyat ise, burada s6z konusu olan genel olanin
bilgisini, felsefeden farkli olarak, tekligi olanda somutlastirma, tekligi olan tizerinde
gosterme yoluyla saglar. Sanat, tekligi olanda genel olani, bildik deyisle de tekte geneli
verir. Ornegin, sevginin, minnetin bdyle ya da sdyle de yasanabilecegini,
somutlastirilmis tek tek yasanti ve eylem Ornekleri {izerinde canlandirarak verir ki,
felsefi bir temeli olan yapitlarda, bu 6rneklerin temelini gérmek ve sevginin, minnetin
Oziinde ne oldugunun ve/veya ne olmadiginin bilgisine ulagsmak miimkiindiir.

Konu, felsefe edebiyat iliskisinin degeri oldugunda, buraya kadar s6zii edilenleri
de dikkate alarak denebilir ki, bu iliskinin degeri ¢esitli baglamlarda ele alinabilir.
Bunlar arasinda birbiriyle ilgili olan baslica iki baglamdan sz edilebilir ki bunlarin her
biri de kendi iclerinde ¢esitli agilardan incelenebilir. Bunlardan biri, bu iligskinin kendi
disindaki diger iliskilerle olan ilgileri baglamindadir. Bu konuya iliskin inceleme,
felsefe-edebiyat iliskisini bir iligki ¢esidi olarak, benzer diger iliskilerle ilgi i¢inde ele
alacaktir. Diger baglam, felsefe ile edebiyatin birbirine katkist olan, birbirini
destekleyen, besleyen, birbiriyle biitiinlesen i¢ iliskilerine iligkindir. Bu konuya iligkin
inceleme ise, bu iligkinin uglarinda yer alan felsefe ile edebiyatin kendisine ve bu ikisi
arasindaki iligkiye odaklanir.
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Sozii edilen bu iki ana baglamdan ilki, diger iliskileri de kapsamina alan daha
genis bir ¢erceveye sahiptir. Burada s6z konusu olan, felsefenin diger alanlarla olan
iligkisi ¢ergevesinde felsefe edebiyat iliskisinin degeridir: felsefe edebiyat iligkisinin,
benzer diger iliskiler arasindaki 6zel yeri ve dnemidir. Bu diger benzer iliskiler ile isaret
edilen ise, anlasilacag: gibi, felsefenin ayr1 ayr1 bilimlerle ve diger bilgi alanlariyla olan
iligskileri ya da edebiyat disindaki diger sanat dallariyla olan iliskileri veya giinliik
yasamla olan iligkileridir.

Burada, felsefenin edebiyatla olan iligkisini, bu gibi benzer diger iliskilerle
karsilagtirmak ve bunlardan farkini ortaya koymak 6nem kazanir. Burada 6nemli olan,
felsefenin edebiyatla iligkisinin, diger sanatlarla — 6rnegin resim, heykel, miizik, v.b ile
— iligkisinden farkini; gene, sosyoloji, psikoloji, sosyal antropoloji, siyaset bilimi gibi
bilim ve bilgi alanlari ile iliskisinden farkini, ya da giinliik yasam ile iligkisinden farkini
ve bu farktan dolay1 kendine 6zgii 6zeligini ortaya koymaktir.

Felsefe edebiyat iliskisinin degeri konusu, yukarida sozii edildigi gibi bir baska
baglamda da ele alinabilir ki buraya kadar yapmis oldugum belirlemeler daha ¢ok buna
iligkindir. Bu baglama iliskin olan inceleme, felsefe edebiyat iliskisinin kendisiyle
siirlidir ve sirf bu ikisinin birbiriyle olan i¢ baglarina odaklanmustir. Bagka bir deyisle,
bir ucunda felsefe diger ucunda edebiyat olan bir iligkide, bu ikisinin birbirine katkisina
ve i¢ biitiinlesmelerine yonelmistir — diger baglamda oldugu gibi bu iliskinin bir iligki
olarak, kendi disindaki diger benzer iligkiler arasindaki 6zel yerine degil.

Bu ikinci baglamdaki ‘felsefe edebiyat iliskisinin degeri’ konusuna felsefede
edebiyatin yeri ve Onemi agisindan bakilabilecegi gibi edebiyatta felsefenin yeri ve
onemi acisindan da bakilabilir. Bunlardan felsefede edebiyatin yeri konusu, baglica su
iki bakimdan ele alinabilir: Biri, belirli bir felsefi goriisii ortaya koyusta edebiyatin
yeridir. Burada, belirli bir filozofun, felsefesini edebiyat yapitlarindan yararlanarak ya
da edebiyatin katkisiyla somutlagtirma yoluyla ortaya koyusu; belirli bir filozofun
felsefesinin kapsaminda edebiyatin tuttugu yer ve dnem sdz konusudur. Bir digeri ise,
felsefe egitiminde, edebiyatin yeri ve dnemi konusudur.

Ote yandan, felsefede edebiyatin yeri degil de, edebiyatta felsefenin yeri ve
onemi s6z konusu oldugunda ise, yazarin yapitta var kildig1 yasanti ve eylem
olanaklarinin felsefi temeli ve yapitta bdyle bir temelin bulunmasinin insan i¢in islevi
gibi konular 6nem kazanmaktadir. S6zii edilen bu islev, ayn1 zamanda felsefe egitimin
gerceklestirilmesinde edebiyatin yeri ve iglevi konusuyla da i¢ igedir.

Sonug olarak her iki konu da, felsefe egitiminin gergeklestirilmesinde edebiyatin
yeri, dnemi ve islevi konusuyla yakindan ilgilidir. Gene her iki konu da degerli hocam 1.
Kuguradi’nin, hem bir filozof olarak kendi felsefesini edebiyat yapitlarindaki yaganti ve
eylem Ornekleriyle somutlagtirarak ortaya koyusuyla ilgilidir; hem de bir egitimci
olarak, Etik, Deger Felsefesi, Sanat Eserlerinde Felsefe Problemleri gibi felsefe
derslerinin okutulmasinda, felsefi bilgiyi edebiyat yapitlarinin sagladigi bilgiyle
biitiinlestirerek ustaca sunusuyla 6rnek oldugu konular arasindadir.

Biitiin buraya kadar yapmaya calistigim obekleme ve ayrimlar gergevesindeki
belirlemenin sinirlar1, kugskusuz daha da genisletilebilir. Biitiinii gormeye yonelik olan
bdyle bir boliimlemenin sirf kendisi bile, ‘felsefe edebiyat iligkisinin degeri’ konusunun
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ne kadar zengin ve derin boyutlari olan bir kapsam ve igerige sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Burada konuyu somutlastirmak amaciyla, felsefe egitiminin
gerceklestirilmesinde felsefe ile edebiyat arasinda iliski kurmanin ve bu iki alani
birbiriyle besleyerek yol almanin degerine iliskin bir ka¢ gézlemime, bir egitimci olarak
yer verecegim.

Ozellikle Etik ya da Deger Felsefesi derslerinde, etik bir deger olarak, sevgi,
saygi, diriistliik, ozgiirlik gibi konulart isledigimde, konunun yalmiz genel teorik
diizeyde islenmesi; 6grencinin anlatilanin benzer bir karsiligini kendi yasantilarinda
bulmasina ve konuyu derinden anlamasina yetmeyebiliyor. Onun, konuya iliskin olarak
yasantilarinda buldugunu sandig1 bir karsilig1 sorgulayabilmesini ve bu konuda yeni,
degerli olanaklara iligkin bilgi kazanmasini tek bagina saglamayabiliyor.

Soyle de denebilir: felsefe egitiminde sirf teorik bilgi diizeyinde belirlenmis olan,
soyut kalabilmekte ve biitiinliigii olan somut yasant1 6rnekleriyle i¢i doldurulmadikga,
bos bir gerceve drnegi, 6grencinin yasaminda islevsiz kalabilmektedir. Bu konuda, bu
degerlere iligkin olarak Ogrencinin de okumus ve iizerinde diisiinmiis oldugu
yapitlardaki somut yasanti ve eylem Orneklerine basvurarak ve bunlarin igeriklerini
karsilastirilarak sorgulamayi 6grenciyle birlikte siirdiirmek 6nem tastyor.

Bunun yaninda, Ogrencinin felsefi temellere ulasabilmesinde ve baglari
kendisinin yakalayarak kurabilmesinde ise, bu amagla secilmis yazin yapitlarim
okuyarak, bunlar tlizerine diisiinerek, kendi sorularini hazirlayarak ve bu sorulari derste
tartisarak yol almasi 6nem kazaniyor. Ornegin, konu, sevgi ve dostluk oldugunda, S.
Exupéry’nin Kiiciik Prens’inde canlandirilmig olan Kiigiik Prens-Pilot iligkisi; A.
Camus’niin Siki Yonetim’inde Victoria-Diego iliskisi; ya da B.Brecht’in Sezuan'in Iyi
Insani’nda Shen-te- Sun iliskisi; J.P. Sartre’m Is Isten Gecti’sindeki Pierre- Eve iliskisi;
K. Demirel’in Antigone’sinde Antigone—Haimon iiskisi, B. Karasu’nun Uzun Siirmiig
Bir Giiniin Aksami’ndaki Andronikos- loakim iliskisi gibi somut iliskiler {izerinde yol
almak miimkiin oluyor. Somut, tekligi ve biricikligi olan bu gibi iliski orneklerinin
iceriklerini karsilastirmak yoluyla sorgulamayi siirdiirmek, o6grencinin bu yolla,
dostlugun, sevginin diinyamizda bdyle ya da sOyle de yasanabilecegini ve 6ziinde ne
oldugunu ve/veya ne olmadigini gérebilmesini ve gosterebilmesini sagliyor. Ogrencinin
bu gibi somut yasanti 6rneklerinden yola ¢ikarak cesitli yasanti ve eylem olanaklarina

iligkin bilgi kazanmasi ve insan kavramiin sinirlarin1 genisletmesi miimkiin olabiliyor.
Iste burada felsefede edebiyatin yeri ve degeri soz konusudur. Bununla anlatilmak
istenen de, felsefe yaparken edebiyat yapitlarindan bu sekilde yararlanmak, felsefeyi
edebiyatla somutlastirmak ve biitiinlestirmektir; ayn1 zamanda da onun insan {izerindeki
doniistiiriicii, gelistirici etkisini giiglendirmektir.

Ayn1 yontemi Sanat Eserlerinde Felsefe Problemleri dersinde, bu kez felsefeden
degil de yazin yapitlarindan hareketle uyguluyorum. Bu derste de 6zce yukarida
anlatilanlara benzer bir durum s6z konusudur. Bir 6ncekinde, yani Etik, Deger Felsefesi,
Insan Felsefesi gibi derslerde, teoriyi yasanti Ornekleriyle besleyerek, soyutu
somutlagtirmak ve Ogrenci i¢in daha oOnce i¢i bos kalani bu yolla doldurarak,
kendininmis gibi kilmak s6z konusudur. Sanat Eserlerinde Felsefe Problemleri dersinde
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ise hareket noktasinda teorik felsefi konular degil, somut sanat yapitlar1 yer almaktadir
ki burada somuttan soyuta, tekligi olandan genel olana dogru yol almak s6z konusudur.

Burada 0Ogrenci igin 6nemli olan, sunulmus yasantt Orneklerinin neligini
anlamak, bunlar1 ve bunlara iliskin olanlar1 degerlendirebilmek, kisacasi daha dnce
yapitta goremedigini, kendisi i¢cin daha Once belirsiz, karanlik olani, felsefeyle
aydinlatabilmek ve aciklayabilmektir. Soyle de denebilir: okundugu, anlamaya
calisildigr halde anlagilir kilinamayan, aydinlatilamayan yasantilar, 6grenci i¢in belirsiz
ve kordiir. Bunlarin felsefi biling esliginde belirlenmislik kazanarak ve gercek yasanti
diizeyine ulastirilarak anlasilmasinda ve buna bagli olarak sorgulanabilmesinde ise
edebiyata felsefeyle bakabilmenin 6nemi biiytiktiir.

Burada yapilanda ise, felsefede edebiyat degil, edebiyatta felsefe 6n plandadir.
Ogrenci bu yolla, belki karsisindaki bulanik, nasil belirleyecegini, anlamlandiracagini
bilemedigi, belki de ezbere ve kolay yoldan deger bigerek ya da deger atfederek
belirlemeye ¢alistig1 yasanti i¢erigini, felsefi-etik bakis agisindan hep birlikte, ¢ok yonlii
olarak degerlendirme ve anlamlandirma olanagina sahip oluyor. Edebiyata felsefeyle
bakmanin degeri de bu konuda ortaya ¢ikiyor ki, bunun saglayicist da bir yol
gostericinin varligi kadar, se¢ilmis olan edebiyat yapitindaki felsefi temelin de
varligidir.

Bu bakimdan, segilerek islenen yazin yapitlarinin, insan sorunlarini barindiran
felsefi bir temele sahip olmas1 ayr1 bir énem tasiyor. Kuguradi’nin deyisiyle, “Insani,
insanlara gosteren yapitlarin®, “Insanin gergegini insanlarin gergegi iginde anlatan
yapitlarin”, “Degerli yasanti ve eylem olanaklariyla bizi yiiz yiize getiren yapitlarin”,
baska bir deyisle, insanin yapi olanaklarini genisleten yasanti ve eylem olanaklariyla
bizi yiiz yiize getiren yapitlarin segilmesi ise, daha da onem tagimaktadir. (Kuguradi,
2009a:13-18)

Sonu¢ olarak denebilir ki, felsefe edebiyat iligkisinin degeri s6z konusu
oldugunda bu deger, her iki alanin da bu iliski yoluyla birbirinin 6ziinii besleyerek
giiclendirmesinde, buna bagli olarak da, bu iliskinin, insanin degerinin hep yeniden
yaratilmasina ya da yasatilmasina katki saglamasinda bulunur.
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Certitude and Scepticism as Complementary in
the Search for Knowledge

Abstract

This paper proposes that the demand for certainty and the continual raising of the
doubts (skepticism) about our epistemic claims be seen and considered as efforts
toward the same direction, namely, to attain knowledge. This has become
necessary as the debate between certitude and scepticism in traditional western
epistemology attends to the concept of certitude and skepticism as if they are
exclusive and contradictory. This has left the revolving discussion in an endless
debate The search for certitude in our knowledge claims is to ensure that we have
justification for our claims to knowledge and the skeptical considerations that over
shadow our knowledge claims are equally demands that we have justification for
our knowledge claims so that we do not treat mistaken opinions or lucky or
educated guess as knowledge. The African theory of knowledge, which is built on
African ontology that treats the divide between the object and subject as two
aspects of the same reality, encourages this proposal. As such, this paper analyses
and evaluates the debate between certitude and skepticism as we have it in
traditional western and African epistemology, thus providing the grounds on
which the proposal to consider certitude and skepticism as complementary in the
search for knowledge.

Key Words
Certitude, Scepticism, African Epistemology, True knowledge, Reality

Bilgi Arayisinda Tamamlayic1 Ogeler Olarak
Kesinlik ve Siiphecilik

Ozet

Bu makale, epistemik iddialarimiza yonelik kesinlik talebini ve siiphelerin siirekli
ortaya ¢ikisini, ayni yone dogru yol olan, yani bilgi etmeye yonelik olan, ¢abalar
olarak gorillip degerlendirilebilecegini ileri siirer. Geleneksel bat1 epistemolojisi
icinde kesinlik ve siliphecilik arasindaki tartigsma, kesinlik ve siiphecilik
kavramlarina onlar sanki ayricalikli ve tutarsizmis gibi baktigindan, bu sozii
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edilen degerlendirme zorunlu hale gelmistir. Bu bakis, tartismayr sonsuz bir
miinakasaya birakmistir. Bilgimize yonelik kesinlik arayisi, bilgi iddialarimiz igin
bir haklilandirmanin temin edilebilecegini ileri siirer ve bilgi iddialarimiza golge
diisiiren siipheci degerlendirmeler de, hatali kanilart ya da sansh ve egitimli
tahminleri bilgi olarak ele alamayacagimiza iliskin bir bilgi iddiasmin
haklilandirilabilecegini esit derecede savunur. Ozne ve nesne arasindaki
bolinmeyi, ayni gercekligin iki goriiniisii olarak ele alan Afrika ontolojisi
lUzerinde kurulmus olan Afrika epistemolojisi, bu 6neriyi destekler. Bu makale,
kesinlik ve siliphecilik arasindaki tartigmayr geleneksel bati ve Afrika
epistemolojisinde oldugu gibi analiz etmekte ve degerlendirmektedir, bdylece
kesinligin ve slipheciligin, bilginin arayisinda tamamlayici Ogeler olarak
degerlendiren Oneriye temeller saglayacaktir.

Anahtar Sozcukler
Kesinlik, Stiphecilik, Afrika Epistemolojisi, Hakiki Bilgi, Gergeklik.

1.0 Introduction

The issue of epistemological certitude and scepticism has occupied the attention
of epistemologists for ages. Both have been treated as contradicting each other and
efforts have been on to establish epistemic claims (knowledge) that are free of sceptical
considerations. The issue of scepticism and certitude is centered on the question of
whether we actually know what we claim to know. This question is a demand for what
justifies our knowledge claims against the doubts that such knowledge claims may not
be true or certain. As simple as the question sounds, it requires answers to the
following:

(i) How true (certain) are our epistemic claims?
(if) Can these claims be justified in the face of epistemological doubts?
(iii) What degree of certainty do these claims require to pass as knowledge?

1.1 Understanding the Problem

Traditional Western epistemology sees the mind as a mirror of nature and
conceives knowledge as the accurate representation of nature. As Rorty (1979)
describes it; knowledge is seen as accuracy of internal representation of external
objects. This means that if we understand how the mind works to construct its
representations, then we will understand how knowledge is possible and the nature of
knowledge.

This has become an imperative for epistemology since the time of Descartes,
whose primary epistemological effort was to defend human knowledge against
scepticism. He sought unshakable foundations for human knowledge through clear and
distinct ideas. Within the Cartesian scheme, knowledge is simply consciousness
replicating the world. For Descartes, “to know is to accurately represent the world
outside the mind.” (Jimoh,1999). This Cartesian notion dominated the efforts of
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epistemologists to present an accurate conception of knowledge throughout the modern
era of Western philosophy.

Philosophers like John Locke and Immanuel Kant furthered this notion and
evolved an epistemological tradition that attempts to set universal and objective
standards of rationality. Very prominent in this tradition is the underlining distinction
between the known object and the knowing subject. Thus, our epistemic claims are
justified when the knowing subject accurately represents the known object. This reveals
the influence of a dualistic conception of reality in which there is a distinction between
the object and the subject. This dualistic conception of reality is characteristic of
traditional Western analytic philosophy, ditto; epistemology.

In these efforts to find unshakable foundations for knowledge, traditional
Western epistemology has treated certitude and scepticism as concepts that are
exclusive and contradictory. Thus, one is seen as opposed to the other. So the efforts
have been towards defeating scepticism so as to establish the certainty of our epistemic
claims. Against this idea, this paper seeks to bring both concepts together as mutually
complementary in the common search for certain knowledge. By certain knowledge, we
mean epistemic claims that are not necessarily beyond doubt (sceptical considerations),
but epistemic claims that are more warranted than the doubts.

A closer study of the African approach to reality reveals that though the African
acknowledges the dualism of the physical and spiritual, both are interwoven in a
continuum of existence, such that there is no sharp distinction between the subject and
the object. This metaphysical conception of reality plays a significant role in the African
understanding and expression of reality as exposed in African epistemology. Thus, we
have an African theory of knowledge that does not have the running battle between
doubt and certitude as we have in traditional Western epistemology.

1.2 Clarification of Concepts

For a better understanding of this paper, there is need for a clarification of key
terms like (i) scepticism, and (ii) certitude, as used in this study.

1.2.1 Scepticism

The idea of finding unshakable foundation for knowledge is against scepticism,
which claims that we cannot be certain about our epistemic claims. “Scepticism as an
idea connotes the critical spirit: the tendency of not being easily satisfied with simple or
superficial evidence and striving to accept only incorrigible beliefs that are absolutely
certain.” (Owolabi, 2000). It is usually not easy to describe the features of scepticism
since there are diverse and different reasons and objectives that prompt sceptical denial
of certainty and objectivity of our epistemic claims. One sure thing however is that the
aim of scepticism is to establish the need to properly scrutinize our epistemic claims to
ensure that our epistemic claims are free from doubt. To this end, scepticism has been
the force propelling the epistemological enterprise. According A. J. Ayer, “these
sceptical challenges ... supply the main subject matter for what is called theory of
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knowledge; and different philosophical standpoints are characterized by the acceptance
or denial of different stages of the sceptic’s argument.” (Ayer, 1956). We may therefore
describe scepticism as the epistemological doctrine that challenges our cognitive claims
by providing arguments and reasons why those cognitive claims should be doubted.

There are variations in the arguments of the sceptics; these variations include:

(i) The doubt of epistemic claims based on the source of knowledge. Most of
our knowledge claims come from the sense experience and the senses have
been shown to be deceitful and cannot be reliable guide to knowledge of the
future.

(if) The doubt directed at theoretical knowledge as some sceptics argue that we
can easily make mistakes in our deductive and mathematical inferences.
This only shows we cannot be sure of the inferences we make from
mathematical axioms.

(iii) The doubts that arise from the similarity between actual reality and states of
dream. Since it is always difficult to differentiate between these two, some
sceptics argue that it is only sensible to regard our experiences as a dream
from which we can wake up one day. Thus, we should not take actual
experiences as absolutely certain.

(iv) The doubts prompted by the Cartesian “evil genius” hypothesis. According
to Descartes, it is possible for us to be constantly deceived by an “evil
genius.” If this is the case, it would mean that all our knowledge are
deceitful and unreliable. (Owolabi, 2000).

Based on these variations in sceptical arguments, M. A. Slote summarizes the
essential thesis of scepticism as; “by scepticism about X (where X could mean any
empirical claim) | shall mean or view that some hypothesis about X is no less
reasonable than its deniable, which means that there is no more reason to believe that X
exists than that X does not exist and that it is consequently unreasonable to believe that
X exists.” (Slote, 1970).

Inherent in this understanding of Slote is the idea that scepticism is oriented
towards the belief that our epistemic claims are not justifiable as a result of some natural
problems about our interaction with the external world. (Owolabi, 2000). This
understanding points at the very heart of the problem of certitude and scepticism in
traditional Western epistemology, namely, the idea that until the knowing subject
accurately represents the known object as it is in the eternal world, we cannot talk about
knowledge. Thus, rational certainty, which guarantees knowledge, is understood within
the parameters of accuracy of representation by the knowing subject.

1.2.2 Certitude

It is problematic to provide an account of certainty, but the fact also remains that
without such an account, we cannot understand the position of the sceptic concerning
the attainability of knowledge. We can conceive certainty from the subjective point; that
is to see certainty as a subjective assurance or a psychological indubitability. This is a
situation in which the knowing subject is unable to conceive the possibility of a contrary
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position. Note that this does not eliminate the possibility of a contrary position; the case
may be that the knowing subject is not aware of any other belief that contradicts or is
contrary to the known belief. Hence, it is subjective. This is the kind of certainty in the
Cartesian “cogito ego sum” which Descartes erroneously thought was also logically
indubitable. Contrary to this Ludwig Wittgenstein argued that;

...one does not infer how things are from one’s own certainty. Certainty
is, as it were, a tone of voice in which one declares how things are but one
does not infer from the tone of voice that one is justified. (Wittgenstein,
1969).

Certainty as subjective indubitability is obviously not the kind of certainty
epistemological discourse is interested in with regard to the definition of knowledge.
We therefore need to consider another account of certainty. According to J. A. Bewaji,

...this other account of certainty derives from an acceptance of what John
Dewey has called the “spectator theory of knowledge.” From the
perspective of this theory, only what is completely fixed and immutable
can be certain or real. (Bewaji, 2007).

This is the kind of certainty that is associated with logical necessity. By logical
necessity, we mean internal relationship of propositions, a denial of which will involve
a contradiction. Examples of this account of certainty would be mathematical statements
and logical inferences; they are logically necessary and analytic and they are not
dependent on experience for their truth. Based on the understanding of logical or
absolute certainty, the certainty of our knowledge claims would be purely internal to the
object of study or claim and propositions deriving from it. (Bewaji, 2007). From
whatever point of view we consider that which is certain, it is clear “that certainty is
human, linguistic, epistemic, pragmatic and even cultural.” (Bewaji, 2007).

1.3 A Review of Certitude and Scepticism In Traditional Western and
African Epistemology

The traditional Western approach to epistemology is foundational. From the time
of Descartes, the opinion that the theory of knowledge should be grounded on real, firm,
and unshakable foundations has persisted. Thus, there was a relentless search for a
method to ground the foundations of knowledge. Descartes thought he found this
method in his systematic doubt, while Kant thought it is in the distinction between the
numenon and phenomenon. For Edmund Hurssel, he felt this method is to be found in
phenomenology. (Dummet, 1978).

Richard Rorty summarizes this approach to epistemology when he asserts that
modern Western philosophy understands the foundations of knowledge and finds these
foundations in the study of;

man-as-knower of the ‘mental processes’ or the ‘activity of
representation’ which make knowing possible. To know is to represent
accurately what is outside the mind, so to understand the possibility and



Certitude and Scepticism as Complementary in the Search for Knowledge

86 i, KOLYOl 2012718

the nature of knowledge is to understand the way in which the mind is
able to construct such representations. (Rorty, 1979).

The traditional Western dualistic conception of reality that distinguishes between
the known object and the knowing subject projects the problem of certitude and
scepticism. Such a notion of reality divides the world into two — the objective world and
the subjective world. This division has assumed different forms of discussion in the
history of Western epistemology, e.g. the appearance and reality discourse, the
materialism and idealism discourse, the rationalism and empiricism discourse, etc.
Discussions in traditional Western epistemology have proceeded along these lines until
more recently when post modernist epistemology introduced the context-dependency
dimension of viewing justification.

African epistemology differs from the traditional Western conception of
knowledge and follows the same line of argument as post modernist epistemology. The
claim of African epistemology is a claim to a unique way of knowing that is
distinctively African. Protagonists of this claim intend to direct attention to the cultural
embededness of knowledge. (Udefi in Akanmidu, ed. 2005). It is a known fact that
culture plays an important role in our mental understanding of reality. So an
understanding of a peoples’ culture enables a better understanding of how they conceive
and express their beliefs about the realities around them. It is within this context we
understand the position of “professional philosophers like Senghor, Anyanwu,
Onyewuenyi, and others who argue that there is a distinctive African way of perceiving
and reacting to the world.” (Udefi in Akanmidu, 2005). They present African
epistemology as the way the African understands, interprets and apprehends reality
within the context of the African cultural experience. (Onyewuenyi, 1976 and
Anyanwu, 1983.).

The African understanding of reality is tied to its metaphysics. Metaphysics here
refers to concerns about the meaning and nature of ultimate reality. Africans uphold a
dualistic conception of reality in the sense that they see existence as partly physical and
partly spiritual. According to A. Ekanola, “they accept the reality and the intrinsic
interrelationship of both a sensible (perceptible and physical) and a nonsensible (non-
perceptible and spiritual) aspect of reality.” (Ekanola in Oladipo, ed. 2006). Ekanola
was quick to note that “traditional Africans generally do not attempt any rigid
compartmentalization of the world. Rather they construe the two aspects as interlocking
and having a continuous and reciprocal influence on each other.” This view has been
expressed by scholars like Chinua Achebe in his “Chi in Igbo Cosmology” (Achebe in
Eze, ed. 1988), Gyekye (1987) and Gbadegesin (1981).

The importance of this point is that it underlines the difference between
traditional Western epistemology and African epistemology. While the African concept
of reality sees existence as both physical and spiritual, it nonetheless does not propose a
dualistic understanding of reality. African metaphysics considers both the physical and
spiritual realms as equally real and as constituting a continuum. In this continuum, there
is “the possibility of the spiritual entities and at least some physical entities, especially
human beings, migrating at will between the physical and the non-physical realms.”
(Ekanola in Oladipo, 2006). This explains the epistemological monism we find in
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African epistemology. According to Udefi, this monism “does not draw a sharp line of
demarcation between the epistemic subject who experiences and the epistemic object
that is being experienced.” (Udefi in Akanmidu, 2005).

Thus, the African perceives and knows by reacting to the known object in a
sensuous, emotive, and intuitive process, as well as through the process of abstraction.
African cosmology is more encompassing. The African does not remove himself from
the object to be known but fuses his particular subjective orientation and rhythm with
the object and the knowing subject and the known object become one. K. C. Anyanwu
expresses this point lucidly by saying;

the African maintains that there can be no knowledge of reality if an
individual detaches himself from it. Bear in mind that for the African, a
life-force, is not a passive spectator of the universe but an active
participator of life-events. So he operates with the logic of aesthetics
which holds that the whole is real. Knowledge therefore comes from the
co-operation of all human faculties and experiences. He sees, feels,
imagines, reasons or thinks and intuits all at the same time. Only through
this method does he claim to have the knowledge of the other. So, the
method through which the African arrives at trustworthy knowledge of
reality ... is intuitive and personal experience. (Ruch and Anyanwu,
1981).

Uduigwomen comments on Anyanwu’s submission by acknowledging the
wholismholism expressed in this submission as well as acknowledging the fact that it is
replete with philosophical problems but nonetheless, it “solves the problem of duality
inherent in Western epistemology.” (Uduigwomen, 1995). That Anyanwu’s position
goes with philosophical problems does not; in my own opinion reduce the import of its
claim as virtually all philosophical theories have their inherent problems and negations.
This is precisely the issue epistemological certitude and scepticism attempts to resolve.

1.4 Critical Evaluation

For a claim to be epistemic, that is, for a claim to be described as knowledge, it
has to meet certain criteria or standards. These standards include truth, belief, and
justification. Thus, traditional Western epistemology defined knowledge as justified true
belief. By this definition, it means all knowledge claims must be true, we must believe
them to be true, and we must be justified in believing that they are true.

For decades, this was the operative definition of knowledge but Gettier’s
influential essay of 1963 refuted this conception of knowledge, suggesting that the
conditions of truth, belief and justification are not sufficient for knowledge. This
challenge raised the view that we may need additional condition or conditions for
knowledge. It is a challenge that calls to question the justification of our knowledge
claims; ensuring that we do not take a true belief resulting from epistemic luck or an
educated guess as knowledge.
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Over four decades after Gettier, Western analytic philosophers are still struggling
either to defend the traditional account of knowledge or to respond to the issue raised in
Gettier’s essay. The discussions have been mainly attempts to repair the traditional
account of knowledge. The attempts fall easily into four categories. The first category
suggests that “the definition of knowledge should clearly indicate that the constituents’
belief should not be inferred from a false belief.” (Owolabi, 2000). It is a suggestion that
proposes the inclusion of a fourth condition for knowledge. This fourth condition
requires that “the believer’s ground for believing a claim does not include a false
belief.” In summary, it is the elimination of “relevant falsehood.” (Clarke, 1963). Many
philosophers did not welcome this suggestion as it was too strong and makes impossible
the possibility to have knowledge. (Pollock, 1981).

The second category of attempt is found in the work of Lehrer and Paxon (1969).
It is also a suggestion for a fourth condition. In this case, the fourth condition should not
allow within its system of beliefs truths which will destroy the believer’s justification.
(Dancy, 1985). It is called the “defeasibility approach.” This approach is closely related
to the third category of attempts referred to as the “reliable method” approach. It argues
for a fourth condition, namely that our justified, true, beliefs would pass as knowledge if
they are derived from a reliable method. (Dancy, 1985). The fourth category of attempts
centres on the “conclusive reason” approach. It argues that justified true belief can still
be knowledge as long as it is based on conclusive reason. Conclusive reason means that
a particular proposition is knowledge if and only if the reasons that make it an epistemic
claim are conclusive. They are conclusive on the grounds that they cannot be true while
the conclusion is false.

The debate has largely been to revamp the necessary and sufficient conditions for
knowledge. This involves:

(i) Making a proper distinction between knowledge and belief.

(if) Giving a better and more comprehensive analysis of justification to see
what it entails and what it does not entail.

(iii) How best to deduce from given propositions.

(iv) How to differentiate between first-person and third-person knowledge.

The debate has been between epistemological rivals competing for whose
conception of knowledge is correct and whose conception is not correct. Right at the
heart of the debate is what degree of certainty we have that gives justification to our
epistemic claims in such a way that they are immune to scepticism.

Traditional Western epistemology talks about the ‘world as it is’ and the ‘world
as it appears to us.” The ‘world as it appears to us’ represents the world we can know.
This conception of reality has created the fertile grounds for the perennial debate on
epistemological certitude and scepticism in traditional Western epistemology. For as
long as we cannot know the world as it is, scepticism will always casts a shadow on
whatever we claim to know.

On the contrary, African epistemology which is firmly rooted in African
ontology considers both the physical and the spiritual as intrinsically related as two
aspects of the same reality; they interlock and constitute a continuum with a reciprocal
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influence on each other. (Ekanola in Oladipo, 2006). Within this context, the subject
knows the object as part and parcel of the same reality to which both of them are
aspects. The subject acquires knowledge of the object by seeing and thinking, as well as
experiencing and discovering reality. The self of the subject is united with the objective
world outside the self in a relationship in which the self of the subject vivifies and
animates the objective world. This unitary conception of reality affords the African
epistemologists the luxury of combining a representative realist view of the world with
the common sense argument against scepticism. Scepticism is therefore not an issue of
contention in African epistemology.

1.5 Recommendation

Epistemological efforts in the history of Western epistemology have had to battle
with scepticism by trying to create firm and unshakable foundations for knowledge.
Analysis of the various efforts in this direction takes you through concepts like
foundationalism; the theory that “inferential justification terminates with beliefs that are
immediately justified, beliefs that do not depend on any other beliefs for their
justifications.” (Moser and VanderNat, 1987). Other concepts in relation to the
understanding of knowledge are; (i) Coherentism; the idea that beliefs as justified to the
extent that they fit in or cohere with other beliefs in a given system of beliefs (Cardinal,
Hayward, & Jones, 2004). Thus, maintain that justification is a function of some
relationship between beliefs in contrast to the idea of privileged beliefs holding up a
superstructure in the way maintained by the foundationalist. (ii) Contexualism; the idea
that whatever we know is relative to a context. Context is seen in relation to certain
features like, intentions and presuppositions of the members of a conversational
situation. (iii) Reliabilism; the argument that a reliable method would produce a true
belief and thus a belief is justified if it is produced by a reliable method rather than
basing it on good reasons. And (iv) the Context-dependency approach of the post
modernist to justification, which conceives knowledge as a special kind of relations; a
text or discourse that puts words and images together in ways that is pleasing and useful
to particular culture. It therefore denies objective knowledge, arguing that knowledge is
made from the linguistic and other meaning making resources of a particular culture.

What you find at the end of this analysis is that none of these adequately put to
rest the over bearing considerations of scepticism. This situation is worsened by the
sceptic’s demand for absolute certainty as a conditio sine qua non for knowledge.
Absolute certainty means indubitability, which necessarily includes both objective and
subjective indubitability.

The problem of certitude and scepticism continues to elude traditional Western
epistemology because of its dichotomy between the subject and the object in the
understanding of reality. Within this understanding, the subject needs to perceive the
object as it is to be able to make a cognitive claim. Such perception is not possible. The
Kantian theory of the nomenon and phenomenon, as the world as we know it and the
world as it is in itself, which exemplifies the submission of traditional Western
epistemology shows that we can only know the world as it appears to us, and not as it is
in itself.
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The post modernist approach which disagrees with universal standards and
paradigms of rationality and objectivity for epistemic claims conceives knowledge and
rational certainty within the context of social agreements, thus giving the notion of
knowledge as a human activity. Within this context, justification is context-dependent.
The brave and persuasive efforts of the post modernists however leave loopholes which
critiques of the position have maximally explored and continue to explore. This makes it
impossible for them to put the problem of epistemological certitude and scepticism to
rest.

An appraisal of the epistemological approach of African philosophy to
knowledge and rational certainty first and foremost, opens up the cultural embededness
of knowledge; therefore revealing the important role that culture plays in the mental
understanding of reality. (Brown, 2004). The African ontological understanding of
reality as a basic continuum in which the dual aspects of reality; the physical and the
spiritual are intrinsically interrelated in such a way that it does not allow a rigid
compartmentalization of the object and the subject as two separate and different entities,
enables the cognition of reality as part and parcel of itself and not as “accurate
representations.” Thus, knowledge is not the knowing subject accurately representing
the known object, but that the knowing subject knows the known object as part and
parcel of its very being in one and the same reality. In this way the issue of “accurate
representation” or no “accurate representation” does arise.

Another very important aspect that this kind of understanding reveals is the
various influences on the subject’s understanding of the object. Since it is not by a
process of abstraction alone that the subject gets to know the object, such influences that
arise from its human and socio-cultural being, i.e. habits, interests, values, language, etc.
come into play. These cannot be denied of the subject because they shape his
understanding, appreciation and interpretation of reality. (Aigbodioh, 1997).

With all these put together, can we say that the African epistemologist does not
understand such concepts as certainty and doubt or certitude and scepticism? He
certainly does understand these concepts; but not as the traditional Western
epistemologist does in relation to knowledge. Both concepts for the African
epistemologist are mutually complementary in the understanding of knowledge rather
than mutually exclusive. They both play the role of ensuring that we are not mistaken in
our knowledge claims. Instead of one being a paradigm and another being the obstacle
to evaluating what is to be knowledge and what is not to be knowledge, both ensure that
we sift the candidates for epistemic claims properly of all that could mislead the
knower.

The efforts by epistemologists to establish true knowledge is to guide against
misinformation. This is to avoid complications and misdirection in our decision making
processes and interpersonal relationships. To ask questions about the certitude of our
epistemic claims, which amounts to raising doubts (scepticism) about such claims is to
ask us to be sure of the knowledge claims we are making. On the other hand, to draw
standards of certainty by which we assess our knowledge claims is to be sure of the
claims are making. Thus, in either case, the aim is to avoid making mistakes in our
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epistemic claims. The quest for certitude and the efforts to avoid scepticism serve as
check and balance for epistemological claims.

1.6 Conclusion

Philosophy as a discipline thrives in continual questioning with the noble aim of
understanding the realities of our world better. Every question raised provides the
opportunity for a further research or inquiry into the subject of the question. In this way,
it builds up the body of our knowledge. The idea of this paper is not to settle once and
for all the discussion on epistemological certitude and scepticism but to direct attention
to an aspect of the issue that is yet to be given considerable attention. This is the fact
that the search for certainty and the continuous questioning of scepticism are not
albatross to the quest for knowledge. If keenlyintensely considered, both certitude and
scepticism work for the same purpose; namely, to establish knowledge as opposed to
mistaken beliefs, lucky or educated guess. To establish that doubt and certitude are
complementary in the search for true knowledge.
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Arslan TOPAKKAYA®

‘Felsefi Bilgelik’ ve (Evren Karslsmda) ‘Hayranllk Duyma’
Kavramlar1 Arasindaki iliski Uzerine

Ozet

Felsefe yapmak ve bunun sonucunda kazanilan felsefi bilgelik Platon ve
Aristoteles’in hakli bir sekilde tespit ettikleri gibi ‘evren karsisinda duyulan
hayranlikla’ baglar. Bu baglamda bilgiyle hayranlik duyma kavramlar1 arasinda
siki bir iligki s6z konusudur. Hayranlik duyulan seyin ne oldugunu merak etme ve
onun aslin1 6grenme istegi insani ister istemez bir bilme ve bilgiyi arama siirecine
itmekte; aranilan bu bilgiyi bulan ya da kismen sahip olan insanin duydugu
hayranlik yerini yavas yavas takdir duygularina birakmaktadir. Felsefe yapmak ya
da felsefi bilgeligin en 6nemli hedefi, varlik hakkinda ‘en dogru ve en giivenilir’
bilgiyi elde etmekten baska bir sey degildir. Boyle bir bilgi’ye ulagsmanin ilk sarti,
bilginin nesnesi olan seye duyulan hayranlik ve takdir hisleridir. Kisaca felsefi
bilgelik, evren karsisinda hayranlik duyma ile baglamakta, bu hayranligin nedenini
ve nasilint aramakla devam etmekte ve bu nedenin ya da ilkenin bulunmasiyla (ya
da en azindan o yolda olmanin verdigi hazla) pozitif bir anlam kazanmaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler
Felsefe, Bilgelik, Hayranlik Duyma, Varlik, Bilgi, Akil, Duyular, Korku.

On the Relationship between the Concepts of Philosophical
Wisdom and Admiration (in the Face of the Universe)

Abstract

Philosophizing and philosophical wisdom gained as a result of this, as Plato and
Aristotle rightly noted, start with “admiration in the face of the universe”. In this
respect, there is a close relationship between the concepts of knowledge and
admiration. Wondering about what is admired and wanting to learn its essence
willingly or unwillingly put a person in a process of knowing and looking for
knowledge; the admiration felt either by a person who has found the knowledge or
a person who has partly had it gradually yields to the feelings of appreciation. The
most important aim of philosophizing or philosophical wisdom is nothing other
than obtaining the “most truthful and trustworthy” knowledge about being. The
first condition of attaining such knowledge is the feelings of admiration and
appreciation for whatever the object of knowledge. In short, philosophical wisdom
starts with admiration in the face of the universe, continues by looking for why

s

Dog. Dr. Erciyes Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe Boliimii.
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and how of this admiration and gains a positive meaning by finding this reason or
principle (or at least by the pleasure of being on that way).

Key words
Philosophy, Wisdom, Admiration, Being, Knowledge, Reason, Senses, Fear.

Felsefe yapmak ya da o yolda olmak her seyden énce insani bir 6zelliktir.!
Ciinkii felsefe yapmak, akil sahibi olmay1 zorunlu kilar. Aklin felsefe yapmada tek
basma yeterli olup olmadig1 tartismasi bir yana, felsefe yapmak igin insani felsefe
yapmaya sevkedecek birtakim insani duygularin da bu siirece eslik etmesi
gerekmektedir. Bu anlamda bazi filozoflarin felsefenin ¢ikis noktasinin duygu ya da
duygular olmasi gerektigi tespiti anlamlidir. Felsefeyle ugrasan her insan, “felsefenin
¢ikis noktasi ya da asli, insanin evren karsisinda duydugu hayranliktir.” ciimlesini ya
duymus ya da okumustur. Hayranlik duyma, yogun bir duygulanimdir. Bu kavram
Yunancada (pathos?, m&foc), Latincede ise ‘affectus’ kelimeriyle karsilanmaktadir.
Platon’a gore “felsefe, hayretten ve hayreti ¢6zmek igin yapilan zihin gayretinden
dogmustur” (Ulken 1963: 37). Evren karsisinda duyulan hayranlik insam felsefe
yapmaya zorlar (Natorp 1903: 104). Felsefenin ¢ikis noktasi olarak hayranlik duyma
(staunen), Platon’un Theaitetos diyalogunda soyle dile getirilir: “Felsefecinin tutkusu
hayranlik duymadir. Bunun diginda felsefenin baska bir esasi ve ilkesi s6z konusu
degildir” (Theaitetos, 155D). Hayranlik duyma, Platon’da felsefenin esasi ve temel
ilkesi olarak kabul edilmekle kalmamis; o ayni zamanda felsefenin amaci ve sonucu
olarak da goriilmistiir. Bu amag, onun Symposion diyalogunda bilen insanin “hayranlik
uyandiran 6zsel giizelligi” gormesi olarak agimlanir (Symposion, 210E, 1 favuactov
™MV @bow kaAdv). Yani hayranlik duyma kavramindan hareket eden felsefi diisiince,
Oyle bir bilgiye ulasir ki bu bilginin kendisi ayrica ikinci bir hayranliga sebep
olmaktadir. Boyle bir siirecte ilk olarak hayranlik duyma, ikincil olarak da takdir s6z
konusudur. Burada sorulmasi gereken soru, ‘temel’ ya da ‘asil’ kavramindan ne
anlagilmasi gerektigidir. Buradan anlasilmasi gereken sey ise, felsefe yapmanin evren

! Bu baglamda Stoa filozoflari tarafindan ileri siiriilmiis olan “Tanrilar felsefe yapmaz” (nicht)

climlesi sayan-1 dikkatdir. Bu ciimle ¢esitli sekillerde yorumlanabilir. Tanrilar felsefe yapmaz,
onlarin felsefe yapmaya ihtiyaglari yoktur ¢linkii onlar felsefenin ulagmak istedigi hakikatin ta
kendileridir. Ya da gercekten onlar insani anlamda felsefe yapma yetisinden yoksundurlar
¢linkii aralarinda ontolojik agidan 6zsel bir farklilik vardir. Bu yoruma da 6zsel agidan
kendinden daha asagidaki bir varligin sahip oldugu bir 6zellige insandan daha {istiin olarak
kabul edilen Tanrinin ya da Tanrilarin nasil sahip olamayacagi seklinde itiraz etmek de pekala
miimkiindiir.

Pathos kavrami su sekilde tanimlanmaktadir: “Felsefe diginda bu kavram, aci ve iiziinti
anlamina gelmektedir. Fakat kendi felsefi gelisim siirecinde bu kavram, ilk olarak dissal
herhangi bir etkinin ortaya ¢ikardigi bir durum olarak tanimlanmaktadir. O ayni zamanda,
kederlenmek, ve ruhsal bir durum ya da duygulanim olarak da tarif edilebilir. Historisches
Worterbuch der Philosophie, yay. Joachim.Ritter, cilt I, Basel 1971, s.89.

Bu tanima Platon’dan iki farkli tanim eklemek miimkiindiir. ilk anlamda Platon pathos’u tutku
(Leidenschaft) [Phaidros 265B], ikinci anlamda ise tecriibe (Erfahrung) [Phaidon 96A] olarak
tanimlamaktadir.
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karsisinda duyulan hayranlikla birlikte baslamig oldugunun yanisira, hayranlik
duymanin filozoflarin sahip oldugu (felsefi hayranlik) siirekli bir 6zellik oldugu
tespitidir.

Platon bu saptamaya Theaitetos diyalogunda genis yer verir. Sokrates bu
diyalogda diyalog arkadasi Theiatetos’a, bir seyin varligi hakkinda ileri siiriilen
ifadelerle, o seyin olusu sirasinda meydana gelen degigmeler arasindaki ¢eliskiye dikkat
etmesini salik verir. Bu tavsiyeye Theaitetos sdyle cevap verir: “Gergekten Sokrates,
Tanrilarin davranislari, yapip ettikleri karsisinda asir1 bir hayranlik duyuyorum. Esaslh
bir bigimde evrene her bakigimda bagim doniiyor” (Theaitetos, 155C). Burada hayranlik
duyma negatif karakteriyle, yani bilgi sahibi olmama seklinde ortaya g¢ikmaktadir.
Bilmek isteyen, bilmek istedigi nesneyi tespit edememektedir. Bunun dogal bir sonucu
olarak bag donmesi ona eslik etmektedir.

Platon’da hayranlik duymanin iki farkli anlami vardir. Birincisi Theaitetos’un
basinda belirtildigi gibi —ki burada hayranlik duymayla (staunen, Bavualerv) temasa
etme (schauen, Ocoofor) kavramlarinin aralarinda ortak bir bag oldugu ifade
edilmektedir- insanin diistinsel giiclilk kargisinda gosterdigi hayranliktir. Bu hayranlik
felsefe yapmada kendisini gdsteren bir hayranliktir. Tkinci anlamda hayranlik duyma
Platon’un Symposion 210 E’de isaret ettigi, felsefi bilginin sonucunda agiga ¢ikan
hayranliktir. Baglangigta gercek diisiincenin igine distiigii giiclikten dogan hayranca
bakis, bizi Ide’nin ve en yiiksek ruhsal tabakanin temasasina siiriiklemektedir. Boyle bir
hayranlikta imkansizlik ortadan kalkmaktadir. Bilinemezlik, 6zli ruhsal temasa olan
kavramlar {istii bir bilgi tarafindan kusatilmaktadir.

Platon’un bu anlayisina benzer bir anlayis H. Arendt tarafindan ortaya
konmustur. Arendt temasa ya da goriiyli, Platon’un Theaitetos diyalogundan hareketle,
felsefi bilginin en yiiksek formu olarak kabul eder ve bu diislincesiyle, felsefenin temeli
olarak hayranlik duyma (Qavpaderv) kavrami arasinda bir baglanti kurar. Fakat Arendt,
varligin giizelligi karsisinda duyulan hayranligin igeriginin ilkesel olarak kelimelerle
ifade edilemeyecek bir sey oldugu inancindadir. Ona gore, bu durum ayni zamanda,
Platon ve Aristoteles’in evren karsisinda duyulan hayranligi, neden felsefenin kaynagi
olarak gordiiklerini ve felsefe yapmanin amacinin neden kelimelerle ifade edilemeyen
bir goriiden olusmasi gerektigi tesbitini de aciklamaktadir (Arendt 1960: 295).
Aristoteles bu baglamda her ne kadar hayranlik duyma kavrami yerine temasa (Oewpia)
kavramini kullanmig olsa da, Arendt hayranlik duyma kavramiyla temasa kavrami
arsindaki birliktelige dikkat ¢eker. “Bu felsefede Teoria (Bswpio) gergekte hayranhk
duyma (Qavudderv) kavram yerine kullamlmis daha miitevazi ve gegici bir kavramdir.
Felsefe yapmanin ulastigi ger¢ek temasa, felsefenin kendisiyle basladigi kavramsal
acidan aydinlanmis hayranlik duyma kavramindan bagska bir sey degildir.

Aristoteles’e gore de felsefenin baslangici insanin evren karsisinda duydugu
hayranliktir. “Insan evren karsisinda duydugu hayranliktan dolay1 felsefe yapmaya
baglamugtir” (Aristoteles, Metafizik I ¢ 2, 982b 11). Bu hayranlik son bulmayan ve
bitmeyen bir hayranliktir. Bu hayranlik ayni zamanda biitiin varolanlar hakkinda
duyulan evrensel bir hayranliktir. Aristoteles yukaridaki alintinin devaminda insan
diisincesinde ortaya ¢ikan hayranlik duyma kavraminin kisa tarihiyle ilgili tespitlerde
bulunur. “Baslangicta insanlar, gozlerinin oniinde duran ve agiklayamadiklar seyler
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iizerine hayranlik duymuslardir. Daha sonra yavas yavas ilerleyerek daha bilyiik
varliklarla mesela ayla, giinesle, yildizlarla ve evrenin olusu problemiyle karsilagsmiglar
ve bazi zorluklarla yiiz yiize gelmislerdir” (Metafizik | ¢ 2, 982b 12-17). Alintida verilen
ilk ornekler felsefe oncesi donemin diisiince yapisiyla ilgilidir. Evrenin olusumuna dair
soru ise -her nekadar bu alanda dini ve mitolojik bazi cevaplar verilmis olsa da-
felsefeyi ilgilendiren bir sorudur. Fakat felsefe yapan bir insan bu soruya cevap
vermekten ziyade biitiin varlig1 kendi gizemi i¢inde diisiiniir. Nesne karsisinda duyulan
felsefi hayranlik, ilk olarak negatif bir sey olarak goriiniir.

Hayranlik duymanin negatif karakteri Aristoteles’te de islenen bir konudur.
Onda hayranlik duyma, herseyden Once hayranlik duyulan seyin Ozilinlin
bilinememesinden agiga ¢ikar. Fakat hayranlik duyma, bilgi sahibi olmamay1 kabul
eden bir siire¢ degildir. Insan hayranlik duydugu sey hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ister.
Yani “hayranlik duyma hayranlik duyulan sey hakkinda insani bilgi sahibi yapmaya
zorlar. Hayranlik duymada insan bilgisizliginin farkina varir ve bu bilgiyi aramaya
koyulur” (Jaspers 1971: 16). Bu yiizden Aristoteles felsefeyi, hayranlik duyma siirecini
sona erdiren ve “insani bilgisizlikten kurtaran” bir faaliyet olarak anlar. Hayranlik
duymada ortaya c¢ikan bilmeme durumu genel anlamda hicbir sey bilmeme durumu
olmayip bizim pratik aklimizin nesnesi olmayan bir bilmeme durumudur. Hayranlik
duyan bir kisi kendisinin de dogrudan kavrayamayacagi bir seyin varoldugunu ve bunu
algilayamayacagini bilmektedir. Bu onun i¢in mucizevi bir karakter tasimaktadir. Bu da
hayranlik duymanin pozitif yanim olusturmaktadir.®

Felsefi anlamda hayranlik duyma kavrami, dini anlamda hayranlik duyma
kavramindan farkli bir seydir. Ciinkii bu kavram dini tecriibenin bir sonucu olarak
ortaya ¢ikan “hayranlik”tan farklilik gosterir. Bu temel farklilik da hayranlik duymanin
nesnesiyle ilgilidir. Her ne kadar Platon bu konuda g¢ok agik olmasa da su tesbiti
yapmak yanlig olmaz: Mutlak giizelin (Bavpoactov kaiov) felsefi bilgisi, en yiiksek ide
olan ‘Iyi’ idesinin bilgisidir. Bu aym zamanda Bir’in de bilgisidir. Bir’in bilgisi de
kendisi sayesinde diger varliklarin birliklerinin saglandigi ontolojik anlamda bir
‘varhigm’ bilgisidir. Sadece varlikta diger biitin varliklar birlikte var olabilirler.
Buradan ¢ikan dogal sonug ise, felsefi hayranlik duymanin nesnesinin ontolojik bir
varlik olmasi geregidir. Bu baglamda, diger semavi dinlerde ifade edilen ve kendi
basina bir kisilige sahip oldugu kabul edilen Tanrisallik, tek basina felsefi hayranligin
nesnesi olamaz.

Platon’un felsefenin temelini hayranlik duyma olarak tespit etmesine katilan 19.
ve 20. yiizyil filozoflari, genel anlamda felsefi hayranligi, varlik iizerine duyulan
hayranlik olarak yorumlamislardir ve bu baglamda, yukarda ifade edilen hayranlik

Jaspers hayranlik duyma ve bu hayranlik sonucunda ulasilan bilginin hemen pesinden gelen
siipheye dikkat geker. insan kendi hayranlk ve takdir duygularini elde ettigi bilgi sayesinde
pekistirmesine karsin bu elde edilen bilgilerin dogruluklarinin kontrol edilmesi sonucunda
yine ayn1 insan bu kez bu bilgilerden siiphe etmeye baslamaktadir. Platon ve Aristoteles ise bu
baglamda bu siipheden bahsetmezler. Fakat Jaspers hayranlik duyma ve varolanlar hakkinda
elde edilen her bilgiden sonra bunlardan siiphe etmenin zorunlu olarak ortaya ¢iktig1 goriisiinii
tagimaktadir. Krs. A.g.e.,s. 17.



‘Felsefi Bilgelik’ ve (Evren Karsisinda) ‘Hayranlik Duyma’

m, KOLYOl 2012/18 97

duymanin baglangiciyla sonucu arasindaki ayrimi dikkate almamuislardir.* Ornek olarak
Schopenhauer, felsefi bilgelik olarak hayranlik duymanin, diinyay1 ve kendi varligimizi
astig1 inancindadir. “Ciinkii sadece diisiinceden yoksun hayvanlar, diinyay1 ve varligi
dogrudan ondan hareketle anlarlar. Bu anlama ise insanlarda problemlidir. Bu tiir bir
anlama, aydin ve iyi egitim almis ¢ok az sayida kisinin basardig: bir seydir ki bunlarda
Platon’un biiyliik bir hayranlik ve duygu seliyle felsefe yapma (Gavudalerv ucla
pi1loopikov waboo) diye tanimladigi hayranlik duyma derecesine kendilerini ¢ikarmis
kimselerdir.

Schopenhauer’a gore bu problem, her iilkenin ve o iilkenin ileri gelen
insanlarinin ¢ézmeye calistiklart bir problemdir. Bu problemden dogan kaygi, ayni
zamanda higbir zaman durmamis olan metafizik saatini de harekete gegiren bir
kaygidir” (Schopenhauer 1977: 189). Bu ciimlelerden ¢ikan birinci sonug, her insanin
potansiyel olarak dogal varlik kabuliinden siyrilip diinya ve varlik iizerine felsefi
bilgelik anlaminda hayranlik duyma kabiliyetine ulasabilecegi gergegidir. ikincisi ise,
bu hayranlik derecesinin ve buna bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikan varlik kesfinin, farkli
insanlarda farkli derecelerde ortaya ciktigi tespitidir. Schopenhauer akil ve isteme
(Schneider 1956: 85) arasindaki baga dayanan bu tespiti sdyle aciklar: “Intellektiiel
acidan bir insan ne kadar zayifsa varligin kendisi onun i¢in o derece daha az gizemli
goriiniir. Ona her sey oldugu gibi goriiniir ve her sey kendi aracilifiyla rahatca
anlagilabilir. Bunun sebebi aklinin istemeye hizmetci olmasi ve ona sadik kalmasidir.
Boyle bir akil, diinya ve dogayla onlarin bir pargasi olarak siki bir birliktelik kurmakta
ve bdylece de biitiin varliklardan kendini siyirip, onlarin karsisina gecip varligi bir
biitiin olarak kavrama ve anlama cesaretini gosterememektedir” (Schneider 1956: 176).
Son olarak Schopenhauer, felsefi bilgelik olarak hayranlik duymamin zaman {isti
ozelliginden bahseder. Ona gore, bu kavram her zaman ve her yerde farkli zaman
dilimlerinde ve farkli kiiltiirlerde agiga ¢ikabilir.

M. Scheler ve M. Heidegger de felsefi anlamda hayranlik duymayzi,
Schopenhauer’a benzer bir sekilde karakterize ederler. Bu baglamda Scheler sunlar
sdyler: “Ilk ve dogrudan en agik olan sey, bir ‘seyin’ varligi ya da daha keskin bir
ifadeyle hi¢ligin yoklugudur. Bu gergeklik ayni zamanda felsefi anlamda hayranlik
duyma kavraminin hareket noktasidir” (Scheler 1980: 93). Buna benzer goriisii Scheler,
baska bir yerde soyle dile getirir: “Her tlirli metafiziksel ugrasinin kaynagi, genel
anlamda herhangi bir seyin olmasi ve higligin olmamas: {izerine duyulan hayranliktir”
(Scheler 1980: 134). Heidegger’e gore metafizigin temel sorusu, bir seyin nigin var
oldugu, neden yoklugun olmadig1 sorusudur (Heidegger 1953: 1). Onun ilk yazilarinda
varlig1 tecriibe etmek, ona hayranlik duymadan daha dnemlidir. Sonraki yazilarinda ise
hayranlik duyma kavramina gondermeler yapar. “Varliklar i¢inde sadece insan (...)
mucizenin mucize oldugunu tecriibbe eder. O sey de varolanlardir” (a.g.e.). Varlik

Birtakim c¢agdas filozoflar Platon’un bu konu hakkindaki goriislerini benimsemis olmalarina
ragmen bu goriisleri Yahudi-Hiristiyan yaratilis Ogretisine uyarlamuslardir.  Yunan
diisiincesinde varlik, ezeli olarak kabul edilirken, Incil’e dayanan yaratihis dgretisi ise, varlik
kavramini her zaman miimkiin olan, yokluk kavraminin asilmasi ya da onun bertaraf edilmesi
olarak anlar. Bundan dolay: felsefi bilgelik olarak hayranlik duyma yerini, hi¢ligi yenmis olan
varolanlar tizerine duyulan hayranliga birakir.
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tecriibesi burada felsefi anlamda hayranlik duymanin ve hayret etmenin bir ¢esidi olarak
goriinmektedir. Bu tespitlere ragmen hayranlik duyma kavrami —belki de Heidegger’in
Platon felsefesine fazla ilgi gdstermemesinden dolayi- diger filozoflarla
karsilastirlldiginda Heidegger felsefesinde pek onemli bir yer isgal etmez. Husserl ve
Heidegger’in 6grencisi olan E. Fink’te durum biraz daha farklidir.

Platon ve Aristoteles’in konuyla ilgili metinlerine atifla Fink, “felsefi
problemlerin kaynagi hayranlik duyma kavramidir” (Fink 1966: 182). ciimlesini
kendine hareket noktasi olarak seger. Ona gore, hayranlik duyma ve hayret kavramlari,
simdiye kadar olagan kabul edilen fakat olagan dist olan, kesinligine inanilan fakat
goreli olan, sorgulamadan kabul edilmis fakat sorgulanmasi gereken kavramlarin
basinda gelir. “Kendimizi, seyleri, insanlar1 ve Tanr1’y1 kendisi araciligiyla tanidigimiz
diinya’ya duydugumuz hayranlik, varliklardan edindigimiz bilgide aniden ortaya ¢ikan
bir aydinlanma, bir ters yiiz olmadir. Bunun sonucunda simdiye kadar varolanlar igin
gegerli olan seyler, yalin bir goriintii derecesine inmektedir. Hayranlik duymada,
felsefenin ters yiiz olmus diinyasi agiga ¢ikmaktadir” (a.g.e.). Fink israrli bir sekilde
hayranlik duymanin negatif yonlinii vurgular. “Hayranlik ve hayret insani aligmis
oldugu giinliik hayatindan, gelenekle olan yakinligindan ve varlikla olan giivenli
iliskisinden sokiip ¢ikarmakta ve onu siirekli olarak karsilastigi varlik yorumlarindan,
varligin ne olduguna dair bilinemezligin yaratici fakirligine siiriklemektedir. Hayranlik
duyma, 6zsel olarak herseyi yerinden oynatmadir. Yani insami aligtii, glivendigi ve
inandig1 seyleri yerinden etmedir” (Fink 1966: 183). Fink’e goére, hayranlik duyma
sadece bir duygu durumu olarak anlagilmamalidir. O ayni1 zamanda yalin diisiincenin ve
ozsel teorinin de temel formudur. Fink, 6zsel teori kavramini kendi karsit kavramiyla
aciklar. “Ozsel olmayan teoriler, varligin ne oldugu sorusuna cevap veren ve gercekligin
dogasimnt buldugunu iddia eden teorilerdir” (Fink 1966: 183). Hayranlik duyma
kavraminin 6zsel teorisinde ise her tiirlil bilgi ve kabul kesinligini yitirmis; varliga yeni
bir bakis agisiyla bakmak zorunlu hale gelmistir. Bu sayede kazanilan varligin hepsini
kapsayan bir bakis agisi, baslangictaki felsefi hayranligin bir sonucu olup, felsefenin
amac1 olarak anlasilan bir hayranlik degildir. Fink su climlelerle bunu aciklamaya
calisir: “Hayranlik ve hayrette, varolanlar kendilerini asli sekilde yeni bir tarzda
gosterirler. Bu gdsterim her tiirlii varlik yorumuna ket vurmakta ve ‘var olanlar1 yeniden
avlamaya’ caligsmaktadir” (Fink 1966: 184). ‘Var olanlari avlamak’ (Platon: Phaidon
66C:M tov 6vtoo Onpa) kavrami daha Once Platon tarafindan kullanilmig bir kavram
olup bu avin sonu, kelimelerle ifade edilemeyen bir bilgiyle biter. Burada Fink,
Platon’dan ayrilir. Fink bu baglamda boyle bir bilgiden s6z etmez.

Sonug olarak felsefe yapmak ve bunun sonucunda kazanilan felsefi bilgelik
Platon ve Aristoteles’in hakli bir sekilde tespit ettikleri gibi ‘evren karsisinda duyulan
hayranlikla’ baglar. Hayranlik duyma, insana hem bilgisizligini daha dogru bir ifadeyle
heniiz bilememe durumunu hatirlatmakta hem de bu hayranligi takdir ve tahsine
doniistiirmektedir. Bu baglamda bilgiyle -karsit anlamda bilgisizlikle- hayranlik duyma
kavramlari arasinda siki bir iliski s6z konusudur. Hayranlik duyulan seyin ne oldugunu
merak etme ve onun aslini 6grenme istegi insani ister istemez bir bilme siirecine ya da
bilgiyi arama siirecine itmekte; aranilan bu bilgiyi bulan ya da kismen sahip olan
insanin duydugu hayranlik yerini yavas yavas takdir duygularina birakmaktadir. Bu
baglamda insanin hayranlik uyandiran bu evren ve onun temeli hakkinda sahip oldugu
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bilgi ne kadar artarsa o oranda bilgeligin de artacagi kendiliginden ortaya ¢ikan bir
sonugtur. Felsefe yapmak ya da felsefi bilgeligin en 6nemli hedefi varlik hakkinda ‘en
dogru ve en giivenilir’ bilgiyi elde etmekten baska bir sey degildir. Boyle bir bilgiye
ulagmanin ilk sart1 bilginin nesnesi olan seye duyulan hayranlik ve takdir hisleridir.
Yani karsimizda duran ve kendisini Ben-olmayan olarak betimledigimiz evrene sempati
ve hayranlikla yaklasmak felsefi bilgeligin hem baslangici hem de onun agifa
¢ikmasinin temel sartidir.
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Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil: A Morality of Immoralism

Abstract

Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) presents a radical and enigmatic approach to
existentialism by over emphasizing the attributes of subjectivity of the individual
over the group, community and God, especially the Christian God. This essays
takes a critical appraisal of the major presuppositions of Nietzsche, especially as
contained in his work Beyond Good and Evil (1886) which is a major amalgam of
Nietzsche’s works on existentialism.

The essay concludes that notwithstanding the empowerment Nietzsche’s gives to
man through the Will to power and the concept Superman, his perspective on the
absolute freedom and supremacy of man over human institutions which serve
regulatory functions are counter-functional to social order as they obscure our
thorough sense of morality.
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Nietzsche’nin Iyinin ve Kétiiniin Otesinde Kavrayis::
Ahlaksizhgin Ahlaki

Ozet

Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) smifin, toplumun, Tanr’nin, Ozellikle de
Hiristiyan tanrisinin  karsisinda bireyin  6znel niteliklerine vurgu yaparak
varolugculugun radikal ve gizemli bir tiirlinii ortaya koymustur. Bu c¢alisma,
Nietzsche’nin 6zellikle varolusguluk iizerine olan ¢aligmalarinin en biiyiik sentezi
olan fyinin ve Kétiiniin Otesinde adli eserinde yer alan temel kabullerine elestirel
bir gézle yaklagsmaktadir.

Caligsma, Nietzsche’nin {ist insan ve gii¢ istenci kavramlariyla insana yetki
vermesine ragmen, mutlak 6zgiirliikk ve diizenleyici isleve sahip olan kurumlar
karsisinda insanin iistiinliigii diisiincesinin, ahlakin tam anlamini belirsizlestirdigi
i¢in sosyal diizene kars1 islevde bulundugu sonucuna ulagmistir.
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Introduction

This essay is focused on the critical examination of Friedrich Nietzsche’s moral
Philosophy, especially as contained in his work, Beyond Good and Evil (1886).

Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), a German philosopher and poet is one of the
most original and influential figures in modern philosophy. Thus spake Zarathustra
(1883) contains the first comprehensive statements of Nietzsche’s mature philosophy.
He referred to it as the most profound book of world literature. Beyond Good and Evil
(1886), and Towards a Generalogy of morals (1887) are major commentaries on Thus
spake Zarathustra. (Kaufmann, 1967: 504-509).

The book Beyond Good and Evil, can be seen as the amalgam of major thoughts
of Nietzsche. In it we have the central ideas of his books, The will to Power, Thus spake
Zarathustra, Towards The Genealogy of morals and so forth. All of Nietzsche’s works
were influenced by his practical life. Hence, it is germane to have a cursory look at his
biography for a proper appreciation of his thoughts.

Nietzsche’s life can be divided into three main periods viz: years of preparation,
years of production and years of insanity. (Castell, 1976:235). Having been born into a
puritanical family, his parents sent him to a denominational school to prepare him for a
clergy job. However, in the university he revolted against his parents’ wish to become a
clergy man. He was greatly influenced by Erwin Rhode, a Greek historian, through
whom he became acquainted with the problems and perspectives of cultural history of
mankind.

It has been argued that Nietzsche’s life revealed a kind of ruin. First his spiritual
development could not reach fruition through his work. He had a problematic existence.
His friendships led to the experience of loneliness that is without parallel and his
sickness terminated his life in a ruinous way. As the sickness gradually developed, it
became so much a part of him that one can scarcely imagine him as living and working
without it. There were also signs of extra ordinary things found in him, these include his
early call to a professorship and his difficulties with publishers compounded to the point
of frustration. The negations were, in fact, too many for him. (Jaspers, 1965:27).

Some have even argued that Nietzsche became mad towards the end of his life.
However, it should be noted that the ingenuity with which Nietzsche wrote did suggest
that his madness is not madness in the ordinary sense in which we understand it.
Nietzsche had a contempt for the Jews. In fact, Nietzsche’s sister had married Bernhard
Forster one of the leaders of the German anti-Semitic movement in 1885. Nietzsche was
opposed to idealism and philosophers like G.E. Moore and Bertrand Russell followed
his footsteps by trying to emancipate philosophy from the influence of leading idealists
like Hegel, Bradley and McTaggart.

Having revolted against the puritanical background he sought to embrace
atheism and concludes that ‘God is dead’ and from this he strictures Christian morality
or what he refers to as the herd morality. The influence of Erwin Rhode (the Greek
historian) provided Nietzsche with the tool of engaging in archeological excavation of
the European historical values in particular and that of the mankind as a whole which he
saw as something which has been dominated by shift in standard from time to time.
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Hence, he concludes that there was nothing immutable in moral values except its
changing nature. Subsequently, he believes that the values of Europe in his days had
outlived their usefulness because they do not promote the ‘will to power’ (his
indictment of slave morality) in his distinction between slave morality and master
morality. Therefore, he recommends Nihilism as the only way through which new
values (especially the values that could promote the will to power can be attained). He
holds that we must first destroy all existing values and create new ones which will
ultimately result in the transvaluation of values.

From the above one can attempt to draw a sequence of Nietzsche’s thought as
contained in Beyond Good and Evil in the following ways: Nietzsche’s upbringing and
the effects of his life on his thought; his rejection of puritanical training that led him to
postulate the death of God and his rejection of Christian morality; his views concerning
the European civilization and cultural history of mankind; his distinction between
master morality and slave morality; the will to power, the structure of woman
emancipation, the role of philosophers and his postulation nihilism as the only avenue
through which we can have our so called eternal values transvalued.

Nietzsche’s work would be looked at from the above perspectives and it will end
with a critical appraisal of his thought which has to do with the immoralism of his
morality.

The Death of God and the Rejection of Christian Morality

Nietzsche used the presumption of the death of God to the effect that men must
learn to re-examine their human situation since it is no longer tenable to believe in the
existence of God. One of his concerns was how to live successfully as an atheist.
Nietzsche, like many existentialist philosophers, concerns himself passionately with the
human situation and he rejects as a delusion all abstract, objective, systematic
philosophy. This is because he thinks that life is more than logic. (Passmore, 1957:470).
The death of the Christian God leaves the European man without a universal goal. The
aim is to stimulate the noble and free spirits to break the shackles of herd morality and
determine their own values.

Nietzsche unleashes a great attack on Christianity. He reasons in the following
way: From the start, the Christian faith is a sacrifice, a sacrifice of all freedom, all pride,
all self confidence of the spirit, at the same time an enslavement, self mockery and self-
mutilation. Nietzsche believes that the day will come when the most solemn concepts
which have caused the most frights and suffering, that is, the concepts of God and sin,
will seem no more important to us than a child’s toy. (Nietzsche, 1966:60-69).

Nietzsche opines that whoever unmasks Christian morality unmasks the
worthlessness of values in which man believes. He sees in them only the most fatal kind
of abortion, fatal because they fascinate. According to Nietzsche, the notion of God was
invented as a counter notion to life. The notion of a beyond was invented to depreciate
the only world that exists. The notion of immortal soul was invented to despite the
body. The notion of sin was invented to mislead our instincts and finally the notion of a
good man has come to mean everything that was weak, ill, misshapen, everything which
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should be obliterated. This morality, he believes, thwarts the law of selection, all in the
name of morality (Castell, 1976:250). Nietzsche means the law of natural selection
which emphasizes the survival of the fittest.

Nietzsche equates the herd morality with priestly morality or morality of
timidity. Morality in Europe, Nietzsche contends, is herd animal morality merely a one
type of human morality beside which, before which and after which many other types,
above all higher moralities, are or ought to be possible. But this morality resists such
possibility, such an ought with all its power by claiming that ‘I am morality itself, and
nothing besides is morality’. (Nietzsche, 1966: 115). And through the backing of
religion, this morality manifests itself in social ad political spheres. Nietzsche rejects
Christian religion because of its proclamation of man’s equality before God as well as
for the self-humiliation of man, killing in him the will to power. To Nietzsche, the
equality of men blurs human capability which distinguishes one man from the other.

European Culture, Cultural History of Mankind and The Genealogy of
Morals

Nietzsche can be described as a cultural historian. His investigations into
mankind’s cultural history, understanding by the term culture such things as art,
religion, science, morality, government and so forth, impressed him with the enormous
diversity that has obtained in these things at different times and places. He believes that
cultural values are local and transitory affairs. This he shows through the notion of
relativity of cultural values. Nietzsche believes that values are relative to time and place,
relative to the needs peculiar to the people among whom they flourish. Put differently,
there is nothing immutable about all values (Castell, 1976:236)

According to Nietzsche, the cultural history of mankind shows that Aristocratic
qualities flourish in the early stages of culture and disappear gradually as that culture
becomes old. In Homer’s time, the Greeks were ‘heroes’, by the time of Pericles and the
Spartan war, they had become mere sophists and philosophers and scientists. In early
Roman history there were great kings who conquered the ancient world, but centuries
later in the days of imperial decline, this nation of strong, silent men had become
helpless victims of their own weakening civilization and the new races of barbarians as
yet untouched by such things. These new comers swept Europe, and another passage in
cultural history was begun, but with the same result. By the nineteeth century these
Germanic peoples who had made over the civilization of ancient Rome had become
democratic, even socialistic; they cultivated science, art, morality or (in some instances)
decadent form of immorality, wealth, ease, the emancipation of women, optimism,
pessimism, philosophy and so forth.(Castell, 1976:236).

In Nietzsche’s opinion, to see through modern degeneration was the dawn of the
day. To realize that virtues belong in context of fresh and vigorous young cultures was
the first step in joyful wisdom.

Nietzsche repudiates the whole notion of trying to formulate any principle of
morality in the sense that moralists have traditionally sought to do this. He insists that
there is no such thing as morality having one fundamental principle running through it
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and that, on the contrary, there have been and are many moralities, and any attempt to
think philosophically about morality must begin by recognizing its diversity and the fact
of its having had a history like any other phase of human culture. Nietzsche propounds
then a tentative natural history or genealogy of morals. From this he undertakes to draw
some far-reaching conclusions. This he called his immoralism, or transvaluation of
values. (Castell, 1976:237-238).

Nietzsche believes that the European culture is moving for sometime now, with a
tortured tension that is growing from decade to decade, as toward a catastrophe. He
opines that the European culture can no longer reflect. (Kaufmann, 1956:109-110). He
believes that the state that is actually encountered in Europe today can be called moral
hypocrisy of those commanding. He says that they know no other way to protect
themselves against their bad conscience than to pose as the executors of more ancient of
higher commands (of ancestors, the constitution, or right, the law, or even of God).
They sometimes borrow herd maxims such as ‘first servants of their people or
instruments of common weal’. The high and independent spirituality, the will to stand
alone, even a powerful reason are experienced as dangers, everything that elevates the
individual above the herd and intimidates the neighbour is henceforth called evil. Only
the conforming and submissive mentality is cherished. (Nietzsche, 1966:111-114).

Master Morality and Slave Morality

One fundamental distinction arising out of Nietzsche’s account of the natural
history of morals and forming the foundation of his immoralism, is that between master
morality and slave morality. Nietzsche believes that it is the Aristocratic or ruling class
that formulates the principle of morality at any given period in a society.

The master morality is especially foreign and irritating to present day taste. It is
disliked and distrusted for the sternness of its principle that one has duties only to one’s
equals and that one may act toward persons of a lower rank, toward all that is foreign,
just as one pleases and that its values are beyond good and evil (Castell, 1976:247).

Nietzsche argues that in all higher and more mixed cultures, there appear
attempts at mediation between the master morality and slave morality. The moral
discrimination of values has originated either among a ruling group whose
consciousness of its difference from the ruled group was accompanied by delight, or
among the ruled, the slaves and dependents of every degree. Here is a place for the
origin of that famous opposition of ‘good and evil;. Into evil one’s feelings project
power and dangerousness, a certain terribleness, a certain terribleness, and strength that
does not permit contempt to develop. According to slave morality, those who are evil
thus inspire fear, and according to master morality, it is precisely those who are good
that inspire, and wish to inspire, fear, while the bad are felt to be contemptible
(Nietzsche, 1966:204-207).

The Will to Power

Nietzsche believes that philosophers have been previously concerned with the
question of truth, an attempt which he depicts as futile. For Nietzsche, to recognize
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untruth as a condition of life certainly means resisting accustomed value feelings in a
dangerous way and a philosophy that risks this would by that token alone place itself
beyond good and evil. He stresses further that philosophy is a tyrannical drive and the
most spiritual will to power. (Nietzsche, 1966:9-16).

To Nietzsche an unfree will amounts to a misuse of cause and effect. One should
not wrongly reify cause and effect, as the natural scientists do. On the other hand, one
should use cause and effect only as pure concepts, that is, as conventional fictions for
the purpose of designation and communication, and not for explanation. In the “in
itself”, there is nothing of causal connections, of necessity, or of psychological non-
freedom, there the effect does not follow the cause. Nietzsche says there is no rule of
law. That cause, effect and so on are our own conjecture. The unfree will, he believes, is
a mythology and that in real life it is only a matter of strong and weak wills. (Nietzsche,
1966:29).

Consequently, it is a moral prejudice to claim that truth is more than appearance
and that the world properly defined according to its intelligible nature is nothing but the
will to power. Power is seen by Nietzsche as the only criterion for evaluating the
significance of any phenomena.

On Women Emancipation

Nietzsche criticizes women emancipation and sees it as a negation of their
traditional roles. He believes through emancipation, women lose their modest. While
she thus appropriates new rights, aspires to be master, and inscribes the progress of
woman on her flags and banners, the very opposite realizes itself with terrible
obviousness, the woman retrogrades. (Castell, 1976:248).

On The Role of Philosophers

Nietzsche says of the philosopher that he had wanted to supply a rational
foundation for morality and he suffers from the illusion that he has done so. He advises
philosophers to abandon this attempt because it is a misguided one since no rational
foundation can be supplied for morality.

Nietzsche believes that the problem confronting mankind can be solved through
the new philosophers, in the spirits strong and original enough to provide the stimuli for
opposite valuations and to revalue and invert eternal values. These men, to him, are men
of the future. Their task would consist in teaching man the future of man as his will, as
dependent on human will and to put an end to the nonsense called history (Nietzsche,
1966:117).

According to Nietzsche, it seems that the philosopher, being of necessity a man
of tomorrow and the day after tomorrow, has always found himself, and had to find
himself, in contradiction to his today, for his enemy was ever the ideal of today. By
applying th knife vivisectionally top the chest of the very virtues of their time, they are
seen to have betrayed what was their own secrete to know of a new greatness of man, of
a new untrodden way to his enhancement (Nietzsche, 1966:137).
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To be noble, Nietzsche believes, one must transcend the herd morality in Europe
of his time and embrace master fullness, higher responsibility, creative power,
independence by wanting to be by one’s self. To Nietzsche one cannot learn what a
philosopher is because it cannot be taught, one can only know it from experience.

Nietzsche asserts towards the conclusion of Beyond Good and Evil that a
philosopher is a human being who constantly experiences, sees, hears, suspects, hopes
and dreams extra —ordinary things. He is always struck by his own thoughts as from
outside, as from above and below, as by his type of experiences and lightning bolts. He
depicts the philosopher as a fatal human being pregnant with storms of lightning, around
whom there are constant rumblings and growlings, crevices and uncanny doings
(Nietzsche, 1966:230).

Nietzsche as a Nihilist

Nihilism is the absolute denial of universal or eternal standard of values in
human endeavours. Nietzsche advocates nihilism as a necessary step because the values
of the Europe of his days are no longer tenable for they serve as obstacle to the free
spirit. And since these values (of Europe) have outlived their usefulness, the logical
conclusion is that everything is reduced to scratch or nothingness, from here one can
start to rebuild new values.

Nietzsche believes that idealism is alien to him. For instance, where others see
ideal things, Nietzsche sees human things. To Nietzsche, anybody who would be a
creator must first be destroyer and break values into pieces. Nietzsche sees himself as
the most terrible man that has ever existed, while at the same time the most beneficent.
He says that he knows the joy of annihilation as the first immoralist and an essential
destroyer. However, he believes that he is the voice of truth and his truth is terrible, for
hitherto lies have been called truth. The transvaluation of all values is Nietzsche’s
formula for mankind’s act of highest self recognition. (Castell, 1976:251-252).

One can summarise the central ideas of Nietzsche’s book Beyond Good and Evil
in the following ways: Nietzsche is of the view that morality is relative to time and
culture and that we do not have immutable moral axioms. He believes that the herd
morality or slave morality started with the Jew and was the baby of Christianity. Of all
the moral or ethical theories, he gives passmark to utilitarianism. He agrees with the
utilitarians that men will perform acts that bring more pleasure than pains to them.

He repudiates the emancipation of women in the sense that it makes them lose all
that is womanly in them. He attacks Christian morality on the ground that it is one of the
main drags on higher culture. The Christian preaches the existence of a beyond and sets
a life over there over and against the life here. He believes that Christians morality
serves as an obstacle in the way of creating free and noble spirits. It only embraces
virtues which are useful to the hand such as kindness, love and so forth. The myth of the
death of God, is therefore used by Nietzsche, to break the solidarity towards the
Christian morality.
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Nietzsche also makes a very important distinction between master morality and
slave morality. The master morality is replete with such things as love of power,
domination and so forth, while the slave morality is dominated by fear of the masters.
The slaves repudiate the values of their rulers and masters.

Inspite of the fact that Nietzsche says that the values of both master morality and
slave morality are beyond good an evil, for what is good and evil are relative and
depend on which side of the divide one is. He nevertheless subscribes to master
morality. He believes that everyman should fulfill his will to power. In this regard he
calls on the free spirits, the higher men, the noble men to emancipate themselves from
the bondage which prevents them from their will to power. This they must do by
abandoning and destroying the herd morality and creating their own values. Nietzsche
can be seen to be advocating nihilism. Nietzsche believes that competition is an inherent
part of human existence and as such the very essence of the will to power. To truly
exercise the will to power, one must be ready to transvalue all existing values in the
sense that is beyond good and evil.

Difficulties and Critique of Nietzsche’s Thought

Karl Jasper, another existentialist, wrote on Nietzsche and he was able to point
out certain difficulties in Nietzsche” work that may lead to a misunderstanding of his
works. Jasper believes that all statements of Nietzsche seem to be annulled by other
statements. Self-contradiction is the fundamental ingredient in Nietzsche’s thought. This
is because for nearly every single of Nietzsche’s judgement, one can also find an
opposite. He gives the impression of having two opinions about everything.
Consequently, it is possible to quote Nietzsche in support of anything one happens to
have in mind. Also there are endless repetitions in Nietzsche’s works. Jaspers also
believes that one can only have a complete view of Nietzsche’s works by constant
questioning which subsequently provides a whole of Nietzsche’s thought. The whole is
not concept, a world view or a system, it is rather the passion of the quest for being,
together with its constant overcoming through relentless criticism as it rises to the level
of genuine truth (Jaspers, 1965:10).

It is believed that one can benefit from Nietzsche’s thought which has both its
positive and negative aspects if one can respond in kind to his thoughts But it will not
serve any purpose to those who want to se Nietzsche’s thought as something which
ought to be valid for all times.

Nietzsche, in contrast into the greatest philosophers of the past, characteristically
appears more truly himself in his negations than in his affirmations. The ultimate goal
towards which the genuine, original driving force proceeds is not clear, though this will
become clear to a serious reader. Nietzsche destroys confining horizons and offers
unlimited space. He teaches us to raise critical questions, but his criticism unlike that of
Kant, does not set bounds to our inquiry, he presents a plethora of possibilities and
awakens the power that animate the innermost selves (Jaspers, 1965:123).

In order to philosophize with Nietzsche, one must constantly take up issue with
him. In the fire of his thought, one’s own existence can become purified to the point of
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awareness of genuine self-being when tested by the boundless honesty and dangers of
Nietzsche’s critical questioning. Such self being can only be experienced as something
that passes, not into existence, and not into objectivity and subjectivity of world-being,
but rather into transcendence. (Jaspers, 1965:458).

An uncritical acceptance of Nietzsche’s thought in Beyond Good and Evil is
likely to lead to a lot of unsavory consequences. For instance, Nietzsche encourages a
dogmatic lust for power and this means that any act that one perpetrates to get to power
is justified, no matter at whose detriments the act is. It will be a philosophy of the ‘end
justifies the means’ which is a dangerous position. Also, Nietzsche’s rejection of the so-
called slave morality or herd morality tends to deny that true love exists and that we
cannot be of any good use to one another. This is not tenable. It is the case that in any
human society, all men are not equal and therefore some need to be protected by the
others.

In fact, if everybody embraces the doctrines of the will to power and the weaker
ones are eliminated (which is not possible anyway) subsequently, the so called masters
will start to prey on one another and it would continue in a infinite regress. Hence, in
human society, the jungle justice of the survival of the fittest will operate. But from our
experience of human development, human society cannot afford to retrograde to that
level any longer. The defeat of Hitler by the allied forces during the second world war is
a pointer to this fact.

Nietzsche’s rejection of Christianity and Christian God has little or no
contribution to his ethical theory. This is because Christian morality is exclusively
applicable to those who embrace Christianity. And we live in such a world where
people have their beliefs anchored on a lot of things. Besides, the concept of God seems
to be a rallying point for the theists (believers in God) and this makes it possible for
them to show unity of purpose in their actions such a kindness and love towards the
needy.

The plausibility of Nietzsche’s thought lies in the fact that morality as such is not
a static phenomenon and that human society is always changing and progressing.
Hence, there is need for us to revalue our values from time to time, which Nietzsche
calls ‘transvaluation of values’.

It should be noted that the difficulties and constraints which man encounters in
society may make Nietzsche’s autonomy of man a spurious issue. However, it has been
argued that man is still autonomous inspite of all these constraints. Human beings,
according to this view, may be said to be autonomous although not in the sense that they
consciously work out their life aspirations which they pursue with a continuous flow of
reflection. Most of our aspirations are strongly entrenched in society’s established
institutions and the need does not always arise for us as individuals to create new ones.
Also the alternative means for achieving such goals are also embodied in our
institutions. It seems therefore that both nature and culture have provided, although in
raw form, what we as individual have to confront. All the same, man’s autonomy lies in
his freedom and ability to choose between available alternatives. To that extent, man is
a rational being (Sogolo, 1987:50).
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The importance of the line of argument on the autonomy of the individual is that
the individual has freedom to choose from alternative courses of actions in society like
Nietzsche preaches. However, it is not possible to have a radical departure from the
norms of the society as Nietzsche wants us to do. In fact, we have internalized certain
moral precepts unconsciously. Hence, the influence of society or nature on the
individual is inescapable consequently, the kind of immoralism which Nietzsche wants
us to embrace is impossible. Man can still pursue his goals and actions as he wants to
his advantage and utility without a radical opposition to the norms of society. In fact, for
man to survive in this thermonuclear age, there is need for transvaluation of values in
line with Nietzsche’s advice but this should be within the context of the society n which
one lives.

Conclusion

One can see that Nietzsche’s philosophy was highly influence by the
developments in his life and these have been responsible for his thorough—going,
passion-soaked philosophy. However, the life we live in is such that reason and passion
play complementary roles. Hence, it is difficult to subscribe to all of Nietzsche’s
thought in the present day world. On the other hand, Nietzsche’s Beyond Good and Evil,
shows to us the independence of the individual spirit: the individual is exposed to new
options, problems and relationships. It also affords one the opportunity of appreciating
the dynamic nature of human cultural values.
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Habermas and the Impasse of Universalism

Abstract

As a contemporary universalist, Jiirgen Habermas appropriates Kant’s practical
philosophy. He insists, however, that no cultural difference may be disrespected in
the name of universalism. Rather, only those moral norms that are accepted by
every participant, regardless of their cultural background, of a rational-moral
debate are universal. My aim, in this paper, is to show that Habermasian
universalism is not co-tenable with the cultural differences he endeavors to
incorporate into his Kantian paradigm. In order to reach my aim, | shall, first,
review Habermasian discourse ethics. In the second section, | shall focus on the
history of sexuality to test the tenability of Habermasian universalism.

Key Words:
Moral Cognitivism, Discourse Ethics, Communication, Homosexuality, Cultural
Differences.

Habermas ve Evrenselcilik Cikmazi

Ozet

Evrenselciligin ¢agdas temsilcilerinden Jirgen Habermas, sdylem-etik kuramini
Kant’in ahlak felsefesi iizerine kurar. Bununla birlikte Habermas, evrenselcilik
adma higbir kiltiirel farkliligin dislanmamasi gerektigini savunur. Dolayisiyla,
ancak ve ancak rasyonel-ahlaki tartismanin tiim katilimcilari tarafindan kabul
edilen normlarin evrensel normlar olabilecegini sdyler. Bu yazida Kant felsefesi
tizerine kurulan Habermasg1 evrenselcilik ile kiiltiirel farkliliklarin bir arada var
olamayacaklar1 savunuluyor. Bu dogrultuda cinsellik tarihi {izerinden Habermasg1
evrenselcilik degerlendiriliyor.

Anahtar Sozciikler:
Ahlaki Bilisselcilik, Séylem Etigi, iletisim, Escinsellik, Kiiltiirel Farklihiklar.

Habermas calls any moral theory which does not take moral questions to be the
subject of rational-critical debate a product of the “pathology of modern consciousness”
(Habermas 1990: 45). In other words, he condemns any non-cognitivist moral theory
such as positivism, emotivism, or decisionism. He believes that no positivistic theory
which reduces moral questions to two other questions, i.e. “What do I want to do? And
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How can I do it,” is capable of giving an account of our everyday moral feelings (Ibid.,
49). For we feel guilt or indignation when the moral norms we hold are transgressed.
That is, we take moral norms to be intersubjectively binding, but not to be the subject of
purposive rationality. On the other hand, Habermas continues, since cognitivist moral
theories accept moral norms as “fact[s] of reason,” they can account for the binding-
character of moral norms (Habermas 2003: 239).

Defending his cognitivist stance, Habermas follows a formalist tradition of Kant.
He works on a principle which makes rational-moral argumentation and rational-moral
agreement possible. The principle Habermas appeals to is the Principle of Universality
(U-principle). To wit, a norm is valid if it is impartial and universally acceptable; or, as
Habermas puts it, if “[a]ll affected can accept the consequences and the side effects its
general observance can be anticipated to have for the satisfaction of everyone’s
interests” (Habemas 1990: 65). However, Habermasian universality test is different
from Kant’s. For Habermas, it is not sufficient to test a norm individually and
contemplate on the possibility of its being accepted by every rational-human being in
order to find out if the norm in question is universalizable. Rather, what is required is a
genuine moral argumentation by means of which it is possible to see if every participant
of such a moral debate accepts the norm in question.

Habermas calls such an argumentative interaction between diverse participants
“communicative” if the participants arrive at an agreement or “consensus” on the
validity of the norm discussed (lIbid., 57). If a norm proposed by a participant can resist
every attempt to invalidate it, and thus, be accepted by every participant, then it is a
valid norm. However, an argumentation process is not genuine, and an agreement
reached in this process does not validate any norm “[i]f those affected are excluded,
certain topics suppressed, relevant contributions disregarded, evident interests not
sincerely articulated or convincingly formulated, if others are not respected in their
otherness” (Habermas 2003: 259).

Moreover, in a genuine argumentation process, every participant has to defend
her claim by some rational arguments “that could convince anyone irrespective of time
or place” (Habermas 1995: 52). That is, Habermas believes that rational arguments must
seem rational to every participant of a moral debate regardless of whether these
participants belong to the similar or different cultures. Thus, for him, it is possible and
also required to find a “single right answer” in moral debates since moral norms are
universal and categorical (Habermas 2003: 260). Searching for a single answer,
Habermas presupposes a “single social world that includes all claims and persons”
(Ibid.). However, this world is not the objective world to be discovered. Rather, an
intersubjective and intercultural world must be created by the participants of a moral
dispute through “mutually taking one another’s perspectives” (Ibid.).

The idea of taking other’s perspective is in accordance with Habermas’ U-
principle, since what make a norm valid are not subjective life-stories or culturally
exclusive values, but rational argumentation process and consensus between all of the
participants. What this means is that, for Habermas, moral norms may be validated just
by objective and rational arguments. In the process of moral validation, the lifeworld of
the participants must be left behind. As Habermas puts it, “[m]oral-practical
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discourses... require a break with all of the unquestioned truths of an established,
concrete ethical life, in addition to distancing oneself from the context of life with
which one’s identity is inextricably interwoven” (Habermas 1995: 12).

However, one question comes to mind immediately: Is it possible for participants
of an argumentation process to reach consensus or universal norms in the age of
“pluralism of ultimate value orientations” (Habermas 1990: 76). How can Habermas
answer skeptical concerns regarding the universality of moral norms? Similar to his
appropriation of Kantian universality test, Habermas also appropriates Kant’s
transcendental idealism. He tries to show that both the universalist and the skeptic must
accept some transcendental conditions of communication. These conditions are not
relative to different cultures, but they are unavoidable for any communicative action to
take place. Thus, his “discourse ethics”

attempts to show that the meaning of the basic principle of morality can be
explicated in terms of the content of the unavoidable presuppositions of an
argumentative practice that can be pursued only in common with others. The
moral point of view from which we can judge practical questions impartially is
indeed open to different interpretations. But because it is grounded in the
communicative structure of rational discourse as such, we cannot simply dispose
of it at will. It forces itself intuitively on anyone who is at all open to this
reflective form of communicative action (Habermas 1995: 1).

Among others, the most important condition of a genuine communication is that
no relevant argument, objection, and participant may be excluded from an
argumentation process. If, for example, a skeptic communicates with a universalist to
convince the latter that there is no universal norm, she, for Habermas, must presuppose
such transcendental conditions. Accordingly, the validity or the invalidity of a norm
cannot be agreed upon by either party if they do not accept the Principle of
Universality.

However, Habermasian universalism as it is described above has encountered
with many criticisms. These criticisms are mostly based on the incommensurability of
ethical values and on the impossibility of real individuals’ leaving their lifeworld
behind. For example, Steven Lukes (1982) asks “[w]ho are the participants in the
unconstrained discourse that is held to offer the possibility of rational consensus?” (p.
141). If these participants are actual individuals, then there is no reason to suppose that
real individuals would distance themselves from their traditional narratives, ethical
values, or prejudices, so as to reach an agreement on a moral norm. Or as Albrecht
Wellmer (1991) claims, in a non-ideal situation, we cannot have any universal
agreement even on a basic maxim such as “Thou shalt not lie” since the consequence of
such a universal norm would be severe for the suppressed than the suppressor in a non-
egalitarian society (p. 155). In other words, Habermas does not give any reason for
having faith in a rational-moral consensus. On the other hand, if the participants in
question are ideal participants in an ideal situation, then rational-moral consensus is not
only possible, but also unavoidable “only because it has been so formulated that it must
do so” (Lukes 1982: 140). In other words, such an ideal situation with ideal participants
is just a theoretical construct not corresponding to reality. Furthermore, suppose that
some rational participants are discussing the moral value of abortion, and suppose that
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they are eager for taking every relevant aspect of the subject into account. In such a
situation, there is again no reason to believe that there would be an agreement, since
Habermas does not give any criterion to decide which aspects are relevant in
determining universally valid norms. Moreover, in discussing the moral value of
abortion, it seems quite difficult to find out which aspects are relevant without
appealing to incommensurable “evaluative orientations,” i.e. if what is relevant is the
sanctity or the quality of human life (Warnke 1995: 131).

However, | claim, we should not limit ourselves to actual individuals within
different cultures with incommensurable value orientations in evaluating the tenability
of Habermasian universalism. We should also focus on real individuals within different
scientific and ethical paradigms with incommensurable ways of reasoning to see if
Habermasian universality is cotenable with cultural differences; and if it is possible to
prevent every relevant aspect, every relevant argument, and every relevant participant
from being excluded from an argumentation process if we hold Habermasian
universalism. And against this background, we should find out if Habermas’ appeal to a
sort of transcendental idealism can rescue his universalism. In this respect, | will review
the history of sexuality in the next section. And since Habermas claims that rational
arguments must be convincing irrespective of time and place in order to validate norms,
I will focus on three different eras: Ancient Greece, late eighteenth century and the
second half of the nineteenth century.

The Greeks did not conceptualize sexuality by means of the sexual-object
chosen. They did not see any qualitative difference between a desire for girls and a
desire for boys. Therefore, they did not classify sexual-desire into different kinds with
special characteristics. As Michel Foucault (1992) states, “they believed that the same
desire attached to anything that was desirable—boy or girl” (p. 192). Thus, they did not
see the one who enjoyed boys as having a different nature from the one who enjoyed
girls. Accordingly, they did not construct the concept of homosexuality as referring to
peculiar desires, drives, inclinations, or character traits. Of course, “The Greeks were
aware... that individuals differ in their sexual preferences,” although they had no term
corresponding to homosexuality and heterosexuality (Dover 1989: 1). Yet, such
preferences were regarded as matters of taste.

Sexuality was conceptualized by means of the modality of sexual deeds. What
this means is that what mattered for The Greeks was the dichotomy between activity
and passivity, rather than psycho-sexual nature, implicit inclinations, or innate desires.
Accordingly, the moral value of sexuality was not based on the nature and object of
desire. But, first, it was based on the intensity of the sexual act. That is, what concerned
The Greeks was moderation. One had to act on his desires in order to control them, in
order not to be enslaved by them, in order to dominate them, and in order not to be
passive in front of them. That is, one had to have mastery over his desires if he wants to
act morally. Second, no active male member of the Greek society may accept the
passive role in a sexual intercourse. For The Greeks saw an
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isomorphism between sexual relations and social relations. What this means is
that sexual relations—always conceived in terms of the model act penetration,
assuming a polarity that opposed activity and passivity—were seen as being of the
same type as the relationship between a superior and a subordinate, an individual
who dominates and one who is dominated, one who commands and one who
complies, one who vanquishes and one who is vanquished (Foucault 1992: 215).

In this respect, one of the most important subjects of a moral debate on sexuality
among The Greeks was whether boys as passive partners of a sexual intercourse were to
be touched. For, as Foucault states, The Greeks “couldn’t accept that a young boy who
was supposed to become a free citizen could be dominated and used as an object for
someone’s pleasure” (Foucault 2000: 257). Hence, for any moral debate regarding the
moral value of man-to-man sexual relationship, supposedly moral arguments based on
the nature of the act (active penetration)—i.e. if such an act was natural when it is
directed to boys—or based on the nature of desire—i.e. if being attracted to young boys
without touching them was moral— had secondary, if any, importance. Even male-
prostitution was evaluated in terms of the dichotomy between activity and passivity, and
in terms of the isomorphism between social relations and sexual relations. As Eva
Cantarella (2002) points out, male-prostitution was not a breach of law per se, since
performers were taxed. However, any male prostitute would lose his right to work as a
priest, as an advocate for the state, as an officer, and as a speaker in assembly. For he
was dominated; and he, as being passive object of someone’s desire, “made a woman of
himself” (p. 46). In a similar way, any moral question regarding femininity would not
accept any answer as relevant if the answer was based on the nature and the desire-
object of a pederast. Yet only those answers that were based on the modality of the
deed, i.e. if performer was passive, if he was dominated by his or other’s desire, were
relevant to a moral discussion. As a result, any moral question, argument, or objection
regarding the nature of desires, pleasures, or inclinations would be irrelevant for the
participants of a moral debate on man-to-man sexual relation.

However, this does not mean that The Greek lifeworld was so pervasive that it
determined the value of every moral question and argument, yet it could be left behind
in order for scientific or objective reasoning to dominate the moral-practical discourse.
For The Greek lifeworld was intertwined with scientific reasoning such that one’s
elimination would be devastating for the other. For example, pseudo-Aristotle asked
“[wlhy do some men enjoy sexual intercourse when they play an active part and some
when they do not?” (Aristotle 2000: 26). Then, he gave a scientific explanation of the
phenomenon: every “waste product” has a natural destination; for example, “semen
passes into the testicles and privates,” and “blood into the veins” (Ibid.). And if the
passages into the testicles are blocked, “such moisture flows into the fundament”—this
is the reason why “the naturally effeminate” desires “friction” in that part of his body
(Ibid.). In other words, even such a scientific explanation within the Aristotelian
tradition was based on the dichotomy between activity and passivity, since the former
was not problematized in pseudo-Aristotle’s text, and the latter was taken to be the sign
of contemptible effeminacy.

If we turn to the nineteenth century “style of reasoning,” we encounter with a
completely different conceptualization of sexuality. In the second half of the nineteenth
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century, sexuality was conceptualized by means of psychiatric terms such as “impulses,
tastes, aptitudes, satisfactions, and psychic traits,” or tendencies to behave like a woman
or man, to enjoy dressing like a woman or man as if these characteristics were naturally
given (Davidson 2001: 35). This style of reasoning preconditions the possibility of
conceptualizing homosexuality as the third sex containing peculiar desires, character
traits, and a nature sui generis. It was impossible to conceptualize homosexuality as
such before, since sexuality had been conceptualized, in the late eighteenth and the early
nineteenth centuries, by means of anatomical terms. To wit, if, for example, sexual
identity is defined by “spermatozoon,” such questions are totally meaningless: “Can a
spermatozoon be heterosexual, homosexual, or bisexual? Can it suffer from deviant
sexuality, or abnormally increased or decreased sexuality? Can it have masochistic,
sadistic, or fetishistic desires?” (Ibid., 38).

Then it was this homosexuality as the third sex with a peculiar nature that has
became the target of both moral-legal and scientific discussions on man-to-man sexual
relationships in the second half of the nineteenth century onwards. Therefore, what
pseudo-Aristotle explained about the nature of passive participant of pederasty was to
be neglected and labeled as irrelevant, regardless of whether what pseudo-Aristotle said
was empirical or speculative. For what pseudo-Aristotle referred to was not the
homosexual of the nineteenth century with unconventional feelings and desires, but the
passive boy with unconventional acts. To elaborate this point, | shall turn to two heroes
of the nineteenth century conceptualization of homosexuality: Richard von Krafft-Ebing
and Karl Heinrich Ulrichs.

Krafft-Ebing is the nominator of the concepts of homosexuality, sadism, and
masochism. He defines sexual identity by psychiatric terms as opposed to anatomical
ones: “[t]he form of the sexual glands is therefore not the qualifying element of sex-
determination, but we must look rather to sexual sensations and the sexual instinct”
(Krafft-Ebing 1924: 45), i.e. what matters are “psychical dispositions,” “sexual
consciousness,” “psychical characteristics,” and sexual predilections (Ibid., 42).
Defining sexual identity as such, he becomes potent to conceptualize homosexuality:
homosexuality is a product of discrepancy between bodily constitution and psycho-
sexual identity. In Krafft-Ebing’s view, homosexuals have “the instinct of the female”
with the opposite sex’s psycho-sexual characteristics (Ibid., 54). Since homosexuality
refers to a kind of “psychical anomaly,” “[t]he determining factor [of homosexuality]
here is the demonstration of perverse feeling for the same sex; not the proof of sexual
acts with the same sex” (Ibid., 286). Therefore, sexual intercourse with boys without
any desire for or inclination towards them is not sufficient to call one homosexual if the
motivating factor of his act is, say, over-stimulated sexual hunger or shortage of women.
This point is illustrated by Krafft-Ebing by means of some case studies. For example, in
his Psychopatia Sexualis, Krafft-Ebing calls one of his patients homosexual, because
when the patient was a child, he was playing with girls’ toys and enjoying toilettes; he is
now jealous of women’s “quite manner” and chic; he has “woman’s disposition” since
he is “tenacious,” “mild,” and “forgiving” (Ibid., 304-324). In another case study,
Krafft-Ebing believes that his patient is homosexual although she has no sexual desire
for women, because she prefers masculine sports, “intellectual conversation” rather than
dancing or talking about jewelry or perfume—that shows that she has “the character of a
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man” (Ibid., 324-328). As a result, any argument, moral or scientific, given by pseudo-
Aristotle, regarding man-to-man sexual relation, based on the act itself, would be
irrelevant in any debate within the paradigm of Krafft-Ebing. For what was crucial for
pseudo-Aristotle, i.e. homosexual act, did not concern Krafft-Ebing. Therefore, it would
be unwise to expect a genuine communication between pseudo-Aristotle and Krafft-
Ebing which would end up with consensus. Rather, both of them would see each other’s
arguments as irrelevant in discussing man-to-man sexual relationship.

The problem of the relevancy of arguments in moral questions can be grasped
more clearly if we turn to Ulrichs who was the first defender of homosexual rights in
Germany. He fought for homosexual rights even in “the Congress of German Jurists”
(Kennedy 1988: 89).

Ulrichs conceptualizes sexuality by appealing to the myth narrated in Plato’s
Symposium. He calls homosexuals Urnings—Urning corresponds to the elder
Aphrodite, daughter of Uranus, without mother—and heterosexuals Diornings
corresponding to the younger Aphrodite, daughter of Zeus and Dione. For Ulrichs,
homosexuality refers to the third sex; it is a “special sexual class of people” (Ibid., 57).
In Urnings, Ulrichs continues, “male germ” develops physically, but not spiritually—
that produces ‘“uranian hermaphrodites” (Ibid., p. 51). Therefore, homosexuals are
“women in spirit” (Ibid., 50). That is, belonging to the same paradigm with Krafft-
Ebing the psychiatrist, Ulrichs the social activist uses the same style of reasoning.
Accordingly, for Ulrichs, one’s sexual preference and his character traits are parallel:
“an Urning is a male in body, but a female in spirit,” he has “feminine characteristics,”
and his love for a man is a love of woman (lbid., 59). This does not mean that all
Urnings display feminine characteristics without exception, but they are still women in
spirit because “their inborn love for the male sex is precisely a female part” (Ibid., 72).
In other words, love and desire are sexed as opposed to The Greek paradigm based on
the modality of deeds. Therefore, as Krafft-Ebing, and as opposed to pseudo-Aristotle,
Ulrichs devalues sexual acts in determining sexual identity. He accepts the existence of
uranized men—those who have sex with boys due to the shortage of women—but for
him, they are not genuine Urnings, since what matter are sexual inclinations, desires,
and psycho-sexual characteristics.

As a result, in the paradigm of Krafft-Ebing and Ulrichs, moral-legal arguments
regarding homosexuality as the third sex, would not be about the moral value of an act
performed, say, in a prison due to the shortage of women, or about the moral value of
touching boys. Such arguments, which were crucial for The Greeks in discussing the
morality of man-to-man sexual relations, would be totally irrelevant in the paradigm of
the nineteenth century. Therefore, in a moral argumentation regarding the morality of
homosexuality, pseudo-Aristotle would be excluded from an argumentation process if
the goal of moral argumentation is Habermasian universalism, i.e. consensus,
irrespective of time and place. On the other hand, since performers of man-to-man
relationship are subsumed, by Krafft-Ebing and Ulrichs, under the category of the third
sex as a peculiar class, what might count as a relevant argument would be about the
naturalness of the feelings, desires, inclinations, and character traits of this class—the
arguments which would be irrelevant for pseudo-Aristotle. Accordingly, Ulrichs’
arguments for homosexual rights are based on the naturalness of homosexual traits. As
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we saw above, he explains homosexuality as a product of male germ’s twofold
development. If homosexuality is a product of a natural process of development, then
homosexuals do and feel and display what is natural to them. And since the nineteenth
century laws ban only what is unnatural, homosexuals cannot be prosecuted (Ibid., 54-
68).

However, Ulrichs’ argument would not seem as a relevant argument in the late
eighteenth century, especially in the eyes of the opponents of Jeremy Bentham—
Montesquieu and Voltaire. As Bentham—writer of the first known text for homosexual
law reform—testified, both himself and his opponents took man-to-man sexual
relationship to be the subject of unconventional acts, not of desires and character traits.
In other words, they problematized what was not problematical for Krafft-Ebing and
Ulrichs who searched for homosexual desires, not for acts of an uranized man:

That this practice is the result not of indifference to the proper object but of the
difficulty of coming at the proper object, the offspring not of wantonness but of
necessity, the consequence of the want of opportunity with the proper object, and
the abundance of opportunity with such as are improper is a notion that seems
warranted by the joint opinions of Montesquieu and Voltaire (Bentham 1978b:
92).

Therefore, they did not take pederasts to be the people of the third sex with
peculiar desires, but the ones who turned to boys due to the shortage of women.
Accordingly, showing that homosexual desires and corresponding effeminacy were
natural was not a powerful evidence to persuade Montesquieu and Voltaire. For what
mattered for them was not desires and character traits, but acts.

Since Bentham and his contemporaries did not classify sexual desire into
different kinds but took desire for boys to be the deviation of the same desire for girls,
i.e. the desire for boys and the desire for girls were seen as one and the same desire,
what was the most convincing argument for homosexual law reform was that
homosexual act was not “exclusive of the other,” i.e. heterosexual act (Bentham 1978a:
402). Bentham persistently argued that homosexuality could not become so prevalent
that would cause women’s losing their social importance and domestic rights; and that
even if it became so prevalent it could not destroy the divine institution of marriage:

Were the prevalence of this taste to rise to ever so great a heighth the most
considerable part of the motives to marriage would remain entire. In the first
place, the desire of having children, in the next place the desire of forming
alliances between families, thirdly the convenience of having a domestic
companion whose company will continue to be agreeable throughout life (Ibid.,
400).

What these words imply is that Bentham took pederasty to be a matter of taste.
And he argued that there was no reason to prosecute this taste, since it was not
dangerous to the society, and not exclusive of heterosexual marriages. Bentham’s
argument was a relevant argument in the paradigm he belonged to. On the other hand,
there is no reason to expect that Ulrichs’ naturalness-argument would be taken by
Voltaire and Montesquieu to be a relevant moral-argument in discussing the moral
value of man-to-man sexual relations.
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Against this background, we can evaluate the tenability of Habermasian
universalism. Habermas believes that individuals as members of society are not
atomistic entities. They are located in a culture in which certain habits, institutions,
rules, and value orientations are conventional. Individuals “move within the horizon of
their common lifeworld; this remains in the background of the participants—as an
intuitively known, unproblematic, and unanalyzable, holistic background” (Habermas
1992: 298). This background allows individuals to follow or breach conventional rules
which receive their meaning and truism thanks to the shared lifeworld. However,
“[s]Jomeone who has not mastered the rules of a game and is not even capable of making
mistakes is not a player” (Habermas 2003: 98). Therefore, if, as Habermas believes,
moral norms require validation through a genuine argumentation process, and if the
arguments used in this process have to be convincing and relevant arguments
irrespective of time and place, then there is no reason to expect that most of the
participants of a rational-practical discourse would not be labeled as non-players not
knowing how to play. As | tried to show, pseudo-Aristotle is not a player in the game of
the nineteenth century, and Ulrichs is not a player in the game of the eighteenth century.
In other words, Habermas encounters with incommensurable cultural differences which
contains not only incommensurable value orientations, but also diverse ways of
reasoning with incommensurable rules of playing games. Habermas insists that if
“relevant participants are excluded” and “relevant contributions suppressed,” we
cannot validate norms universally, and we cannot have a genuine communication
(Habermas 2003: 108). However, if his system is not capable of elaborating the criterion
of relevancy and of including irrelevant participants into moral discussions, then there
is no reason to believe in the universality of moral norms; and there is no reason to take
Habermasian transcendental conditions of communication to be the sole and inevitable
sources of genuine communication. That is, as Lyotard (1984) puts, there is no reason to
accept Habermas’ presupposition: “the goal of dialogue is consensus” at the expense of
eliminating cultural differences (p. 65).

The reason why Habermas insists that we need a break with unquestioned
cultural values at the expense of eliminating cultural differences and appeal to reason
alone in order to reach what is universal is his belief that, in postconventional societies,
“the intersubjectively shared worldview is shattered and the traditional form of life
disintegrates” (Habermas 2003: 263). However, it is obvious that the world we live in
contains traditionalist societies taking religious and traditional values to be the self-
confirming criteria in justifying moral norms. Therefore, Habermas has two options in
the face of these societies. He can either reject that there are such societies by claiming
that formalist-universalism, based on value-neutrality, is an ideal of all societies, or he
can just decide that formalist-universalist ideal is the ideal we should stick to for some
reasons we do not know why.

Habermas does not pick the first option. For example, in the Structural
Transformations of the Public Sphere, Habermas narrates the story of the bourgeois
public sphere, preconditioned by liberalism, of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
Germany, England, and France. In this sphere, the ideal was “the law-based state,
namely, the binding of all state activity to a system of norms legitimated by public
opinion” (Habermas 1991: 82). Such a legitimation would occur if “the public
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competition of private arguments came into being as the consensus about what was
practically necessary in the interest of all” (Ibid., 83). And such a competition meant
that “the authority of the better argument” had to prevail over the shared lifeworld, self-
affirming religious dogmas, state authority, and value orientations (Ibid., 36).

However, if the goal is universalism, there is no justification for taking this ideal
of liberalist bourgeoisie to be the sole source of justifying norms at the expense of
leaving tradition and lifeworld behind. In other words, as Danilo Zolo (2009) claims,
what Habermas does is to favor “juridical formalism, individualism and liberalism” as
opposed to “order, social harmony, respect for authority, the family” (pp. 62, 67). And
the latter, as well as the former, might be a source of justification; therefore, there is no
justification for imposing spatio-temporal ideals on humanity as atemporal/universal
norms.
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Omer BOZKURT"

Ihvan-1 Safa’da Aritmetik, Geometri ve Felsefe Iliskileri

Ozet

Bu ¢alismada Ihvan-1 Safi’min Resdil adli eserinin 6zellikle “Sayilar (Aritmetik)
Risalesi” ile “Hendese (Geometri) Risalesi” esas alinmistir. Makalede fhvan’in
aritmetik ve geometri ilimlerine bakis agisi, bu ilimleri ele alig bigimi, bu ilimlere
verdigi 6nem ve yararlandig: kaynaklar ortaya konmaya calisilmustir. Thvan’mn
aritmetik ve geometri risalelerinin igerigi, konular1 ve felsefi degeri de etraflica
irdelenmistir. Ayrica bu ¢alisma, 6zellikle [Thvan-1 Safa’da aritmetik, geometri ve
felsefe iligkilerini incelemektedir.

Anahtar Sozciikler

fhvan-1 Safd, Aritmetik, Geometri, Felsefe, Matematik, islam Felsefesi.

The Relationships of Arithmetic, Geometry and
Philosophy in Ikhwan as-Safa

Abstract:

In this study, the treatises of Arithmetic and Geometry of Ikhwén as-Safa’s work
Rasail have been discussed. In this article, the perspectives of Ikhwan to sciences
of arithmetic and geometry, their way of investigating these sciences, their
importance that give these sciences and their resources, have been tried to present.
The content, topics, philosophical value of ikhwén’s treatises of Arithmetic and
Geometry have been thoroughly probed. Also, this study has particularly
examined relationships of arithmetic, geometry and philosophy.

Key Words
Ikhwan as-Safa, Aritmetic, Geometry, Philosophy, Mathematics, Islamic
Philosophy.
Giris

Thvan-1 Safa, MS. X. yiizyilda Basra’da ortaya ¢ikmus dini, felsefi ve kismen
siyasi bir diisiiniirler toplulugudur. Tam adi1 ‘Ihvanu’s-Safa ve Hullani’l-Vefa ve Ehli’l-
Adl ve Ebnai’l-Hamd’ olan bu Islam filozoflar1 toplulugunun kimlerden olustugu net bir
bigimde bilinmemektedir. Ansiklopedist bir grup niteligindeki bu topluluk Thvan-1 Safa

s

Yrd. Dog. Dr., Cankir1 Karatekin Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe Boliimii.
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adiyla meshur olmustur. Bu isim Tiirkgeye “Temizlik Kardesleri” seklinde ¢evrilse de
bu ¢eviri Tiirkge dil kurallarina uygun olmadigi i¢in “Temiz Kardesler” ifadesi daha
uygun goziikmektedir. En meshur eserleri Resdilu Thvan-1 Safé ve hullani’l-vefd (Ihvain-
1 Safa Risaleleri) adim tasir. Bu kapsamli eser elli iki risaleden meydana gelmis olup bu
risaleleri dort grup altinda toplamak miimkiindiir. Birinci grup matematik ve mantik
ilimleriyle, ikinci grup fizik ilimleriyle, {iglincii grup psikoloji ve akli ilimlerle,
dordiincii grup ise din ve ilahiyat ilimleriyle ilgilidir. Thvin’in bunun disinda Resdil’in
Ozeti ve tamamlayicist niteliginde olan Risdletu’l-Camia ve bu Ozetin de 6zeti olan
Risdletu’l-Camiatu’l-cdmia adli eserleri de vardir. (Kog¢ 1999: 16-50; Uysal 1998: 15-
45; Onay 1999: 35-58; Cetinkaya 2003a: 15-115).

Thvan-1 Safa felsefesi ile ilgili bir takim ¢aligmalar yapilmis oldugundan, onlarin
metafizik, teoloji, ahlak, fizik, astroloji vb. konulardaki diisiincelerini burada uzun
uzadiya anlatmaya gerek yoktur. Bizim igin &nemli olan Ihvan’in matematik bilgisi
veya bize aktardiklaridir. Ozellikle aritmetik ve geometri, bu ¢alismamizin sinirlarini
olusturmaktadir. Aritmetik ve geometrideki kaynaklari, bu iki alanin birbirleriyle ve
Tanri, insan ve diger varliklarla olan iligkisi 6nemli bir problemdir. Bu problem elbette
ki genel bir ifadeyle matematik - varlik iliskisi demektir ve bu da aritmetik ve
geometrinin felsefeyle iliskisini bize gosterecektir. ihvan icin sayilar cok dnemlidir ve
her seyin temelinde yer alir. Sayilar onlara gdre bir¢ok gizemi de barindirmaktadir.
Bagta Pisagorculuk ve Yeni-Pisagorculuk olan bu etkinin ele alindigi 6nemli bazi
¢aligmalar elimizde bulundugundan (Cetinkaya 2003b: 87-121; Cetinkaya 2008: 9-84)
bu sorun iizerinde fazlaca durmayacagiz. Biz makalemizde Thvan’m once aritmetik
sonra geometriyle ilgili temel kavram, konu ve problemini, ilgili risaleler ¢ergevesinde
sunacak; ardindan aritmetik ve geometrinin 6zellikle varlik ve psikoloji alanlariyla
iligkisini ortaya koymaya calisacagiz. Thvan, Resdil’in muhtelif yerlerinde sayilar ve
geometriyle ilgili bazi bilgi ve disiinceler aktarmis, “Ahlak’m Islahi ve Nefsin
Terbiyesinde Sayisal ve Geometrik Oran” adli risalede ise sayisal ve geometrik oranlari
tartismistir (fhvan 2006: Sayisal ve Geometrik Oranlar: 242-251). Her ne kadar bu
bilgilerden yararlanmis olsak da makalenin boyutlarini zorlamamak igin ¢alismamizi,
biiyiik oranda “Sayilar (Aritmetik) Risalesi” ve “Geometri Risalesi” ile sinirlandirdik.

1. ihvan-1 Safa’min Aritmetik ve Geometrideki Kaynaklari

Ik tespit olarak Ihvan’in eserlerinin eklektik nitelikte oldugunu sdylemek
miimkiindiir. Birtakim disiiniirlerden kaynaklarin1 belirterek alintilar yaparlar. Ancak
bu, onlarin biitiiniiyle aktarimci olduklar1 anlamina gelmez. Zira diger birgok Islam
filozofu gibi, ihvan da yararlandigi kaynaklarla kendilerine 6zgii bir sentez ortaya
koyabilmistir. Thvan’in Resdil’ine baktigimizda matematikte Pisagor (md.570-497),
Gerasali Nikomakhos (ms.60-120)" ve iskenderiyeli Oklid (m6.330-275); mantik, fizik

! Nikomakhos Suriye’nin bir vilayeti olan Gerasa’da dogmustur. Aristoteles’ten oldukca

etkilenmis ayn: zamanda Yeni-Pisagorcudur. Sayilarin mistik 6zellikleri hakkinda eserler
vermistir. En 6nemli eseri Introduction to Arithmetic’tir. Ayrica Manual of Harmonics ve
Theologumena Aritmeticae adli ¢aligmalar1 yaninda ona atfedilen bagkaca eserler de vardir.
Nikhomakhos’un hayati ve eserleri hakkinda bkz. (Robbins & Karpinski 1926: 71-78, 79-87,;
De Haas 2006: 252).
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ve biyolojide Aristoteles (md.384-322); metafizikte Platoncular; ahlakta Sokrates
(m6.469-369); din felsefesinde Farabi (ms.871-950) ve tasavvufta ise Yeni-Platoncu
etkiler agik¢a goriiliir. Bunlarin yaninda diisiincelerini temellendirmede Kur’an disinda
Tevrat ve Incil gibi diger kutsal kitaplar;; Yunan diisiincesi disinda iran ve Hint
diisiincelerini kullanmislardir. Thvan’m bu etkilenimleri yaninda Ibn Sina (ms.981-
1037), Gazali (ms.1058-1111), ibn Bacce (ms. ?-1138), ibn Tufeyl (ms.1106-1186), ibn
Arabi (ms.1165-1240) ve ibn Haldun (ms.1132-1406) gibi islam filozoflar1 ve ayrica
baz1 batili filozoflar {izerinde etkileri de olmustur (Cetinkaya 2003a: 34; Ihvan 2006:
Sayilar: 48-49).

Ihvan’m Resdil’indeki aritmetik ve geometri bilgilerine baktigimizda her ne
kadar Oklid’in Elementler ve Nikomakhos un Aritmetise Giris (Introduction to
Aritmetic) eserlerinden alintilar yer alsa da bu iki eser kadar derinlemesine bir aritmetik
ve geometri bilgisi bulmak miimkiin degildir. Bu durum, Ihvan’in bu konularda
derinlemesine bilgi sahibi olmadigin1 gdstermez. Onlar sadece pedagojik kaygilarla
ylizeysel bilgi vermeyi yeterli gérmiislerdir ve amacglar1 da bir aritmetik ve geometri
Kitab1 yazmak degildir (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 49, Geometri: 95, 101).

Ihvan’min kaynaklarini inceledigimizde onlarin matematikteki bakis acilarmi
tespit etmek kolaylasir. Bu baglamda Oklid’in eserine baktigimizda yapisal olarak farkl
bir 6zellikte oldugunu goriiriiz. O’nun aritmetik ile ilgili olan Elementler’in yedi, sekiz
ve dokuzuncu bdéliimleri timiiyle geometrik bakis agisiyla yazilmistir (Euclid 2008:
155-226, 253-280). Bu bakis agisi ¢esitli bigimlerde sonraki boliimlere de yansimustir.
Nikomakhos ise her ne kadar geometriyi dikkate alsa da aritmetigi, yani sayilar1 esas
almis ve onu bagimsiz bir bilim kabul etmistir (Robbins & Karpinski 1926: 4).
Nikomakhos ve benzer ¢izgideki iskenderiyeli Theon’un (ms.335-405)% eserleri konu
secimlerinde ve sunum bicimlerinde birbirleriyle benzerlik gosterirler. Oklid ise bu
ikisinden farklilasarak matematiksel durumlari 6nerme formunda ifade eder ve her
birinin mantiksal kanitla izahin1 yapar. Baska bir ifadeyle, once bir takim tanimlar,
aksiyomlar ve postulalar verir; sonra da teoremleri bunlara dayanarak kanitlar. Ancak
bu durum, Nikomakhos ve Theon’da yoktur ve bu her iki diisiiniir bagkaca prensipleri
belirleme ve onlar1 anlatip betimleme ¢abasi igerisindedirler. Oklid, ele aldig1 konular
oldukga sistematik bir bicimde calisir. Aritmetiksel Onermelerini kanitlamay1
betimlerken geometrik formlart kullanir. Nikomakhos ve Theon ise kanitlama
girisiminden kag¢inir ve sadece sayilarla ilgilenir. Onlar diizlemsel ve cisimsel sayilari
ele aldiklarinda geometriye yonelirler. Ayrica bu iki diistniir Yeni-Eflatuncu ve
Pisagorcu bir bakisla sayilara genellikle felsefi bir tarzda yaklagirlar. Fakat Oklid’de
felsefi egilimi veya daha dogru bir ifadeyle Pisagorcu egilimi gérmek zordur. Oklid
fazlasiyla bilimsel bir diizeyde yer alir. Bundan dolay1 genel olarak sayilarin bilimsel
smiflamasinda Nikomakhos’un yaptigindan daha basarilidir (Robbins & Karpinski

2 Theon, Iskenderiye’de yasanus Yunan bilgin ve matematik¢idir. Oklid’in Elementler’i ve

Batlamyus’un bazi eserleri iizerine ¢esitli yorumlar yazip bir takim eklemeler ve
diizeltmelerde bulunmustur. Ayrica iinlii Hypatia’nin da babasidir. Theon’un en uzun 6miirli
calismas1 Oklid’in Elementler’ine olan eklemesidir (Tihon 1999: 357). Ayrica Theon’un on
Mathematical Matters Useful for Reading Plato adli eseri de vardir (Robbins & Karpinski
1926: 46).


http://tr.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C4%B0skenderiye
http://tr.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C3%96klid
http://tr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Batlamyus
http://tr.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C4%B0skenderiyeli_Hypatia
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1926: 46-48; Topdemir & Unat 2009: 39-40). Bu ¢er¢eveden degerlendirdigimizde
Ihvan’in eserlerinde Oklid’ten alintilar oldukca yer bulsa da, genel bir Oklid bakisindan
ziyade, 6zellikle Niomakhos’tan yararlanarak Pisagorcu ve Yeni-Pisagorcu diisiincelerin
etkisinin daha agir bastigini sdyleyebiliriz.

Ote yandan aritmetik ve geometriyi Pisagor, Oklid, Nikomakhos ve Theon gibi
antik donemin matematik arastirmacilariyla baglatmak ve kaynagi burada gérmek dogru
degildir. Antik Yunan aritmetik bilimlerinin kaynaklar1 icin Misir, Babil, hatta Hint ve
Cin’in bile otesine bakmamiz gerekir. Zira Yunan ile Misir ve Yunan ile Babil
arasindaki fikir aligverisiyle ilgili kanitlar son zamanlarda oldukca birikmistir (Robbins
& Karpinski 1926: 5).

2. Aritmetik veya Sayilar: Tamimlar, Konular, Problemler®
2.1. Aritmetik, Sayi, Sayilan, Birlik, Cokluk, islem

Ihvan’in aritmetik konusunda verdigi bilgiler kendilerinin de belirttigi {izere basit
diizeyde ve giris mahiyetindedir (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 49). Matematik risalelerinin
dordiinden ilki olan “Sayilar Risalesi” (Aritmetik) ayn1 zamanda Resdil’in ilk risalesidir.
“Sayilar Risalesi”’nde birtakim ayrintilar goze c¢arpsa da genel olarak sayilarin
ozellikleri, kag ¢esit olduklari, bu ¢esitlerin de alt tiirleri, 6zellikleri ve sayilarin ikiden
once olan ‘bir’den nasil meydana geldikleri, yani sayilarin kaynagi olan ‘bir’den nasil
tiiredikleri ele alinmistir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 78-79). Thvan igin aritmetik, sayilarn
niteliklerine ve Pisagor ile Nikomakhos’un da agikladiklart sekilde varliklarin sayilara
karsiik gelen anlamlarma dair olan ilimdir (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 49).* ihvan igin
aritmetikte sayilarla ilgili anlatilan her sey yani say1 varligi, onlarmn birler, onlar, yiizler
ve binler seklinde dort basamaktan olusmasi, ¢ift ve tek, pozitif tam ve kesirli, bazisinin
digerlerinin altinda olmasi gibi hususlar, saymin dogasi i¢in gerekli ve zorunlu bir
durum degildir. Tiim bunlar filozoflarin kendi tercihleriyle diizenledikleri yapay
hususlardir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 52-53; krs. Euclid 2008: 194-195).

Aritmetigin esasini say1 ve sayilanlar olusturur. fhvin’a gore “sayi, sayanmin
nezdinde nesnelerin formlarmin niceligi, sayilanlar ise nesnelerin kendisidir.” (Ihvan
2006: Sayilar: 49-50). Say1 ve sayilanlar 6zii itibariyle goklukla ilgilidir. Bu nedenle
Ihvan once bir ve birlik, ardindan ise gokluk konusunu izah eder. Onlara gore ‘bir’
hakiki ve mecaz olmak iizere iki ¢esittir. ‘Hakiki bir’, kesinlikle parcasi olmayan ve
boliinmeyen bir seydir. Boliinmeyen her sey boliinmemesi agisindan ‘bir’dir. ‘Hakiki
bir’, ‘bir’ olmasi bakimindan, i¢inde kendisi digindakini barindirmayandir. ‘Mecazi bir’
ise, kendisine ‘bir’ denen her toplamdir. ‘Bir’ on, ‘bir’ yiiz, ‘bir’ bin demek gibi.
Siyahin siyahlikla siyah olmasi gibi, ‘bir’ de birligiyle ‘bir’dir. Siyahligin siyah igin

®  “Aritmetik veya Sayilar” adli bu béliimde Prof. Dr. Bayram Ali Cetinkaya’nin heniiz yayim

asamasinda olan Thvan-1 Safi’nin “Sayilar Risalesi”nin cevirisinden faydalamlmistir. Orijinal
metinle kargilastirilarak kullandigim bu geviriden yararlanma imkani verdigi i¢in kendisine
tesekkiir ederim.

Pisagor ve Pisagorcularin sayilar ve sayilarin varligin temelinde yer almasi, baz1 sayilarda
bulunan gizemler gibi konularda bkz. (Aristeteles 1996: 985b22-986a27, 987b10-13; Weber
1949: 21-24). Nikhomakos’un bu konulardaki goriisleri ig¢in bkz. (Nicomachus 1926: 184-
189, b.1, 111/1-7, IV/1-5, V/1-3).
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sifat olmas1 gibi, birlik de ‘bir’ igin sifattir (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 49). Thvan’a gore
ikiden 6nce bulunan ‘bir’, ileride agiklanacag: iizere, saymin basi ve kaynagidir. Ister
pozitif tam sayilar olsun ister kesirli sayilar olsun tiim sayilar ‘bir’den dogar ve yine ona
doner (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 50, 51). Cokluk ise birlerin toplamidir. Coklugun ilki, ‘iki’,
sonra sirayla iig, dort, bes ve buna eklenerek sonsuzca artanlardir. Cokluk, say1 ve
sayllan olmak iizere iki gesittir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 49) Islem (hesap) ise say1 ve
sayilanlar tizerinde gergeklesir ve “islem, sayilarin toplanmasi (cem’) ve ¢ikarilmasidir
(teftik).” (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 50).

2.2. Kaynag ve Ozellikleri

Thvan, sayilarin kaynag1 ve esasinin 1 (bir) oldugunu defalarca sdylese de birler,
onlar, yiizler, binler ve devamindaki tiim sayilarin temelinde dort tane say1 (1, 2, 3, 4)
bulundugunu kabul eder. Biitiin sayilar bunlardan olusmus, tiim sayilarin asl bunlardir.
Ciinkii 4’¢ 1 ilave edildiginde 5 olur; 2 ilave edildiginde 6; 3 ilave edildiginde 7; 1 ve 3
ilave edildiginde 8; 2 ve 3 ilave edildiginde 9; 1, 2 ve 3 ilave edildiginde ise 10 olur. Bu
ornekler dogrultusunda onlar, yiizler, binler ve diger tiim sayilarda ayni durum soz
konusudur. Thvan’a gore geometrideki cizginin (hatt) esas1 da dérttiir ve diger harfler
ondan olusmustur. Yine ‘séz” (kelam) de harflerden olusur (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 53-54;
Pisagor’un goriigleri i¢in bkz. Schofield 2006: 54-55; Zeller 2008: 65-66).

Ihvan’a gore her saymin &zellik veya dzellikleri vardir. Ozellik, nitelenene 6zgii
olan nitelik olup bu konuda baskas1 onunla ortak olamaz (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 56). Bu
nedenle ihvan igin bir takim 6zel sayilar ve bunlarm tamimlar1 vardir: Ornegin
mitkemmel (tdm) say1, pargalari (bilesenleri veya bir say1y1 bolen sayilar) toplandiginda,
bu toplamin o sayinin kendisine esit oldugu her sayidir: 6, 28, 496, 8128 sayilar1 gibi.
Bu sayilardan, her sayr basamaginda sadece bir tane bulunur. Ornegin birlerden 6,
onlardan 28, yiizlerden 496, binlerden 8128 gibi. Artik (zaid) sayi1 ise parcalart
toplandiginda o sayidan fazla olan her sayidir: 12, 20, 60 vb. sayilar gibi. 12 nin yaris1
6, ticte biri 4, dortte biri 3, altida biri 2, altida birinin yarisi 1°dir. Bu pargalarin toplami
16 eder ve bu da 12°den fazladir. Eksik (ndkis) say:1 ise parcalar1 toplandiginda o
sayidan az olan her sayidir: 4, 8, 10 vb. sayilar gibi. 8’in yaris1 4, dortte biri 2, sekizde
biri 1°dir. Bunlarin hepsi 7 eder ve bu, 8’den azdir. Diger eksik sayilarla ilgili kural
buna gore olur. Dost (miitehabbe) sayilara gelince bu sayilardan biri artik digeri eksik
say1 olan her iki sayidir ki, artik sayinin pargalar1 toplandiginda eksik sayinin toplamina
esit olur, eksik saymnin pargalari toplandiginda da artik sayinin toplamina esit olur.
Ornegin 220 sayis1 artik bir sayidir, 284 sayist ise eksik bir sayidir. 220’nin pargalari
toplandiginda 284’e esit olur. Bu sayinin pargalar1 toplaninca da toplam1 220 eder. Bu
gibi sayilara dost sayilar denir ve bunlar azdir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 65-66; Nicomachus
1926: 207-210, b.l, XIV/1-4, XV/1-2, XVI/1-4; miikkemmel sayr hakkinda bkz.
Schimmel 2011: 135-139).

Bu 6zellikler yaninda Thvan, biitiin sayilarda bulunabilecek bir 6zellikten daha
s6z eder. Thvan der ki, herhangi bir sayinm iki simr1 veya komsusu toplandiginda, o
say1, komsularinin toplamlarinin yarisi, komsularinin toplami da o saymin iki kat1 eder.
Ornegin, 5’in bir komsusu 4, diger komsusu 6 olup bu iki saymnin toplami 10 eder ve bu
toplam, 5’in iki kati, 5 de bu toplamin yarisidir. Bu durum diger tiim sayilar igin
gegerlidir. Ancak 1 sayist so6z konusu oldugunda onun bir komsusu vardir ve bu da
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2’dir. Fakat buna ragmen yine 1, 2’nin yarisi, 2 de 1’in iki kat1 olmus olur (fhvan 2006:
Sayilar: 57).

Bu genel tanimlardan sonra Thvan bazi sayilarin dzelliklerini siralamaya baslar.
Fakat bu 6zellikler s6z konusu sayilarin tiim 6zellikleri degil sadece bir kismidir:

Onlara gore 1’in 6zelligi, sayilarin asli ve kaynagi olmasidir. 1, tek olsun ¢ift
olsun tiim sayilar1 boler (sayar). 1, varlik alanindan kaldirildiginda onun kalkmasiyla
sayilar da ortadan kalkar, sayilar varlik alanindan kaldirildiginda ise 1 ortadan kalkmaz.
2’nin Ozelligi, mutlak manada sayilarm ilki olmasidir. Sayilar, birlerin ¢oklugu
demektir, ¢oklugun ilki de 2’dir. 2, sayilarin yarisini, yani tekleri degil de ¢iftleri boler.
3’{in 6zelligi, tek sayilarin ilki olmasidir. Ciinkii 2, sayilarin ilkidir ve ¢ifttir, onu 3 takip
eder ve o da tektir. 3, bazen tek bazen de ¢ift olan sayilarin {igte birini alir. Bu sebeple 3,
iki sayiy1 asar ve lgilincii bunlardan sonra sayilir, bu ii¢iincii bazen ¢ift bazen de tek
olur. 4’iin 6zelligi, koklii (meczir) sayilarin ilki olmasidir. Dolayistyla o, kendisinin
2’yle carpilmasindan ortaya ¢ikar, kendisiyle ¢arpilan her say1 kok (cizr) olur; bundan
cikan toplam da kokliidiir (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 56-57).

Ihvan’a gore 5’in 6zelligi, devreden veya donen (dair) ilk say1 olmasidir. Bunun
anlami, onun kendisiyle ¢arpiminin kendisine dénmesi demektir. Ortaya ¢ikan bu say1
da 5’in kendisiyle ¢arpimi sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan toplamla ¢arpilinca (25 x 25) yine
kendisine dénmiis olur. Kural hep su sekildedir: Omegin 5x5=25, 25x25=625,
625x625=390625 eder. Bu son say1 da kendisiyle ¢arpilirsa, sonu 25 olan baska bir say1
ortaya ¢ikar. Dolayisiyla 5, siirekli bir sekilde kendisini korumakta ve kendisinden
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. 6’nin 6zelligi ise, mitkkemmel sayilarin ilki olmasidir. Yani hangi
say1 olursa olsun parcalar1 toplandiginda kendisine esit oluyorsa, bu sayiya miitkemmel
say1 denir. 6 bunlarin ilkidir. Clinkii 6’nin yaris1 3’tiir; ticte biri 2°dir; altida biri ise
1°dir. Iste bu parcalar (3, 2, 1) toplandiginda 6’ya esit olur. Bu &zellik, 6’dan 6nceki
sayilarda yoktur ama ondan sonraki 28, 496 ve 8128’de vardir. 6 bir acidan 5’le
benzerlik gosterir fakat 5 gibi devaminda kendisinin gelmesini gerektirmez: 6x6=36
eder, burada 6 kendine donmiis ve 36 ortaya ¢ikmistir. 36x36=1296 ¢ikar. Burada 6
ortaya ¢ikarken 30 ¢ikmamistir. Dolayisiyla 6’nin kendisini korudugu ama ondan ortaya
¢ikanin kendisini korumadigi goriilmiistiir. 5 ise hem kendisini hem de kendisinden
ortaya ¢ikam siirekli ve sonsuza kadar korur (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 57-58; Schimmel
2011: 38, 135).

Ihvan’a gore 7°nin zelliklerinden biri, olgun (kAmil) sayilarin ilki olmasidir. Bu,
onun tiim sayilarin kavramlarini/manalarini kendinde toplamasi demektir. Yani sayilarin
timii ¢iftler ve teklerdir. 7°deki ¢iftler birinci ve ikincidir. 2, ¢iftlerin birincisi, 4 ise
ikincisidir. 7°deki tekler de birinci ve ikincidir. 3, teklerin birincisi, 5 ise ikincisidir.
Birinci tek ikinci ¢ifte veya birinci ¢ift ikinci teke eklendiginde bundan 7 olusur.
Ornegin, ¢iftlerin birincisi olan 2’yi, ikinci tek olan 5’e eklediginde 7 cikar. Ayni
sekilde birinci tek olan 3’1, ikinci ¢ift olan 4’le topladiginda bundan da 7 ¢ikar. Yine
sayilarin asli olan 1, mitkemmel say1 olan 6’yla toplandiginda ortaya olgun say1 olan 7
cikar. Bu 6zellik, 7°den 6nceki sayilarda yoktur (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 57, 58-59).

8’in ozelligi, kiiplii (muka’ab) sayilarin ilki olmasidir. Kendisiyle ¢arpilan her
saytya kok; bundan ¢ikan toplama koklii; kokliiniin, kdkilyle carpilmasindan ¢ikan
toplama da kiiplii denir. S6z gelimi 2, sayilarin ilkidir; kendisiyle ¢arpildiginda bundan
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¢ikan toplam 4 olur; bu da ilk koklii sayidir. Sonra koklii, burada 2 olan kokiiyle
carpilir, bundan da 8 ortaya ¢ikar, 8 de kiiplii sayilarm ilkidir. 8’in cisim (miicessem)
sayl oldugu soylenmektedir. Geometri boliimiinde agiklanacagi gibi, cisim ancak
birikmis yiizeylerden/diizlemlerden (satih), yiizey ancak bitisik ¢izgilerden, ¢izgi de
ancak diizenli noktalardan olusur. En kisa ¢izgi, iki parcadan, en dar yiizey iki ¢izgiden,
en kiiciik cisim de iki yiizeyden olusur. Bu Onciillerden su sonug ortaya ¢ikar: En kiigiik
cisim sekiz par¢adan olusur ki, bir pargast ¢izgidir ve o da iki parcadan olusur. Bu
durumda c¢izgi kendisiyle ¢arpildiginda, ondan dort parcadan olan yiizey olusur. Yiizey
de iki uzunlugundan biriyle ¢arpildiginda bundan derinlik olusur. Bunlarin hepsi de iki
derinlik carpi iki en carpi iki boy olmak iizere sekiz parca eder (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 57,
59).

9’un 6zelligi, koklii tek sayilarin ilki ve birler basamaginin sonu olmasidir. 9 ilk
kokli tek sayidir ¢iinkii 3x3=9 eder ve 7, 5 ve 3’lin herhangi birisi koklii degildir. 10’un
ozelligi, onlar basamaginin ilki olmasidir. Tipki 1’in birler basamaginin ilki olmasi gibi.
10’un ayrica 1’in 6zelligine benzeyen bir 6zelligi vardir: 10’un cinsinden sadece bir iiye
vardir o da 20°dir. 1’in 2’nin yarist oldugunu sdyledigimiz gibi 10 da 20’nin yarisidir.
11’in bir 6zelligi, onlar basamagindaki asal sayilarin (adedun asamm) ilki olmasidir.
Ciinkii onun kendisiyle ilgili konusulacak bir parcasi [boleni] yoktur,? bununla birlikte
1’in 11°den oldugu ve 2’nin de 1’den oldugu sdylenmektedir. Bu sekildeki tiim sayilarin
sifat1 sagir/asal (asam) olarak adlandirilir: Bunlar 11, 13, 17, 19, 23, 29, 31, 37, 41, 43,
47, 53, 59, 61, 67, 71, 73, 79, 83, 89, 91.... seklinde devam eden sayilardir. 12’nin
ozelligi, artik sayilarin ilki olmasidir. Ciinkii her sayi, pargalart toplandiginda,
kendisinden fazla olana artik say1 adi verilir. 12 de bunlarin ilkidir. Yani 12’nin yaris1
6’dir; licte biri 4°tiir; dortte biri 3’tiir; altida biri 2°dir; altida birinin yarist da 1°dir. Bu
pargalar (6, 4, 3, 2, 1) toplandiginda 16 eder ve bu da 12°den dort fazlalikla daha ¢oktur
(ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 57, 60).

2.3. Sayilarin Cesitleri
2.3.1. Pozitif Tam Sayilar ve Kesirli Sayilar

Say1, pozitif tam say1 (sahih) ve rasyonel/kesirli say1 (kus@ir) olmak {izere iki
cesittir: Pozitif tam say1 artmakla, kesirli say1 ise boliinmekle ortaya ¢ikar. Bu iki tiir
say1 ¢cokluk agisindan sonsuza kadar giderler. Ancak pozitif tam sayilar en az iki olan
bir nicelikten baglar ve kademeli bir artisla sonsuza kadar giderken kesirliler ise en ¢ok
yarim olan bir nicelikten baglar ve bolimlemeyle sonsuza kadar gider. Her iki sayi tiirii
de baslangiglari itibariyle sonlu, sonlar1 itibariyle sonsuzdur (fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 56).

Pozitif tam sayilar sdyle ortaya ¢ikar: 1’e baska bir 1 eklendiginde, buna 2 denir;
2’ye baska bir 1 eklendiginde, buna 3; 3’e baska bir 1 eklendiginde buna 4; 4’¢ de 1
eklendiginde buna 5 denir. Bu kurala gére birer birer artisla pozitif tam sayilar ortaya
¢ikar. Sayinin 1’e dogru ¢oziimlenmesi (tahlil) ise soyle olur: 10°dan 1 ¢ikarilirsa geriye
9 kalir. 9°dan 1 alimursa geriye 8; 8’den 1 eksiltilirse 7 kalir. Bu kurala gore geriye 1
kalincaya kadar, bir bir atilir. 1’e varilinca ondan bir sey eksiltilemez, ¢iinkii onun

®  (iinkii asal sayilar sadece “bir’e ve kendilerine boliiniirler, bundan bagka da béleni yoktur.

11’in bu ve diger ozellikleriyle ilgili olarak bkz. (Schimmel 2011: 211-213).
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kesinlikle parcasi yoktur (fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 50). Pozitif tam sayilar dort basamakla
siralanir: Birler, onlar, yiizler ve binler. Birler, 1’den 10’a kadar; onlar, 10°’dan 99’a
kadar; yiizler, 100’den 900’e kadar; binler de 1000°den 9000’e kadardir (Ihvan 2006:
Sayilar: 51-52). Diger yandan fhvan’a gére birgok toplumda sayilar dort basamak
iizereyken Pisagorcularda sayilar on alti basamaktir ve bunlar birler, onlar, yiizler,
binler, on binler, yliz binler, milyonlar, on milyonlar, yiiz milyonlar, milyarlar, on
milyarlar, yiiz milyarlar, trilyonlar, on trilyonlar, yiiz trilyonlar ve katrilyonlardir.
(Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 54).

Kesirli sayilarin 1’den ortaya cikiglart da soyledir: Pozitif tam sayilar 1, 2, 3, 4,
5,6,7,8,9, 10 seklinde dogal diizen tizere siralanip sonra da her toplamdan 1’¢ isaret
edilirse, kesirli sayilarin 1°den nasil ortaya ¢iktiklari agiklanmig olur. Yani 2°deki 1’e
isaret edildiginde 1’e yarim denir. 3’teki 1’e isaret edildiginde 1’e iigte bir; 4’teki 1’e
isaret edildiginde 1°e¢ dortte bir; 5’teki 1’e isaret edildiginde beste bir denir. Ayni
sistemle sirasiyla altida bir, yedide bir, sekizde bir, dokuzda bir ve onda bir seklinde
devam eder. Yine 11°deki 1’e isaret edildiginde 1’e 11’in bir parcasi; 12’dekine isaret
edildiginde altida birin yarisi; 13’tekine isaret edildiginde 13’tin bir pargast; 14’tekine
isaret edildiginde yedide birin yarisi; 15°tekine isaret edildiginde beste birin ticte biri
denir. Bu sekilde kesirli sayilar isimlendirilir (fhvan 2006: Sayilar:50-51). Kesirli
sayilarin basamaklar1 ¢oktur. Cilinkii her pozitif tam sayimnin bir pargasi, iki pargast veya
cok sayida parcalari vardir. Ornegin 12’nin yarisi, iigte biri, dortte biri, altida biri, altida
birinin yarist vardir. 28 ve bunun disindaki sayilar da bdyledir. Ancak kesirli sayilarin
basamaklar1 ve kisimlar artacak olursa, onun bazi basamaklar1 diger basamaklarinin
altinda olur ve hepsini bir takim sdzciikler ifade eder (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 55-56).°

2.3.2. Cift ve Tek Sayilar

Pozitif tam sayilar tek ve ¢ift olmak iizere ikiye ayrilir. a. Cift sayi, iki pozitif
tam saytya boliinebilen her sayidir. Cift sayilar siirekli olarak ikinin katlanmasiyla 2, 4,
6,8, 10, 12, 14..... seklinde meydana gelir (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 60-61). Her ¢ift saymnin
bir 6zelligi de nasil boliiniirse boliinsiin, her iki kisminin ya ¢ift, ya da tek olmasidir
(ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 64; krs. Nicomachus 1926: 190-191, b.1, VII/1-5). Cift sayilar iige
ayrilir: ‘Ciftin ¢ifti’, ‘tekin ¢ifti’, ‘cift ve tekin ¢ifti’.

Ciftin ¢ifti, iki tam esit yartya bdliinen her sayidir; onun yarist siirekli iki yariya
boliiniir ve boliinme 1°de bitinceye kadar devam eder. Ornegin 64, giftin ¢ifti bir sayidir.
Ciinkii bu saymin yarisi 32, bunun yarisi 16, bunun yarisi 8, bunun yarist 4, bunun yarisi
2 ve bunun yarisi da 1’dir. Bu say1 2’den meydana gelir. 2 ile 2 ¢arpilir, sonra ¢ikan say1
2’yle, bundan da ¢ikan say1 2’yle carpilir ve bu sekilde ¢ikan say1 sonsuza kadar stirekli
bir sekilde 2’yle c¢arpilir. Tipk:i satrancin her kutucugunu 2’yle carpmak gibi. Her
kutucuk 2’yle ¢arpilinca bundan ¢iftin ¢ifti olan say1 ortaya ¢ikar. Ciftin ¢ifti sayilar,
dogal diizen iizere, 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64.... seklinde sonsuzca devam ederse soyle bir
ozellikleri ortaya ¢ikar: Buradaki say1 dizisinin iki ucundan birinin digeriyle carpimi,
eger say1 dizisinin bir tane orta sayis1 varsa, ortadakinin kendisiyle ¢carpimina esit olur;
yok eger iki ortasi varsa birinin digeriyle ¢arpimi kadar olur. Ornegin 64 sayisi. Bu

®  Bu sbzciikler sadece Arapga diline 6zgii oldugu i¢in onlar1 burada siralamaya gerek yoktur.
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saymin kendisi son ug, 1 ise ilk ugtur, say1 dizisinin bir tane ortasi vardir, o da 8’dir.
Oyleyse 1’in 64’le veya 2’nin 32’le veya 4’iin 16’yla ¢arpimu, 8’in kendisiyle carpimina
esittir. Sayet bu say1 dizisine bir say1 daha ekleyip iki ortasinin olmasini saglarsak soyle
bir durum olusur: Eger say1 dizisinin iki ucundan biri digeriyle ¢arpilirsa, iki ortadan
birinin digeriyle ¢arpimina esit olur. Ornegin 128 sayis1 1’le, 64 sayisi 2’yle, 32 sayist
4’le carpildiginda 16 ile 8’in g¢arpimina esit olur. Ciftin ¢ifti sayisinin baska &zellikleri
de vardir: 1’den gidebildigi kadar giden say1 dizisi toplandiginda, bu, dizinin bittigi
sayidan 1 say1 az olur. Ornegin, 1, 2 ve 4 sayilir1 alindiginda, bunlarin toplamlar1 8°den
1 az olur; sayet bu toplama 8 de ilave edilirse bunlarin hepsi 16’dan 1 az olur; eger bu
toplama 16 da eklenirse, bu toplam 32’den 1 az olur. Bu kural iizere, bu sayilar dizisi
devam edip gider:1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256... Ciftin ¢ifti sayilarin, Nikomakhos’un
kendi kitabinda uzun agiklamalarla anlattig1 baskaca 6zellikleri de vardir (Ihvan 2006:
Sayilar: 61-62; krs. Nicomachus 1926: 192-195, b.1, VII1/1-14).

Tekin ¢ifti, bir defa yariya boliinen her sayidir; bélme isleminde bire ulagamaz.
Ornegin 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26. Bunlar ve bunlara benzeyen sayilar sadece bir defa
boliiniirler ve 1’e ulagamazlar. Bu sayilar her tek sayimnin 2’yle ¢arpimindan olusup her
biri iistiindeki say1 icin yar1 olur (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 62-63; krs. Nicomachus 1926:
196-198, b.1, IX/1-6).

Cift ve tekin ¢ifti ise birden fazla defalarca yariya boliinen her sayidir ama bélme
isleminde 1’e ulasamaz. Ornegin 12, 20, 24, 28 ve bunlara benzeyen sayilar gibi. Bu
sayilar, tekin ¢ifti olan sayilarin 2’yle bir defa veya birden ¢ok defa garpilmasindan
ortaya cikar. Bu sayilarin, baska 6zellikleri de vardir (fhvan 2006: Sayilar:63; krs.
Nicomachus 1926: 198-199, b.1I, X/1-2).

b. Tek sayilar ise cifte 1 artan veya ¢iftten 1 eksilen her sayidir. Tek sayilar
1’den baslar ve 1’e 2 ilave edilerek devam eder ve bundan sonraki her sayiya ayni
sekilde 2’nin ilavesiyle meydana gelir: 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19...... (ihvan 2006:
Sayilar: 60-61). Tek sayilarin bir 6zelligi de nasil boliiniirse boliinsiin, bolimiin bir
kismm ¢ift, diger kismu tek olur (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 64; krs. Nicomachus 1926: 201-
202 b.1, X1/1-3).

Tek sayilar iki gesittir: ‘fIlk tek’ (ferdu’n-evvel) ve ‘bilesik tek’ (ferdun
miirekkeb). Bilesik tek de ortak (miisterek) ve ayri (mubayin) olmak {izere iki g¢esittir.
1k tek’, kendisini 1 disinda diger sayilarin bélmedigi her sayidir: 3, 5, 7, 11, 13, 17, 19,
23 ...vb. Bu sayilarin 6zelligi kendisine isim olandan bagka pargasi olmayan say1
olmalaridir. S6yle ki; 3 i¢in ancak tigte bir, 5 i¢in ancak beste bir, 6 i¢in ancak altida bir
vardir. Ayni durum 11, 13, 17°de gegerlidir. Ozetle tiim asal sayilar1 ancak bir boler.
Onlarin pargalarimin ismi kendilerinden tiiremistir. ‘Bilesik tek’ ise kendisini 1 diginda
diger sayilarin boldiigii her sayidir: 9, 25, 49, 81.... vb. Bilesik tekin bir ¢esidi olan
‘ortak tek’, kendisini 1 disinda diger sayinin boldiigii her iki sayidir. Ornegin 3 sayisi, 9,
15 ve 21’1 boler. Aym sekilde 5 de 15, 25, 35’1 boler. Bu sayilar ve benzerleri
kendilerini bélen sayilarda ortak diye isimlendirilirler. ‘Bilesik tek’in diger ¢esidi olan
‘ayr1 tek’ sayilar ise kendilerini 1 disinda iki saymnin boldiigii her iki sayidir; fakat
ikisinden birini bolen digerini bolmez. Ornegin 9 ve 25; 3 sayis1, 9’u béler ama 25’i
bolemez. 5 sayisi, 25’1 boler ama 9’u bolemez. Bu sayilar ve benzerlerine ‘ayri’ denilir
(fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 63-64)
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2.4. Sayilarda Artma ve Katlanma

Ihvan’a gore sayilar sonsuza kadar katlanma ve artma kabul ederler. Bu da bes
sekilde olur: Tlki, dogal diizen iizere gidebilecegi sayiya kadar gider: 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6,7, 8,
9,11, 12.... Ikincisi, “giftler diizeni’ iizere gidecegi saytya kadar gider: 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12,
14.... Uglinciisii, ‘tekler diizeni’ {izere gidecegi sayiya kadar gider: 1, 3,5, 7,9, 11, 13,
15, 17.... Dordiinciisii, ¢ikartma (tarh) ile besincisi ise “¢arpma” ile olur. Bu artma
cesitleriyle ilgili bircok 6zellik olsa da Thvan bunlarin sadece bir kismini aktarmistir
(Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 66):

a. Dogal diizen lizere sayilarin artmasinin bir 6zelligi sudur: 1’den herhangi bir
sayiya kadar sayilar dizisi toplanacak olursa bu toplam, son sayiya bir ilaveyle olusan
sayinin, say1 dizisi toplaminin yaristyla ¢arpimina esittir. Ornegin, dogal diizen iizere,
1’den 10’a kadar olan sayilarin toplam kagtir? sorusunun cevabi i¢in formiil sdyle olur:
10’a 1 ilave edilir, sonra bu say1 10’un yarist olan 5’le carpilir ve sonug 55 eder. Veya
10’a 1 ilaveyle 11 olmus sayinin yarisindan bir tanesi olan 5, dnce kendisiyle ¢arpilir
sonug 25 eder, sonra da 6 olan diger yartyla ¢arpilir bu da 30 eder, ikisinin toplami
25+30=55 eder (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 67).

b. Ciftler diizeni {izere artan sayilar 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12.... seklinde devam eden
sayilardir. Bu diizenin bir 6zelligi, toplamin daima tek olmasidir. Baska bir 6zelligi de
sudur: 1°den kendisi tiiriinden herhangi bir sayiya kadar olan sayilar dogal diizen iizere
toplandiklarinda bu toplam, bu saymnin, son sayinin yarisinin bir fazlasiyla ¢arpimimdan
¢ikan son toplamin bir fazlasina esittir. Ornegin ciftler diizeni iizere, 1°den 10’a kadar
olan sayilarin toplami kagtir sorusunun cevabi i¢in kural sudur: 10’un yarisi alinir, buna
1 ilave edilir, sonra bu, diger yariyla yani 5’le garpilir, sonra ortaya ¢ikan toplama 1
ilave edilir, bu da 31 eder (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 67).

c. Tekler diizeni iizere artan sayilar 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11.... seklinde devam eden
sayilardir. Bunlarin bir 6zelligi, dogal diizenleri {izere toplandiklarinda iki toplamin
olugmasidir: Bu toplamin biri ¢ift, digeri tektir; bunlar birbirlerini takip ederek devam
edip giderler ve bunlarin hepsi koklii olurlar. Bagka bir 6zelligi de sudur: 1’den kendisi
tiiriinden herhangi bir sayiya kadar giden sayilar dogal diizeni lizere toplandiklarinda,
¢ikan toplam, o sayilarin yarisinin kendisiyle ¢arpimina —ki bu da zorunlu olarak kokli
olur- esittir. Ornegin, 1°den 11°¢ kadar kag¢ eder? diye sorulursa bunun formiilii sdyle
olur: Sayinin yarisi alinir, bu 5,5’tir, bu say1 tamlanir, 6 olur, bu da kendisiyle ¢arpilir ve
sonug 36 eder (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 67).

d. Carpmanin anlami birler basamagindaki iki sayidan birinin diger sayidakinin
miktarinca katlanmasidir. Ornegin “3 carp1 4 kag eder?” diye soruldugunda bunun
anlami “4 defa 3’lin toplam1 kagtir?” demektir. Pozitif tam sayilar ve kesirli sayilarin
kendileri ve birbirleriyle ¢arpimu tekil say1 ve bilesik say1r olmak iizere iki tiirden olur.
Tekil saymin ¢arpimu ii¢ ¢esittir: Bunlardan birincisi, 2x3, 3x4 vb. gibi pozitif tam
saymin pozitif tam sayiyla ¢arpimdir. Tkincisi, 1/2x1/3, 1/3x1/4 vb. gibi kesirlinin
kesirliyle carpimudir. Ugiinciisii ise 2x1/3, 1/3x4 vb. gibi kesirlinin pozitif tam sayiyla
carpimudir. Bilesik sayinin ¢arpimi da ii¢ sekilde olur: Bunlardan biri, kesirli ve pozitif
tam sayimin pozitif tam sayryla ¢arpimidir. Ornegin 2 ve 1/3'in 5’le garpimui vb. gibi
olanlar. Digeri, pozitif tam ve kesirlinin pozitif tam ve kesirliyle ¢arpimdir. Ornegin 2
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ve 1/3’iin 3 ve 1/4'le garpimi vb. gibi olanlar. Obiirii ise pozitif tam ve kesirlinin
kesirliyle carpimudir. Ornegin 2 ve 1/3’in 1/7’le ¢arpimu gibi (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 68).

Pozitif tam sayilarin ¢arpimi dort ¢esittir ve toplamlari on grupta degerlendirilir:
Bunlar birler, onlar, yiizler ve binlerdir. Bir tanesi 1, on tanesi 10 olan birlerin birlerle
carpimi; bir tanesi 10, on tanesi 100 olan birlerin onlarla ¢arpimi; bir tanesi 100, on
tanesi 1000 olan birlerin yiizlerle ¢arpim; bir tanesi 1000, on tanesi 10.000 olan birlerin
binlerle ¢arpimi; dolayisiyla bunlar dort grup etmis olur. Bir tanesi 100, on tanesi 1.000
olan onlarin onlarla ¢arpimi; bir tanesi 1.000, on tanesi 10.000 olan onlarmn yiizlerle
carpimi; bir tanesi 10.000, on tanesi 100.000 olan onlarin binlerle ¢arpimi; bunlar
boylece ti¢ grup etmis olur. Bir tanesi 10.000, on tanesi 100.000 olan yiizlerin yiizlerle
garpimi; bir tanesi 100.000, on tanesi 1.000.000 olan yiizlerin binlerle ¢arpimi; bunlar
da iki grup etmis olur. Bir tanesi 1.000.000, on tanesi 10.000.000 olan binlerin binlerle
garpimi; bu ise bir grup eder. Tiim bunlarin toplami da on grup eder ve kisaca soyle
ifade edilir: Birlerin birlerle, birlerin onlarla, birlerin yiizlerle, birlerin binlerle, onlarin
onlarla, onlarin yiizlerle, onlarin binlerle, yiizlerin yiizlerle, yiizlerin binlerle, binlerin
binlerle carpimi (fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 68-69).

Carpma ile ilgili diger bir durum da ¢arpma sonucu ortaya ¢ikan bazi sayilar ve
bunlarla ilgili 6zel kavramlardir. Bu sayilar ve kendilerine verilen isimler cebirci ve
geometriciler tarafindan ortak olarak kullanilmaktadir. Bu kavramlarin tamimlar1 ve bazi
dzellikleri Thvan tarafindan sdyle not edilmistir:

Herhangi iki sayidan, birinin digeriyle ¢carpimindan ortaya ¢ikan toplama kare
(murabba’) say1 denir. Sayet bu, iki esit say1 olursa bunlarn birbiriyle ¢arpimindan
¢ikan toplama ‘koklii kare’ (murabba’ meczir) say1 adi verilir ve her iki say1 da bu
sayinin kokii olarak isimlendirilir. 2x2=4, 3x3=9, 4x4=16 etmesi gibi. Burada 4, 9, 16
vb. sayilarin hepsine ‘koklii kare’ adi verilir. 2, 3 ve 4 ise kok olarak isimlendirilir.
Ciinkii 2, 4’1in kokii; 3, 9’un kokii ve 4 de 16’nin kokiidiir. Bu kurala gore diger kareler,
kokliiler ve kokleri hesaplanir (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 69).

Farkl1 herhangi iki sayidan, biri digeriyle carpilirsa bundan ¢ikan toplama ‘koklii
olmayan kare’ (muraba’ gayr-i meczlr) say1 adi verilir. Birbirinden farkli olan o iki
saylya ise bu toplamin pargalari denir ve buna karenin kenarlar1 adi da verilir ki, bu
ifade geometricilerin ifadelerinden biridir. Ornegin 2x3 veya 3x4 ya da 4x5 vb. bu
orneklerdeki sayilarin bazisinin bazistyla ¢arpimi olan sayilara “koklii olmayan kareler”
ad1 verilir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 70).

Koklii olsun ya da olmasin, her kare say1, baska herhangi bir sayiyla carpilirsa
bundan ¢ikan toplama, cisim say1 denir. K&klii bir kare sayi1, kokiiyle carpilirsa bundan
cikan toplama, ‘kiiplii cisim’ (miicessem muka’ab) say1 adi verilir. Ornegin 4 ‘koklii
kare’ bir sayidir, kokil olan 2’yle ¢arpildiginda bundan 8 ortaya ¢ikar. Ayni1 sekilde 9 da
‘kokli kare’ bir sayidir, kokii olan 3 ile carpildiginda 27 eder. Yine 16 da kokli bir
sayidir, kokl olan 4’le carpildiginda bundan 64 ortay c¢ikar. 8, 27 ve 64 vb. sayilara
‘kiiplii cisim’ sayilar adi verilir. Kiip, boyu, eni ve derinligi esit olan bir cisimdir;
kenarlar1 birbirine esit, agilar1 dik, alt1 kare ylizeyi vardir; on iki paralel kenari, sekiz
cisimsel agist (zevayd miicesseme) ve yirmi dort diiz agist (zevaya musattaha) agist
vardir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 70).
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Sayet ‘koklii kare’ bir sayi, kokiinden kiigiik bir sayiyla carpilirsa bu ¢arpma
sonucunun toplamina ‘lebini cisim say1’ (adedun mucessemetun lebiniyyun) adi verilir.
Eger ‘koklii kare’ bir say1, kokiinden fazla bir sayiyla ¢arpilirsa bundan ¢ikan toplama,
‘bi’ri cisim say1” (adedun mucessemetun bi’tiyyetun) ad1 verilir. Ornegin 4 sayis1 koklii
bir sayidir, kokiinden biiyiik olan 3’le carpildiginda 12 eder. Aymi sekilde 9 sayist
kokiinden fazla olan 4 ile ¢arpildiginda bundan 36 ¢ikar. 12, 36 vb. sayilara ‘bi’ri cisim
say1’ denir. Her ‘kokli olmayan kare’ sayi, kiiciik kenariyla carpildiginda bundan ¢ikan
toplama ‘lebini cisim’ ad1 verilir, uzun kenariyla carpilirsa bundan ¢ikan toplama ‘b1’ri
cisim’ adi verilir. Bu ikisinden daha az veya daha c¢ok olan sayryla ¢arpilirsa bundan
cikan toplama da ‘levhi cisim’ ad1 verilir. Ornegin 12, ‘kklii olmayan kare’ bir sayidir;
bir kenar1 3, digeri ise 4’tiir; eger 12, 3’le ¢arpilirsa bundan 36 ¢ikar ki bu, ‘lebini
cisim’dir. Eger 12, 4’le carpilirsa bundan 48 ¢ikar ki bu da ‘bi’ri cisim’dir. Eger 12,
3’ten kiiciik veya 4’ten biiyiik bir sayiyla carpilirsa buna ‘levhi cisim’ denir (Ihvan
2006: Sayilar: 70-71).”

Her kokli sayiya iki kokii ve 1 ilave edilirse bundan ¢ikan toplam koklii olur.
Her koklii sayidan, iki kokiinden biri ¢ikarilirsa geriye kalan koklii olur.® Pes pese gelen
kokli her iki sayidan birinin kokii digerinin kokiiyle carpilir ve buna da 1/4 ilave
edilirse, bunun toplami koklii olur. Omegin, 4’in koki olan 2’nin, 9’un koki olan 3’le
carpimi 6 eder; buna 1/4 ilave edilince de 6 + 1/4 eder, bunun kokii 2 +1/2°dir. 2 + 1/2
kendisiyle ¢arpildiginda 6 + 1/4 eder; dolayistyla bunun kokii 2 + 1/2'dir. Pes pese gelen
koklii her iki sayidan birinin kokii digerinin kdkiiyle ¢arpildiginda, bu ikisinin arasinda
ara bir say1 ortaya ¢ikar ve her ii¢ii de tek bir oranda bulusurlar. Ornegin; 4 ve 9 koklii
iki sayidir, bunlarin kokleri 2 ve 3’tiir; 2x3=6 eder. Oyleyse 4’iin 6’ya oran1 6’nin 9’a
orani gibidir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 72; sayilar ile geometrik sekiller arasindaki iliski ve
oran i¢in bkz. Nicomachus 1926: 241 vd., b.II, VIII vd.).

Ihvan ¢arpma ile ilgili olarak Oklid’in Elementler’inin ikinci makalesinde gecen
baz1 6zel konular1 da ele almistir. Buna gore Ihvan soyle der: Her iki sayidan biri kag
kisma ayrilirsa ayrilsin, o iki sayidan birinin digeriyle ¢arpimi, pargalara ayrilmayan
sayinin, par¢a par¢a olmus sayinin pargalarinin hepsiyle carpimina esittir. Ornegin, 1 ve
15. 15 sayis1 7, 3 ve 5 olmak iizere ii¢ kisma ayrilir. Bu durumda sunlar sdylenebilir:

a. 10’un 15’1e ¢carpimi, 10’un 7, 3 ve 5’le ¢arpina esittir.

b. Her bir say1 kag pargaya ayrilirsa ayrilsin, o saymin kendisiyle ¢arpimu, tim
pargalariyla carpimina esittir. Ornegin, 10, 7 ve 3 olmak iizere iki kisma ayrilir. Bu
durumda 10’un kendisiyle ¢arpimi, 7 ve 3’le ¢arpimina esittir.

c. iki pargaya ayrilmis her sayinin bir pargastyla ¢arpimi, bu parganin kendisiyle
ve diger parcayla carpimina esittir. Ornegin 10, 3 ve 7 olmak iizere iki pargaya ayrilir.
Bu durumda 10’un 7’yle ¢arpimi, 7’nin kendisiyle ve 3’le ¢carpiminin toplamina esittir.

d. Iki kisma ayrilan her sayi igin su denir: Bu say1 kendisiyle carpilirsa, bu
carpim, her pargasinin kendisiyle ve her pargasindan birinin digeriyle iki defa ¢arpimina
esittir. Ornegin, 10, 7 ve 3 olmak iizere iki kisma ayrilir. Bu durumda 10’un kendisiyle
carpimi, 7’nin kendisiyle, 3’iin kendisiyle ve 7°nin 3 ile iki defa ¢arpimina esittir.

Bu cisim tiirleriyle ilgili agiklamalar geometri béliimiinde yapilacaktir.

®  Bu kural dért igin gegerli olmayabilir.
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e. Once yartya boliinen sonra da farkli sekilde béliinen her saymmn, farkli iki
parcasindan birinin digeriyle carpimu ile farkli pargalarin yariya olan farklarinin
(tefavut) kendisiyle ¢arpimi, o sayimmin yarisinin kendisiyle carpimina esittir. Ornegin,
10, yariya boliiniir sonra da 3 ve 7 olmak iizere farkli iki kisma ayrilir. Bu durumda
7’nin 3’le ¢arpimi ile farklarinin (burada 3 ve 7’nin, 10’un yarisi olan 5’e farki 2’dir)
kendisiyle ¢arpiminin toplami, 5’in kendisiyle carpimina esittir.

f. Once yariya boliinen, sonra yarrya béliinen bu sayiya herhangi bir say1 ilave
edilen her sayi i¢in su denir: O saymin ilave edilen sayiyla beraber ilave edilen sayiyla
carpimi ile o saymin yarisinin kendisiyle carpiminin toplami, o saymin yarisinin,
kendisine ilave edilen sayiyla birlikte kendisiyle garpimina esittir. Ornegin 10, iki yariya
boliiniir, sonra da 10’a 2 ilave edilirse denir ki; 12°nin 2’yle ¢arpimi ile 5’in kendisiyle
¢arpiminin toplami, 2’nin ve 5’in toplaminin kendisiyle ¢arpilmasina esittir.

g. iki pargaya béliinen her sayi i¢in su denir: Bu sayinin kendisiyle carpimiyla iki
pargasindan birinin kendisiyle c¢arpiminin toplami, o saymin bu yariyla iki defa
carpimiyla diger yarmin kendisiyle carpimmin toplamina esittir. Ornegin, 10, 7 ve 3
olmak tizere iki kisma ayrilirsa; 10’un kendisiyle ¢arpimiyla 7’nin kendisiyle ¢arpiminin
toplami, 10’un 7’yle iki defa ¢arpimiyla 3’iin kendisiyle ¢arpimin toplamina esittir.

h. Once iki pargaya ayrilan, sonra iki parcaya ayrilan sayiya bu iki parcadan biri
ilave edilen her say1 i¢in su denir: Boyle bir toplamin kendisiyle ¢arpimindan ¢ikan sayi,
bu sayinin ilaveden 6nceki durumunun bu ilaveyle dort defa ¢arpimiyla diger kisminin
kendisiyle ¢arpiminin toplamma esittir. Ornegin, 10, 7 ve 3 olmak iizere iki kisma
ayrilir, sonra 10°a 3 ilave edilirse; 13’lin kendisiyle ¢arpimi, 10°un 3’le dort defa
carpimiyla 7’°nin kendisiyle bir defa ¢arpiminin toplamina esittir, denir.

j- Herhangi bir say1 dnce yartya boliiniip sonra da farkli iki pargaya ayrilirsa,
farkli iki parcadan her birinin kendisiyle c¢arpiminin toplami, o saymin yarisinin
kendisiyle ¢arpimiyla iki say1 arasindaki farkin kendisiyle ¢arpiminin toplamini ikiye
katlar. Ornegin, 10, yartya béliiniip sonra da 3 ve 7 olmak iizere iki farkli parcaya
ayrilirsa su denir: 7’nin kendisiyle c¢arpimindan c¢ikan sayiyla 3’tin kendisiyle
carpiminin toplami, 5’in kendisiyle carpimiyla iki kisim arasindaki fark olan 2’nin
kendisiyle ¢arpiminin toplamini ikiye katlar.

k. Herhangi bir say1 dnce yariya boliiniir, sonra yine bu sayiya her hangi bir say1
ilave edilirse, o saymnin ilave edilen sayryla beraber kendisiyle ¢arpimindan g¢ikan
saytyla ilave edilen sayinin kendisiyle ¢arpinin toplami, o saymnin yarisinin ilave edilen
saytyla beraber kendisiyle ¢arpimindan ¢ikan sayiyla o saymnin yarisinin kendisiyle
carptminin toplamlarimin iki kati eder. Ornegin 10, iki yariya boliiniir, sonra 10’a 2 ilave
edilirse; 12’nin kendisiyle carpimi ve 2’nin kendisiyle carpimiin toplami, 7’nin
kendisiyle carpimu ile 5’in kendisiyle ¢arpimin toplaminin iki kat1 eder. (lhvan 2006:
Sayilar: 72-75).

3. Geometri veya Hendese: Tamimlar, Konular, Problemler

[hvan’a gore matematik ilimlerin ikincisi ‘geometria’ olarak ifade edilen hendese
(geometri) ilmidir. Bu ilim nicelikler, boyutlar, bunlarin ¢esitleri ve &zelliklerinin
bilgisidir. Bu ilmin ilkesi (mebde) ¢izginin sinir1 yani bitisi olan noktadir. Nokta da
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geometride aritmetikteki ‘bir’e karsihk gelir (fhvan 2006: Geometri: 78-79). Thvan
geometriden Oklid Kitabi’'nda anlatilan, delillere dayali geometri ilmini kast etmistir
(Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 49). Ancak “Geometri Risalesinde” geometrinin esaslarinin bir
kismi giris mahiyetinde ele alinmistir. Thvan’a gore bu ilim bircok sanatkarm ihtiyac
duydugu bir ilim (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 95) olup iki ana boliime ayrilir:

3.1. Somut Geometri (el-Hendesetu’l-Hissiye)

Ihvan geometriyi somut ve soyut olmak iizere iki grupta ele almistir (Ihvan 2006:
Geometri: 79). Ana konulariyla ele alinan ve giris niteliginde incelenen somut geometri
(Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 101) niceliklerin ve birbirlerine eklendiginde niceliklerle ilgili
kavramlarin bilgisidir. Bu nicelikler gozle goriilir ve dokunmayla algilanir. Gozle
goriilenler, ¢izgi, yiizey, boyutlu cisim ve bununla ilgili olan seylerdir. Nicelikler
cizgiler, yiizeyler ve cisimler olmak iizere ii¢ gesittir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 79-80).

Somut geometri biitiin sanatlarla iliskili bir ilimdir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 79-
80) ve bircok yarar1 bulunmaktadir: Oncelikle, somut geometri iizerinde arastirma ve
inceleme yapmak, tiim uygulamali (ameli) sanatlarda insam ustalastirir (Thvan 2006:
Geometri: 101, 113). Bu ilim Aadeta uygulamaya ge¢meden Once yapilan bir
hesaplamadir. Ciinkii tiim sanatkarlar, cisimleri birbirlerine ekler ve onlar1 birlestirir; bu
nedenle 6ncelikle eylemlerini gergeklestirecekleri mekéani, zamani, o eyleme giig yetirip
yetiremeyeceklerini, hangi ara¢ gereglerle gergeklestirecekleri, onarip birlestirmek i¢in
parcalarini nasil birlestirecekleriyle ilgili imkanlar1 hesaplamalidirlar. Iste bu hesaplama
bir tiir geometridir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 95-96).

Ihvan’a gére geometri ilminin biitiin sanatlarla bir baglantis1 vardir. Ozellikle
ylizey Ol¢limii (mesaha) sanatiyla ¢ok yakin iliskilidir. Geometri, yoneticiler, katipler,
eyalet yoneticileri, arazi ve akar sahiplerinin hara¢ toplama, kanal agma, mesafe dlgme
gibi islerinde ihtiya¢c duyduklar1 bir sanattir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 97) Bu nedenle
Ihvan bu ilmi bilmenin insan1 bircok konuda hataya diismekten kurtaracagini belirtmis
ve bununla ilgili 6rnek olaylar anlatmislardir. Bunlardan biri soyledir: Adamin biri
baskasindan boyu ve eni ylizer arsin olan bir arazi parcasini bin dirheme satin almig ve
sonra satin aldigr adama, bunun yerine sana her birinin boyu elli arsin eni de elli arsin
olan iki parca arazi vereyim demistir. Bu konuda aralarinda anlagsamayinca geometrici
olmayan bir hakimden olay1 ¢dzmelerini istemigler, hakim de alinan araziye karsilik
onerilen iki parca arazinin bedel olarak sayilabilecegine karar vermistir. Elbette bu karar
hatali bir karardir. Sonra bu sanatin ehli olan bir hakime gitmisler bu hakim ise
belirlenen bedelin alinan arazinin sadece yarisini karsiladigini tespit etmistir (Bu ve
baska 6rnekler igin bkz. Thvan 2006: Geometri: 99).

3.1.1. Somut Geometrinin Temel Unsurlari: Nokta, Cizgi, Yiizey, Cisim

“Sayilar Risalesi’nde belirtildigi lizere ‘bir’ nasil sayilarin asli oluyorsa aym
sekilde nokta da somut ¢izginin ashidir. Somut noktalar diiz bir ¢izgi lizere siraya
konulduklarinda, gbze cizgi seklinde goriiniir. Thvan’a gore somut noktanin pargasi
olabilir ama soyut noktanin parcasi olamaz. Cizgi ayrica yiizeyin de ashdir. Cizgileri
yan yana koydugumuzda goze yiizey seklinde goriiniir. Ayn1 bakis agisiyla bakildiginda
yiizey de cismin esasii olusturur. Yiizeyler birbirlerinin lizerine konulduklarinda géze



Ihvéan-i1 Safa’da Aritmetik, Geometri ve Felsefe Iliskileri

f, KOLYOl 2012/18 137

cisim olarak goriiniir. Ihvan icin geometrideki bu durum aritmetikteki sayilardan
¢ikarilan bir sonugtur: Noktanin ¢izginin asli olmast 1’in 2’nin asli olmasi gibidir.
Cizginin ylizeyin asli olmasi da ikinin ¢ift sayilarin asli olmasi gibidir. Yiizeyin
cisimlerin asli olmasi ise 2 ve 1’in ilk tek sayilarm asillar1 olmasi gibidir (Thvan 2006:
Geometri: 80-81).

Nokta, geometride, aritmetikteki 1 gibidir. Nasil ki 1’in pargalari yoksa ayni
sekilde soyut noktanin da parcalar1 yoktur (Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 91-92). Noktalarin
siraya konuldugunda goze ¢izgi biciminde goriindiigli soylenmisti. En kisa ¢izgi iki
noktadan olusur. Diger ¢izgiler de sirasiyla {i¢ noktadan, sonra dort noktadan, sonra bes
noktadan ve sonra da sayilarin dogal diizen {izere artmasi gibi, bir bir artarak olusur.
Noktalarin sekil/yiizey olarak gdriinmeleri ise gesitli bicimlerde olur. Ornegin en kiigiik
tiggen sekli iic noktayla olusturulabilir. On noktadan da bir iiggen sekli ¢ikar. Buradaki
sisteme gore tiim sayilarin dogal diizen lizere artmast gibi, noktalardan olusan sekiller
arttirtlabilir. Ornegin noktalardan yapilacak dortgen veya karenin ilki dort, sonraki
dokuz, sonraki on alti, sonraki yirmi bes noktadan meydana gelebilir. Sayilarin dogal
diizen iizere artmasi gibi, noktalardan liggen sekilleri nasil arttirilabiliyorsa dortgenler
de siirekli arttirilabilir. Ancak burada séz konusu olan sayilarin hepsi (sayilar ve
dortgenler) koklii olurlar (Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 89-90).

Ihvan’a gore cizgiler ise ii¢ cesittir: Birincisi diiz (miistakim) ¢izgi olup cetvelle
glzﬂmls gibidir. Ikincisi kavisli (mukavves) cizgidir ve pergelle ¢izilmis g1b1d1r
Ucgiinciisii ise egri (miinhani) ¢izgi olup ilk iki ¢izginin birlesiminden olusur (Ihvan
2006: Geometri: 81).

Diiz cizgiler birbirleriyle iligkilendirilebilirler. Diiz ¢izgiler birbirlerine ilave
edildiklerinde, ya birbirlerine esit olurlar ya paralel olurlar ya bulusurlar ya temas
ederler ya da birbirlerini keserler. Diiz ¢izgiler birbirlerine esit olurlarsa uzunluklari
ayni1 olur; birbirlerine paralel olup da eger bir zemin iizerinde bulunur ve her iki yonde
de siirekli bir sekilde uzatilirlarsa birbirleriyle hi¢ karsilasmazlar. Bulusan ¢izgilerse
herhangi bir yonde birbirleriyle bulusurlar ve bir ag1 ortaya g¢ikartirlar. Temas eden
cizgilere gelince bunlar biri digerine temas eder ve ortaya iki veya bir ac1 ¢ikar.
Birbirini kesen ¢izgilerde ise ¢izgilerden biri digerini keser ve birbirlerini kesmelerinden
dolay1 ortaya dort ag1 ¢ikar.®

Diiz ¢izgilerin birbirleriyle iliskileri sonucunda farkli durumlar da ortay cikar:
Diiz bir ¢izgi, diger ¢izginin lizerine herhangi bir tarafa egim gostermeden dik bir
sekilde dayandirilirsa, bu durumda dayanan ¢izgiye dikey (‘amid), dayandirilan ¢izgiye
ise taban/yatay (kaide) denir. Iki cizgi bir agida bir araya gelirse, her birine o ag1 i¢in
kenar (sak) denir. Diiz bir ¢izgi, bir ¢izgiye dayanir, bu ¢izgi ve dayanan ¢izginin iki
taraftan birine egimleri olursa iki a¢1 meydan gelir. Bunlardan biri digerine gore daha
biiyiik olup ona genis ac1; digeri ise daha kiigiik olup ona da dar ag1 ad1 verilir. Herhangi
bir diiz ¢izgi bir ag¢ry1 karsilarsa, bu ¢izgiye, karsiladigi o acinin kirisi (vetr/vitr) denir.
Cizgiler herhangi bir yiizeyde bir araya gelirse, onlara o yiizeyin kenarlar1 (dil’/edla’)
denir. Bir agidan ¢ikip diger agida son bulan her ¢izgiye dortgenin kosegeni (kutr) denir.

Ihvan ¢izgilerin bu durumuna ‘diiz gizgilerin lakaplar1’ adim vermistir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri:
82-83).
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Uggenin bir agisindan ¢ikip o agiya karsilik gelen kenarda son bulan ve o agiya karsilik
gelen c¢izgiye dik aciyla dayanan her ¢izgiye, o ¢izgi i¢in yiikseklik veya dikey/diisey
(meskitu’l-hacer) de denir. Diiseyin iizerine geldigi ¢izgiye de taban denir.’®

Ihvan acilar1 diiz/ikiboyutlu ve cisimsel/iighoyutlu agilar olmak iizere iki grupta
degerlendirir. Diiz ag1, kendisini farkli yonlerdeki iki c¢izginin g¢evreledigi agidir.
Cisimsel a¢1 ise, kendisini {i¢ ¢izginin bir acida ¢evreledigi acidir. Burada olusan ii¢ diiz
acinin her iki agis1 ayn1 yonde degildir. Bu agilar, cizgileri bakimindan tige ayrilirlar: a.
iki diiz ¢izgiden meydana gelenler. b. iki kavisli ¢izgiden meydana gelenler. c. Biri
kavisli digeri diiz cizgiden meydana gelenler. Diiz ¢izgilerin ¢evreledigi acilar {ii¢
cesittir: Dik, genis ve dar. Diiz bir ¢izgi diger diiz ¢izginin ilizerine dikey bir sekilde
dayandiginda, iki yaninda esit iki a¢1 ortaya ¢ikar; bunlarin her birine dik ag¢1 denir. Eger
s6z konusu ¢izgi, diiz bir ¢izgiye dik olmayacak sekilde dayanirsa, iki yaninda
birbirinden farkl: iki a¢1 ortaya ¢ikar. Bunlardan biri dik agidan biiyiik olup buna genis
act; digeri ise dik agidan kiiglik olup buna dar ag1 denir. Bu ikisinin toplamu iki dik aciya
esittir. Clinkii dar ag1, genis acinin dik agidan fazlaligr miktarinca, dik acgidan eksiktir
(ihvan 2006: Geometri: 80-81).

Ihvan kavisli ¢izgileri dort gesit olarak anlatir. Bunlar: a. Dairenin cevresi. b.
Yarim daire. c¢. Yarim daireden fazla olan. d. Yarim daireden az olan. Dairenin merkezi,
dairenin ortasindaki noktadir. Dairenin ¢ap1 (kutr), daireyi iki yartya bolen diiz ¢izgidir.
Kirig, kavisli ¢izginin her iki ucunu birbirine baglayan diiz ¢izgidir. Ok/dikme (sehm),
kiri ile yaym her birini ikiye yariya aywran diiz ¢izgidir; eger bu ok, yayin yarisina
eklenirse bu durumda ona ‘ceybu’l-ma’kus’ denir. Kirigin yarisi yayin yarisina eklenirse
bu durumda ise ona ‘ceybu’l-miistevi’ denir. Paralel kavisli ¢izgilerin merkezleri birdir.
Birbirlerini kesen kavisli ¢izgilerin merkezleri farklidir. Birbirine teget olan kavisli
cizgiler, birbirini kesmeden icten ya da distan birbirlerine temas edenlerdir. Ihvén, egri
cizgileri ise kullanilmadiklari igin anlatmaya gerek duymamustir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri:
86-87).

Ihvan’a gére yiizey, kendisini gizgi veya cizgilerin gevreledigi sekildir. Daire,
kendisini bir cizginin ¢evreledigi sekildir. Dairenin i¢inde Oyle bir nokta vardir ki,
bundan ¢ikan ve iki yonde biten biitiin diiz ¢izgilerin biri digerine esittir. Yarim daire,
kendisini biri kavisli digeri diiz olan iki ¢izginin ¢evreledigi sekildir. Daire parcasi,
kendisini diiz bir ¢izgi ve ister dairenin yarisindan biiyiik olsun ister kiigiik olsun
dairenin ¢evresinden bir yayin ¢evreledigi sekildir. Bazi sekiller/ylizeyler de vardir ki
kendilerini olusturan ¢izgiler diizdiir. Bunlarin birincisi tiggen seklidir; onu ¢ ¢izgi
cevreler ve kendisinin ii¢ acis1 vardir. Ikincisi dortgendir; onu dort diiz ¢izgi ve dort dik
ac1 ¢evreler. Ugiinciisii besgendir; onu bes ¢izgi cevreler ve bes de acis1 vardir.
Dordiinciisii altigendir; onu alti ¢izgi cevreler ve alti agisi vardir. Besincisi ise
yedigendir. Bundan sonra bu diizen lizere sayilarin artmasi gibi, sekiller de artar gider
(fhvan 2006: Geometri: 87-89).

Ihvan’a gére {iggen sekli, gizgileri diiz olan tiim sekillerin ashidir. Ciinkii iicgen
sekli, benzeri olan bagka bir sekle eklenirse, ikisinin toplamindan dortgen sekli ortaya

0 fhvén ¢izgilerin bu durumuna “diiz ¢izgilerin isimleri’ adim vermistir (ihvan 2006: Geometri:

83-84).
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¢ikar. Bu iki {iggene bagka bir tiggen eklenirse, bundan besgen sekli; buna da bagka bir
iicgen eklenirse altigen sekli; sayet buna da baska bir {iggen sekli eklenirse bundan da
yedigen sekli ortaya ¢ikar. Bu kurala gore, birbirlerine eklendiklerinde, iiggen seklinden,
cizgileri diiz, agilari ¢ok sekiller ortaya ¢ikar. Tipki birbirlerine eklendiklerinde sayilarin
birlerden sonsuza kadar siirekli bicimde artmasi gibi, sekiller, de liggenlerden sonsuza
kadar siirekli bigimde artar (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 91).

Ihvan’a gore baska tiirlii yiizey sekilleri de vardir. Bunlar diiz, icbiikey/cukur
(muka’ar) ve digbiikey/bombeli (mukabbab) olmak {izere ii¢ ¢esittir. Diiz, levhalarin
yiizeyi gibi; igbiikey, kaplarin oyugu gibi; disbiikey ise kubbelerin iistii gibi olan
sekillerdir. Sekillerden yumurtamsi (beydi), hilal bi¢iminde, kozalagims1 koni (el-
mahrutu’s-sanavberi), elips (ihlileci), parabol (niym-i hanci), davul seklinde (tabli) ve
zeytin biciminde olanlar1 da vardir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 92-93).

Ihvan’in cisimler hakkindaki goriisleri ise soyledir: Yiizeyler cisimlerin
smurlaridir; yiizeylerin sinirlart ¢izgilerdir; ¢izgilerin sinirlart da noktadir. Boylece her
¢izgi bir noktadan baslayip digerinde biterken; her yiizey, ¢izgi veya ¢izgilerde; her
cisim de yiizey veya yiizeylerde biter. Cisimlerden bazisini bir yiizey ¢evreler ki bu
kiiredir; bazisini iki ylizey ¢evreler ki bu yarim kiiredir. Bu yiizeylerden biri digbiikey
digeri ise yuvarlaktir. Cisimlerden bazisini {i¢ yiizey cevreler ki bu, ¢eyrek kiiredir;
bazisint liggen olan dort yiizey ¢evreler ki buna yangin {iggeni (es-seklu’n-
nari=tetrahedron) denir; bazisini bes ylizey cevreler; bazisini dortgenin alt1 yilizeyi
gevreler. Cisimlerden bazisi kiip (muka’ab), bazisi “lebini”, bazist “bi’ri” bazisi da
“levhi”dir. ‘Kiip’ cismin boyu eni kadardir, eni de tavani (semk) kadardir, kenarlar
birbirine esit dortgen olan alt1 ylizeyi vardir; acilar diktir, sekiz cisimsel ag1, yirmi dort
diiz a¢1 ve esit on iki kenara sahip olup bu kenarlardan her dordi birbirine paraleldir
(ihvan 2006: Geometri: 94).

‘Bi’ri” cismin (buna bir tiir kare prizma denebilir) boyu eni kadardir, tavam
eninden biyiiktiir, dortgen olan alt1 yiizeyi vardir: Bu ylizeylerden iki tanesi
kargiliklidir, kenarlari esittir, agilari diktir; dort tanesi basik ve uzundur, kenarlar esittir,
dik a¢ilidir. Bu cismin on iki kenar1 vardir: Bunlardan dort tanesi uzun, esit ve
paraleldir; sekiz tanesi kisa, esit ve paraleldir; sekiz cisimsel ag1 ile yirmi dort diiz agis1
vardir. ‘Levhi’ cismin (buna bir tiir dikdortgenler prizmasi denebilir) ise boyu eninden
biiyiiktiir, eni tavanindan biiyiiktiir; dortgen olan alt1 yiizeyi vardir. Bunlardan iki tanesi
uzun, karsilikli ve genistir, iki kenar1 birbirine esittir, iki dik acilidir. Diger iki yiizey ise
kisa ve dardir, iki kenar1 birbirine esittir, iki dik agilidir. Bu cismin on iki kenar1 vardir.
Bunlardan dordii uzun, dordii kisa ve dordii de bunlardan daha kisadir. Sekiz cisimsel
act ile yirmi dort diiz agist vardir. ‘Lebini’ cismin (buna da bir tiir kare prizma denebilir)
boyu eni kadardir, tavani bu ikisinden azdir, dértgen olan alt1 ylizeyi vardir: Bunlardan
iki tanesi karsilikli genis, iki kenar1 birbirine esit, iki dik agilidir. Dort tanesi ise uzun ve
dardir, kenarlar1 birbirine esittir, agilart diktir. Bu seklin on iki kenar1 vardir: Dort tanesi
kisa, esit ve paraleldir, sekiz tanesi uzun ve esit olup bunlardan her dérdii birbirine
paraleldir. Sekiz cisimsel ac1 ile yirmi dért diiz agist vardir.' “Kiiresel’ cismi ise

1 Sayilar risalesinde bu ii¢ cisimle ilgili farkli ifadelerle su tanimlar yer alir: ‘Birl cisim’in,

tavani, boy ve eninden fazladir; alt1 dortgen yiizeyi vardir ki bunlardan iki tanesi, kenarlari
birbirine esit, agilart dik olan karsilikli iki karedir; dort tanesi ise kenarlari birbirine paralel,
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gevreleyen bir tek yiizey olup bunun iginde bir nokta vardir; bu noktadan, kiirenin
yiizeyine dogru ¢ikan tiim diiz ¢izgiler birbirine esittir. Bu noktaya dairenin merkezi
denir. Kiire dondiigiinde yilizeyinde karsilikli sabit iki nokta olusur, bunlara dairenin
kutuplar1 denir. Bu iki kutup bir diiz c¢izgiyle birlestirilir ve bu ¢izgi kiirenin
merkezinden gegerse ona kiirenin ekseni (mihver) denir. Cizgi bir noktayr digerine
bagladiginda o, eksen olur (ihvan 2006: Geometri: 94-95)*

Kiip Cisim Bi’ri Cisim  Levhi Cisim  Lebini Cisim Kiiresel Cisim

Yiizey Olgiileri

Ihvan’in yiizey olciileriyle ilgili verdigi bilgiler dénemin belli bazi 6lcii
birimlerini kapsamaktadir. Bu 6l¢ii birimleri Arapga ifade edildiginden ve genel geger
bir olgli birimi olmadigindan onlari burada belirtmeyecegiz. Ancak buradaki oSlgii
birimlerinin giinimiizdeki milimetre, santimetre, metre.... gibi baz1 olgli birimleri
olduklarini, ancak bitkiler (esl=arpa) ve insan organlar1 (zira’=arsin, kabza=avug,
isba=parmak) gibi seylerin 6l¢li birimi olarak esas alindigin1 gérmekteyiz. Daha sonra
bunlarin birbirlerine olan oranlari, (bir avucun dort parmak olmasi gibi) bunlarin
birbirleriyle ¢arpimlart ve toplamlariyla bagka 6l¢ii birimleri ortaya konmustur (ceribat,
kafizat, asirat gibi). Daha ¢ok boy ve en ile ilgili olan bu &lgiilerin birbirleriyle ¢carpimi
sonucunda da alan ve derinlik &lgiileri ortaya cikarilmistir. ihvan’a gore bu son dlgiimler
daha ¢ok kanal ve kuyu kazma, mesafe olgiimleri, set yapimi, ev, bina vb. yapilarin
temellerinde ihtiya¢ duyulan &l¢ii birimleridir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 97-99).

3.2. Soyut Geometri (el-Hendesetu’l-Akliyye)

Thvan’in énce somut geometriyi sonra da soyut geometriyi ele almasinin sebebi,
filozoflarin aritmetikten sonra geometriyi ele almalarinda oldugu gibi, bu alanla
ilgilenenlere duyulurlardan akledilirlere, somuttan soyuta dogru giderek bu konulari

acilar1 dik olan dikdortgenlerdir; her ikiser tanesi birbirine paralel ve esit olan on iki kenari
vardir; sekiz cisimsel agisi, yirmi dort diiz agist vardir. ‘Levhi cisim’, boyu eninden, eni de
tavanindan fazla olandir; alt1 yilizeyi vardir ve bunlardan her ikiser tanesi birbirine paralel ve
esittir; on iki kenar1 vardir ve bunlarin her ikiser tanesi birbirine paraleldir; sekiz cisimsel
agisi, yirmi dort diiz agist vardir. ‘Lebini cisim’, boyu ve eni esit, tavani bu ikisinden az
olandir; kenarlar1 paralel, acilar1 dik olan alt1 dortgen yiizeyi vardir; fakat kenarlart birbirine
esit, acilar1 dik olan karsilikli iki kare yiizeyi vardir; dort tane dikdortgen yiizeyi bulunur; her
ikisi birbirine paralel olan on iki kenari, sekiz cisimsel acist ve yirmi dort diiz acisi vardir
(fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 70-71).

Nokta, ¢izgi, yiizey ve cisim ile ilgili Oklid ve Nikomakhos’un benzer ve ayrmtili tanim ve
aciklamalar1 i¢in bkz. (Nicomachus 1926: 238-239, b.ll, VI1/4-7, V11/1-3; Euclid 2008: 6-7,
424-425).

12
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daha kolay bir sekilde kavratmaktir. Thvan’a gore soyut geometri de ilahiyat ilimlerinde
derinlesmis, felsefi riyazetleri benimsemis olan filozoflarin gayelerinden biridir. Somut
geometri gibi soyut geometriyi arastirmak ve incelemek de insani ilmi sanatlarda
ustalastirir. Cilinkii soyut geometri, ilimlerin kokii ve hikmetin esasi olan nefsin
cevherinin bilgisine ulastiran kapilardan biridir. Soyut geometri, ilmi ve ameli tim
sanatlarin ashidir. Ilmi ve ameli sanatlarin asli da nefsin cevherinin bilgisidir (Thvan
2006: Geometri: 101).

Ihvan’a gore soyut geometri {izerine inceleme yapmak ve say1 ve sekillerin
ozelliklerinin bilgisi, goksel varliklarin ve miizik seslerinin dinleyicilerin nefsleri
tizerindeki tesirlerinin nasil oldugunu anlamaya yardimci olur. Duyularin, edilginleri
tizerindeki tesirlerinin nasilligini incelemek, ayrik nefislerin, olus ve bozulus alemindeki
bedenlenmis nefislerdeki tesirlerinin nasilligini anlamaya yardimct olur. Soyut geometri
ilminde, arastirmacilar igin nefs bilgisine ulastirmaya gotiiren bir yol vardir (Ihvan
2006: Geometri: 113).

Soyut geometri somut geometrinin tersi gibidir, o, bilinir ve anlagilir.
Sanatkérlarn, bir isi uygulamaya gecirmeden Once sanatinda bir 6n hesaplama
yapmalari, somut geometrinin oldugu gibi, soyut geometrinin de bir ¢esididir. Soyut
geometri, boyutlarin ve birbirlerine ilave edildiginde boyutlarla ilgili kavramlarin
bilgisidir. Bu boyutlar, zihinde (nefs) diisiinmeyle tasavvur edilir ve {i¢ gesittir: Boy, en
ve derinlik. Bu soyut boyutlar, somut niceliklerin sifatidirlar: Ornegin ¢izgi bir
niceliktir, onun bir sifat1 vardir o da sadece boydur. Yiizey de ikinci bir niceliktir, onun
iki sifat1 vardir bunlar boy ve endir. Cisim ise tiglincii bir niceliktir, onun ii¢ sifat1 vardir
bunlar da boy, en ve derinliktir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 79-80). Geometricilerin ve
ilimler iizerine inceleme yapanlarin ¢ogu, boy, en ve derinlik olan {i¢ boyutun kendileri
ve gligleriyle bir varliklar1 oldugunu sanirlar ama bu varligin, cismin cevherinde veya
nefsin cevherinde bulundugunu ve miifekkire giicii onlar1 duyulurlardan ayirdiginda,
bunlarin kendileri i¢in heyula, kendilerinin de bunlarda suret gibi oldugunu bilmezler
(Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 103).

3.2.1. Boyutlarmn Zihinde Varsayilmasi

Soyut ¢izgi, ancak iki yiizey arasinda soyut olarak goriiliir. Bu, giines ve golge
arasinda bulunan ortak siir gibidir. Eger giines ve golge olmamis olsaydi varsayimsal
(vehmi) iki noktayla ortaya ¢ikan ¢izgi goriillmezdi. Eger iki noktadan birinin harekete
basladig1 yere doniinceye kadar hareket ettigi, digerinin de durdugu varsayilirsa zihinde
yiizey beliriverir. Soyut yiizey de ancak iki cisim arasinda soyutluguyla goriiliir. Bu, su
ve yag arasindaki ortak simur gibidir. Ayni sekilde soyut nokta da ancak, ¢izginin
varsayimla ikiye boliindiigii yerde —yani kendisine isaret ig¢in olan yer ki o, burada
bitmektedir- soyutluguyla gériiliir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 101).

Bu soyut noktanin hareketini bir yol {izerinde varsaydigimizda, zihinde diizgiin
varsayimsal bir ¢izgi ortaya g¢ikar. Sayet bu ¢izginin hareketi, noktanin hareket ettigi
yonden farkli olarak varsayilirsa, zihinde varsayimsal bir yiizey ortaya ¢ikar. Eger bu
ylizeyin de hareketi nokta ve ¢izginin hareket ettigi yonden farkli olarak varsayilirsa, bu
varsayimda alt1 dik acili dortgen ylizeyi olan varsayimsal bir cisim -ki o da kiiptiir-
ortaya ¢ikar. Yiizeyin hareketinin mesafesi, ¢izginin hareketinin mesafesinden daha az
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olursa, bundan ‘lebini cisim’; eger daha ¢ok ise bundan “bi’ri cisim”; yok eger esit ise
“kiip cisim” ortaya ¢ikar (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 102).

Varsayimda var kabul edilmis her diizgiin ¢izginin iki sonunun olmas1 gerekir;
bu ikisi o ¢izginin uglaridir ve bunlara varsayimsal iki nokta adi verilir. Eger iki
noktadan birinin harekete bagladig1 yere déniinceye kadar hareket ettigi, digerinin de
durdugu varsayilirsa, bundan, zihinde varsayimsal yuvarlak bir yilizey ortaya ¢ikar ve
sabit nokta dairenin merkezi, hareketiyle zihinde olusan hareketli nokta ise dairenin
cevresi olur. Noktanin hareketinden ortaya ¢ikan ilk yiizey dairenin iicte biri, sonra
dairenin dortte biri, sonra dairenin yarisi sonra da dairedir. Dairenin ¢evresinin yarist
olan kavisli ¢izginin her iki ucunun durdugu, ¢izginin kendisinin harekete basladigi yere
doniinceye kadar hareket ettigi varsayilirsa, onun bu hareketinden dolay1 zihinde kiiresel
bir cisim ortaya gikar. Oyleyse bu anlatilanlardan, soyut geometrinin dogal cisimlerden
styrilmisg olan boy, en ve derinlik olmak iizere ii¢ boyut iizerinde inceleme yaptigi
acikca ortaya ¢ikmustir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 102).

3.2.2. Geometrik Sekiller ve Ozellikleri

Hem geometrik sekillerin hem de onlardan bir araya gelmis olanlarinin bir takim
ozellikleri vardir. “Sayilar Risalesi”’nde sayilarin 6zelliklerinden s6z edilmisti. Burada
ise geometrik sekillerin Gzelliklerinin bir kismi anlatilmistir. Bu iki ilim {izerinde
incelemede bulunanlar boylece bunlardaki amaci agiklayabilecekken diger yandan bu
iki ilimdeki seylerin oOzelliklerini ve bundaki metodun nasil oldugunu 6grenmek
isteyenler kendilerine bir yol bulacaklardir. Geometrik sekillerden oncelikle tiggenin
ozellikleri verilecektir. Ciinkii {iggen, geometrik sekillerin ilkidir (ihvan 2006:
Geometri: 104). Bununla birlikte tiggen, somut geometri bdliimiinde anlatildig: tizere,
cizgileri diiz olan tiim sekillerin asli ve kaynagidir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri: 91).

Ucgen, ii¢ kenar1 ve {i¢ acis1 olan bir sekil olup alt1 ¢esittir: a. Kenarlar birbirine
esit, acilar1 dar olan {iggen. b. Acilar1 dar, iki kenar1 birbirine esit olan liggen. c. Agilari
dar, kenarlar1 birbirinden farkli olan iicgen. d. iki kenar1 birbirine esit, bir acis1 dik olan
iicgen. e. Bir acist dik, kenarlar1 birbirinden farkli olan {iggen. f. Bir agist genis, iki
kenar1 birbirine esit olan tiggen. g. Bir acist genis olup kenarlar1 birbirinden farkli olan
iicgen. Bu iiggenlerin her birinin sadece kendilerine has &zellikleri vardir. Bu, Oklid
Kitabi’ndaki ilk makalede kanitlariyla birlikte agiklanmistir. Fakat orada bu yedi grup
iicgenin hepsini kapsayan 6zellikleri anlatilmisti. Bu da tiim tiggen sekillerinin, iki dar
acisinin olmasi gerektigi, fakat iiclincli agisimin dar, dik veya genis olabilmesiydi.
Ucgenlerin diger dzellikleri soyle siralanabilir: Her liggendeki ii¢c aginin toplamu iki dik
actya esittir. Her liggenin en uzun kenari, en biiylik agisinin kirigidir. Her tiggenin iki
kenarinin toplamu ii¢lincii kenardan daha uzundur. Sayet {iggenin kenarlarindan biri,
bulundugu istikamet iizere devam ettirilirse, ticgenin disinda bir a¢1 ortaya ¢ikartir ve bu
ac1, karsiladig tiim agilardan daha biiylik olur ve kendisine karsilik diisen iki i¢ aciya
esit olur. Her iiggenden yatay kenara indirilen dikey o iicgenin yiizey él¢iimiidiir (Thvan
2006: Geometri: 105-106; Euclid 2008: 6-48).

Dik acili tiggenin 6zelligi sudur: Dik acinin kiriginin karesi, iki kenarmdan
olusan iki kareye esittir. Dar agili tiggenin bir 6zelligi sudur: Kirisin karesi, geriye kalan
iki kenarin karesinden, dikeyin diisme yeri ile a¢1 arasinda, dikeyin iizerine geldigi
kenarin (taban) iki defa karesi kadar daha azdir. Genis agili tiggenin bir &zelligi sudur:
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Kirigin karesi, iki kenarin karesinden, iki kenardan birinin -bu kenar digerinden ¢ikip
dikeyin diigme yerine kadar olmasi durumunda- iki defa karesi kadar daha ¢oktur (Ihvan
2006: Geometri: 106-107).

Dortgen seklinin ise dort kenart ve dort acist vardir. Dortgen bes cesittir: a.
Kenarlar1 birbirine esit, acilar1 dik olan dortgen. b. Dik agili, karsilikli her iki kenar1
birbirine esit olan dikdortgen. c. Eskenar dortgen (muayyin) olup kenarlari birbirine esit,
acilar1 farkli olan dortgen. d. Eskenar dortgene benzer olup karsilikli her iki kenar1
birbirine esit olan dortgen (paralel kenar). e. Kenar ve agilari farkli olan dortgen
(yamuk). Dortgenlerin bazi 6zellikleri sunlardir: Her dortgenin dort agisinin toplami
dort dik agiya esittir. Her dortgen iki liggene boliinme imkanina sahiptir. Eger ona baska
bir iiggen eklenirse ondan cisimsel sekil olusur (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 107-108).

Besgen sekli, kendisini bes kenarin ¢evreledigi sekildir ve onun bes agist vardir.
Bu sekil kenarlari esit, agilart ¢ok olan sekillerin ilkidir. Her besgeni bir daire
¢evreleyebilecegi gibi, besgen de bir daireyi gevreleyebilir. Kendisini ¢evreleyen tek bir
nicelik olmasi durumunda, iiggenden meydana gelen ¢ok acili her sekil, daha az acist
olandan ylizey 6l¢limii olarak daha ¢ok ve genistir. O iiggenlerin bir dikeyi, tabanlarinin
yaristyla carpilirsa, bu, ¢ok agili seklin yiizey olgiimii olur. Kenarlar1 birbirine esit
altigen seklin 6zelligi, kenarlarinin her birinin, altigeni ¢evreleyen dairenin yarigapina
esit olmasidir. Dairesel seklin &zelliklerine gelince, Oklid onun igin kitabinda bir
makale tahsis etmistir ama burada bir kismu1 anlatilacaktir: Dairesel sekil, kendisini bir
¢izginin ¢evreledigi bir ylizeydir. Onun merkezi ortasindadir, tiim g¢aplart birbirine
esittir, sayet kendisini bir ylizey ¢evreliyorsa, agilar1 ¢ok olan tiim sekillerden genistir.
O, dairenin &zelliklerini paylasir, onun herhangi bir cisme olan nispeti dairenin herhangi
bir yiizeye olan nispeti gibidir. Bu seklin 6zellikleri Oklid Kitab1’nin son makalesinde
kanit ve izahlartyla agiklanmustir (ihvan 2006: Geometri: 108-109)."

Ihvan’a gore geometrik sekillerin bir takim faydalari da vardir. Ozellikle
sayilarla iliskilendirildiginde sihir ve tilsimlar i¢in bir araca doniigen geometrik sekiller,
bazi hastalik ve sorunlarin tedavisinde kullanilabilmektedir. Bu konular bundan sonra
ele alinacaktir.

4. Aritmetik, Geometri ve Felsefe

Ihvan’a gore felsefenin basi ilimleri sevmek, ortasi insanin giicii 6lgiisiinde
varliklarin hakikatlerini bilmek, sonu ise bu bilgiye uygun s6z ve eylemlerdir. Felsefi
ilimler dort cesittir: Matematik (riyaziyat), mantik, doga bilimleri (tabiiyyat), ilahiyat
ilimleri (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 48-49; Geometri: 78). Matematik ilimlerini sona birakarak
fhvan’in diger ilimlerle ilgili yaptig1 genel tanimlara bakalim: Onlara gére mantik ilmi,
kisilerin zihinlerinde sekillenmis olarak bulunan seylerin kavramlarinin bilgisidir. {lkesi
cevherdir. Doga bilimleri, cisimlerin cevherlerinin ve arazlardan onlara ilisenlerin
bilgisidir. Bu ilmin ilkesi hareket ve siikiindur. {lahiyat ise maddeden ayrik olan soyut
formlarin bilgisidir. Bu ilmin ilkesi ise cisimsiz olan melekler, nefsler, seytanlar, cinler
ve ruhlar gibi, nefsin cevherinin bilgisi veya nefsin cevheridir (ihvan 2006: Geometri:
79).

¥ (Oklid ile ilgili elimizde bulunan kaynaga gére daireyle ilgili konular sonuncu degil ii¢ ve

dordiincti makalede (kitap veya boliim) yer almaktadir (Euclid 2008: 70-108, 109-128).
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Matematik ilimlerine gelince Thvan bunlar1 dort grupta ele alir: Aritmetik (el-
aded), geometri (hendese), astronomi (tencim) ve miizik (te’lif). Aritmetik ve geometri,
¢aligmamizin konusu oldugu i¢in onlarla ilgili tanimlar kendi béliimlerinde ele alindi.
Diger ikisinin igerigi Ihvan tarafindan soyle &zetlenmistir: Miizik, seslerin
birlestirilmesinin bilgisi ve kendisiyle melodilerin ilkelerinin g¢ikarilmasidir (Thvan
2006: Sayilar: 49). Bu ilim, gesitli seyler ve zit giigteki cevherler arasindaki oran ve
birlesimlerin bilgisidir. Bu ilmin ilkesi esitlik oramdir: Uciin altrya oraniin ikinin dorde
oran1 olmasi gibi (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 79)."* Astronomi ise Batlamyus’un (ms.85-
165) Almagest veya el-Mecisti kitabinda anlatilan ve delillere dayali olan yildizlarin
ilmidir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 49). Yani gok cisimlerinin ilmidir. Bu ilim gezegenlerin
yapisi, burglarin yerleri, yildizlarin sayis1 ve dogasi, giinesin hareketlerinin bu alemde
yaratilmig esyalar iizerindeki etkilerinin bilgisidir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 78-79).

Thvan’a gore felsefi ilimler olan matematik, mantik, doga bilimleri ve ilahiyat
ilimlerinden kendisiyle arastirma ve Ogrenmeye ilk baslanan, matematiktir.
Matematikten sonra sirastyla mantik, doga bilimi ve ilahiyat gelir. Ilk sirada ele alinan
matematikte ise dnce sayilarin niteliklerinin bilgisi (aritmetik) gelir. Cilinkii bu, diger
ilimlere gore anlasilmasi daha kolay olandir. Bundan sonra ise sirasiyla geometri, miizik
ve astroloji veya astronomi gelir (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 48-49).

Ihvan’a goére ‘aritmetik’ olarak isimlendirilen say1 ilminden ve niteliklerinden
baz1 bilgiler anlatmak, felsefe denilen hikmeti 6grenmek isteyenler ve matematik
ilimlerini incelemeye baslayanlar igin bir kolaylik saglar (Ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 48).
[hvan aritmetigi temele alarak geometriyi de belirlemeye veya izah etmeye calisilir. Bu
da sayilardan baslayarak sirasiyla noktaya, ¢izgiye, ylizeye, cisme ve dolayisiyla
varliklara dogru giden bir yolu karsimiza ¢ikarmaktadir. Bu nedenle aritmetik ve
geometri iligkisi varligin anlagilmasinin 6nemli boyutlarindan biridir.

Ihvan icin aritmetik ile geometri arasinda &nemli bir iliski vardir. Tlgili
boliimlerde bunlarla ilgili bir takim agiklamalar yapildi. Bu iliskiler onlara gore bir
takim sayisal veriler ve faydalar ortaya ¢ikartir. Thvan oncelikle tiim sayilarin esas
itibariyle birden olugsa da temelde dort sayidan (1, 2, 3, 4) olustugunu sdylemisti.
Geometrideki ¢izginin esasinin dort oldugunu, harflerin de bu c¢izgiden olustugunu,
sozlerin de harflerden meydana geldigini belirten Thvan (fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 54)
bununla birlikte en kisa ¢izginin iki noktadan olustugunu, diger ¢izgilerin ise sirasiyla
iic noktadan, sonra dort noktadan, sonra bes noktadan ve sonra da sayilarin dogal diizen
iizere artmas gibi, bir bir artarak olustugunu sdylemistir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 89-90).
Dahasi geometrideki nokta, aritmetikteki ‘bir’e karsilik gelir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri:
78-79). Noktanin ¢izginin asli olmasi, 1’in 2’nin ash olmasi gibidir. Cizginin yiizeyin
asl1 olmasi da 2’nin ¢ift sayilarin asli olmasi gibidir. Yiizeyin cisimlerin asli olmasi ise 2
ve 1’in ilk tek sayilarin asillar1 olmasi gibidir (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 80-81; Pisagorcu
goriisler i¢in bkz. Schimmel 2011: 25; Cevizci 2006: 58).

Y hvan’a gore miizik, aritmetik ve geometriyle iligkili oldugu kadar kozmosun genel yapis1 ve

ahengiyle da ilgilidir (Thvan 2006: Sayisal ve Geometrik Oranlar: 252, 255). Bu konuda ve
Ihvan’in miizik anlayistyla ilgili olarak ayrica bkz. (Cetinkaya 2001: 77-79, 96, 101-103,
107).
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Ihvan bazi sayilar ile geometrideki cisimler arasinda da iliskiler kurmus ve
geometrik sekil veya cisimlerin esasimin sayilarda gizli oldugunu diigiinmiistiir. Ornegin
‘koklii kare’ bir saymin, kokiinden kiigiikk bir sayiyla carpildiginda bu carpma
sonucunun toplamina ‘lebini cisim say1’ adi verildigini belirtmistir. ‘Lebini cisim’ bir
tiir kare prizmadir. ‘Koklii kare’ bir sayimnin, kokiinden fazla bir sayiyla carpildiginda
bundan ¢ikan toplama ise ‘bi’ri cisim say1’ adin1 vermiglerdir. ‘B1’r1 cisim’ de bir tiir
kare prizmadir. Her ‘koklii olmayan kare’ sayinin, kiiciik kenartyla carpildiginda
bundan ¢ikan toplama ‘lebini cisim’, uzun kenariyla c¢arpilirsa bundan ¢ikan toplama
‘bi’ri cisim’ admi veren [hvéan, bu ikisinden daha az veya daha ¢ok olan sayiyla
carpilmasi durumunda bundan c¢ikan toplama ise ‘levhi cisim say1’ adimi vermistir.
‘Levhi cisim’ ise bir tiir dikdortgenler prizmasidir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 70-71)

Boylece ihvan, sayilar ile geometri arasinda iliskiler kurmus, bu iliskiyle
sozciikler, sozler, sekiller, cisimler ve varliklart izah etmeye g¢alismistir. Onlar bu
iligkide sayilar1 esas kabul etseler de bazen geometri ve sayilarin bir araya getirilmesi
durumunda, her ikisinden tek baslarina agik¢a anlasilamayacak olan bir takim
ozelliklerin ortaya ¢iktigint da one siirmiislerdir. Buna 6rnek olarak demislerdir ki; eger
‘bir’den dokuza kadar say1, dokuz kutucuga tablodaki gibi yazilirsa, bu sayilarin dokuz
kutucuktaki 6zelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayilsin toplamin on bes etmesidir. Ayni sekilde,
eger ‘bir’den on altiya kadar sayi, alti kutucuga tablodaki gibi yazilirsa, bu sayilarin

ozelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayilsin toplamin otuz dért olmasidir (Ihvan 2006: Geometri:
109).

2 |7 |6 4 114 |15 |1
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16 (2 |3 |13

Benzer sekilde, eger ‘bir’den yirmi bese kadar sayi, yirmi bes kutucuga uygun
bicimde yazilirsa, bu sayilarin 6zelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayilsin toplamin altmis bes
olmasidir. Eger ‘bir’den otuz altiya kadar sayi, otuz alti kutucuga uygun bi¢imde
yazilirsa, bu sayilarin 6zelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayilsin toplamin yiiz on bir olmasidir.
Eger ‘bir’den kirk dokuza kadar say1, kirk dokuz kutucuga uygun bigimde yazilirsa, bu
sayilarin 6zelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayisin toplammn yiiz yetmis bes olmasidir. Sayet
‘bir’den altmis dorde kadar sayi, altmis dort kutucuga uygun bigimde yazilirsa, bu
sayilarin 6zelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayilsin toplamin iki yiiz altmis olmasidir. Eger ‘bir’den
seksen bire kadar sayi, seksen bir kutucuga uygun bi¢imde yazilirsa, bu sayilarin
ozelligi, nasil sayilirsa sayilsin toplamin {i¢ yiiz altmis dokuz olmasidir (ihvan 2006:
Geometri: 110-112).

% Dokuz kutucuk ve igindeki sayilar1 Cin’de MO. 2205-2198de hiikiim siiren Yu adindaki
imparatorun, Hi adindaki tanrisal kaplumbaganin sirtinda goriip tespit ettigi sdylenir. Bu
kutucuklarda sayilarmn 5’in etrafinda beklendigi dikkat ¢ekmektedir (Schimmel 2011: 40).
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Ihvan’a gore aritmetik ile geometri arasindaki bu iliski, birtakim ilging sayisal
veriler ortaya ¢ikarmak yaninda bazi pratik faydalar da barindirmaktadir. Ayrintilari
“Tilsimlar ve Sihirler Risalesi”’ne birakan Ihvan, goriilebilecek olan bu yararlardan
birini soyle belirtilir: Tablodaki gibi harflerin igerisinde bulundugu dokuz kutucuklu bir
sekil, iki ¢anak tizerine yazilip, sudan korunup, dogum sancisi ¢eken kadinin istiine
asildiginda dogumu kolaylagtirir. Yapilan bu isleme dokuz sayisiyla ilgili baskaca
unsurlar (ay, giin vs.) denk getirilirse bu fayda daha da artacaktir (Ihvan 2006:
Geometri: 112; Schimmel 2011: 43).

Ha | Cim Dal
Elif | He Ti
Vav | Ze Be

Thvan igin bu tiir 6rnekler tuhaf ve anlamsiz degildir. Zira onlara gére sayilar,
sekiller, formlar, mekan, zaman, ilaglar, yemekler, renkler, kokular, sesler, kelimeler,
fiiller, harfler ve hareketler gibi matematik ve doga varliklar tiirinden seylerin, hem
kendilerine 6zgii 6zellikleri hem de kendilerine 6zgii olmayip genele ait ortak 6zellikleri
vardir. Bunlar birliktelik orani iizere bir araya geldiklerinde, 6zellik ve etkileri ortaya
cikar. “Musiki Risalesi”nde bu konuyla ilgili bir boliimii de 6rnek gosteren Thvan soyle
devam eder: Her akil sahibi filozof;, panzehir, merhem, surup ve miizik nagmelerinin
beden ve nefs iizerindeki etkilerini kabul eder ve bunun bizim iddialarimizin
dogruluguna kanit olabilecegini bilir (ihvan 2006: Geometri: 112).

Bu bilgiler Thvan icin sayilarin ne derece dnemli oldugunu gdstermektedir.
Resadil’in ilk sirasina “Sayilar Risalesi”’ni koymus olmalari da bundan olsa gerektir
(ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 48). Bu siralamada onlara gére filozoflarm sayr ilmini diger
matematik ilimlerden once incelemeleri etkili olmustur. Cilinkii say1 ilmi her zihinde
(nefs) potansiyel (bilkuvve) olarak yer etmektedir. Diger yandan aritmetik ve geometri
risalelerinin igerigi, Thvan’mn da agikca sdyledigi gibi, baslangic diizeyinde olanlar
icindir. Ciinkii onlar, bu risalede verilen orneklerin diisiince giigleri zayif olan ve
egitime yeni baslamis 6grenciler i¢in oldugunu, ancak anlayisi giiclii ve zeki olanlarin
bunlara ¢ok da ihtiyaclar1 olmadigimi ifade etmislerdir (fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 75).
Bununla birlikte Thvan’a gére matematik bilimlerinde inceleme yapmadaki en yiice
amag, ogrencilerin zihinlerini (nefs), duyulurlarin formlarini duyu %ucu yoluyla edinip
miifekkire giiciiyle de onlar1 kendinde tasavvur ederek egitmektir.'® Yani, duyulurlar,
kendileriyle ilgili olan duyularin miisahedesinden gizli kalinca, duyu giiciiniin
miitehayyile giicline, miitehayyile giicliniin miifekkire giicline, miifekkire giiciiniin
hafiza giiciine sundugu duyulurlara ait resimler, nefsin cevherinde formlu olarak
kalirlar. Bu durumda zihin (nefs) kendisine baktiginda, malumati idrak etmede duyu

1 Bu ifadelerde Ihvin’m egitim metodunu gikarabilmekteyiz. Onlara gére, kisinin ilimlerde

disipline girebilmesi igin, par¢adan biitiine, kolaydan zora, basitten bilesige, duyularla
algilanan seylerden duyular iistii hissedilebilir seylere dogru tedrici bir 6gretime tabi tutulmasi
dogru olur. Thvan’m bu anlayis1 ve egitimdeki metot ve ilkeleri hakkinda bkz. (Kog 1999:
184-204).
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giiclinii kullanmaya ihtiyag duymaz, tiim malumatin suretini kendi cevherinde bulur. Bu
durumda bedene ihtiya¢ duymaz, onunla birlikte olmaktan sakinir, gaflet ve cehalet
uykusundan uyanir, kendi giiciiyle ayaga kalkar ve yiikselir, cisimlerden ayrilir, madde
denizinden c¢ikar, tabiatin esaretinden kurtulur, cismani arzulara boyun egmekten azat
olur, bedensel hazlara 6zlem duymanin eleminden kurtulur ve ruhlar alemini miisahede
eder (Thvan 2006: Geometri: 103-104).

Oyleyse Thvan’in genelde matematik 6zelde sayilar1 ele almasinin birinci amaci
zihni karmagsik ve soyut konulara hazirlamak, ikinci ve nihai amaci ise “nefs ilmi’ne
dikkat cekmek ve onun cevherinin bilgisine yonlendirmektir. Ciinkii onlara gore
diisinen akil sahibi insan, say1 ilmini inceleyip, sayilarin kag grup oldugunu, ¢esitlerini
ve bu gesitlerin niteliklerini tefekkiir ettiginde, bunlarin hepsinin araz oldugunu,
varliklarmin ve varliklarim siirdiirmelerinin nefs sayesinde oldugunu bilir. Oyleyse nefs
cevherdir; c¢linkii arazin varligini siirdiirmesi, ancak kendisinde bulunan cevher
sayesinde olur (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 75).

Ihvan bu iki amacin birbiriyle iliskisini ve nihai amaca ulasma siirecini soyle
izah eder: Kadim ve hakim filozoflarin matematik ilmini incelemedeki ve dgrencilerini
onunla egitmelerindeki amaci, bu ilimden yola c¢ikarak doga bilimlerine dogru
ilerlemektir. Doga bilimlerini incelemelerindeki amaglari ise bu bilimlerden yola
¢ikarak ilahiyat ilimlerine yiikselmektir. Bu ilerleme, filozoflarin en yiice amaglar1 ve
hakikat bilgisiyle ilahiyat ilimlerine ulasilabilecek son noktadir. ilahiyat ilimlerinde
inceleme yapmadaki ilk derece, nefs cevherinin bilgisi, kaynaginin, yani bedene
girmeden once nereden geldigi, 6liim olarak isimlendirilen bedenden ayrilisindan sonra
nereye gidecegi, iyi ve kotii olanlarinin ruhlar aleminde Gdiillerini nasil alacagi gibi
durumlarin aragtirilmasi, incelenmesi ve sorusturulmasidir. Thvin’a gore “insan
kendisini Rabbinin bilgisine adamigsa, O’nun bilgisine ancak nefsinin bilgisinden sonra
yol bulabilir.”*’

Oyleyse Thvan’a gore insan kendini bilince Rabbini bilecektir. Nefsin bilgisi icin
ilk adim da matematiksel ilimlerle baslamaktir. Bu durumda matematik, Thvan igin
varlig1 ve varligin varolusunu anlamanin bir yolu da olacaktir. Nitekim onlarin genel
amagclar1 cevherler, arazlar, basitler, ayriklar, elementler ve bilesiklere varincaya kadar
bu diinyadaki varliklarla ilgili ilimlerin tiimiinii incelemek; bunlarin ilkelerini,

ol Thvan, nefsin varlig1, cevher olusu ve onu bilmenin 6nemiyle ilgili olarak su ayetleri aktarir:

“Kendini (nefs) bilmeyenden baska Ibrahim’in dininden kim yiiz gevirir!” (Bakara, 2/130),
“Nefse ve onu diizgiin bir bigimde sekillendirip ona kotiiliikk duygusunu ve takvasini ilham
edene ant olsun ki, nefsini arindiran kurtulusa ermistir. Onu koétiiliiklere gémiip kirleten kimse
de ziyana ugramustir.” (Sems, 91/7, 8, 9, 10), “Rabbimin merhamet ettigi harig, nefis asir
derecede kotiligi emreder.” (Yusuf, 12/53), “Kim de Rabbinin huzurunda duracagindan
korkar ve nefsini arzularinda alikoyarsa, siiphesiz, cennet onun siginagidir.” (Naziat, 79/40,
41), “Herkesin nefsi i¢in miicadele ederek gelecegi (...) giinii diisiin.” (Nahl, 16/111), “Ey
huzur igersinde olan nefis, sen O’ndan razi, O senden razi olarak Rabbine don!” (Fecr, 89/27,
28), “Allah insanlarin ruhlarmi (nefislerini) dldiiklerinde, dlmeyenlerinkini de uykularinda
alir.” (Ziimer, 39/42). Hadis veya soz olarak ise sunlari aktarirlar: “Kendini (nefs) bilen
Rabbini bilir.”, “Sizden nefsini en iyi bilen, Rabbini en iyi bilendir. Nefs ilmini, onun
cevherinin ve giizellestirilmesinin bilgisini talep etmek her akilliya vaciptir.” (Thvan 2006:
Sayilar: 75-76).
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siniflarini, tiirlerini, niteliklerini, su an iizerinde bulunduklar1 diizen ve tertibi, bunlarin
tek neden ve ilke olan Yaratici’dan nasil ortaya ¢ikip tiirediklerini arastirmak; bunlari
Pisagorcular gibi bir¢ok 6rnek ve geometrik kanitlarla agiklamaya yonelik kanitlar
getirmektir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 48). O zaman ihvan i¢in genelde matematik 6zelde de
aritmetik ile ilgili yapilan agiklamalar, Tanri’nin seyleri akilda nasil yarattigini (ihtira),
onlar1 nefiste nasil var ettigini (icad) ve onlar1 heyulada nasil sekillendirdigini (tasvir)
bilmek isteyenler i¢in dnemli ipuglar1 verir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 54).

Bu ipuglarindan birinin agilimini Ihvan soyle yapar: Tanri’min varliklara olan
orani, ‘bir’in sayilara orani gibidir. Tanr1’dan ¢ikan aklin varliklara orani, ikinin sayilara
orani gibidir; ondan da ortaya ¢ikan nefsin varliklara orani, ii¢lin sayilara orani gibidir;
ilk madde’nin varliklara orani ise dordiin sayilara orani gibidir. Bagka bir ifadeyle
Tanr’'nin ‘bir’i tekrarlatarak ikiyi ‘bir’den meydana getirmesi (insd) gibi, kendi
birliginin nurundan yarattig1 ve yoktan var ettigi (ibda’) ilk sey ‘fa’al akil’ denilen basit
bir cevherdir. Sonra, Tanri, ikiye ‘bir’in ilavesiyle {i¢’li meydana getirmesi gibi, ‘feleki
kiilll nefsi’ de akil nurundan meydana getirmistir. Sonra iige ‘bir’in ilavesiyle dordi
meydana getirmesi gibi nefsin hareketinden ilk maddeyi meydana getirmistir. Sonra
diger sayilar1, dortten oncekileri dorde ekleyerek dortten meydana getirmesi gibi diger
yaratilmiglart maddeden (heyula) meydana getirmis, akil ve nefs vasitasiyla onlari
diizenlemistir."® Bu nedenle ihvan, doga islerinin gogunun, Tanri’mn inayeti ve hikmeti
geregi dorderli sekilde oldugunu belirtmistir. Bdylece dogadaki diizen ile dogaya askin
ve cisim olmayan ruhani diizen arasinda bir uyum olacaktir. Dogaya askin olan yani
metafiziksel alanda sirasiyla cisimlikle higbir iligkileri bulunmayan ‘Tanri’ (Sanm1 Yiice
el-Bari), ‘Tiimel Hep Etkin Akil> (Kiilli Faal Akil), ‘Tiimel Ruh’ (Kiilli Nefs) ve ‘ilk
Madde’ (el-Heyula el-Ula) olmak iizere dértlii diizen bulunur. Dogada da bu dortlii
diizen acikca goriiliir. Ornegin dort tabiat (sicaklik, sogukluk, yaslik ve kuruluk); dért
unsur (ates, hava, su ve toprak); dort karigim (kan, balgam, kara safra ve sari1 safra); dort
mevsim; dort yon, dort riizgdr (dogu, bati, kuzey ve giiney riizgarlart); dort yaratilmig
(madenler, bitkiler, hayvanlar ve insanlar) gibi. Bu nedenle Ihvan’in diisiincesine gore
sayilarla ilgili anlatilan seyler sayilarin 6ziinden kaynaklanan seyler olmayip bunlar
filozoflar tarafindan diizenlenmistir. Filozoflarin sayilarla ilgili olusturduklar1 bu diizen
temelini dogadaki diizenden alir ve onunla uyumlu olmahdir. (fhvan 2006: Sayilar: 52-
53; Sayisal ve Geometrik Oran: 251-252).

Thvan’a gore sayi ile doga diizeni arasindaki uyum, varliklarda sadece dortlii
diizen olarak goriilmez. Onlara gore ikili, {iglii, besli, altili, yedili... varliksal diizen de
vardir. Ornegin madde-suret, cevher-araz, illet-maldl, basit-bilesik, iyilik-kotiiliik,
hareketli-duragan, zahir-batin, sicak-soguk, canli-cansiz, erkek-disi... gibi seyler
ikilidir. Bu ikili diizen, ildhi yasanin, sosyal ve dini kurumlarin temel kavram ve
Ozelliklerinde de bulunur. S6z gelimi emir-yasak, itaat-isyan, odiil-ceza, helal-haram

18 Sonugcta Thvan’a gére varhik zinciri sdyle sekillenir: 1 (Tanrr), 1+1=2 (Kiilli Akil), 1+2=3

(Kiilli Nefs), 1+3=4 (el-Heyula el-Ula), 4+1=5 (Tabiat), 4+2=6 (Mutlak Cisim veya ikinci
Madde), 4+3=7 (Felekler Alemi), 4+3+1=8 (Unsurlar Alemi), 4+3+2=9 (Unsurlarin
Karisimiyla Meydana Gelen Alem: Hayvanlar, Bitkiler, Madenler), 4+3+2+1=10 (Uysal
1998: 127-128, 163; Cetinkaya 2003b: 115-116). Ancak 4+3+2+1=10 ile ilgili bir varlik
karsilig1 belirtilmemistir. Kanaatimizce bu, geriye kalan diger varliklar ifade etmektedir.
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gibi. Thvan’a gore {i¢ boyut, ii¢ lgii (gizgi, yiizey, cisim), iic zaman (geg¢mis, simdi,
gelecek) gibi seyler de tigliidiir (Cetinkaya 2003b: 106, 107).

Tanri’nin varliklari var etmesi siirecinde Thvan’in gozettigi baz1 hususlar vardir.
Bu hususlar1 da sayilarla baglantili olarak ele alan ihvan sdyle devam eder: Sayilarin
ikiden Onceki ‘bir’den bir araya gelmesi ve ondan ortaya ¢ikmasina dair anlatilanlara
bakildiginda bunun Tanri’nin birligine (vahdaniyet) ve seyleri yaratmasinin ve yoktan
var etmesinin keyfiyetine en iyi delil oldugu anlasilir. Sayilarin ikiden 6nceki ‘bir’den
var olmasi diistintildiiglinde, ‘bir’, bulundugu durumla ilgili bir degisime ugramaz ve
boliinmez. Ayni sekilde Tanri’nin da seyleri birlik nurundan yaratip, yoktan var edip
meydana getirmesi ve bu esyalarin O’nunla varlik kazanmalari, varliklarini
stirdiirmeleri, tamamlanmalar1 ve olgunlagmalari durumunda, Tanri, esyay1 yaratmasi ve
yoktan var etmesinden 6nceki birliginin bulundugu durumla ilgili bir degisime ugramaz.
Nasil ki ‘bir’, sayilarin asli, kaynagi, baslangici ve sonu ise aym sekilde Tanr1 da
seylerin sebebi, yaraticisi (halik) ve onlarin basi ve sonudur. Nasil ki ‘bir’in sayilardan
bir parcasi ve benzeri yoksa aymi sekilde Tanri’nin yaratilmiglardan esi ve benzeri
yoktur. Yine nasil ki ‘bir’, tiim sayilar1 kusatip sayryorsa ayni sekilde Tanr1 da seyleri ve
mahiyetlerini bilir (ihvin 2006: Sayilar: 54-55)."° Béylece sayilardaki ‘bir’ ile
anlagilmaya calisilan Tanri, her seyin sebebi, kaynagi, yaraticist olup, benzersiz ve tek,
basit ve her seyi bilen bir varlik olarak bize anlatilmistir.

Ihvan sayilarla varligi, var olusu, olusu ve varliklardaki bir takim hikmetleri
ortaya koyarken, geometriyle de genellikle wvarliklardaki hikmeti izah etmekle
yetinmistir. Bu baglamda geometrinin somut cesidine dikkat ¢eken Ihvan, somut
geometri ile Tanri’nin yaratiklarinda bulunan hikmetler arasinda bir takim iligkiler
kurar: Onlara gore bazi insanlar bir sanati, daha 6nce onu hi¢ gérmeden, kendi yetenek
ve zekasiyla elde ederlerken, cogu sanatkar sanatlari Ogretmenlerden egitim ve
ogretimle edinirler. Hayvanlarin ise ¢ogunlukla egitim ve 6gretim olmadan fitratlarinda
bulunan bir sanat icra ettikleri dikkat ceker. Ornegin armin yuvasini yapmasi gibi. Ari,
evini kalkanlar gibi, birbirlerinin istiine siralanmig daireler seklinde insa eder. Biitiin
yuva girislerini altisar kenarli ve agili yaparlar. Ciinkii bu sekilde bircok hikmetler
vardir. Ornegin altigenin 6zelligi, dortgen ve besgenden daha genis olmasidir. Ayrica bu
sekillerden olusan yuvada kutucuklar arasinda bogluklar olusmaz. Bosluklar
olugsmayinca da araya hava girmez ve lretilen balin bozulmas1 engellenmis olur. Ayni
sekilde ortimcek de riizgarin ve lizerine yerlestirdigi yiikiin bozmasini engellemesi icin
agini, ev ve duvarlarin koselerinde orer. Agini orerken de ¢6zgil ipini diiz dogrultuda,
argag ipini ise dairesel bicimde atar ki bu, isi kolaylastirir ve enerji tasarrufu saglar
(ihvan 2006: Geometri: 96-97).

fhvan “Sayisal ve Geometrik Oranlar Risalesi’nde ise varliklardaki bir takim
hikmetleri oranlarla ortaya konmaya c¢alisilmistir. Belki de varliklarda var olan oranlari
ortaya ¢ikartarak bunlarm birer hikmet olduklarini vurgulamistir. Bu baglamda farkli
yap1 ve karakterlere sahip olan dort unsur ve dort tabiatin belli oranlarla bir birlestirici
tarafindan bir arada bulundugunu sdylemis ve bu oranlarla ilgili olarak miizikten gok
cisimlerine kadar ¢ok sayida Ornekler vermistir. Bazi hayvanlarin seslerinin farkli

¥ jhvan’daki Yeni-Platoncu etki, onlarm tirim ve Bir (Tanr1) anlayisindan agikca
anlagilmaktadir. Krs. (Plotinus 1996: 21-24, 39-42; Kurtoglu 2000: 59 vd.).
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olugunun, onlar1 olusturan unsur ve tabiatlarin oranlarinin birbirlerinden farkliligina
baglayan Thvan, eger uygun bir oran olusmazsa seslerin 6zgiinliigiiniin s6z konusu
olamayacagini belirmistir. Yine bedenlerin organ ve ecklemlerinin farkli sekil ve
Olciilerde oldugunu, birbirleriyle orantili ve Olgiilii oldugunda bedenlerin giizel,
olmadiginda ise ¢irkin bir hal aldigini ileri siirmiistiir. Benzer sekilde hayvan ve
bitkilerin giizel renk, sekil ve kokular1 ile insan bedenlerinden saglikli olanin uygun bir
orana, bu durumda olmayanlarin ise uygun olmayan bir orana sahip oldugunu ileri
stirmiistiir. Hatta insanlarda bu durumun diga yansidigin1 ve bundan hareketle dogru
kisilik ve karakterlerin bile anlagilabilecegini diisiinmiistiir. Thvan aymi sekilde oran ve
Olciiniin gok cisimlerinde de aranmasi gerektigini, yapi, biiyiikliik ve hareketlerinde bu
oranin bulundugunu savunmustur. Ihvan’a gére varlik alaninda bulunan bu oran,
insanlarin {irettigi ve yaptig1 seylerde bulunabilir. Nitekim yapilan miizik, yazilan siir,
yazim harfleri, yapilan resim, yemek, ilag vb. her seyde oranin varligi, ¢ikan iriiniin
giizelligine neden olmaktadir (Ihvan 2006: Sayisal ve Geometrik Oran: 252-255).

Son olarak aritmetik, geometri ve felsefe iligkileriyle ilgili 6nemli sorunlardan
birine dikkat ¢ekmek gerekmektedir. Bu dnemli sorun, sayilarin her seyin esast kabul
edilmesinin onlarin bireysel bir varliga ve varlikta dncelige sahip olduklar1 sonucunu
dogurup dogurmayacagidir. Ilk tahlilde, Thvan tarafindan sayilarin esas kabul edilmesi
demek, varligin anlagilmasinda ve izahinda esas kabul edilmesi demektir, diyebiliriz. Bu
ana fikir, sayilarin varliklarin izahindan 6te bir rolleri olmadigim ifade eder. Aksi
taktirde Ihvén tarafindan ‘bir’ ile karsilastirma yapilarak anlatilmaya ¢alistlan Tanr1’nin
‘bir’ sayisinin bir yansimasi veya {irlinii olmasi gerekecektir ki, bu, onlar i¢in pek
miimkiin degildir. Diger sayilarin Tanr1 disinda kalan diger varliklar i¢in esas ve temel
goriilmesi de ayni bakisla degerlendirilebilir. Ciinkdi Tanri, ‘bir’in yansimasi degilse,
diger hicbir varligin, geriye kalan sayilarin yansimasi olmasi sdz konusu olamaz. Zira
tiim sayilarin kaynagi ve esast kabul edilen ‘bir’le ilgili verilen hiikiim diger sayilar i¢in
de gecerli olur. Ana fikrimizi destekleyen ihvan’nin diger diisiinceleri sunlardir:
Birincisi, [hvan’n aritmetik tanimma gore, aritmetik sayilarin niteliklerine ve Pisagor
ile Nikomakhos’un da acikladiklart sgekilde wvarliklarin sayilara karsilik gelen
anlamlarina dair olan ilimdir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 49). Bu tanimda “varliklarin sayilara
karsilik gelen anlamlari” ifadesi dikkat cekicidir. ikincisi sayilarla ilgili 6zelliklerdir ki,
Ihvan’a gore aritmetikte sayilarla ilgili anlatilan her sey saymin dogasi igin gerekli ve
zorunlu bir durum degildir. Tiim bunlar filozoflarin kendi tercihleriyle diizenledikleri
yapay hususlardir. Onlarin sayilarla ilgili olusturduklar1 diizenlemeler temelde doga
diizeniyle uyumlulugu saglamak icidir (Thvan 2006: Sayilar: 52-53). Ugiinciisii
Ihvan’min sayilar ve geometri ile varliklar arasinda kurdugu iliskilerdir. Bu iliskilerde
biiylik dl¢iide Tanri’nin hikmetlerini ortaya ¢ikartma ve gosterme gayreti dikkat ceker.
Yukarida bunlarla ilgili 6rnekler verildi. Dordiinciisii saymin “nesnelerin formlarinin
niceligi” (ihvan 2006: Sayilar: 49-50) olmasidir. Dolayistyla dzellikle aritmetik ve
geometri risaleleri baglaminda, sayilarin bireysel varliklarindan ve varlikta dncelige
sahip olmalarindan s6z edemeyiz. Eger sayilarin varliklarla kurulan iligkisinden
hareketle onlar1 ontolojik kabul edebilecegimiz sdylenebiliyorsa (Ornek olarak bkz.
Onay 1999: 132-135; Cetinkaya 2003b: 103, 117), bizce sayilarin ontolojikligi ancak
varliklarla olan bu iligkisi kadardir.
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Sonug¢

Islam diisiince tarihinin 6zgiin ansiklopedist grubu olan Ihvan-1 Safa, sayilari
varligin temeline yerlestirmis, her seyi sayilarla izah etmeye ¢alismistir. Aritmetik ve
geometride Oklid’ten oldukga yararlanmis olsa da genel bakis agsis1 olarak Pisagor ve
Yeni-Pisagorcu bir anlayisin etkisi altindadir. Ciinkii Oklid geometriyi, Pisagorcular
aritmetigi esas almugladir. Thvan’in aritmetik ve geometri ile ilgili aktardigi bilgiler
ylizeysel olmakla birlikte felsefe ile ilgilenenler i¢in dnemli bir hazirlik niteligini
tasimaktadir ve onlarin gayeleri de budur. Zira aritmetik ve geometri anlatimlari,
bilimsel olmaktan cok felsefi, teolojik ve teleolojik karakterdedir. ihvan, aritmetik ve
geometrik unsurlar1 kanitlama kaygisina girmekten ziyade onlar1 varliklarla
iligkilendirerek, sembolik ve mistik bir takim yonlerine vurgu yaparak ele almistir.
Onlar aritmetik ve geometri arasinda da iligskiler kurmus fakat asil olani aritmetikte
bulmustur. Aritmetik ve geometriden hareketle varliklari ve var olusu anlamaya calisan
Ihvan, Tanr1’y1 da sayilarla anlama ve anlatma girisiminde bulunmustur. Kabul ettikleri
varlik hiyerargisi ve olusumunda bariz bir Yeni-Platoncu nitelik gbze ¢arpmaktadir.
Ihvan’in felsefi ilimlere matematikle, matematige de sayilarla baslamasinin iki amaci
vardir. Birincisi pedagojik bir amag¢ olup zihni karmasik ve soyut konulara, baska bir
ifadeyle metafizik meselelere hazir hale getirmektir. Ikincisi ise birincisinin devami ve
tamamlayicist olup insanin nefs bilgisini elde etmesini saglamaktir. Nefs bilgisi
Tanrr’min bilgisini, Tanr’nin bilgisi de varhgm bilgisini kazandiracaktir. Onemli bir
problem olan, sayilarin bireysel varliga ve varlikta oncelige sahip olup olmamasi
konusuna gelince, bu noktada bdyle bir varlik ve onceligin Thvan icin savunulur
olmayacagini diisiinmekteyiz. ihvan’nin sayilarda aradigi gizemlere dikkat edilirse, bu
gizemlerin, varligin sirlarindan baska bir sey olmadig goriilecektir. Bunlar da Tanri’nin
yaratiklardaki hikmetler olarak ifade edilebilir.

Ihvan’da aritmetik, geometri ve felsefe iliskileri bu ¢aligmayla noktalanmis
degildir. Her ne kadar Ihvan’in anlattiklarim, temel kaynaklari olan Oklid ve
Nikomakhos’la bircok yerde karsilastirarak gostermeye calistiysak da  bu
kargilagtirmanin 6zel bir arastirmada matematiksel bir diizlemde ele alinmasi gerekli
goriilmektedir. Ciinkii bu alanla ilgili ¢aligmalar, heniiz ‘baslangi¢’ diizeyindedir.
Ayrica Thvan’nin Resdil’in geneline serptigi aritmetik ve geometri bilgisini, sihir, biiyii,
fal ve tilsimlarla nasil iligkilendirdigi 6zel bir caligmada irdelenmesi gerekmektedir.
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Ozkan GOZEL"

In a Foucaultian Perspective Sufism As
An Art of Existence

Abstract

This work is composed of two parts. In the first part, we examine two principles
of Antic culture, namely ‘to know oneself” and ‘to take care of the self,” which are
linked strictly one to another, by underlying some similarities between this culture
and sufi practices. And in the second part we focuse merely on sufism, its
conceptions and practices concerning the improvement of the self which is
supposed, in sufism, to be linked internally to the exploration of the truth. In fact,
the present work, which sees sufism not only as an abstract seach for truth but also
as an art of existence with ists concret implications, focuses on some strict
connections between the (search for) truth and sufi practices which prepare the
salik (the seeker) to receive the truth by refashioning his whole existence.

Key Words:
Sufism, Self, Askesis, Ethos, Aletheia, Salik, Seyr-u suluk.

Foucaultcu Bir Perspektiften
Bir Varolus Sanat1 Olarak Tasavvuf

Ozet

Yaz1 iki kisimdan olusmaktadir. Birinci kisimda Antik kiiltiiriin birbirine siki
sikiya bagl “Kendini bil!” ve “Kendine 6zen goster!” prensipleri kisaca incelenir
ve bu bakimdan Antik kiiltiirle tasavvuf arasindaki kosutluga isaret edilirken,
ikinci kisimda benlik terbiyesine yonelik pratikleri yoniinden miinhasiran tasavvuf
iizerine yogunlagilmakta ve bu yapilitken Foucault’'nun “benlik teknolojileri”
nosyonundan yararlanilmaktadir. Ozii itibariyle bu makale “hakikat (arayis1)” ile
benligin bi¢cimlendirilmesine yonelik tasavvufi pratikler arasindaki sik1 baglantiya
dikkat ¢ekerek, tasavvufun salt bir hakikat arayis1 degil, ama ayn1 zamanda somut
icerimlere sahip bir yasama sanat1 olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar Sézciikler:
Tasavvuf, Nefs, Askesis, Ethos, Aletheia, Salik, Seyr-u suluk.

s

Assist. Prof. at the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Philosophy Departement, Sakarya
University, Turkey.



In a Foucaultian Perspective Sufism As An Art of Existence

154 m, KOLYOl 2012/18

My own interest has turned from the study of the art of
living to its practice; or, rather, | have come to realize
that to study the art of living is to engage in one of its
forms.”

A. Nehamas, The Art of Living

But we want to be the poets of our life — first of all in
the smallest, most everyday matters.

Nietzsche, The Gay Science
Introduction

This essay consists of two parts. In the first part | briefly examine two principles
of Antic culture namely ‘to know oneself’ and ‘to take care of the self,” which are
linked strictly one to another in Antic culture. In this regard there are certain
convergences between Sufism and Antic culture. In the second part | concentrate on
Sufism, especially on its practices which aim to improve the Self. For this | refer mainly
to Foucault’s notion of “technologies of the self”.

Equally important, this essay aims to show that there is a strict connection
between the search for the truth and practices which one applies in order to refashion
one’s self. In other words, this essay emphasises the ethics, that is to say “relation to
one’self” in Sufism both as a way of life and search for the truth.

I. Antic Culture and Technologies of the Self

Foucault defines the aim of his last 25 years’ studies as describing the history of
different methods by which men elaborate themselves according to the “games of truth”
that are related to the specific techniques which are referred by man to understand
themselves (Foucault, 2001: 26).

Thus, Foucault intended to display that man is a historically constructed being
and hereby he can refashion himself. These are the crucial motivations that shaped
Foucault’s studies around crime, madness, criminality and sexuality.

In his studies, Foucault concentrates on the concept of governmentality, which
designates different relations: relation between state and its subjects, relation between
man and things and relation of the self with himself. The last category is the most
important in the context of my work since it is the one that yields the idea of ethics of
the self. Thus, Foucault defines ethics as the relation to the self and he works on this
issue in the second (The Use of Pleasure) and third volumes (The Care of The Self) of
The History of Sexuality, his last book.

Although Foucault had insisted on the weakness of the subject who is
manipulated and oppressed by different forms of power as a ‘docile body’ in his early
studies, he started to consider the subject as an agent who has the capacity of
autonomous action toward the end of his life (McNay, 1994: 133). In other words,
Foucault, initially, was concerned with the social construction of an individual by
different patterns of power, but later he came to a position to emphasize the autonomous
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aspects of the subject who can re-create himself through everyday practices. In this
frame, it seems that Foucault counterbalanced the analysis of the techniques of
domination with an analysis of techniques of the self in order to provide a ‘complete’
examination of the subject (McNay, 1994: 134).

Techniques of the self are specific practices by which the individual constitutes
himself as a subject within systems of power. However, these systems of power are
specific ones through which the individual makes operations on his own body, soul,
behaviors and thoughts in order to refashion and improve his self (Foucault, 2001: 26).

Foucault illustrates the notion of techniques of the self in his study of Ancient
Greek and Roman Christian morality in The Use of Pleasure and The Care of The Self.
He makes an important distinction between morality as a set of imposed rules and
prohibitions and ethics as the real behaviors of individuals in relation to the rules and
values. Techniques or technologies of the self are situated on the level of ethical
practices. These practices vary from the concrete techniques that are applied to manage
and order the daily existence to the spiritual significance attached to these activities. It is
through a series of practices which may constitute an ‘art of existence’ that individuals
work to interpret their existence. In Foucault’s words, ‘arts of existence’ are,

“[T)hose intentional and voluntary actions by which men not only set themselves
rules of conduct, but also seek to transform themselves, to change themselves in
their singular being, and to make their life in to an oeuvre, that carries certain
aesthetic values and meets certain stylistic criteria” (Foucault, 1985: 10-11).

‘Epimelesthai sautou’

The care of the self is an ethical principle or an attitude that leads people to
cultivate and educate themselves, that is to work to improve themselves. This
‘cultivation of the self' can be briefly characterized by the fact that one must 'take care of
oneself." It is this principle of the care of the self that establishes its necessity, presides
over its development, and organizes its practice (Foucault, 1986: 43). In ancient times
this was often understood to involve a "cultivation of the soul” (Foucault, 1986: 45). In
earlier times this was a matter of self-mastery, but over the course of history it became a
matter of learning to shape one's own inner character (Foucault, 1986: 67).

In Alcibiades, Socrates insisted on the care of the self (epimelesthai sautou) that
it should be the main task of all man. When you take care of your body, you do not take
care of yourself, since body (or body alone) is not synonymous of the self. The self is
not a tool, not a clothing nor it is something that can be possessed as a thing. It is not in
the principle of body that uses these means but in that of the soul. Therefore if you want
to take care of yourself you must essentially take care of your soul. That is why Socrates
said “this word which says ‘know yourself® orders us to know our soul” to Alcibiades
(cf. Alcibidiades).

The rule of care of the self is not only a principle of the order of the city but also
a crucial rule of social and individual behavior and the art of living. Foucault argues that
the occidental tradition of philosophy has, frequently, emphasized the Delfic principle
“know yourself” (gnothi sauton) and obliterated the principle “the care of oneself”
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(epimelesthai sautou). However, these two principles are merged into each other in
Greek and Latin texts. This was the implicit character of the whole Greek and Roman
culture and explicit feature after Plato’s Alcibiades. One must take care of oneself in
Socrates conversations, in Xenophon, Hippocrates and in the neo-Platonic tradition that
begins with Albinus. Taking care of the self comes before as the principle of knowing
oneself. The possibility of the occurrence of the second step (knowing oneself) depends
on the realization of the first step (taking care of the self). In other words, the principle
of care of the self is prior to that of knowing oneself and the second is subordinated to
the first (Foucault, 2001: 28-29).

Stoics and Epicureans

Foucault examined the Stoic notion of askesis, which means ‘remembrance’ as a
technique of the self. According to Plato, you have to discover the truth that can only be
found in yourself. On the contrary, Stoics believe that the truth is not in the individual
but in “logoi”, that is, the doctrine of instructors. The individual learns what he has
heard, and then he transforms the expressions which he heard to the rules that are
governing his behaviors. In Stoicism, the self-examination is remembrance of what you
have done and what you must do.

In Christianity, asceticism is always related to certain renouncements from the
reality and the selfhood, and these retreats are a necessary step to move beyond the
given reality and reach another level of reality. These renouncements are determinate
characteristics of Christian asceticism. In contrast, in Stoicism “askesis” is not a
renouncement from the self but a straggle to develop the self by means of self-master.

We can find the equivalent of “askesis” in Greeks, that is paraskeuazo, which
means ‘preparation’. “Paraskeuazo” necessitates a series of exercises in order to attain a
higher level of existence. Thus, aletheia becomes ethos.

Greeks named the two poles of these exercises melete and gymnasia.
“Gymnasia” means self-education and “melete” means meditation. “Premeditatio
mallorum” is a well known exercise of meditation practiced by Stoicists. It is an
imaginative and ethical experience.

Stoicists elaborated on three kinds of reduction of future misfortunes. First, you
imagine what can happen at worst and you admit it intellectually as it really happens.
Second, you do not imagine neither the future nor probable events but the present ones.
For example, you do not think about your future or probable exile but you should
imagine that you are actually exiled and tortured. As for the third step, you must think
of these exercises and you must know that they are not real misfortunes. Thus, the
individual would admit the future and the present event at the same time and he would
become more sober, strong and calm in facing misfortunes.

Whereas “melete” is an experience that aims to educate the mind, “gymnasia” is
an education within the concrete situation and it is based on a long tradition: sexual diet,
abstinence, physical privation and other rituals of purification. By means of these
exercises, Stoicists aimed to free from the exterior world. For example, in De Genio
Socratic of Plutarch, one makes very hard sportive activities or one sits down at a table
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with beautiful meals thereon, and one waits in silence looking at them without eating
anything in order to test himself.

Epikuros’ way occupies a position that can be defined as the middle of the two
poles. He constructed his position on the observation of representations. The
philosopher refers to two metaphors to explain his thoughts: you must be like a
“watchman” that controls the access to the city; that is to say you must be the watchman
of your course of thoughts. Second, you must be like a money-changer; this means that
whenever a thought comes in your mind you must think of the rules to evaluate it. In
other words, to be like a money-changer requires that you try to decipher what is laid on
the roots of your intellectual representations. To sum up, Epikuros aims to control the
representations by means of a continuous interior examination (Foucault, 2001: 54-59).

Christian asceticism: obedience and meditation

Christianity, which aims to reach the salvation of the soul, established a series of
rules and principles for the transformation of the self in order to discover the truth.
Therefore, for Christianity, only the purified soul can be illuminated.

Foucault talks about a technique of the examination of the self which is
elaborated in the framework of monastery life, which is based on two principles, namely
obedience and meditation. Obedience means that the master as a director of conscience
has a whole control over the behaviors of the disciple. Thus, the disciple renounces his
own will and obeys the order of the master. This is a way of constructing the self under
the control of the master and following the well-determined rules. Indeed, this is very
similar to the role of murshid in Sufism.

The second characteristic of monastery life is meditation, which is regarded as
the best method. This is the obligation through which the disciple concentrates on God
by trying to purify his heart from the worldly things. The aim is to meditate on Divinity.
This technique, which was originated in Orient traditions, aims to meditate continuously
on Divinity by examining and controlling the course of thoughts (Foucault, 2001: 69-
70).

I1. Sufism as an Art of Existence

The Sufism or tasawwuf is a “mystical™ dimension of Islam, which reflects the
need of the individual to transcend formal religious practices in order to attain a high

! The word mysticism etymologically derived from the Greek word myein, which means ‘to

shut one’s eyes to’ (Schimmel, 1982: 17). Mystification also, a derivation of the word, has a
negative connotation in the common language which means ‘to cover the reality’. However
the inner travel of the Sufi aims to un-cover the veils of existence by purifying (tasfiya) one’s
soul. Kashf is one of the most important notion in Sufism, which means ‘to discover’ secrets
(esrar) of existence and not to ‘mystify’ them. Secret (sirr) is for someone who has not
discover it yet. If one considers its own terminology, one may argue that tasawwuf is based on
the aim and effort of uncovering the secrets of existence both in himself (anfus) and
throughout the creation (afak) rather than on what the Greek word myein suggests. Because of
this terminological reserve we prefer to use this word in quotation marks. Let us continue this
issue with a quotation about the issue “secret” in Sufism: “Shaykh-ul Akbar [Ibn Arabi] says:
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level of spiritual fulfillment. The Sufis are represented in all schools of thought in Islam
and found in all Muslim communities.

In their practices there are many meditations and solitary or group recitation of
prayers. They seek to attain inward purification by means of various exercises. This
requires certain knowledge of the self which demands, in turn, a struggle with one’s
own self, therefore it is said that “Sufism is wholly self-discipline” (Nicholson, 1975:
26).

In Sufism when we speak of knowing or cognition we refer to the self-knowing
that leads to the knowing of the Divine. This principle is based on a saying of Prophet
Muhammed: "Whoever knows oneself, knows one's Lord." (Man arafa nafsahu fakat
arafa rabbahu). This is very similar to the Delfic principle “gnothi sauton”.

The origins of Sufism can be traced to the heart of Islam in the time of the
Prophet, whose teachings attracted a group of scholars who came to be called "ehli
suffa”, the People of Suffa, because of their practice of sitting at the platform of the
mosque of the Prophet in Medina. There they engaged in discussions concerning the
reality of Being, and in search of the inner path they devoted themselves to spiritual
purification and meditation in order to realize the existence of the Divine (Schimmel,
1982: 34-37).

According to al-Kalabadhi, sufi author of et-Ta'arruf, Sufism means,

“withdrawal from the world, inclining the soul away from it, leaving all settled
abodes, keeping constantly to travel, denying the carnal soul its pleasures,
purifying the conducts, cleansing the conscience, dilation of the breast, and the
quality of leadership [in virtue]” (Al-Kalabadhi, 1935: 9).

‘It is said and experienced that the secret of knowledge corresponds to ma 'rifat to one who
knows it, and those of experienced condition (hal) to the wisdom therein God wishes, and
those of truth (hagiga) to what is brought by sign (ishara)’ ... The first level of secret is active
which requires a capacity to perceive what is uncovered and to rely only on benevolence that
comes from God. The second is passive, and in this level all guides are left behind. This
knowledge is reached at the depth of contemplation (murakaba). As to the third level, it is so
thin that ... one can not speak of it without using a language in ciphers. This [final level] is
active/pasive. It is based on discovering the unity (tawhid) and is called es-sirr ul sirr, namely
secret of secrets” (es-Sufi, 1982: 26). To conclude, the Sufis refer usually to a laconic,
metaphorical and even ironical language to express themselves or prefer to remain silent on
purpose. It can be said that here there is twofold reasons of their attitude. First, it is based on a
esoteric conviction according to which the Road (tariq) is not open to everyone but only to
ones who are capable and worthy of it. Second, they are well aware of limits of language as
Wittgenstein says succintly: “one must remain silent about unspeakable”. Consequently, the
word mysticism derived from myein in Greek cannot be appropriated to describe Sufism; for,
if Sufism proposes to engage in a path of search for Reality, throughout which secrets open
themselves to one who dare to surpass everyday preoccupations where man is usually
embedded, it should be said that Sufism invites man, at least in theory, to open his eyes
widely about Reality.
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The Sufi is called a ‘traveller’ (saliq) who advances by slow ‘stages’ (magamat)
along a ‘path’ (tarikat) to the goal of knowledge of Reality (ma rifat). The Sufi is also
called a ‘seeker’ (murid). In Sufism, the knowing of the self (nafs) has a central
importance, for it is the very condition of the supreme knowledge, namely ma rifat.
The Sufi says “look in your own heart, for the kingdom of God is within you”. He who
truly knows himself knows God, for the heart is a mirror in which every divine quality
is reflected (Nicholson, 1975: 70). One must, then, keep his heart like a clean mirror.
We may refer to a famous Sufi symbolism to explain this: The spirit (ruh) and the soul
(nafs) engage in a battle for the possession of their common son heart (galb). Ruh, here,
means the intellectual principle which transcends the individual’s nature and nafs means
the psyche. Qalb, the heart, represents the central organ of the soul. It is, in a sense, the
point of intersection of the ‘vertical’ ray, the spirit, and the ‘horizontal’ plane, the soul.
Inasmuch as the nafs has the upper hand, the heart is veiled by it. If, on the contrary, the
ruh gains the victory over the nafs, then the heart will be transformed in to ruh and will
at the same time transmute the nafs. Then galb, the heart, reveals itself as what really is,
that is as a mirror of the Divine Mystery in man. In this regard, a seeker must be in a
constant struggle to purify his soul. This is both an intellectual and a physical effort to
transform the self in order to attain to a higher level of existence.

Mucahada—i Nafs and Sayr-u Suluk

The struggle with the nafs has been defined as the great struggle (al-jihad al-
akbar). The concept derives from the popular saying of the Prophet. He said to Muslims
when they were coming back from a battle, "You have returned from the small struggle
but not from the greater one." Then, he was asked, "What is the greater struggle?" He
answered, "The greater struggle is the struggle which against one's self (nafs), and that
is between the two sides of your existence."

The struggle with one’s nafs is a main issue in the tradition of Sufism. Thus, a
Sufi master says “do not struggle with neither the Christians nor the Jews but your own
nasf and don’t abandon this task until it died” (Ed-Darkavi, 2000: 18). This requires
indeed a self-master and discipline. The first and foremost requirement is the
purification of the soul. The process is generally very long and difficult. This struggle
for self-discipline depends on some determined rules and exercises practiced on body
and mind in order to refashion the self. The struggle with one’s soul consists of three
main stages.

1. The carnal soul: In the first stage, one struggles against the carnal soul or nafs
al-ammara as it is called by the Sufis. Nafs al-ammara is the tendency in man to
disobey God, and to take pleasure in evil deeds and thoughts. This inclines man towards
gossip, backbiting, vain talk, pride, selfishness, lust, hatred and jealousy. The struggle to
overcome nafs al-ammara involves the purifying of the body, tongue, mind and heart, in
brief a whole human existence.

2. The reproaching soul: When a Sufi succeeds to subjugate the carnal soul, nafs
al-ammara, he enters the second stage of purification in which he is able to respond
readily to the call of the reproaching soul, which is called nafs al-lawwama. It is the
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nafs al-lawwama, which reproaches man for his evil deeds and impels him to acts of
mercy and generosity.

3. The contented soul: After the stable establishment of this stage in the Sufi’s
heart, the Sufi enters the third stage, which is known as the station of the contented soul,
nafs al-mutma inna. In this stage, the Sufi develops to the fullest tendency to obey God
and to act in perfect harmony with God’s commandments. This is the phase where the
soul is reconciled with all other stations of the path, such as poverty (faqr), patience
(sabr), gratitude (shugr) and trust in God (tawaqqul). In this stage the soul finds perfect
satisfaction (itminan) in being governed by the heart, the Divine mirror in man. Here,
the Sufi becomes truly free from fear and grief (Ogke, 1997: 83-96).

In this stage, a Sufi is filled with love, mercy, kindness, and a burning zeal to
help others. In order to reach this highest station (magam), a Sufi must constantly strive
to control his ego, to curb his anger and impatience. He must eat less, sleep less, talk
less, and reduce association with other people. Sometimes he withdraws completely
from the worldly activities (inziva or halvat) and occupies himself entirely with the
remembrance ziqr) of God and meditation (tafagqqur).

Ashqg and Ma’rifat

During the spiritual journey (sayr-u suluk), which is one of the important phases
of “mystical” experience, which is attained by a traveller (saligq) on the “mystical” path,
is the state of fana fi Allah, ‘extinction of the self in God’. This is the transition to the
state of baga billah or the ‘eternal life in union with God’. By passing away from the
self, the individual does not cease to exist, but is permitted to enjoy the supreme
“mystical” experience in union with God. Therefore, Sufis say about fana and baga that
‘dying to self’ is really ‘living in God’. Nevertheless, it should be stated that the Sufi’s
aim is not to become like God or personally to participate in the divine nature but to
escape from the bondage of his unreal selfhood and thereby to be reunite with the One
infinite Being (Nicholson, 1975: 88). Thus, he is fully absorbed in the Love (ashq) of
God which gives him an everlasting awareness of the all-pervading presence of God
(Al-Kalabadhi, 1935: 120-132). As the great Persian Sufi poet, Hafiz said centuries ago
for all times: "He whose heart is alive with love, never dies".

Love is a life philosophy for a Sufi who regards Sufism not as idle talk/discourse
(kal) but as a praxis/experience (hdl), as Fuzili, says: “Ask imis her ne var alemde / Ilm
bir kil-u kal imis ancak.” To put it succinctly, lovel is a form of existence for the Sufi
through which he aims to move beyond life and death that is beyond everyday troubles
and the fear of death. Yunus Emre expresses it very well in these lines:

Kon oliim endisesin dsik olmez bakidiir
Olmek seniin degiildiir ¢iin nirun ilahidiir

Love (ashq) has an utmost importance in the literature of Sufism. The Sufis call
themselves ahl-i ashg. Love as a supreme expression of purifiedness of the heart, is
found in the core of Sufi theosophy. It is by love that Sufi contemplates universe as the
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reflected image of Divine, conceiving macro-cosmos that is hidden in micro-cosmos
that is in himself.

Love is the divine instinct of the soul impelling it to realize its nature and
destiny. The soul is the fist-born of God: before the creation of the universe it lived and
had its being in Him. During its earthly manifestation, soul is a stranger in exile
(gurbat) and love, then, is an expression of desire of return to its home (Nicholson,
1975: 102-112). Love, like ma rifat, is a divine gift (ihsan) in its essence, but not
something that can be acquired. However, the seeker must work to become worthy of
ihsan by purifying his soul in a constant struggle for himself (mucahada-i nafs).
Education of nafs which aims to a moral transmutation of the “inner man” by
mortification of the lower soul is thus the chief work of the seeker. It occurs by “dying
before death”. However, when they say “die before you die”, they do not mean to assert
that the lower self can be essentially destroyed, but that the lower can and should be
purged of his attributes, that is ignorance, pride, envy, uncharitableness etc. Thus, the
lower qualities of the soul are extinguished and replaced by the opposite ones which
lead to the contemplative life (Nicholson, 1975: 40-41).

Truth and Everyday Practices

In Sufism the search for the truth is embedded in everyday practices. The Sufi
does not search for the truth only in his mind or heart. He does not neglect everyday
aspects of existence while he refashions his soul, because it is a holistic effort that is in
question. Thus, this struggle for the transformation of one’s soul as a main way to attain
the truth is expanded in every point of the life, especially in everyday practices. This is
why the Sufis consider that “the states (ahval) are products of deeds (amal)” (Kelabazi,
1992: 129). This means that the practical dimension of the search for the truth in Sufism
is an unavoidable dimension of it. Therefore the traveler in the path of truth should
examine and revise every aspect of his life even “in all the smallest, most everyday
matters”.

In brief, everyday practices have central importance in the intellectual, spiritual
and physical education of the Sufi. To exemplify this, let us examine briefly the eleven
principles of the Nagshbandi order. The following eleven principles show the exercises
and aims of this order (tariga). The first eight were formulated by Khodja Abd al-
Khaliq al-Ghujdawani, and the last three were added by Khodja Bahauddin Nagshband.

Yad Kard: Remembrance, or making mention. It is both oral and mental.
Repeating the dhikr is imparted to you so that you may attain the beatific vision. Khodja
Bahauddin Nagshband said, "The aim in dhikr is that to make heart to be always aware
of al-Haqq [The Truth, a Beautiful Name of God], for its practice banished inattention".

Baz Gasht: Restraint. The person saying the dhikr when engaging in the heart-
repetition of the blessed phrase [shahada] should intersperse it to help to keep one's
thoughts form straying. The aim is to master one’s thoughts.

Nigah Dasht: Watchfulness. Over wandering, passing thoughts when repeating
the blessed phrase.



In a Foucaultian Perspective Sufism As An Art of Existence

162 . KOUYOU 2012/18

Yad Dasht: Recollection. Concentration upon the Divine Presence in a condition
of Zawq, foretaste, intuitive anticipation or perceptiveness, not using external aids.

Hosh dar dam: Awareness while breathing. This is the technique of breathing
control. Khodja Bahauddin Nagshband said, "the external basis of this order is the
breath". One must not exhale in forgetfulness or inhale in forgetfulness.

Safar dar watan: ‘Traveling’ in one's homeland. This is an interior journey, the
movement from blameworthy to praiseworthy qualities. Others refer to it as the vision
or revelation of the hidden side of the Shahada.

Nazar bar gadam: Watching one's steps. The saliq (traveler) should be watchful
during his journey. Whatever kinds of countries through where he is passing, he should
not let his gaze be distracted from the goal of his journey.

Khalwat dar anjuman: Solitude in a crowd. The journey of the salig, though
outwardly it is in the world, inwardly it is with God. Leaders of the order have said, "In
this order association is in the crowd and disassociation in the khalwat". A common
weekly practice was to perform the dhikr in the assembly.

Wuguf-e zamani: Temporal pause or awareness related to time. Keeping account
of how one is spending one's time, whether rightly and if so giving thanks, or wrongly
and if so asking for forgiveness. In this state of reckoning (muhasaba) the saliqg
evaluates every hour that has passed: what is he doing in complete Presence with God
or in complete presence with the worldly everydayness?

Wuquf-e adadi: Numerical pause or awareness related to number. Checking that
the heart dhikr [said in the heart, silently] has been repeated the requisite humber of
times, taking into account one's wandering thoughts. It is said that Khodja Bahauddin
Nagshiband considered numerical awareness as the first stage of esoteric knowlege.

Wugquf-e qalb: Heart pause or awareness related to the heart. Forming a mental
picture of one's heart with the name of Allah engraved thereon, to emphasize that the
heart has no consciousness or goal other than God. This is the meaning of the word
“Nagshiband" 2

Conclusion

Sufism has a holistic search for the truth, the main part of which is struggle for
the transformation of the self, which reminds the notions such as askesis in Stoicism and
paraskeuazo in Greeks. In this search, theoria is not separable from praxis, but these
two sides of human existence are interpenetrated with each other.

The Sufi is one who searches for the truth in himself by knowing himself.
According to Sufi theosophy man is micro-cosmos (alam-i sagir) in which succinctly
found the macro-cosmos (alam-i kabir). The Sufi is to purify himself, for the truth
opens itself in him and for him.

2 http://www.arhes.uga.edu/~godlas/11Nagsprin.html
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One approaches the truth by knowing oneself which necessitates, in turn, a whole
ethical attitude encompassing every aspect of human life. This is, to be sure, an art of
existence, absent in modern societies as stated by Foucault:

“What strikes me is the fact that in our societies, art has become something related
only to objects and not to individuals or to life ... But couldn’t everyone’s life
become a work of art?”” (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982: 237)

It is possible to define the separation or gap between theoria and praxis, which
started from Descartes to Husserl as a reason for this situation. Consciousness has been
privileged and thus other aspects of human existence have been obliterated. Foucault,
again, speaks of a displacement of the hierarchy of the principle ‘knowing oneself” and
those ‘taking care of oneself’. These two principles belong essentially to Antic culture
where they considered that the former is the product of the latter. However in modern
societies ‘knowing oneself” constitutes the main principle characterized essentially by
an episteme where cogito has a privileged place. This caused a gap between ethos and
aletheia in search of Reality in modern times since man started to ignore that they are
part of cosmos and then cosmos became a subject which is opponent of humankind. In
this frame, the will to know transformed into will to power.

On the other hand, ma 'rifat in Sufism is given as a result and a gift of the effort
to know oneself accompanied-preceded by the transformation of the self. It is given to
salig (traveler/seeker) who has taken care of himself by purifying his soul. At the end
of this travel (sayr-u suluk) he may reach a higher level of existence where Hagiga
opens itself slowly which depends on his capacity of contemplation (mugashafa:
uncovering). Thus saliq becomes a’rif who may decipher and read signs (ayat) in
creation the core of which is, in Sufi theodesy, man himself.

Consequently, sayr-u suluk is an art of existence, throughout which ethos
ends up with a-letheia. That is to say, the double effort of knowing and improving of
the self is crowded by the contemplation of the Reality as a gift of sayr-u suluk. To
conclude, let us give the word to Mevlana, who says in his Open Secret: “Tomorrow
you’ll see what you've broken and torn tonight / thrashing in the dark / inside you there
is an artist you don’t know about”. A’rif is then a person who discovers and knows the
artist inside himself.
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Caglar KOC”
Phenomenological Evidentialism

Abstract

In this article |1 argue for a position | call evidentialism, which is mainly
Husserlian. Evidentialism should be stationed in a middle road between
foundationalism and coherentism. It differs from foundationalism in that it does
not take evidences to be “infallible premises”; evidences are insights that might
turn out to be wrong in the course of experience. But evidentialism cannot be a
version of coherentism either. For the mere coherence among beliefs, rather than
justifying them perfectly, needs to be constrained by experience. In first section
my concern is with what we are to understand from “conceptuality”; there I try to
situate evidentialism in terms of a moderate conceptualism. Yet the conceptuality
I argue for is minimal, that is, taken in a narrower sense. It is not something we
construct, but something we immediately see. Seeing what is meaningful reveals
the constitutive conceptuality of our experience. The rest of the paper deals with
Husserl and envisage him as a genuine evidentialist.

Key Words
Edmund Husserl, Conceptualism, Nonconceptual Content, Evidentialism, John
McDowell

Fenomenolojik Apacikhkeihik

Ozet

Bu makalede kaynagini Husserl'in diigiincesinde bulan ve "apagiklik¢ilik" adini
verdigim bir konumu savunuyorum. Apagiklikcilik ne “temelci” ne de
“bagdasimc1” bir yaklasimdir; apagik olani “yanliglanamaz bir 6nciil” bigiminde
ele almamasindan 6tiirii temelcilikten ayrilir. Ciinkii apagik olan, deneyimin seyri
icinde pekald yanlislanabilir. Ama apagiklik¢ilik bir cesit bagdasimcilik da
olamaz. Ciinkii inanglarimizin birbirleriyle bagdasmasi onlart tam anlamiyla
gerekcelendirmeye yetmez. Mesru bir gerekgelendirme igin birbiriyle bagdagan
inanglarin deneyim tarafindan sinirlandirilmasi gerekir. Yazinin ilk kesiminde
“kavramsallik” denince bundan ne anlamamiz gerektigi iistiinde duruyorum ve
apagiklikeiligin 1limlh bir kavramsalcilik oldugunu ileri siiriiyorum. Fakat burada
savundugum, asgari, yani sdzciigiin dar anlaminda bir kavramsallik. Asgari
kavramlarimizi bizim kurgulamadigimizi, bundan ziyade onlar1 dolaysizca
gordiigiimiizii ileri sliriyorum. Anlamli olanin goriilmesi deneyimimizin kurucu
kavramsalligini olusturuyor. Yazinin kalani Husserl’e odaklanip onu 6rnek bir
apagcikliker olarak ele aliyor.

Anahtar Sozciikler

Edmund Husserl, Kavramsalcilik, Kavramsal-olmayan Igerik, Apaciklikcilik,
John McDowell

Doktora dgrencisi, ODTU.
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Clearly, there is a vast literature on Husserl’s conception of evidence. Many of
these works generally seek to elaborate on a literal reading of Husserl’s texts at the cost
of losing sight of systematic profundity. In this article I will argue for a position | call
evidentialism, which is mainly Husserlian, though I borrowed the general idea, with
slight modifications, from Conee and Feldman’s work (2004). Clarifying this position
entails more than just an exposition of Husserl’s thought. I wish to warn, in the first
place, the rather phenomenologically oriented reader that here my approach will be
dominantly epistemological. | hope this warning will be enough to let me be excused for
my provisional confinement of experiential contents to those assimilated into a doxastic
(that is, belief-forming) attitude which | deem to be an indispensable dimension of
knowledge. In what follows, it will be argued that evidentialism is neither
foundationalist nor coherentist. In first section my concern will be with what we are to
understand from “conceptuality”; there I will try to situate evidentialism in terms of a
moderate conceptualism. The rest of the paper will deal with Husserl and envisage him
as a genuine evidentialist.

Before starting to delineate what evidentialism is, some preliminary remarks are
in place: Throughout the first section of the article I make use of Kantian, McDowellian
and seldom Sellarsian terms, despite the fact that I’'m not in total agreement with their
position. 1 shall content here with mentioning only one point of disagreement, the one
which, | think, is the most important: As far as | can see, concepts do not have to
correspond to verbally achieved, exactly defined, complex patterns of thought emerging
out from a high level of intellection. Of course, this is not a denial of the fact that we
have such concepts, too. Still, in the complete absence of such concepts, there exist
cognitively structured, meaning-conferring mental acts, at work during even the most
simple course of conscious action such as an infant’s reaching out for something in
order to grasp it or her pre-verbally discriminating someone standing near in perception
as her mother. It may even be assumed that these cognitively structured acts are not
properly human, so there may probably be other developed mammals sharing this
ability with us. | therefore take the basic conceptual character of meaning-conferring
mental acts to be different from that of speech acts with propositional content. In other
words, thinking does not have to be an explicit act of judging Nevertheless what is

An explicit act of judging is, | take it, so shaped that it always carries a propositional content.
A propositional content is syntacticaly structured in just the same way as a linguistic sentence
does. In contrast, an implicit act of judging does not have to be shaped in this way. For
instance, if | decide to go downtown, but before bringing my decision to life, look out of the
window to forecast how the weather going to be, and then, when | leave the house | take my
umbrella with me, a curious neighbor might guess that | took my umbrella, because | thought
it is going to rain. But it is very likely that such a proposition is never expressed by me, even
in a silent conversation with myself. | just enact such a thought implicitly in a casual situation
I am in. In that sense, a thought is not something I have in front of my mind’s eye, but
something I simply do. Though it is possible to condence after the fact what I’ve just thought
into a proposition, my thinking process does not always begin with my having such a
propositional content in view.
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implicitly thought of may be expressed afterwards in the form of a valid proposition by
adopting a reflective attitude. If that is true, the conclusion can be drawn that conceptual
capacities, if not properly human, can only be a matter of concern for an active human
endeavor to clarify in reflection the issues of when one’s believing is also a knowing, or
what one is really doing when one is knowing.?

In this paper I suggest that we need to differentiate between ‘concept’ in the
broadest sense and ‘concept” in a narrower sense.> By a concept in the broadest sense |
mean a discursive concept that is used in complex, theory-based explanations, since it
singles out the contribution of a constructive understanding that springs indirectly and
non-evidentially from experience — For instance, concepts involved in scientific laws,
theoretical notions such as sense datum, quark, energy etc. By a concept in a narrower
sense, on the other hand, | mean a minimal concept that is phenomenally basic, since it
marks off the contribution of a constitutive understanding that is directly and
evidentially operative in sense experience — For instance, spatio-temporal object, color
of an extension, timber of a sound, etc. In the paper I will only be concerned with the
second type of concept, that is, concept in a narrower sense. For it is my contention that
all discursive concepts must be developed on the basis of and in analogy with our
minimal concepts. The conceptual attitude embodied in experience of real things and
the one adopted for a theoretical (hypotetico-deductive) explanation of reality have one
and the same correlate (the real world), but work with different views concerning what a
real thing is. Yet, whatever the distance there is between these views, it is not altogether
insurmountable. | defend that varying discursive conceptions of reality must depend on
or at least be compatible with reality as experienced through unvarying minimal
concepts.

That the sense experience is conceptually structured in a minimal way can be
maintained on the ground that what we “take in” through our senses is never devoid of
meaning. In perception, it is just when they appear as meaningful to us that we become
“answerable” to how things are.* Answerability to how things are will not begin to be
correctly understood, unless from an evidentialist perspective. Evidence might roughly
be defined as an epistemic situation, in which something is evident to the person who is
in that situation; it is “the experience of truth”, as Husserl famously formulated®. A
belief is apt to be taken to be true, to the extent that there is evidence speaking for it, in

2 By saying that, I do not mean to deny that we (and also other animals with conceptual

capacities) are capable of knowing something even though we do not reflectively know that
we know. Yet it should be added that simply knowing is one thing, epistemically justified
knowing is another.

Kant, McDowell and Sellars do not make such a differentiation. My position, as opposed to
many conceptualists, is much more akin to non-conceptualists in that what | call concept in a
narrower sense is conceptual only in a minimal sense. A minimal conceptuality, | argue, is
pre-verbal, indefinite, non-focal and non-reflective.

McDowell calls intuitions “bits of experiential intake” (1996: 4). He uses the verb form
“taking in” to refer to intuitive acts of consciousness. “Answerability” is also a McDowellian
term. To be answerable to something means to be capable of justifying it in a way in which
the course of justification is responsibly undertaken by the justifier.

> Prolegomena to Pure Logic, §51 (Husserl 2001a: 121)
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a way in which another person’s belief cannot conflict with that person’s insofar as both
are perfectly evident. But since the maximum perfection of evidence is pinned down as
an epistemic ideal, it may in fact be more or less attained, due to changing degrees in
perfection.

According to evidentialism defended in this paper, conditions under which a
person is epistemically justified in having some beliefs are determined by the same
person’s evidence. It maintains, however, that the scope of “responsibility” for our
epistemically justified beliefs reaches far beyond our voluntary control.® If that is true, it
follows that we have responsibility for what we involuntarily believe to be such and so.
Of course, a justified belief can be true for reasons other than being established by an
evidential procedure. And that obviously makes one fall short of knowledge, though her
belief is true. But the point | wish to make is that the genuine reasons for believing that
p, cannot be thought to be in principle deprived of being justified by the dynamics of an
evidential procedure.

The evidentialist view is neither committed to “coherentism” nor to
“foundationalism”. First, I wish to give a very rough definition of these doctrines.’
Coherentism holds that “each belief is epistemically supported by its coherence with
others” in a system (Conee and Feldman 2004: 38). Nothing outside of this system “is
needed for coherence to this role as a justifying factor”( ibid., 38). Hence “cohering
beliefs are justified without any sort of foundation”(ibid., 44). Foundationalism holds
the contrary, namely that the coherence among beliefs is not “necessary for experience
to constrain which beliefs are justified” (ibid., 45). On one hand, most foundationalists
privilege some of our beliefs to be basic, i.e. non-inferential, but also “autonomously
justified” and infallible; they oppose them to our other (non-basic) beliefs, all of which
they usually contend to be inferred from the basic ones. But these inferences are made
so loosely that there remains no secure way to rely on empirical beliefs which are, as a
foundationalist would say, non-basic in character®. Another brand of foundationalism
puts special emphasis on “sense experience”, holding that what makes our
“autonomously justified” beliefs infallibly reliable is that they are substantiated by an
experiential constraint which does not necessitate the coherence among those beliefs.
Onthe other hand, coherentists, such as Donald Davidson, insist that “nothing can count

Employing the term “responsibility” in a non-ethical context, | wish to draw attention to the
fact that epistemic justification is a process of legitimation where the justifier must be
accountable for, viz. be answerable to every phase of it. The scope of our non-ethical
responsibility depends on how far our exercise of spontaneity reaches. Here what | am simply
saying is that this exercise can very well take place involuntarily.

It is not the intention of this article to discuss these doctrines in detail. As | emphasize, |
formulate them all too roughly, just to make more accessible what | mean by evidentialism.
So I’'m well aware that there may be highly refined versions of coherentist and foundationalist
doctrines which can challenge what I’m saying here. But this does not change the main
evidentialist objections raised against the positions | named here respectively as
“coherentism” and “foundationalism”.

Since Descartes has usually been considered the most prominent figure of this type of
foundationalism, it has been a common attitude to call this version of the doctrine “Cartesian
foundationalism”.
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as a reason for holding a belief except another belief’(2009: 141)°. However, this very
insistence brings about the depressing conviction that we are entrapped in our inner
prison of beliefs.

Both doctrines are, | think, one-sided, and therefore they are far from being
entirely correct. The evidentialist view can capture all that is right about these doctrines
without siding with either one of them. Evidentialism argues for the following two
theses: 1- There are beliefs we take to be basic with regard to their self-justificatory
role. At least certain types of beliefs can be said to be self-justified, in so far as their
rational limit be set by experience. But self-justifiability of basic experiential beliefs
here does not imply their autonomous justifiability 2- Coherence among our basic
experiential beliefs essentially contributes to their justification. It may be asked what an
evidentialist wishes to mean when she says that a basic belief is to be self-justificatory
and yet this self-justification is also to involve coherence among our beliefs. Isn’t there
a problem in demanding both (self-justifiability and coherence) at the same time? By
these words, an evidentialist simply means that the self-justificatory function of a basic
belief does not consist in belief’s having an isolated legitimacy in the form of absolutely
secured knowledge. From the affirmation that there are beliefs that justify themselves, it
does not follow that they are autonomously justified and thereby put an end to any need
of further justification. Rather, the self-justifiability of what is evident can be considered
to be the fundamental character of a mental act that states its object in person’®. A belief
that is informed by such mental act is not basic in the sense that it provides us with “an
infallible premise” from which we inferentially derive the rest of our beliefs. Quite to
the contrary, a belief is said to be basic if it gives expression to a non-inferentially
warranted cognition, that is, a direct grasp whose epistemic credibility does not depend
on its being inferred from a previous knowledge. Note that a non-inferential immediate
believing that p may turn out to be false. But this happens only because the previous
basic belief is replaced by a new one, more strongly evidenced so as to invalidate the
former.™> We can see clearly that all that there is to consider here is an open-ended
process of justification, each moment of which is equally deserved to be called both
self-justified and coherent with other moments - and here coherence means, beliefs’
being tied to one other within the nexus of evidential justifications."?

From what has been said so far, it must be apparent that evidentialism offers a
way out of the oscillation between coherentism and foundationalism. Crucial to a proper

® In Mind and World McDowell alludes frequently to this passage from Davidson to let the

readers see what is so problematic in coherentism (1996: 14).

As Husserl would agree, it belongs to the essence of this mental act that it be intentional. Cf.
“Evidence signifies [...] the intentional achievement of the giving of things themselves. T0O
speak more precisely, evidence is the general form par excellence of ‘intentionality’, of the
consciousness of something.” (1969: 157-158)

Cf. “Even an evidence which presents itself as apodictic can reveal itself to be a deception.
However, this presupposes a similar evidence on which the initial ‘breaks up’” ( Husserl
1969: 156).

(See Husserl 1969: 285) ; Cf. “ ...evidences are functions which operate only in their

intentional contexts”; or “True being builds itself out of moments of truth, each lying in
infinity”’(Husserl 1959: 386)
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11

12



Phenomenological Evidentialism

170 . KOLYOU 2012/18

take on the evidentialism is a clarification of the ambiguities concerning what a concept
is. If, as said above, in order for a correct judgment to be a knowing, it has to involve
evidence, there ought to be a criterion for distinguishing an evident statement from a
non-evident one. | pointed out that it is distinctive of an evident statement that it be
justified by itself. But what accounts precisely for this self-justification that we suppose
to cope successfully with the threat of “epistemic circularity”**? One thing is clear that
coherentism is not even a candidate for it. For coherentism seems to imply that there is
no limit to our conceptual capacities. If there is no “constraint” on our thinking, then it
appears that all that matters is consistency and coherence of our self-appointed beliefs.
Stated in this way, an unconstrained coherentism threatens to disconnect thought from
reality, because of its naive confidence on a “frictionless spontaneity”, as McDowell
rightly points out (1996: 14). In contrast, | assume that some of our beliefs draw support
from our direct confrontation with the objects that they are about. However, the realm of
direct confrontation is not free from concepts. If what reaches our senses were only a
brute causal effect of the external world, it would never be sufficient to determine what
we actually experience.

Having said that, a question is remained to be tackled: What precisely is a
concept? The answer is not easy to give. Yet | think we will be on the right track if we
try to define conceptuality by our ability to see what is meaningful. At this point let me
clarify in advance a possible misunderstanding. I’m not saying here that seeing what is
meaningful is apt to be explained by recourse to a prior conceptual mechanism that
conducts the emergence of meaning from an invisible background. Such an account
entails no seeing at all. It is hardly deniable that as long as we see something as being of
a certain kind, having certain properties that make it distinguishable from others, we
“put in use” concepts. But in addition to this truism, I believe we will get a more
appropriate grip on concepts when we view them as basic patterns of consciousness, at
work during it constitutes the experiential meaning of objects given in intuition. This
approach may also throw light on what the obscure expression “putting in use concepts”
corresponds to. If what I offer is correct, it follows that not only does perceptuality and
conceptuality interpenetrate one another, they also surface simultaneously™.

More importantly, it is not as though concepts (minimal concepts in particular)
are optical lenses mediating between the given and the mind, with a view to filter
intuition to arrive at experienced objects. Minimal concepts are not mental entities that

3 A clear formulation of “epistemic circularity” is made by Roderick Chisholm as follows: “ To

know whether things really are as they seem to be, we must have a procedure for
distinguishing appearances that are true from appearances that are false. But to know whether
our procedure is a good procedure, we have to know whether it really succeeds in
distinguishing appearances that are true from appearances that are false. And we cannot know
whether it really does succeed unless we already know which appearances are true and which
ones are false. And so we are caught in a circle.”(1973: 3)

Here | do not say that conceptuality must always be bound up with perceptuality. It is not.
Rather, | say that there is no justifiable perceptual experience which is not pervaded by
concepts — those are not any concepts, but minimal ones. Nevertheless, | also think that our
discursive concepts, while unbounded, become intelligible solely on the ground of our
minimal concepts.

14
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we “impose” on the given, but are instead functions that, by structuring mental acts, let
them reveal the objects we experience. Far from blurring an authentic presentation of
things themselves, they are conducive to such a presentation. In spite of their being able
to be idealized in the form of higher-order, categorial objects that can only be given
through a reflective insight, minimal concepts’ originary participation to experience
does not imply their idealized givenness as mediatory vehicles to discriminating objects.
On the contrary, each minimal concept might be reformulated into functioning of eidetic
acts of consciousness —ideations— that signifies the meaning of what is given in intuitive
fulfillments (I use here Husserlian terms which will be elucidated in the subsequent
sections of the article). As this reformulation possibly shows, we better off seeing
concepts as mental acts and, thereby, as intrinsic norms that govern the functioning of
these acts, rather than as mental objects or as construction tools of a non-mental
mechanism. A minimal concept does not refer to a mediatory conceptum (that which is
understood), set apart from the thing one aims to conceive of, but to a conceptare (act of
understanding) which is immediately directed to the thing. ** In other words, 1 do not
understand a certain thing by understanding something else instead, viz. a conceptum. If
that was the case, that would mean that to understand an object, say, an object given in
perception, is to inevitably understand a second categorial object which is not
perceptually given, but again, to avoid the threat of infinite regress, we would still have
to look for an account of how this can occur without the intervention of another
conceptum enabling it, which has necessarily recourse to yet another conceptum in
return, and this goes ad infinitum. A better option would be to accept that every
conceptare, i.e. every ideation (eidetic intuition), intends its object in person, that is,
there are no intermediaries in perception, neither pictorial representations, nor a
mysterious conceptual mechanism waiting to be applied to the equally mysterious
given. But, thanks to eidetic acts, whenever we intend a perceptual object, we, rather
than receiving just weak echoes of a bare particularity, see it as already endowed with
essential-conceptual features.

That our experiences have, from the start, a conceptual dimension is what is
argued here to be true. Nevertheless, it must be pointed out that arguing for this position
does not suffice to lend support to the additional claim that we can only know what we
ourselves construct. Proponents of such a claim hold that what grants a belief epistemic
stability and knowledge status is its belonging to a conceptual scheme and theoretical
framework adopted as a coherent whole of beliefs, according to which every part of it is
reasonably justified by reference to other parts that cohere with it. Admittedly, the
assumption lying behind this claim is that all knowledge is discursive and thus mediated
by rationally constructed narratives of various scientific or non-scientific theories. It

% Contrary to what some may suppose, this line of thinking does not have to culminate in giving

credit to a sort of psychologism that reduces ideal norms to psychical acts. Rather, it may help
to make more comprehensible that even ideal norms (idealities) are manifested through
certain acts of understanding which indispensably take part in the intentional constitution of
these norms as correlates of consciousness. But note that applying to “correlates of
consciousness” language does not force us to take these correlates to be equivalents to higher-
order objects, viz. concepta (plural form of conceptum), though it is always possible to
objectify them in that way by means of reflection.
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seems to me that this assumption is flawed.*®And the view that concepts are inductively
or deductively inferred “thing-like” mental entities interposed between the mental act
and the object that it is about stands at the origin of many widely spread philosophical
errors. Central to this erroneous view is the presupposition that concepts’ role is to
“shape” a non-conceptual given. Thus understood, the given is surely a myth®’. But, as
Hopp rightly points out, “it is not a myth because there is no given” (2005: 17)

Here we come to the fervent debate over whether the content of experience is
conceptual or not. The advocates of non-conceptual content generally subscribe to a
kind of dualism that considers what is non-conceptually given to be sharply opposed to
what is conceptually added to it. However, if that is what they believe to be the case, the
view they argue for hinges on a great mistake. Let me explain why they are so mistaken
as to how our experience is constituted. To do that, I now retrace John McDowell’s
original meditations on Kantian way of thinking.

“Rational relations” that make up the conceptual sphere are set in by the
understanding. And, as Kant sees it, understanding is the faculty of spontaneity and it is
also constitutive of our responsible freedom so much so that every enactment of
spontaneity makes the agent accountable for the resulting claims. However, insofar as
the concern of empirical thinking is to attain the knowledge of the world, freedom in
empirical thinking must not be total.'® The reason is clear: An empirical belief can be
taken to be knowledge, only when a constraint is imposed by the givenness of the world
itself that grounds the way in which thought’s bearing on reality takes place. But how
does the world constrain thought? One way to respond to this question is as follows:
The causal impact of the world on our senses, “brute impingements” from the exterior
seems to operate outside our spontaneity, that is, outside the realm of our
“responsibility”.* Thus, the exercise of our understanding seems to be constrained by

6" The main reason | think this assumption is flawed is its presumption that there is no intuitive

evidence, no essential givenness of the outside world, and consequently, that the given can
never serve as a rational constraint on our thinking. It would not be a surprise to hear from
someone who holds on to this presumption the following words: “Even if it were true that ‘the
given’ should constrain us, it would nonetheless be trivial to have it for acquiring scientific
knowledge, for it makes no remarkable contribution to our intellectual ability to construct
coherent systems of knowledge; the given can never constrain us rationally and insightfully,
but only causally and blindly. Just as as a painter uses an empty canvas to project her
imagination onto it, the given is only a material which will be coloured when dressed up by
our intellectual constructions.” One of the purposes of this article is to show how implausible
these words are.

An exemplary description of “the myth of the given”, as formulated by Wilfrid Sellars, can be
found in C.I. Lewis. For instance, he writes that “in our knowledge of the external world,
concepts represent what thought itself brings to experience. The other element is “the given”.
It represents that part or aspect which is not affected by thought, the “buzzing, blooming
confusion”, as James called it, on which the infant first opens its eyes.”( Lewis 1970: 248)

For a detailed discussion of this point see McDowell’s first lecture printed in Mind and
World, which is entitled “ Concepts and Intuitions”. ( 1996: 1-23)

If so, then there is no way to justify the causal impact of the world on our senses. Remember
what | said earlier about the non-ethical responsibility we have which extends beyond our
voluntary control.
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what stands external to it. If that is the case, however, it would become a great mystery
for us to consider the external constraint, the extra-conceptual given as a constitutive
condition of empirical knowledge, since this constraint is construed here as something
that we are not in a position to be responsive to or to take charge of.

One might argue that when we point to a bit of the given, this pointing serves us
to justify the use of a concept. But in order for this justificatory relation between the
given and the use of a concept to be established, it is required that the given be already
understood. Unless it means something to us, what is pointed to, cannot justify our use
of a concept. But it is precisely the involvement of conceptual capacities in the
“deliverances of sensibility” that reveals the world as given in a meaningful way. Of
course empirical thinking does not proceed in an absolute freedom, but the constraint
imposed on it does not come from outside either. Indeed, there really exist a constraint,
that is, there is a reason why spontaneity provides us with a presentation of this world,
rather than an arbitrary representation of any possible world thinkable and that reason
really has to do with our experiencing the world. To quote McDowell, “it is not that we
could first make sense of the fact that the world is thinkable in abstraction from
experience, and proceed from there to make sense of experience” (1996: 33).
Nevertheless, the constraint in question must not fall outside the reach of our
spontaneity either, if it should have a function as a regulative principle in assessing the
correctness of our epistemic beliefs. To quote McDowell again, “the constraint comes
from outside thinking, but not from outside what is thinkable. When we trace
justifications back, the last thing we come to is still a thinkable content; not something
more ultimate than that, a bare pointing to a bit of the given.”( ibid., 28-29)%.

From this background, it appears obvious that the extra-conceptual given, the
causal effects on our senses of the external reality is a myth, as Wilfrid Sellars puts it
(1991: 140). On the other hand, a detailed phenomenological analysis can easily show
that such a conception of the given is misleading. The phenomenological sphere of
givenness embraces more than what the “myth of the given” implies. To the extent that
that things are thus and so is immediately given in experience, the sphere of givenness
has to include more than “bare impingements” from the world on sensibility (McDowell
1996: 9, 26). In experience, one takes in how things are. And for that reason, as
McDowell argues, “one’s conceptual capacities have already been brought into play in
the contents being available to one, before one has any choice in the matter”( ibid., 10)

So all possible justificatory procedures that examine the correctness of our use of
concepts in empirical judgments, should be grounded on the contact between our mental

2 At this point it is advisable to distinguish in the McDowell quotes, two senses of the

thinkable; one negative, the other positive. “Thinkable” in the negative sense refers to a
merely logical possibility, whereas “thinkable” in the positive sense refers to a real
possibility. What these terms amount to might be explained on the basis of Husserl’s thought.
In Husserl’s view, both merely logical possibilities and real possibilities are “ideal”. But
whereas merely logical possibilities are “empty”, real possibilities are “motivated”. A real
possibility which is not empty is the one prescribed by actual experience as being possible to
be actually experienced, it is motivated by experiential concatenations. (see Husserl 1983:
106)



Phenomenological Evidentialism

174 . KOLYOU 2012/18

life and the world. And it is not that the empirical contents are first delivered through
receptivity and only after that, conceptual capacities are exercised on them. Yet the term
“the given” has been rightly made use of to set a limit to the freedom of spontaneity,
with a view to attain warranted empirical knowledge. Accordingly, the question of what
makes a believing a knowing has many times been replied on the basis of the so-called
“external” constraint imposed by the given. At the same time, however, it has constantly
been forgotten that “active empirical thinking takes place under a standing obligation to
reflect about the credentials of the putatively rational linkages that govern it”(ibid., 12).
What that means is that the carrying out the process of epistemic justification is
normatively structured and, to that extent, it necessitates the continuously critical
adjustments of a free epistemic agent on empirical judgments. Empirical inquiry is an
everlasting progress that we can responsibly take charge of in every step.

From what has been discussed up until now, it seems best to conclude that giving
experiences a justificatory role in attaining empirical knowledge is only possible if in
experience one can take in how things are. And this is allowed for only as a result of a
co-operation of receptivity and spontaneity. The joint involvement of sensibility and
understanding shows itself in passivity as well as in activity. Even the most passive
mental state one is in involves active operations. Hence the talk of an active passivity
does not harbor a contradictio in adjecto. Sensibility always and necessarily brings into
play certain actualizations of conceptual capacities and this relation between
understanding and sensibility is not that of mediation. Furthermore, because the
conceptualization of experiential contents does not begin with an attentive and elaborate
conceptual grasping process, the corresponding minimal concepts do not have to be
focal and definite. This point becomes extremely important the moment we try to
conceive why opting for the view that content is to be conceptual in a minimal way does
not run the risk of failing to accommodate the richness of experience. In reply to one
critique, McDowell clarifies that he does not connect actualizations of conceptual
capacities with bringing things into focus, and adds, “why should we stipulate that
conceptual capacities are operative only where there is ‘conceptual grasping’ in that
sense?”( 2002: 299-300)

In this section of the article I shall try to lay out some elements of Husserl’s
phenomenology which merit attention from the angle of the previous section in which
an attempt is made to defend what | call evidentialism. To prepare the reader to
Husserlian ideas I’m interested to incorporate into evidentialism, I think it is useful to
begin with a sketchy outline of what Kant aimed at in his Refutation of ldealism (2000:
326-330 ). In this short sub-section of Critique of Pure Reason, Kant famously
criticized Descartes’ idealism for holding that existence of objects outside us is merely
doubtful and indemonstrable. Kant was right in pointing out that Cartesian account of
causal interaction between mind and external world ends up with an acknowledgement
of our “incapacity for proving an existence outside us from our own by means of
immediate experience” (B275). The sort of idealism Descartes endorses, Kant says,
assumes that “the only immediate experience is inner experience, and that from that
outer things could only be inferred, but, as in any case in which one infers from given



Phenomenological Evidentialism

f, KOLYOl 2012/18 175

effects to determinate causes, only unreliably, since the cause of the representations that
we perhaps falsely ascribe to outer things can also lie in us” (B 276). What is more, the
Cartesian picture of sensations is corollary to this false metaphysical theory of physical
causality, according to which a sensation is merely a state of the self-enclosed subject
whose only contact with what is outside it, is made indirectly by an act of inference
from the sensory effects being imprisoned within mind. Cartesian sensations do not
even bear the status of accidental qualities, assignable to the physical things that cause
them. Given that all that real objects can do is just to exert a causal effect on senses
which then transmit it to the mind, sensations are nothing but intra-mental entities that
do not have to resemble to their causes.?! Every attempt to infer from a series of mental
traces the real object that leaves them on the mind results in failure. The problem may
be posed in the following way: How can | reach beyond the appearances to their non-
appearing cause, the physical thing, as it stands behind them, being entirely inaccessible
to me? This problem seemed to some (to Hume in particular) to be so insoluble that they
are led to the subsequent conclusion: What we call objects are mere fictions that come
out of our habit of regularly combining ideas with one another. Hence the skepticism
concerning the external world took the forefront.

In order to overcome skepticism Kant argued that outer experience is immediate.
Thanks to intuition, we are opened to the world in such a way that we take in not only
the appearances, but also, and with the same immediacy, the objects these appearances
refer to. When we turn to Husserl, we discern that he follows the same route with
similar incentives; he puts forward, for instance, in the Idea of Phenomenology that
“appearance and that which appears stand in contrast, and this in the midst of pure
givenness, hence in the midst of true immanence...”(1990: 8)%. Since, in Husserl’s
view, both are evidently accessible in a single grasp, we are given not only the
immanent phenomena, but also the transcendent things these phenomena disclose. As he
puts it, “the relating-itself-to-something-transcendent, to refer to it in one way or
another, is an inner characteristic of the phenomenon.” (ibid., 36)

But Husserl moves one step further than Kant, when he attempts to show that
the categorial structures themselves are also non-inferentially given.® There is no need
to presuppose a mysterious “table of categories” to give an account of experience.
Thanks to “categorial intuition”, when we experience objects, their categorial-essential
features are also immediately experienced. Categoriality of what is experienced is
evidently grasped, with so unique a “universal” aspect to it that no deduced or induced
generality can ever compete with.?* As a matter of fact, deduced or induced generalities

2L | set aside the guarantee given by veracitas dei to the resemblance between the idea and its

cause, for it has a theological relevance, rather than a philosophical one.

The emphasis is added. | shall deal with the signification of “true immanence”, i.e.
“phenomenological immanence” in the third section of this article.

“Categorial structures” are used here exclusively to denote “material essences”. As is known,
Husserl draws a sharp distinction between material essences (synthetic a priori insights) and
formal essences (analytic a priori insights). Material necessities are investigated by
transcendental logic, viz. the logic of experience, whereas formal necessities by general logic
(see Husserl 1983: 26).

Here “universality” must be understood in terms of ‘a priori necessity’.
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have no right to claim universality at all.”® In a deductive inference, particular
statements are justified by their appropriateness to general statements. For instance,
from the fact that “all men are mortal” it is deductively inferred that “Socrates is
mortal.” On the other hand, in an inductive inference, general statements are justified by
their validness on particular statements. For instance, from the fact that most swans are
white it is inductively inferred that they are generally white, despite the factual
existence of swans with different colors. But, having scrutinized it a while, it may come
as a surprise how a quantifier gets sometimes so large an extent that it prove
universality. Indeed, it really is surprising, because the purported universality that
results from the extensional capacity of a general statement can never reach the desired
soundness and warranty. To speak more precisely, it is commonly held that in the above
statements the quantifier “all” is indicative of all-inclusiveness, while the quantifier
“most” is indicative of partial-inclusiveness. On closer inspection, however, it seems
there is but a difference of degree between “most” and “all” as regards generality. No
matter how large the set of an all-inclusive generality can become, it is principally
possible to think a particular case running against it. If from the fact that so far, all men
surrendered, in one way or another, to death, it is inferred that there is no man on earth,
and will never be, who is exempt from death, the inference made remains invalid in the
sense that it is always possible to think a contrary case®. Note that the quantifier “all”,
when used in the statement “all bachelors are unmarried”, has a different role to play
than the one used in the statement “all men are mortal”. Since the first statement is
purely logical in character, its necessity does not depend on the extensional capacity of
the set “all bachelors”. But in the latter statement it is precisely the all-inclusiveness of
the extension that matters. For that reason, its claim to universality is doomed to be
unsound and unwarranted.

The gist of the problem is that all- and partial-inclusiveness are set properties.
Here it must be kept in mind that a set may be a sub-set of another, and that this, despite
its innocuous look, creates a great confusion regarding the existential status of a set, due
to the absence of a principal ontological distinction between a set and a member of a set.
It is well-known that there is a deep rooted philosophical tradition that treats concepts as
if they are sets. For instance, in the eyes of many empiricist philosophers the concept
“triangle” was a name given to “the set of all triangles”, that is, the set “triangle” was

% If it is true that Husserl thinks universal concepts are, in a sense, intuitively “given” in the

form of essential necessities that normatively regulate the series of experiences, it is also true
that he sees their nature to be entirely different from induced or deduced generalities. Cf. “To
bring knowledge to evident self-givenness and to seek to view the nature of its
accomplishment does not mean to deduce, to make inductions, to calculate, etc. It is not the
same as eliciting, with reasons, novel things from things already given or purportedly given”
(Husserl 1990: 5).

Likewise, even if it is accepted that, since most of the time swans are happened to be white,
that is, their being white has empirical regularity, the generalization can legitimately be made
that swans are white, the legitimacy in question, far from depending on an a priori necessity,
is only a contingent one.
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taken to be an ideal particular, representative of all empirical triangles®’. In this way,
concepts were reified in the image of a cage to coop up the pigeons in. It is, | suggest,
highly probable that all the “subsumption” language that dominates Kantian philosophy
still reflects a somewhat modified version of this image.

When it comes to Husserl, however, we see him pointing out repeatedly that
essential concepts cannot be abstracted from single percepts of bare particulars, since
one cannot see a particular as that particular thing, without putting in use these
essential concepts. Consequently, perceiving something as A does not amount to
subsuming a bare particular under the set A, or more properly, the set “all A’s”. On the
contrary, if such a subsumption is conceived to be possible, it is just because one is
already susceptible to perceive that thing as A, before the subsumption is done. Thus
general-eidetic features that immediately appear when one perceives a particular qua
what that particular is, cannot be accounted for by applying to generalities which are
deductively or inductively inferred. Take, again, the geometrical concept “triangle”.
Phenomenologically considered, it is nonsensical to think that one conceives a
triangular figure only if a bare particular is subsumed under the geometrical concept
“triangle”. This line of thinking is implausible for the simple reason that there needs to
exist a more fundamental ground that substantiates one’s carrying out the
“subsumption” in a way that excludes other geometrical possibilities, given that it is not
really up to one’s frictionless spontaneity to determine whether the particular is
triangular or in another shape. Husserl believes that this alleged difficulty results from a
failure in being sensible to a principal requirement of perception, namely that the figure
in question must be non-inferentially given to one as morphologically triangle-like?.

21| have especially in mind here Locke’s and, despite his objection to Locke, Berkeley’s

accounts of “general ideas”. For instance, by way of abstraction, Locke writes, “ ideas taken
from particular things become general representatives of all the same kind” (2004: 155); “ the
general idea of a triangle [...] must be neither oblique, nor rectangle, neither equilateral,
equicrural nor scalenon, but all and non of these at once” (2004: 527) ; “ [ Universality[...]
consists only in this, that the particular ideas about which it [knowledge] is are such, as more
than one particular thing can correspond with, and represented by” (2004: 601). While Locke
no doubt denied the empirical existence of a general idea, his account ended up with a deep
confusion regarding what is general, as distinguished from what is particular. Husserl
criticizes this tendency towards confusing generality with particularity, by calling it in the
second of Logical Investigations “psychologically hypostatizing the universals” (2001a: 249-
257). A similar “hypostatizing” can be found in the “third man” argument which arises from
taking the universal as a “this” (tode ti).

The expression “morphologically triangle-like” is not arbitrarily chosen. In ldeas Husserl
differentiates morphological (inexact) eidetic concepts from those which are idealized (exact)
in a mathematical fashion. Applying to this distinction, he wishes to show that our perception
is not geometrically structured, that is, a geometrical system (for example, Euclidean
geometry) is only a possible idealized version of the perceptual realm, rather than an account
given for it. A morphological concept is a basic perceptual “type” (Typus), a nonfocal and
indefinite meaning pattern that need not be exactly defined like a geometrical concept. For
Husserl, geometry is an axiomatic discipline that investigates exact visual forms and pure
possibilities pertaining to these. While it is clear that the most familiar geometrical concepts
are all founded on certain perceptual types, geometry, not unlike other sciences, runs the risk
of getting more constructive, and more counter-intuitive, as it moves away from the
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Thus, the more fundamental motive that leads one to carry out the subsumption is first
brought into view, the moment this requirement is appreciated. For it is only on the
ground of a “direct insight” into the eide that one’s subsuming particulars under exact
concepts can be legitimated.*®

According to Husserl, universal objects (such as species, formal and material
essences and categorially articulated “state of affairs™, for instance, believing that things
are thus and so ) are tacitly pre-conceived in experience, because these are riveted to the
very heart of things perceived ( imagined, remembered and so forth) in their
particularity. The process of ideation, i.e. the intuition of essences, starting from an
immediate pure seeing, brings the universal objects into the explicit consciousness of
their universality. As Husserl clearly indicates, “for those who can place themselves in
the position of pure seeing and can stay clear of all natural prejudices, it is easier to
conceive of knowledge that can not only bring particulars, but also universals, universal
objects, and universal states of affairs to absolute givenness”(1990: 41).% If so, then it is

perceptual realm and from the justificatory credentials established by morphological concepts.
The famous passage where Husserl introduced this distinction reads like this: “The geometer
is not interested in de facto sensuously intuitable shapes, as the descriptive natural scientist is.
He does not, like the latter, fashion morphological concepts of vague configurational types
which are directly seized upon on the basis of sensuous intuition and which, in their
vagueness, become conceptually and terminologically fixed. The vagueness of such concepts,
the circumstances that their application are fluid, does not make them defective; for in the
spheres of knowledge where they are used they are absolutely indispensable, or in those
spheres they are the only legitimate concepts. If the aim is to give appropriate conceptual
expression to the intuitionally given essential characteristics of intuitionally given physical
things, that means precisely that the latter must be taken as they are given. And they are given
precisely as fluid; and typical essences can become seized upon as exemplified in them only
in immediately analytic eidetic intuition. The most perfect geometry and the most perfect
practical mastery of it cannot enable the descriptive natural scientist to express (in exact
geometrical concepts) what he expresses in such a simple, understandable, and completely
appropriate manner by words ‘notched’, ‘scalloped’, ‘lens-shaped’, ‘umbelliform’, and the
like — all to them concepts which are essentially, rather than accidentally, inexact and
consequently also non-mathemetical” (1983: 166).

It is not hard to tell that “the myth of the given” is inextricably linked to a second myth, “the
myth of subsumption”. This second myth seeks to persuade us to grant that meanings arise the
moment when the “buzzing, blooming confusion” of the given is subsumed under clear-cut
concepts. | suggest that this is not true. Subsumption is done, where there is already a vague
meaning-content speaking for it, and this content is also conceptual, but in a narrower sense.

We owe such a gain in “pure seeing” to a mental operation Husserl calls eidetic reduction, by
means of which all that we have taken so far to have a mind-independent existence is
suspended. Hypotheses, validities derived from axioms, inductions and deductions are
excluded, insofar as they are assumed to be completely mind-independent entities that would
go on to exist, were there no consciousness at all. The complete mind-independence is what
characterizes the transcendence in natural, uncritical sense. After the eidetic reduction, only
the phenomenological sense of transcendence, that is to say, “transcendence in immanence”
remains intact. Beginning with the eidetic reduction, something is entitled to be called
transcendent only if it appears to consciousness as transcendent; thus, rather than transcending
consciousness, it ought to be given to it as transcendent.
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essential to an immediate perception of a particular that in it the particular be given as of
a certain kind, i.e. as what that particular is, and also as significantly differentiated,
namely, as how it is. Likewise, the talk of single percepts of bare particulars, stripped
from any essential feature proves to be nonsense (ibid., 5-6). The efficacy of such an
essential grasp (upon whatness and howness of objects), already operative in perception,
“is guaranteed by its absolute self-givenness in pure evidence”, and Husserl adds,
“whenever we have pure evidence, pure seeing and grasping of an objectivity directly
and in person, we have the same rights, the same certainties.”(ibid., 6)31

Implicit in the “absolute self-givenness” are what Husserl calls “material
synthetic” relations as well as “formal analytic” ones. For example, an intuition of color
in specie shows us in an eidetic grasp the principal impossibility of a color without an
extension. Such an eidetic grasp counts as an intuitive demonstration of an a priori norm
stating that color cannot be perceived without extension. The norm in question is an
essential law which, while brought about by a subjective synthesis, is apt to be
evidenced by a pure seeing of what is self-given in experience.* Put another way, it is
not enough to have the mere discursive concept of color to see the eidetic necessity that
color must essentially be extended. Only someone who has the ability to see for herself,
who is not blind to the phenomena, is allowed to possess this essential insight. In
Husserl’s view, synthetic a priori features of objects reveal a unique type of
conceptuality which can only be in play where meanings are inextricably implied in
intuitions.® Similar to the “extension-color” relation, it is essential to a perception of a
spatio-temporal object that it be given in a partial, perspectival view, and that the entire
object cannot be seen adequately in a single perception. These sorts of normative
prescriptions regulate our experiences in such a profound way that they condition all
empirical judgments we make.

As we said in the first section, the process of epistemic justification is
normatively structured, and part of what we place here under the heading “normativity”
can be clarified by looking at the effective validity of the eidetic features belonging to
what is self-given in experience. A priori essences present us with ideal possibilities and
impossibilities, constitutive of our experience, and Husserlian phenomenology deals
particularly with these a priori essences in “the sphere of absolute givenness, with
species that can be grasped in a general seeing, and with the a priori states of affairs that
constitute themselves on the basis of these species in a way that can be immediately
seen”( Husserl 1990: 41-42). We still call them ideal, because their necessity is grasped
as being neither deduced from purely formal analytic relations, nor induced from purely
empirical acquaintances.

1 Husserl uses the term “self-given” to characterize the given as insightful. What is self-given is

given in person, so that it should not be regarded as a disordered multiplicity of atomic sense
data, on which we can arbitrarily project a variety of conceptual schemes. Rather, the given
directly instructs us about what object appears and how that object looks in its appearance.

% Jnvestigation 3, §11 (Husserl 2001b: 19).

¥ Cf. “Not only is everything that is intuitively presented also meant — so much is analytically
true — but whatever is meant is also intuitively presented” Investigation 6, §23 (ibid., 236).
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In light of the previous two sections, one synoptic observation is permitted to be
made; what I call “minimal conceptuality” seems to coincide with the absolutely given
“meanings” as conceived by Husserl. Here, in the third section of the article my goal
shall be; firstly, to elucidate the term “sphere of absolute givenness” which Husserl also
calls “sphere of immanence”; secondly, to focus on the joint interaction of “meaning-
conferring” and “meaning-fulfilling” intentions, with a view to show that they are
phenomenologically rehabilitated renderings of Kantian spontaneity and receptivity**.

What exactly is immanence? In the foreword to the Idea of Phenomenology
Husserl discerns at least three senses of immanence (1950: 5): 1- Psycho-physical
immanence (reale Immanenz): Here the mind’s physical existence is taken for granted
and thereby reified as a transcendent object whose nature is principally open to be
explained by psychology, the natural science of psyche. 2- Mental immanence (reelle
Immanenz): This type of immanence comprises the non-intentional components of a
mental process®. To give an example, pain is such a component of intending an objet in
a certain mode. In the case of bodily sensations, one does not feel pain simply, but as
located somewhere on one’s body. If one says that “my leg hurts”, this signifies, one is
aware of one’s leg as painful. Here the intentional object is, to be sure, one’s leg and the
way in which one feels one’s body is the intentional mode “painful” which has a certain
part of one’s body as intentional object. Pain is neither the intentional object, nor a
property that qualifies the object. If I now have a toothache, it is not my tooth that is
actually aching, but me. In other words, the real subject the ache is attributed to is not
my “objective” tooth but my being subjectively aware of my tooth in a corresponding
mode of consciousness. Consequently, in Husserl’s view, and especially on the basis of
what he writes in the fifth of Logical Investigations, pain can be considered to be a non-
intentional component of the mental process itself*®. 3-Phenomenological immanence (
Immanenz im echten Sinn): As distinguished from the other two senses of the word,
phenomenologically revised immanence signifies a delimited sphere of “self-givenness
as constituted in evidence” (Husserl 1990: 3) . It is this last type of immanence Husserl
wishes to bring to the fore and calls absolute datum (ibid., 5). As stated above, the
sphere of immanence in Husserlian sense corresponds to the sphere of self-givenness.
For Husserl, “this givenness, which excludes any meaningful doubt, consists of an
immediate act of seeing and apprehending the meant objectivity itself as it is. It
conas7titutes the precise concept of evidence, understood as immediate evidence”(ibid.,
28)"".

% Cf. “Bach individual perception is a mixture of fulfilled and unfulfilled intentions”,

Investigation, 6, §14b (Husserl 2001b: 221) ; “Every momentary phase of perception is in
itself a network of partially full and partially empty intentions.” (Husserl 2001c: 44)

Every act in a stream of consciousness might be named as a mental process which is
principally distinct from the object intended through the various phases of that stream.

% Investigation 5, §2-4 (2001b: 82-86).
37
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As is clear from the passage, Husserl sometimes uses the terms “evidence” and “self-
givenness” as equivalents and this equivalence is rooted in the intentional character of
consciousness. (see Husserl 1969: 157-158)



Phenomenological Evidentialism

f, KOLYOl 2012/18 181

Many early receptions of Husserl commonly share the view that the sphere of
immanence is identical with consciousness. However, a careful reading of Husserl
reveals how groundless it is to identify immanence with consciousness. Though
consciousness is a necessary condition for accessing into the phenomenological
immanence, they are not identical. Moreover, immanence-transcendence distinction is
not only not symmetrical to inner-outer dichotomy, but also leads to a decisive
destruction of it. Since what is phenomenologically immanent is not “really” but
“intentionally” contained in consciousness, it is more appropriate to consider
immanence as a realm that transcends the mental process itself. Because this
transcendence has only a negative character, its whole purpose is to tell us that what is
given is not an intrinsic (reell) component of the mental act. In addition to such a
negative account of transcendence, Husserl also develops a positive one: When we posit
in experience an object which is not entirely seen, which is not adequately evidenced
and whose givenness does not exclude doubt, it is called transcendent in positive sense.
But as Husserl takes immanence and transcendence to be mutually dependent, it must be
recognized that immanent “perceptions” build up the very experiential moments through
which a transcendent “perception” temporally occurs. For instance, the seen side of a
spatial object reveals itself to be immanently given, but through this immanence,
something transcendent is also given, — the spatial object itself. The intended spatial
object is figured out to be “transcendent”, because intending it always exceeds the
immanently given. The givenness of transcendence is not added from outside to the
givenness of immanence. Accordingly, the domain of givenness, instead of being
divided into two separate sub-domains of what is transcendent and of what is immanent,
maintains its phenomenal integrity. We may rather say that immanence and
transcendence spell out two different perspectives on the same experiential content®. Or
a better formulation would be that immanent phenomena might be conceived of as if
they are synthetically integrated according to norms. And transcendent objects of
perceptual experience let themselves to be regarded as the cardinal norms that regulate
the meaning-formation of immanence.*® Therefore, what is immanently given, say, in
perception, to the extent that mind is responsive to norms, is given as already meaning-
laden in an immediate encounter with the surrounding world which is nothing but the
horizon of what is transcendently given.

Let me describe how this happens with the help of a well-known
phenomenological analysis of perception: We regard the side of the spatial object we
have in front of us as a side of a physical thing possessing other sides and features co-
intended. Moreover, the thing intended makes up a referential center, being always
invested with an actual meaning at a given time. Assertion “I see a tree” amounts to
saying that “I see that as a tree”. Certainly, a grasped meaning prefigures and anticipates

% It is precisely because of the inseparability of immanence and transcendence as to their

content that Husserl criticizes the view that “...the immanent is in me, the transcendent
outside me” (1990: 3). When the immanent is construed as what is internal to mind, the
transcendent is placed almost inevitably under the title “ what is external to mind”. Since
Husserl seeks to break this deep-seated prejudice of modern philosophy, he offers a
phenomenological re-thinking of the pair immanence-transcendence, to which the way is first
opened particularly through a radical critique of “immanence”. (see Husserl 1959: 378)

In this, T follow Crowell’s remark that “what is distinctive about phenomenological
immanence is that it is normatively structured” (Crowell 2008: 336).
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the future possibilities concerning the object perceived. When something is immanently
given to me as a tree, the possibility of resting under its shadow in a hot summer day is
also given as an expectation implicated by the perception of the tree. Yet even when a
sudden change of meaning is dictated by the on-going experience, the center of
reference remains untouched, in the sense that both the new meaning and the previous
one are bestowed on the same identical x which is, to use Husserl’s phrase, the
“noematic core” (1983: 309) or the “determinable indeterminacy”(2001c: 42). In this
way, not only the meaning, but also the change of meaning can be seen, and
consequently, not only the determination of meaning, but also its determinability can be
grasped — both falls within reach of conscious experience.*’ The thing | have seen so far
as a tree may turn out to be illusory, so that when | get closer to it | may realize it is a
billboard with a tree picture on it. However destructive it may look, having a new grasp
on that thing permits us to distinguish referring act from meaning-conferring one, both
of which must again be distinguished from meaning-fulfilling act (receiving the
intuitive fullness). Though they are distinct, there is in fact no such thing as three sorts
of mental acts, existing independently of one another. The aim of making distinctions
among them is to sort out three principally different functions of a unitary objet-
directedness of consciousness. According to Husserl, all these functions are intrinsically
connected via intuition, so long as they take part constitutively in a direct seeing. Thus,
whenever there is intuition, there is meaning-conferring, meaning-fulfilling and
referring all at the same time. It is important to note, however, that Husserl himself does
not drive a clear wedge between meaning-conferring and referring acts, for he sees the
latter as a natural result of the passage from a previous disappointed meaning to a newly
motivated one, without the referent being doubled. If the change of meaning proceeds
by fixing the reference as the identical core, so does referring not solely rest on a
particular experience of a meaningful object, but also on the possible experiences of the
same object (formally considered as x), as entirely changed in meaning. Rather than
being separate entities, meaning and referent are intermingled so that the former
instantiates the latter at each time, in the manner of an action that instantiates the norm
it is subjected to. In so far as intentional mental states are responsive to norms, every
meaning ought to fix a reference.

As we tried to sketch above, Husserl contrasts “meaning-conferring intention”
(Bedeutung) with “fulfilling meaning (erfiillende Sinn)” and adds that “[i]n fulfillment
the object is ‘given’ intuitively in the same way in which the mere meaning means it”*".
This is where a “unity of coincidence” (Deckungseinheit) is observed between two
different act-functions, one is signitive, the other intuitive: “A signitive intention merely
points to its object, an intuitive intention renders it present (vorstellig) in the strict sense
of the term, [...] it [intuitive intention] imports something of the fullness (Fille) of the
object itself.”*2. Through the coincidence of Bedeutung with erfiillende Sinn, the mere
signitive intention gets related to an intuitively accessible, actual object. And it is by
virtue of this relatedness of an empty “act of thinking” to an intuitively accessible,

40 Cf. «...[E]ven what is already seen is laden with an anticipatory intention. It — what is already

seen— is constantly there as a framework of prefiguring something new; it is an x to be
determined more closely.”(ibid., 43)

41 Investigation 6, §28 (2001b: 245; 1984: 625).

42 Translation is slightly altered. Investigation 6, §21 (2001b: 233; 1984: 607 ).
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actual object that the scope of the term “given” is determined: “whenever a meaning-
intention is fulfilled in a corresponding intention, [...] there the object is constituted as
one ‘given’ in certain acts...”* Something is entitled to be called given when what is
meant and what is intuited are evidently confirmed to be identical. And Husserl thinks
that in order for this identity to be instituted, no additional, higher-order conscious
intention directed to the identity itself is needed.*

To get a more vivid picture of what Husserl has in mind here it is useful to make
a comparison between remembering the rose | have seen yesterday and perceiving the
same rose in person. Admittedly, remembering the rose colored with a particular shade
of red and actually perceiving it differ in that the latter requires more than an empty
intention where the object is absent from view, that is, intended as merely remembered.
Perceiving a rose requires that the intentional act is satisfied by a linkage to the actual
presence of the rose. Note, however, that whenever intuitive intentions are separated off
from signitive intentions, they lose altogether their ability to render objects intuitively
present. In other words, the intuitive fullness does not stand beyond the reach of, or
external to demonstrative concepts such as “that rose”, “with that shade of red”. Having
this in mind, Husserl writes that “what we do not mean, is simply not there for our
presentation (Vorstellung)”* Here Husserl seems inclined to share McDowell’s
conceptualist view that “a bare presence cannot supply a justificatory input into a
conceptual repertoire from outside it” (1996: 20)*

One might object to this, however, by saying that a person can obviously see
something without classifying it, and on the ground of her ignorance concerning the
object seen, can ask herself what it is that she sees. Nonetheless, | think, with regard to
such a situation there is no plausibility in supposing that the ignorance concerning the
object seen is absolute. Even to single out in perception an object that is unknown to us,
the object must be pre-intended, or better, pre-understood as a spatio-temporal object,
having certain sensory qualities, such as a certain shade of a certain color. It is clear that
functioning of these minimal concepts occurs without any knowledge of what exactly
these concepts are; it does not even entail a cognitive capacity to ascend to recognizing
them as concepts as such.

Conclusion

As | have argued in the first section of this paper, phenomenological
evidentialism should be stationed in a middle road between foundationalism and

48 Investigation 1, § 14 (Husserl 2001a: 199).
*Investigation 6, §8 (Husserl 2001b: 208).
% Investigation, 6, §23, (Husserl 2001b: 235-236; 1984: 610).

46 A more persuasive textual basis for Husserl’s conceptualism can be found in Experience and
Judgment : “That receptivity precedes predicative spontaneity does not mean that the former
is something independent, as if it was always necessary first to run through a chain of
receptive experiences before there could be any awakening of genuine interest in cognition.
On the contrary, from the first we can already thematize a pre-given object in the interest of
cognition, not only to examine it carefully but in enduring cognitions ‘to confirm how it is’. In
this situation, predicative forming and cognizing go hand in hand with receptive
apprehension...”(1973: 203-204)
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coherentism. It differs from foundationalism in that it does not take evidences to be
“infallible premises”; evidences are insights that might turn out to be wrong in the
course of experience. But on this view the possibility of misperception must strictly be
based on a new evident perception which demonstrates the erroneous aspect of the
previous insight. What this signifies is that our perceptions are inherently connected
with each other, and it must be so in order for our perceptions to be true. However,
evidentialism cannot be a version of coherentism either. For the mere coherence among
perceptual beliefs, rather than justifying them perfectly, needs to be constrained by
experience.

In trying to get to the meaning of the experiential constraint, | discussed the term
“the given”. Conceptualists attacked to a certain notion of the given; following Wilfrid
Sellars, they called it “the myth of the given”, because such notion was otiose. In fact,
the mythic notion of the given can be part of a coherentist doctrine of truth without
giving any compromise to the experiential constraint. As a coherentist would say, we
know what we construct and this is done by processing the given through the filter of a
conceptual scheme. However, if it is true that the conceptual schemes are variable, this
means that each one of us may be considered to construct the experience of the outer
world differently by adopting diverse theoretical explanations to account for this
construction.

| defended too that our experience of the outer world is conceptual from the
beginning. But the conceptuality | argued for is minimal, that is, taken in a narrower
sense. It is not something we construct, but something we immediately see. Seeing what
is meaningful reveals the constitutive conceptuality of our experience. For sure, both
constructive and constitutive accounts of meaning may be said to refer to subjective
syntheses. However, in constitutive account there is no mysterious, non-mental
conceptual mechanism presupposed to explain the norms governing the synthesis. As |
tried to show, instead of such an option, evidentialism rather prefers to let our
unvarying, minimal concepts be justified by what is evidently given. So | emphasized
that we need to extend our comprehension of the given beyond the “myth of the given”.

Ultimately, in the last two sections of the paper, | concentrated on showing that
Husserlian phenomenology is evidentialist par excellence.
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Seyit COSKUN"
Ahlaki Etik Olanaklihigi Olarak Soylem-Etigi

Ozet

Habermas’mn, iletisim kurammna bagli olarak ortaya koydugu séylem-etigi
(Diskursethik)!, hem baglamsal ve hem de evrensel gegerli olabilecek ahlaki ilke
ve normlarin elde edilmesini amaglamaktadir. Ayni zamanda, ilke ve normlarin
temellendirme ve uygulama sorunlarmi da ¢6zmeyi amaglayan bu ¢aba, biling
felsefesi paradigmasindan farkli olarak dil felsefesi ¢ercevesinde ortaya konulan
bir anlayis ve yontemi gerekli kilmaktadir. Bu nedenle, iletisimsel rasyonellik ve
bireysellik anlayisina bagli bicimlenen bir ahlaki bakis acis1 ve pratik sdylem
yontemi Onerilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler

Soylem-etigi, Pratik Soylem, Evrensellestirme ilkesi, Soylem Ilkesi.

“Die Theorie der Diskursethik Als die Moglichkeit
moralischen Ethik”

Zusammenfassung

Diskursethik, die Habermas im Rahmen der kommunakativen Theorien vorgelegt
hat, setzt sich die moralische Prinzipien und Normen, die es sowohl kontextuell
als auch universal Giiltigkeit konnen sein, zum Ziel. Zur gleichen Zeit diese
Bemiihung, die die Pobleme der Begriindung und Anwendung von Prinzipien und
Normen 16sen will, braucht die Ansicht und das Verfahren im Hinblick auf die
sprachliche Philosophie verschieden von Paradigma der Bewuptseinsphilosophie.

Dr. Seyit Cogkun, Yildirim Beyazit Universitesi Insan ve Toplum Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Felsefe
Bolumii.

Iletisim ya da tartisim-etigi olarak cevrilmis olan Almanca ‘Diskursethik’ kavramimi, séylem-
etigi bigiminde kullanmay1 daha uygun buldum. Gottschalk’in da gosterdigi kadariyla, genis
bir felsefi gelenege sahip ‘Diskurs’ kavrami, Latince, discurere (kosusturmak, farkli yonlere
kosmak); Almanca, hin und herlaufen (kosusturmak, bir o tarafa bir bu tarafa gidip gelmek)
eyleminden tiiretilmis olup, s6zlin birinden digerine gectigi anlasmak ya da uzlasmak isteyen
kisilerde, anlayisin adeta bir o tarafa bir bu tarafa gidip geldigi bir konusmay: ifade eder.
Konugma, ¢ok sayida kisi s6z konusu oldugunda, makul bir sonuca ulagsmak amaciyla yapilan
ussal bir tartisma olarak goriilebilir. Bu anlamda, yapilan tartismaya niteleyen gidimli ya da
sOylemsel (diskursiv) nitelemesi, kavramsalla (begriftlich) anlamdas olarak, yontemsel bir
sekilde ilerleyen ve biitiin olarak kurulan bir diisiinme veya konusmayi ifade eder (Gottschalk
1999: 4).
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Deshalb wird den moralische Standpunkt und praktische Diskursverfahren im
Rahmen der kommunikativen Rationalitéit und Individualitét vorgeschlagen.

Schliisselworter

Diskursethik, Praktische Diskurs, Universalierungsgrundsatz, Diskursgrundsatz.

Bireysel ve toplumsal yasamin kendisine gore diizenlendigi ahlaki ilke ve
normlarin temellendirme ve uygulamasi, modern felsefi anlayista iki temel goriis
iizerinden yiritiilmistir. Buna gore, biling felsefesi anlayist ve yontemi temelinde
ortaya konulan yararci ahlak anlayig1 ve Kantci1 6dev ahlaki, ahlaki ilkelerini yetersiz ve
tek tarafli bir bicimde gerekcelendirmektedir. Bu anlamda, bir ya da ¢ok sayida kisinin
en yiiksek iyiligini amaglayan yararci anlayis, ahlaklar ilkelerini, ben-merkezci ve
¢ikarct bicimde eyleyen bireyin stratejik yonelimli amag-rasyonel anlayisi temelinde
gerekcelendirmektedir. Dolayisiyla tikel ve igeriksel olarak ortaya konulan ilke ve
normlar, bigimsellik agisindan evrensel bir gegerlilige ulasamamaktadir. Diger yandan,
yararci anlayisin tersine Kantg1 6dev etigi, eylemin dayandigi maksim ve ilkeleri eylem
sonuglarmi dikkate almaksizin, 6zerk olarak eyleyen soyut 6zdes-Benin isteminin
ozerkliginde genel bir yasa olmasini isteyecek bigimde evrensel ve genel geger bigimde
temellendirir. Ancak ulasilan ilke ve normlar, bireylerin karsilikli olarak taninmasinda,
karsilikli beklenti ve ilgisini karsilayacak bir igeriksellikten yoksundur. Dolayisiyla,
yararct anlayigin igeriksel ama bigimsel olarak eksik; 6dev etiginin bi¢imsel ama
iceriksel olarak bos olan ahlaki ilke ve normlari, iletisimsel eylemin Oznelerarasi
uzlasimsalliginda bi¢imlenen iletisimsel rasyonellik ve etik anlayigin giinliik-yagam
sezgileriyle dolayiminda, bigimsel ve igeriksel agidan elde edilebilecektir.

Habermas’a gore, ahlak ve etik ilkeler arasinda, diger deyisle ‘herkes i¢in ayni
sekilde 1iyi olan nedir?” ve ‘benim/bizim i¢in iyi nedir?’ sorularmin
gerekgelendirilmelerine bagli olarak bir farklilik s6z konusudur. Bu anlamda, pratik
aklin isleyisi de ahlaki, etik ve pragmatik olarak degisir. Pratik akil, ‘ne yapmaliyim?’
sorusuna yonelik normatif evrensel ahlaki ilkelere, ‘benim/bizim i¢in iyi nedir?’
sorusuna yonelik baglamsal etik normlara ve amaca uygun olan dogru bilgilere
ulagsmaya c¢alisir: “Amaca uygunlugun, iyinin ve adaletin goriiniisleri gergevesinde
pratik akildan, her birinde bir baska basar1 beklenmelidir. Akil ve istemin yapilanisi,
pragmatik, etik ve ahlaki sdyleme uygun bi¢imde degisir” (Habermas 1991: 101). Bu
degisimde, temel olarak ilkelere yonelik bir temellendirme ve uygulama sorunu ortaya
¢ikar. Bu anlamda, tikel ilgilere bagli baglamsal olarak ortaya konulan ve daha az kesin
olan etik ilkelerin, herkes i¢in gegerli olabilmesi ve herkes icin gecerli olacak bigimde
ortaya konulan ahlak ilkelerinin igerikselligi gosterilebilmelidir. Dolayisiyla bu sorunu,
iletisimsel rasyonelligin 6zneleraras1 uzlasimsalliginda ortaya konulan tarafsiz ahlak
anlayisi ve pratik sdylem temelinde agsmaya ¢alisgan Habermas, aslinda ahlak (Moralitit)
ve torelligi (Sittlichkeit) uzlagtirmay1 amaglar. Diger yandan, 6rnegin Brumlik, ilkelerin
elde edilme bicimine gore yapilan bir ahlak ve etik ayrimini anlamsiz bulur. Ciinki
igeriksel bir dzellige sahip olmayan higbir ahlaki argiiman bi¢imi s6z konusu olamaz;
diger deyisle, torel olmayan higbir ahlak yoktur. Dolayisiyla etik kavrami, insanlarin,
bir arada yasama ve eyleme olanaklilig1 agisindan eylemlerini standartlastiran biitiin bir
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onermeler sistemini ifade eder (Brumlik 1986: 265-266). Buna ragmen, ahlak ve etik
arasinda yapilan ayrim, daha ¢ok bilgi ve yontem sorununa odaklanan modern felsefi
anlayistan kaynaklanmaktadir. Ciinkii Antik dénemde, pratik felsefe i¢inde yer alan
ahlak, biitliniinde dogru ve iyi yasama iligkin ilke ve kurallarin arastirilmasi ve buna
gore uygun bir yasamin gerceklestirilmesi ifade etmekteydi. Oysa modern felsefeyle
birlikte ahlak, 6zerk olarak eyleyen ve 6z-diisiiniimsel yetenege sahip 6znenin, olgusal
torel yagam ve duyusalliktan bagimsiz tamamen rasyonel bicimde eyleminin sonuglarini
ongormesi bakimindan dogru eyleme iliskin ahlaki ilke ve kurallarin tiiretilmesi ve
denetlemesi sorununa odaklanir.

Dilsel etkilesim ve iletisimin 6znelerarasi uzlasimsal eylemiyle bigimlenen bir
rasyonellik ve bireysellik ger¢evesinde ahlak ve etigi uzlastirmayr deneyen Habermas,
daha ¢ok Hegel’in Kant’a yonelttigi itirazlar1 dikkate alarak, Kantg1 etigin eksiklerini
tamamlayacak bir ahlaki etik (moralische Ethik) anlayisini ortaya koymaya g¢alisir. Bu
anlamda, Hegel, Kant’in biitiiniiyle ussal olarak eyleyen ve kokeninde kendi kendisiyle
tam bir birlik ve biitiinliik meydana getiren ve tiimiiyle kendisine 6zdes bir varlik olan
ozerk ahlaki bireyini, tarihsel ve toplumsal gerceklikten soyut ve gercek olmayan bir
sey olarak goriir. Oysa Hegel’e gore, insan, bireysel olarak tarih ve kiiltiiriiyle
bicimlenen somut bir varolustur ve kisiligiyle baglantili olan bir g¢evre icinde
yasamaktadir. Dolayisiyla ussal birey, bu verilmislikler olmaksizin soyut ve bos bir
belirlenimden bagka bir sey olmayacaktir. Ayrica Kant’in 6z-yasama yetkisine sahip
bireyin kendi kendinde belirledigi evrensel ilkeleri, gelenek ve toplumdan
uzaklastirilmis oldugundan bigimsel ve bostur; bu nedenle somut durumlara iligkin
higbir pratik bilgi saglamaz. Dolayisiyla Kant ahlaki, hi¢ bir sey belirlemeyen bir takim
bicimsel sézde 6devlerle yetinmektedir (Hegel 1976: 58-59). Bu elestirileri dikkate alan
Habermasg1 sdylem-etiksel ahlak anlayisi, bireyi, tarihsel-olgusal olarak dilsel etkilesim
ve iletisimin uzlasimsal eylemi icerisinde Otekiyle girilen iliskide, diger deyisle
toplumsallasma yoluyla kimliklerini olusturan ve belirli bir ahlaki bilince sahip birer
somut varolus ele alir. Bu cergevede, eyleminin maksimini kendi kendinde
gerekeelendiren Kantgi bireysellik ya da 6znellikten farkli olarak, iletisimsel eylemin
Oznelerarasiligl ve olgusal yasam-diinyasi igerisinde bi¢imlenen bir bireysellik ya da
oznellik, uzlasi yonelimli bir rasyonellik ya da argiimantasyon gergevesinde her bir
kisinin ilgi ve yonelimini dikkate alacak bigimde eyleminin ilkesini bir digerinin
rizasiyla ortaya koyar. Diger yandan, Park’a gore, boyle bir uzlastirmayla Habermas,
geleneksel olarak benimsenen tikel yasam bigimlerinde siirdiiriilen ve bireysellik
olusumu siirecinde ortaya ¢ikan torelligi, asamali olarak ahlak icerisinde ¢oziindiirerek,
sOylem-etiginin ahlaki bakis a¢isim1 somut torelligin karsisina koymaktadir. Bu
anlamda, Habermas, ahlaki olarak temellendirilmeye ¢aligilan bir etik anlayisi,
torellikten ahlakliliga, diger deyisle Hegel’den Kant’a geri gotiirmektedir (Park 2001:
14). Ancak Habermas, ddev ahlaki ve sdylem-etiksel ahlak anlayisi arasinda kurulan
yakinligin, ahlaki olanin sdylem-etiksel belirlemesinden once, iletisimsel eylem ve
rasyonellik temelinde ortaya ¢iktigini vurgular.

Habermas’a gore, dilsel etkilesim ve iletisimin Oznelerarasilifinda eyleyen
Oznelerin, var olan nesnelerden bagimsiz ortak bir diinya-kavrayisi, rasyonellik veya
yargilama yetisinin baglami asan dogru iddialarin kosulsuzlugu ve merkezsizlestirilmis
anlam perspektifleri acisindan varsaymak durumunda olduklar1 kabuller vardir.
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Dolayistyla bu kabuller agisindan, séylem-etigi ve Kantgi kavramlar arasinda soy-
kiitiiksel bir baglanti varsayilmalidir: “Diinyanin (veya anlam diinyasindaki kosullar
biitiinliigiintin) birliginin ‘kozmolojik idesi’ ve ortak nesnel bir diinyanin kabuli; pratik
aklin postulati olarak ‘6zgiirliik idesi’ ve yargilama yetisine sahip aktorlerin
rasyonelliginin pragmatik kabulii; biitiin kosulluluk ‘idesinin olanagi’ olarak, kosulsuz
olanda askinlasan aklin total hareketi ve iletisimsel eylemde ortaya konulan gegerli
iddialarin kosulsuzlugu kabulii; ‘biitiin hak ve iddialarin en iist merci’ roliinii iistlenen
ilkelerin olanaklilig1 olarak akil ve olanakli gerekcelendirmenin yaniltmaz bigimi olarak
rasyonel sdylem (Habermas 2009: 151). Diger yandan, biitiin bu yakinliga ragmen
soylem-etigi, Kantc1 etikten ii¢ acidan ayrilmaktadir. Oncelikle sdylem-etigi, iki-gercek
ya da iki-alan Ogretisini, diger deyisle Ozgiir isteng ve Odeve ait olan “diisiinsel-
noumenal alan” ve egilim ve gereksinimler gibi 6znel motiflerle ilgili olan “gdriingiisel -
fenomenal alan” arasindaki ayrimi ortadan kaldirmaktadir. Ikinci olarak, sdylem-etigi,
Kant¢1 anlamda her bir bireyin eylem maksimini kendi kendinde igten gelen
zorunlulukla arastirmaya girismesinin beklendigi i¢sel konusma olarak ortaya konulan
monolog bigimini, iletisimsel eylemin Oznelerarasi diyalogu temelinde asar. Ayrica,
sOylem-etigi, Kant’in zorunlu olanin deneyimine yonelik aklin bir olgusu olmasi
acisindan kategorik buyruk araciligiyla ortaya koydugu gerekcelendirme probleminin,
iletisimsel eylemin Oznelerarasi rasyonelliginde aciga cikan uzlast yonelimli bir
arglimantasyonla elde edilecek evrensellestirme ilkesiyle ¢oziilmesi gerektigini ileri
stirer (Habermas 1991: 20-21). Dolayistyla bdyle bir ¢6ziim, eylemin ilkesinin,
kategorik buyrukta ortaya konuldugu sekliyle 6znenin kendi kendinde tek tarafli igsel
bir diyalogda gerek¢elendirdigi yontem yerine, dilsel iletisim ve etkilesimin
Oznelerarasiliginda eyleyen her bir 6zne agisindan temellendirilebilmesini saglayan bir
yontemi gegirir. Bu anlamda, sdylem-etigi, Honneth’in belirttigi gibi, kategorik
buyrugun iletisim kurami gergevesinde ortaya konulan bir ifadesi olarak anlagilabilir.
Buna gore, sdylem-etigi, eylem normlarinin ahlaki denetimi i¢in Kant tarafindan bir
yontem olarak Onerilen genellestirilebilirlik ya da evrensellestirme ilkesini, 6zneler
arasindaki ahlaki-pratik tartigsmalara rasyonel bir temel bulabilmenin bir kuralina
doniistiiriir. Bu doniistiirme, Kant¢1 anlamda, normlarin gegerliliklerinin tekil 6znenin
kendi kendinde evrensellestirilebilirlilik olanaginin arastirildigi monolog bigimindeki
bir yontem yerine, konusma ve eyleme yetenegine sahip biitiin taraflarin ya da Benlerin
katilimiyla diizenlenen uzlasi yonelimli ve diyalog bigiminde yiiriitiilen pratik bir
soylemin gegirilmesidir (Honeth 1986: 184).

Habermas’a gore, sdylem-etigi, toplumsallasma yoluyla kimligini olusturan her
bir bireyin bir digerinin bakis acisina yerlesebildigi, diger deyisle ideal rol-iistleniminin
kamusal bi¢imde diizenlendigi bir diyaloga bagli olarak gidimli bigimde ortaya konulan
bir yontem ¢ercevesinde, ahlaki normlarin yasam-diinyas1 torelligi icindeki
olanakliligini1 arastirir. Ahlaki ilke ve kurallarin denetlenmesi ve temellendirilmesine
yonelik, 6znelerarasiligin uzlagimsalliginda gergeklestirilen bir séylem, ayni1 zamanda
ahlak ve etik, deger ve norm, iyi ve dogru yasam ayrimlarinin bir arada bulunabilmesi
kosulunu ortaya koyma g¢abasi olarak da goriilebilir. Dolayisiyla sdylem-etigi, Hegel
gibi, adalet ve dayanigma arasindaki i¢sel baglantiy1 dikkate almakta, ama ayni zamanda
Kanter tinde de 1srar etmektedir. Bu agidan sdylem-etigi, ahlak ilkesinin anlaminin
konusma ve eyleme yetenegine sahip olanlarin ortaklasa yiirtittiikleri bir argiimantasyon
pratiginin igeriginden hareketle agiklanmasi gerektigini vurgular (Habermas 1991: 100).
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Buna gore, ‘ne yapmaliyim?’ sorusu baglaminda, maksiminin ilkesinin genel bir yasa
olmasimi isteyen Ben’in bakis agisinin biitiin digerlerinin bakis agisiyla ortlistiigii
tarafsiz bir ahlaki anlayis amaglanir. iletisimsel eylemin ve rasyonelligin uzlasimsalligi
temelinde bigimlenen bdyle bir ahlaki anlayista, akil ve 6zgiirliik de artik Kant’taki gibi
soyut Oznel bir olanaklilik olarak anlasilamaz. Dolayisiyla yasam-diinyas:t ufku ve
olgusalliginda 6znelerarasi bicimlenen somut bir akil ve bireysellik acisindan 6zerklik,
eyleminin ilkesini kendi kendinde koyabilme ve buna gore eyleyebilme olanagindan
ziyade, “(...) karsilikli taninma iligkisi aracilifiyla birinin olanakli bagimsizliginin,
yalnizca bir bagkasinin bakisimli bagimsizligiyla birlikte olusabilmesini” (a.g.e., 146)
ifade eder. Boyle bir 6zerklik anlayisi, ayn1 zamanda her bir bireyselligin ve kisiligin
Ozglir gelisiminin, ancak biitiin bireylerin 06zgiirliigliniin gergeklesmesine bagh
oldugunu varsayar. Bu ¢ercevede, ortak yasamin olanakliligi olarak, &znelerarasiligin
kargilikli taninma ve bakigimli ilgileri temelinde, bireylerden her birinin bir digerinin
farkliligini kabul ederek dayanigsmaci bir duyguyla eylemleri beklenir.

Evrensel ve Baglamsal Ahlak Ilkelerinin Olanakliig Olarak Pratik Séylem

Habermas’in  ahlaki-pratik  sorunlarin  ¢dziimiine  yonelik  ilkelerin
temellendirilmesi ve denetlenmesi olanagi olarak gordiigii pratik sdylem, yasam-
diinyalartyla baglantili gorlis ve anlayis cercevesinde etkilesime giren bireylerin
iletisimsel eylemin uzlagimsalliginda yiiriittiikkleri rasyonel bir siireci ifade eder. Bu
anlamda, ahlaki-pratik sorunlar {izerine bir uzlasi saglama amaciyla varsayilan kosullar
gergevesinde pratik sOyleme katilan taraflar, ¢atisan tikel ilgi veya c¢ikarlarin bir
uzlagimini saglamayir ve ortak bir ilgiye, diger deyisle her bir kisinin ilgisini
karsilayabilen genellestirilebilir bir ilgiye ulasmay hedefler.

Habermas’a gore, uzlasi yonelimli iletisimsel eylemin rasyonellik bi¢imi olarak
ortaya c¢ikan pratik sdylem, sdyleme katilan taraflarin tartismali gegerlilik iddialarin
ileri siirdiikleri ve bu iddialarin, argiimanlar araciligtyla dogrulugunun kanitlanmasini ya
da elestirisini yaptiklart bir konusma bi¢imidir. Diyalog bi¢iminde aciga cikan bu
konusma, ayn1 zamanda bir eylem normunun, tarafsiz bakis agisindan gerekcelendirilip
gerekcelendirilemeyeceginin ele alindigi bir pratik tartigma ortamini, diger deyisle
normatif uygunluk iddialarinin konu edinildigi bir arglimantasyon siirecini ifade
etmektedir (Habermas 2001: 43). Dolayisiyla 6znelerarasi belirli bir konusma bigimini
ifade eden argiimantasyon siireci olarak pratik sdylem, hem ahlaki-pratik sorulara
yanitlar bulma anlaminda bir temellendirme hem de bulunan yanitlari, diger deyisle
ortaya konulan tartigsmali iddia ve ilkeleri denetleme siirecini gosterir. Buna gore, uzlast
yonelimli bi¢imde yiiriitillen bir pratik sdylemde, taraflar, oncelikle ileri siiriilen
tartigmalt iddialar1 gerekceler ¢ergevesinde biitiin yonleriyle degerlendirerek bir goriis
birligine ulagsmaya calisirlar. Ulasilan bu goriis birliginin, sadece sdyleme katilan
taraflar agisindan degil, akiler ve iyi niyetli her bir kisi agisindan baglayici olmasi
gerekir. Dolayisiyla rasyonel bigimde yiiriitiilen argiimantasyon siirecinde saglanan bu
goriis birligi, amaci uzlast olan bir s6ylemde taraflarin karsilikli olarak ileri siirdiikleri
gecerli iddialarin 6zneleraras1 onaylanmasini ifade eder. Bu onay, ayni zamanda her
kosulda yeterli olabilecek ortak bir bilginin saglanmasi bakimindan agiga ¢ikan bir riza
olarak, soyleme katilan taraflarin bir bilgiyi gecerli, diger deyisle 6znelerarasinda
baglayict kabul etmelerini gosterir (Habermas 2009: 160). Ancak sdylem taraflar
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acisindan ortaya ¢ikan bu baglayiciligin, sdylem disinda ve olgusal yasam diinyasinda
hangi oranda gecerli ve uygulanabilir olacagi tartismali olacaktir.

Habermas’in, daha az siki veya kesin olan ilke ve kurallardan, daha siki veya
kesin normlara ulagma anlaminda hem bir temellendirme hem de bigimsel bir denetleme
stireci olarak gordiigii pratik sdylem, belirli kurallar cergevesinde gerceklestirilir.
Soyleme katilanlar, etik igerikten bagimsiz olarak ortaya konulan celiskisiz ve tek
anlamli mantiksal kurallar; etik icerikle birlikte verilen ve nigin sorgulandigina,
samimiyete ve problem kurulus bi¢imine iligkin olarak ortaya konulan diyalektik
kurallar ve genel olarak katilim hakkini, oneri ve gereksinimleri ifade eden retorik
kurallar ger¢evesinde argiimantasyonu yiiriitiirler. Etik igerikten bagimsiz olarak ortaya
konulan mantiksal ve semantik sdylem kurallarina gore, sdyleme katilan higbir
konusmaci, oncelikle tutarsiz bicimde konusmamalidir; ikinci olarak bir yiiklemi, bir
nesneye uygulayan her konusmaci, bu yiiklemi, biitlin 6nemli agilardan yiiklemin
uygulandig1 nesneye benzeyen diger her bir nesneye de uygulamaya hazir olmalidir; son
olarak, farkli konusmacilar, ayni ifadeyi farkli anlamlarda kullanamamalidir. Diger
yandan, etik icerikle birlikte ortaya ¢ikan, taraflarin ortak dogruluk arayisini, igtenligini
ve yargilama yetenegini ifade eden kurallara gore, sOyleme katilan her konugmaci,
yalnizca inandig1 seyi iddia etmeli ve tartismanin konusu olmayan bir ifade veya norma
deginen kisi, bunun i¢in bir temel ortaya koymalidir. Sylemi olanakli kilacak retorik
kurallara gore ise, oncelikle konugma ve eyleme yetenegine sahip her kisi sdyleme
katilmalidir; ikinci olarak, sdyleme katilan herkes, her iddiay1 problemlestirmelidir,
diger deyisle herkes, her iddiay1 sdyleme dahil etmeli ve kendi disiince, istek ve
gereksinimlerini ifade etmelidir; son olarak, soylemin i¢inde veya disinda hakim
olabilecek baski nedeniyle, hi¢ kimsenin bu haklardan yararlanmasi engellenemez.
Soyleme dahil olan herkese esit katilim ve ifade hakki ve karsilikli taninma olanagini
saglama bakimindan retorik kurallar, ideale yakin bir sdylemi olanakli kilar (Habermas
1983: 97-99). Ancak boylesi bir sdylem olanakli goriilse bile, ahlaki-pratik sorunlar ve
olgusal yagam-diinyasinda ortaya ¢ikan tikel ilgileri uzlagtirma olanakliligi bakimindan
problematik goziikmektedir.

Habermas’a gore, konugma ve eyleme yetenegine sahip taraflarin varsayilan
kosullar c¢ergevesinde yiiriittiikkleri pratik bir sdylemde ortaya konulan tartigmali
normatif ahlaki iddialarin gecerliligi ve yeterliligi, evrensellestirme ilkesi (E) ve sdylem
ilkesi (S) acisindan ele alinmalidir. Pratik sdylemde ortaya konulan tartigmali normatif
ahlaki ilke ya da normlarin tarafsiz bicimde degerlendirilebilmesini ve bir uzlasi
Olciitiinti saglayan E’ye gore, “her gecerli norm, olast her bir kisinin ilgi ya da ¢ikarinin
karsilanmas: icin, genel olarak kendisine uyulmasindan dolay1 ortaya ¢ikan sonug ve
yan etkilerin biitlin ilgililer tarafindan zorlamasiz bigimde kabul edilebilmesi kosulunu
karsilamalidir” (Habermas 1983: 131). Oznelerarasihgm iletisimsel edimi ve
uzlasimsalligina bagli olarak bi¢imlenen sdylem-etiksel bir evrensellestirme ilkesi,
taraflarin iddialarin1 ortaya koyduklari bakis agilarinin tersine dondiiriilebilmesi,
potansiyel olarak biitiin taraflarin katiliminin saglanmasi ve her bir katilimcinin
iddiasinin biitiin digerleri tarafindan taninmasi anlaminda tarafsiz bir ahlaki bakis
acisinin olanakliligini ifade eder. Bu agidan evrensellestirme ilkesi, katilimcilara, hem
digerlerinin bakig acilarin1 paylagma olanagi saglar hem de ahlaki acidan tartisma
konusu olan normatif bir iddia ya da ilkenin, bakisimli ilgiler temelinde her bir kiginin
goriisiinden genel bir yasa olarak istenilip istenilemeyeceginin denetlenmesi ve
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temellendirilmesi olanagini ortaya koyar (Habermas 1991: 157). Diger yandan, tikel
ilgilerin uzlastirilabilmesi olanaklilifi olarak goriilen evrensellestirme ilkesi, sdyleme
giriste biitiin taraflardan talep ettigi tarafsizlik ilkesi nedeniyle tutarsizliga diigmektedir.
Ciinkii boyle bir kosul, ortak bir uzlasiya ulagsmak igin, ayni zamanda bireysel ilgi ve
yonelimlerin ve belirli sosyal-kiiltiirel iliskilere ve yasam bigimlerine bagli bigimlenen
istemin soylemden diglanmasini talep etmektedir. Ayrica, 6rnegin Tugendhat’a gore,
tarafsizlik anlayisina bagl olarak ilkelerin gerekcelendirilmesine yonelik yiiriitiilen bir
sOylemde, katilanlar, kendi ilgilerini ifade edemezler; ¢ilinkii tarafsizlik tavri ya da
tutumu, sonug degil, aksine boyle bir sdylemin kosulu olarak varsayilmaktadir
(Tugendhat 1984: 119). Dolayisiyla boyle bir kosulun gozetildigi uzlasi yonelimli bir
arglimantasyonda, taraflar kendi ilgi ve yoOnelimlerini ortaya koyamayacaklardir. Bu
durumda, s6yleme giriste varsayilan retorik kurallar da anlamsizlagsmaktadr.

Tartismali  normatif iddia ya da ilkelerin  degerlendirilmesi ve
temellendirilmesinde evrensellestirme ilkesini yeterli bulmayan Habermas, sdyleme
katilan biitiin taraflarin onaymi alabilme anlaminda bir gecerliligi 6ngéren sdylem-
etiksel ilkeyi (S) ortaya koyar: “S6z konusu gecerli normlarin iddia etmesi gereken,
pratik bir sdyleme katilanlar olarak biitiin ilgili taraflarin onayint saglayabilmektir”
(Habermas 1991: 12). Buna gore, sOylem-etiksel ahlaki anlayis agisindan bir normun
gegerliligi, ancak pratik sdyleme katilan biitiin taraflarca amaclanir ve onaylanirsa séz
konusu olacaktir. Bu agidan séylem-ilkesi (S), ayn1 zamanda yasam-diinyas1 ufkunda
sosyal etkilesim ve iletisim icinde olan bireylerin, genellestirilmis 6teki olarak siirecte
igsellestirdikleri normlarla bigimlenen ve bir digerinin tutumunu alabilmeyi ifade eden
ideal rol-iistlenimini gosterir. Bu anlamda, Habermas’a (1983) gore, sdylem-ilkesiyle
birlikte, nesnel ve tarafsiz {igiincii kisi bakis agisini ifade eden ‘ideal gbzlemci’ bakis
acis1 yerine, arglimantasyonun pragmatik kosullarinin yerine getirilmesini amaglayan
bir ‘ideal konusma-durumu’ gegirilmis olur. S6ylem ilkesine bagli dngoriilen bu ideal
konusma durumu, normatif iddialarin denetlenmesi ve temellendirilmesini, tek tarafli,
monolog bir ideal gozlemci bakis agisindan farkli olarak, iletisimin pragmatik kosullar
temelinde bigimlenen uzlasi yonelimli diyalog yapisinda ele alir. Ancak bu yapi,
normlarin gegerliliginin bigimsel kosullarii degistirmekte, ama igeriklerine iligkin
herhangi bir bilgi ortaya koymaz. Ayrica sOylem-etiksel ilke, normlarin
temellendirilebilirliligini  6nceden varsaydigindan evrensellestirme ilkesini de
icermektedir. Eger sodylem-etiksel ilke evrensellestirme ilkesini de igeriyorsa,
evrensellestirme ilkesi gereksiz olmaktadir. Ayrica, pratik sdylemde taraflarin rizasinin
olanaklilig1 olarak ongdriilen evrensellestirme ilkesi, her bir kisinin ilgisinin dikkate
alinmasi, diger deyisle iceriklerin biitiin taraflarin bakisgimhi ilgisi ¢ercevesinde
diizenlenebilmesi kosuluyla bir argliimantasyon kurali sayilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
burada, temellendirilecek normlarin kendisiyle denetlenmesinin amaglandig: ilke ya da
kural 6nceden varsayildigindan, bir dongiisellik s6z konusu olmaktadir.

Habermas’a gore, tarafsiz sOylem-etiksel ahlaki anlayis, genel normatif
onermelerin olanaklilig1 6ngérmesi bakimindan deontolojik; gerekgelendirilebilir ilkeler
ortaya koyma anlaminda bilissel; iizerinde uzlasilan ilkelerin higbir 6zel igerige karsilik
gelmemesi anlaminda bicimsel ve herkes i¢in gecerli olmasi anlaminda evrensel bir
Ozellige sahiptir. Clinkii Habermas’a gére, ahlaki-olanin séylem-etiksel belirlenimi,
bilissel, evrensel ve bi¢imsel olan temel kabulleri igermekte ve ayn zamanda bilissel
yapilarin, ahlaki yargilarin iceriklerinden ayrilmasini olanakli kilmaktadir. Bu anlamda,
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gelenek-sonrasi, normlara gore eyleme olanakliligina karsilik gelen ahlaki bilincin
isleyisi ve evrensel gecerli ahlak ilkelerinin olanakliligi, katilimcilarin, kendisinden
hareketle arglimanlarint ileri siirdiikleri bakis agilarinin  tamamiyla tersine
dondiiriilebilirligini, biitiin ilgililerin dahil olmas1 anlaminda evrenselligi ve her bir
katilimcinin  iddiasinin, biitiin -~ digerleri tarafindan ayni gsekilde taninmasinin
karsilikliligini ifade eden sdylemsel bir yontemde ortaya konulabilir (Habermas 1983:
133). Diger yandan, tarafsiz bir ahlaki bakis a¢isi ve mantiksal-semantik tutarlilik
cercevesinde yiiriitiilen pratik bir sdylemde, salt bigimsel olarak evrensel gegerli ahlak
ilkelerine ulagilabilecektir; ama ulasilan bu ilkelerin, iceriksel olarak baglama ne kadar
duyarl olabilecegi, diger deyisle bireysel ilgi ve yonelimleri ne dl¢tide karsilayabilecegi
tartisilir.

Sonuc¢

Habermas, sdylem-etiksel ahlak anlayisi ¢er¢evesinde igeriksel ve bigimsel, diger
deyisle hem bireysel ilgi ve yonelimleri dikkate alan hem de herkes i¢in gegerli ve de
baglayict olabilen ahlaki ilkeleri gdstermeye ¢alisir. Uzlagi yonelimli iletisimsel eylem
ve rasyonellige bagli dngoriilen bir pratik sdylem temelinde ahlak ve etigi uzlastirmay1
deneyen bu caba, ddev ve yararct ahlak anlayislarinin eksikliklerini gidermeyi de
amaclar. Bu anlamda, olgusal yasam-diinyasmin torelligi icinde gecerli ve de
uygulanabilir olan normatif ahlaki ilke ve normlar elde etmeye calisir. Ancak, uzlas
yonelimli iletisimsel eylemin 6znelerarasiliginda bigimlendirilen sdylem-etiksel anlayis
ve yontem, dilsel uzlaginin varsayilan pragmatik kosullarinda genel gecer ilkeleri ortaya
koyar; ama bu ilklerin olgusal yasam diinyasindaki uygulamasini gésteremez.
Dolayisiyla normatif ilkelerin temellendirme ve uygulamasina iligkin ortaya ¢ikan bu
sorunu Habermas, etigi biitiinleyen bir hukuk anlayisi ve yontemi temelinde agsmaya
caligir.

Soylem-etigi, ahlaki ilke ve normlarin gerekcelendirilmelerine yonelik &dev
ahlaki ve yararct anlayista ortaya ¢ikan sorunlari, dilsel iletisimin 6znelerarasiliginda
ortaya konulan uzlasi yonelimli pratik sdylem temelinde asmaya galisir. Buna gore,
Kantg1 ahlak, kendi kendinde yasama yetkisine sahip olarak eyleminin ilkesini genel bir
yasa olarak koyabilen bireyselligin, bigimsel ve evrensel ilklerinin igerigini
gosterememekte; dolayisiyla tikel ilgi ve yonelimleri dislayict bir tutum takinmaktadir.
Diger yandan, yararci ahlak, 0z-¢ikar ve koruma duygusu temelinde eyleyen
bireyselligin, kendi ilgi ve yonelimlerini dikkate alan ilkelerinin, biitiin bireyler i¢in
gecerli olabilmesinin kosullarini ortaya koyamamaktadir. Dolayisiyla ahlak ilkelerinin
temellendirme ve uygulamasina iligkin evrensel ve baglamsal, diger deyisle bigimsel ve
iceriksel acidan ortaya ¢ikan bu sorun, telos olarak dilin kendinde Ongoriilen
uzlagimsallik ve varsayilan pragmatik kosullar temelinde ¢oziilebilecektir. Ancak,
¢Oziimiin temeli olarak 6ngoriilen dil ya da konusma yetisi, fiziksel, biyolojik, zihinsel,
bireysel ve toplumsal siiregleri i¢eren karmasik yapisi nedeniyle, biitiin bireyleri kusatan
agkinsal bir temel ya da dayanak noktasi olarak belirlenemez. Bu nedenle de bireylerin,
ahlaki-pratik sorunlarin ¢6ziimiine iligkin yiiriitecekleri bir argiimantasyonda, dilin
kendinde varsayilan bir uzlasidan hareketle dogrudan goriis birligine ulagmalari
beklenemez. Giindelik yasamda ortaya ¢ikan etkilesim ve iletisim iligkileri, salt rasyonel
uzlasilar biciminde degil, ayn1 zamanda duygu, istek ve ¢ikarlara bagli anlagmazliklar
ve catigmalar bi¢ciminde de ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Diger yandan, pratik sdylem, konusma
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ve eyleme yetenegine ve belirli bir ahlaki bilince sahip olast kisileri sdylem taraflar
olarak kabul ettiginden, bu nitelikleri tagimayanlara karst diglayict bir tutum
takinmaktadir.

Soylem-etigi, her bir kisinin ilgi ve yonelimini dikkate genellestirilebilir ilkeyi,
uzlas1 yonelimli iletisimsel eylem temelinde bicimlenen rasyonel bir sdylem, yani
argiimantasyon siirecinde elde etmeye calisir. Bu anlamda, sdylem-etiksel ahlak
anlayisi, genel bir yasa olmasi istenilen eylemin maksim ya da ilkesini, tarafsiz ahlaki
bakis agisina sahip biitiin ilgililerin ya da Benlerin katildig1 pratik sdylemin denetim ve
onayina tabi tutar. Buna gore, iceriksel olarak, her bir kisinin ilgi ve yoneliminin dikkate
alan; bicimsel olarak ise, herkes¢e onaylanan ilkeler gegerli ve de dogru kabul edilir.
Boyle bir uzlasinin olanakliligi, esit katilim ve ifade hakkina sahip sdyleme katilan her
bir kisinin, kargilikli taninma ve bakigimli ilgiler temelinde bir baskasinin konumuna
yerlesmesiyle agiga ¢ikan dayanisma duygusuyla Ongoriiliir. Ancak, tikel ilgi ve
yonelimlerce belirlenmis bir toplumsal yapida bireylerin her birinin bdylesi bir
dayanismaci duygu ve rasyonel tutumu gosterebilmeleri zor olacaktir. Diger yandan,
sOyleme katilanlardan talep edilen tarafsizlik tutumu, tikel ilgi ve yonelimlerin sdyleme
dahil edilmesini zorlastiracaktir. Ayrica, olgusal yagsam-diinyasinda ortaya ¢ikan ahlaki-
pratik sorunlar géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, salt dilsel uzlasinin dznelerarasiliginda
bicimlenen rasyonellige bagli bir ahlak anlayist ve yontemi ¢ercevesinde ortaya konulan
gegerli ilke ve kurallarla bir ¢oziim saglanabilecegi kabulii, ¢ok gergekei
goriinmeyecektir.
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Bilginin iImkam Problemi: Gazali Ornegi

Ozet

Gazali bilginin temellendirilmesi ve kaynaginin neligi hakkinda felsefi sisteminde
tutarl bir diisiince ortaya koyar. Onun agisindan ilk sorun bilginin neliginden daha
ziyade bilginin kaynagidir. Gazali, tecriibi bilgiyle aklin zorunlu olarak kabul
ettigi bilgilerin bilgi olarak nitelendirilip nitelendirilemeyecegini sorgulayarak ise
baslar. Sorunu ilk asamada tecriibi bilgiyi ele alarak ¢6zmeye calisan Gazali, bu
bilgi tiiriiniin yaniltict oldugunu diisliniir. Yaniltict olan sey ise nesnel olarak
bilginin kaynag1 olamaz. Hemen arkasindan Gazali akli ele alir. Ciinkii akil duyu
verilerine nazaran daha {stiindiir. Fakat akil da bu sorgulamada Gazali’yi aradig1
tatmine ulagtirmaz. Ciinkii akil insana ayn1 anda iki gelisik seyi birden verebilir ya
da var olmayan bir seyi zihinde tasavvur ettirebilir. Bilgiyi elde edebilmemizin iki
kosulu olan, duyu verilerine ve akla giivenilmezse bilgi nasil elde edilebilir?
Bilginin elde edilmesi miimkiin degil midir? Mutlak bilginin imkani iizerine
baslattig1 zihinsel diyalektik sonucunda i¢inden ¢ikilmaz bir siipheye diisen Gazali
bu halden zihni kurtarmanin gerekliligine inanir. Bunun ancak ve ancak Tanri’nin
insanin kalbine dogurdugu nur ile olacagimi, kisinin bilgiyi bdyle bir siireg
sonucunda elde edebilecegini savunur. Bu ise sezgi bilgisidir.

Anahtar Sozciikler
Tecriibi Bilgi, Akil, Yakini Bilgi, Sezgi.

Abstract

Al-Ghazali reveals consistent philosophical system of thought grounding of
knowledge and ‘what’ is the source of knowledge. From his point of view his first
challenge is the source of knowledge rather than *what’ is knowledge. Ghazali,
begins by questioning whether experimental knowledge and the essential
knowledge which is accepted as a must by the mind, can be qualified as
knowledge or not. Ghazali, tries to solve the problem by considering experimental
data in the first step, thinks that this kind of information is misleading. What is
misleading, can not objectively be as the source of the knowledge. Soon
thereafter, Al-Ghazali deals with the mind. Because the mind is superior to the
sensory data, but Al-Ghazali cannot reach satisfaction through this inquiry which
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is about the mind. Because the human mind can imagine two contradictory things
at the same time, or make him envision something that does not exist. How can
the knowledge be obtained, with two conditions on us to get the knowledge,
sensory data, and the mind, if we don’t trust them? Is it not possible to obtain the
knowledge? Ghazali, after initiating a mental dialectic about the possibility of
absolute knowledge now is in tangled doubt, believes that the requirement to
recover the mind from this state. He claims that this can only be possible by the
light which God put into human’s heart and the person can obtain the information
as a result of such a process. This is the intuition knowledge.

Key Words
Experimental Knowledge, The Mind, Precise Knowledge, Intuition.

Bilginin imkani problemi, diisiince tarihi boyunca insan zihnini mesgul eden
sorulardan birisi olmusgtur. Bilginin imkan1 noktasinda diisiince tarihinde iki farkli goriis
dile getirilmistir. Bir kisim diislinlirler insanin bir seyi bilebilmesinin miimkiin
olmadigint dile getirirken, bir kisim diisiiniirler de insandan bagimsiz bir bilginin var
oldugunu ve insan tarafindan da bilinebilecegini savunmuglardir.

Nesnel tarzda bir bilginin varligini yadsiyan goriise gore, insanin bilgiyi elde
etmesinin iki yolu vardir; insan bilgiyi ya duyu verilerinden elde eder ya da akilla elde
eder. Halbuki bunlarin her ikisi de yanilticidir. Mevcut bir¢ok durumda duyu verileri
insanlar1 yaniltir. Ayrica duyu verileri 6znel bir yapi sergiler, yani kisiden kisiye
degisebilir. Oznel olan ise bilginin yani nesnel olanin kaynag1 olamaz. Protagoras bu
konuda soyle bir 6rnek verir: Ug tane kapta ii¢ farkli sicaklik derecesine sahip su
bulunsun; birisinde sicak su, birisinde 1lik su digerinde ise soguk su bulunsun. Ben bir
elimi sicak suya digerini soguk suya sokayim ve bir miiddet bekleyeyim. Daha sonra
sicak ve soguk sudaki ellerimi kaplardan ¢ikartip 1lik suya sokayim. Bir elim bana
diyecektir ki, bu su soguktur, digeri elim de diyecektir ki, bu su sicaktir. Simdi bu
ellerin ikisi de bana ait ve su aym su. Simdi sorun su: Bu ellerimden hangisi haklidir?
(Aster, 1943: 79) Nasil oluyor da ayni kisiye ait olan eller aym suda farkli cevaplar
verebiliyor. Bu Ornekte oldugu gibi, buna benzer bircok 6rnekte de duyu verilerinin
yaniltict oldugu aciktir. Akil ise ayni durumda iki celisik 6nermeyi bize sunabilir veya
var olmayan bir seyin tasavvurunu zihinde ger¢eklestirebilir. Biz bu seyin var olup
olmadigini ise higbir zaman bilemeyiz. Ayrica beni bir kez yaniltan sey, her zaman da
yaniltabilir. Bu noktada ben bir seyin varligimin dogrulugu hakkinda siipheye diiserim ki
bu noktada da onun bilgisinden s6z etmek miimkiin degildir. Bu goriislere paralel olarak
iinli sofist Gorgias bilginin varligin1 reddeder ve buradan da tam bir nihilizme gider.
Ciinkii ona gore “Bir sey yoktur” (...) “Bir sey olsaydi da bilemezdik” (...) “Bilseydik
de bagkalarina bildiremezdik” (Gokberk, 2005: 40).

Bu goriislerin karsisinda bilginin var oldugunu savunan goriigler de vardir. Bu
distintirlere gore insan zihninden bagimsiz olarak varliklar vardir ve insan bunlarin
bilgisine sahip olabilir. Bu baglamda Sokrates bilginin var oldugunu ve bilgili olmakla
erdemli olmanin ayni sey oldugunu savunur. Ciinkii, Sokrates’in, hi¢ kimsenin bilerek
kotiliik yapmayacagi disiincesi sozii edilen ¢ikarimi dogrulayan ilkelerden biridir.
Platon da Sokrates’in sdyleminden hareketle bilginin varlhigiyla ilgili siiphe duymayan
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bir filozof olarak diisiince tarihinde karsimiza ¢ikar. Platon’un Theaitetos diyalogunda
“bilgi nedir?” sorusuna cevap verme sirecinde varilan son nokta bilginin
gerekgelendirilmis dogru sani (Platon, 1990: 178) oldugudur. Fakat bu tanim, “bilgi
nedir?” sorusuna verilecek tam bir cevap degildir. Ciinkii “gerekg¢elendirilmis dogru
san1” bilginin gerekli sartidir, fakat yeterli sart1 degildir. Bilgi en az “gerekg¢elendirilmis
dogru sanidir” ama buna ilaveten en az bir sartin daha olmasi gerekir. Bu nedenden
dolay1, bu diyalog bilginin net bir tanimi verilmeden son bulur.

Kendisinden onceki filozoflarin zihnini mesgul eden bilginin imkani problemi,
Gazali’'nin de zihnini mesgul etmis, o da “bilgi nedir?” sorusuna cevap bulmaya
¢alismistir. O bu noktada birgok sliphe evresi gegirmistir. Fakat burada sunu belirtmek
gerekir ki Gazali’nin siiphesi sadece dogruyu bulmak i¢in bir aragtir. Onun disinda
stiphenin kendisi onun felsefi sisteminde bir amag¢ degildir. Bir¢ok siiphe evresinden
gegtikten sonra Gazali, bilginin var oldugunu séyler ve bilgiyi su sekilde tanimlar: “(...)
yakin derecesindeki bilgi, i¢inde hicbir siiphe kalmayacak sekilde bilinen, kendisinde
yanliglik ve vehim ihtimali varit olmayan, kalbin yanlishigina inanmadigidir.” (Gazali,
1972: 25) Yani Gazali’ye gore bir seyin kesin derecesinde bilgi sayilabilmesi igin;
oncelikle kiginin onu apagik bir sekilde bilmesi ve ayrica bu seyin dogru olmasi gerekir.
Yalnizca bunlar da yetmez ayn1 zamanda kisinin o seyin dogruluguna inanmasi gerekir.
Gazali’nin bilgi hakkindaki bu goriisleri bize, tamamen olmasa da kismen Platon’un
bilgi hakkindaki goriislerini hatirlatiyor. Ciinkii  belirttigimiz {izere Theaitetos
diyalogunda bilginin en alt kriteri “gerekgelendirilmis dogru sanidir”. Bu tanima goére
bir sammizin bilgi olabilmesi i¢in oncelikle onun dogru olmasi ve bizim onun
dogruluguna dair inancimizin olmast gerekir. Fakat her inang dogruluk kriteri
sayilamayacagindan, bu inancin bir de gerekgesi, kanitt olmasi gerekir. Bu noktada
Gazali’nin kesin (yakin) bilgi goriisii ile Platon’un yapmis oldugu bilginin kismi tanimi
arasinda benzerlik oldugu sdylenebilir.

Gazali, kesin bilgi olarak nitelendirebilecegimiz bir seyin kesinlikle siiphe
barindirmamasi gerektigini soyler. “Bu bilgi hatadan salim olmak igin yakine o derece
uygun olmalidir ki mesela biri onun batil oldugunu iddia etse ve tasi altina, degnegi
ejderhaya cevirse, bu, o bilgi sahibine herhangi bir sek ve siiphe getirmemelidir. Eger
ben, 10 sayisinin 3’ten biiyiik oldugunu bildigim halde, birisi “Hayir, 3, 10’dan daha
biyiiktiir” diye iddia etse ve delil olmak iizere “Bu degnegi ejderhaya cevirecegim”
dese ve cevirse, ben de bunu gorsem, bu yilizden bilgimde siipheye diismemeliyim. (...)
Bu sekilde bilmedigim, kendisine yakin hasil etmedigim her bilgi, giivenilemeyecek ve
emin olunamayacak bir bilgidir. Kendisine itimat edilemeyen her bilgi de yakini bir
bilgi degildir.” (Gazali, 1972: 25-26) Gazali ile Platon arasindaki farklardan birisi de
tam bu noktadir. Ciinkii Platon’da bir seyin bilgi sayilabilmesi i¢in onun dogru olmasi
gerekir. Gazali’de ise yakin derecesindeki bilgi i¢in, dogruluk kriterinin yaninda onun
kesinlik derecesine sahip olmasi dolayisiyla giivenilir olmas: gerekir. Gazali’de kesin
bilgiyi bu sekilde tanimladiktan sonra, simdi sorun bdyle bir bilginin kaynaginin ne
olabilecegidir? Bilginin kaynagi tecriibe midir yani deney ve gozlem midir, akil midir
yoksa bunlardan bagka bir sey midir?

Gazali’ye gore insanin bilgiyi elde etmesinin iki yolu vardir. Bunlar; insani

6grenim, Rabbani 6grenim’dir. Insani 6grenim iki sekilde miimkiin olur: Birisi disaridan
olup 6grenmekle (taalliim) elde edilir; ikincisi ise iceriden olup tefekkiirle elde edilir.
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Taallim kiginin, bagka bir kisiden yararlanmasidir. Tefekkiir ise nefsin, kiilli nefsten
istifadesidir. Kiilli nefs biitiin ilim ve akil sahiplerine oranla daha etkili olup, 6greticiligi
daha kuvvetlidir. (Gazali, 2010: 56) Gazali’den Once messai filozoflar1 da sezgisel
bilgiden soz etmislerdir. Fakat onlara gore kisi bu sezgisel bilgiye kendi g¢abasi
sonucunda, calisarak ulasabilir. Ornegin, ibn-i Sina, insan aklmin diisiince ve bilginin
temelini meydana getiren akledilirler aracilifiyla mutlak hakikatlere ulagilabilecegini
savunur. (Cevizci, 2008: 183) Bu baglamda insanin kemale ermesini, maddi diizeyden
derece derece kazanilmig akla yiikselmesini saglayan ise faal akildir. (Cevizci, 2008:
185) Gazali ile Ibn-i Sina arasindaki farka geldigimizde; Gazali’de sezgisel bilgi
Rabbani bir 6grenim iken, Ibn-i Sina’da bu kisinin kendi cabasi ile ulastig1 bir sonugtur.
Bu noktada Ibn-i Sina’da sezgisel bilgi ile rasyonel bilgi uzlasirken, Gazali’de sezgisel
bilgi ile nakli bilgi uzlasir.

Gazali, tecriibi bilginin tesekkiiliinde faal aklin degil, insandaki aklin roliinii
benimser. O, akla dayanan riyazi ve mantiki bilginin yaninda, her seviyeden insan igin,
vahye dayanan nebevi bilgiyi, bunun diginda nefsine hakim olup ruhunu temizleyen ve
boylelikle manen yiikselen kimselere mahsus olmak {izere sezgici bilgiyi kabul eder. Bu
bilgi tist aleme veya gayb alemine ait bilgi olup dogrudan dogruya ve vasitasizca elde
edilir. (Bolay, 1980: 389) Buradan da anlasilacag: iizere Gazali’de sezgisel manada
bilgi, peygamberler disindaki tiim insanlar i¢in ayni diizeydedir. Fakat kisinin bunun
gereklerini yerine getirmesi, yani, bu bilgileri elde edebilmesi i¢in nefsine hakim olup
ruhunu temizlemesi gerekir. Ancak bu sekilde sezgisel manada bilgi sahibi olabilir.

Gazali, tecriibi, nebevi veya sezgisel bilginin yaninda dogustan bir takim bilme
melekelerinin de bizde var oldugunu savunur. “Bilmis ol ki ilimler, biitiin insani
nefslere yerlestirilmis olup her nefs biitiin ilimleri elde etmeye kabiliyetlidir. Bir nefsin
digerinden {istiinliigii, disaridan ve sonradan kendisine ariz olan bir durum sebebiyle bu
ilimleri elde etme konusundaki nasibiyle ilgilidir.” (Gazali, 2010: 63) Demek ki
dogustan herkeste bilgileri elde etme noktasinda bir meleke var ve insan bu bilgileri
nasibi oraninda elde edebiliyor. iki insan arasindaki iistiinliik ise bilgiye uygun yasanti
ile ona ulagsma noktasindadir. Her ne kadar Gazali’nin bu climlesinden insanda dogustan
bilgilerin var oldugu gibi bir anlam ¢ikiyor goéziikse de aslinda buradan bdyle bir sonug
¢tkmaz. Ciinkii dyle olsa herkes de ayn bilgilerin, ayn1 diizeyde elde edilmesi gerekirdi.
Ayrica insanin bunu elde edebilmek icin ¢aba harcamasma da, bu bilgiye uygun
yasantilar yasamasma da gerek kalmazdi. Halbuki kiside bilgiyi elde etme kosulu
bellidir. Eger ki bilgi tecriibi veya rasyonel anlamda bir bilgi ise ona uygun yasantilar
gerekir; yok eger bilgi sezgisel manada bir bilgi ise, o zaman da insan nefSinin
temizlenmesi, terbiye edilmesi gerekir. Biitiin bunlar gosteriyor ki insanda dogustan
bilgiler degil, bilme melekeleri vardir, ¢linkii bunlar aktif halde degil potansiyel bir
haldedir ve aktif hale gelebilmesinin sartlar1 vardir. O halde Ggreticinin bu noktada
yapmasi gereken bu bilgileri potansiyel halden aktif hale getirmektir. “Ilimler; tohumun
topraktaki, miicevherin denizin dibindeki yahut madenin ortasindaki vaziyeti gibi
nefslerin kokiinde bilkuvve olarak saglam bir sekilde yer edinmis olup taalliim, bunun
kuvveden fiile ¢ikmasini talep etmek, talim (68retme) ise bunu kuvveden fiile
¢ikarmaktir.” (Gazali, 2010: 56-57)
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Gazali’nin bu goriisleri neticesinde baktigimizda, o, iki ¢esit hatirlamayr kabul
eder:

1. Onceden hatirinda olan seyi unuttuktan sonra hatirlamak,
2. Yaratilista kendisinde mevcut olan bir seyi hatirlamaktir. (Gazali: 219)

Belirttigimiz iizere Gazali’de dogustan bilme melekesiyle elde edebilecegimiz
bilgiler ilk basta potansiyel anlamda bir bilgidir. Ona gore aktif olan bilgiye deneyimler
olmadan ulagilamaz. Ciinkii insan zihni bilgiyi edinme yetisine sahip bos bir cevherdir.
Onu duyularla yetkinlestirir. Bu gostermektedir ki, Gazali’de dogustan potansiyel olarak
bilgi edinme melekesi vardir fakat bu meleke tek basina bilgiyi elde etme noktasinda
yeterli degildir. Bilgiyi elde etmek igin bu yetinin yaninda, bu bilgiye uygun
yasantilarin, deneyimlerin olmast gerekir. Ona gore bos bir cevher olan insan zihnini
zaman icerisinde yasadigimiz tecriibelerimiz, deneyimlerimiz doldurur. “(...) erginlik
caginda, cocuk (...) kelam miinakasalarinin alip yiiriidiigii bir mubhitte ise, layik olan
kendisini bu felsefeden korumak ve evvela yalniz Hakk’t 6gretmektir. Cilinkii bos bir
cevher olan o ¢cocugun kalp ve beynine evvela o siiphe uyandiracak seyler doldurulursa
bunlar1 atmak farz olur.” (Gazali: 46) Gazali, insan zihnini su ayet meallerinden
hareketle bos bir cevhere benzetmis olabilir: “Allah sizleri annelerinizin karnindan
hi¢bir sey bilmez halde iken c¢ikarip diinyaya getirmistir. Siikredesiniz diye, size
duymaniz i¢in kulak, gérmeniz igin goézler ve anlamaniz igin kalpler vermistir.”
(Kur’an’t Kerim, Nahl 16/78) Ayrica Gazali’nin insan zihnini bos bir cevhere
benzetmesi ile “genel gergeve i¢inde, insan aklinin dogusta bog bir levha, egitim yoluyla
gerceklesecek bir tabula rasa ya da saf potansiyalite oldugunu kabul eden” (Cevizci,
2008: 183) ibn-i Sina’nin goriisleri arasinda benzerlikler vardir.

Gazali’nin bilgiye kaynaklik etme noktasinda neyi tercih ettigine bakmadan dnce
sunu belirtmek gerekir: O yapist geregi bir seyi sorgulamadan kabul etmez. Bu agidan
bakildiginda o bilgiden siiphe ettigi gibi ona ulasma yollarindan da siiphe eder. Bu
baglamda Gazali, var olan bilgilerini sorgular. Bu sekilde kendisinde bilgi olarak neyin
kalacagimi, daha dogrusu neye bilgi diyebilecegini merak eder ve arastirmaya,
sorgulamaya baglar. Bu noktada kendisinde var olan tecriibi bilgilerden ve akla dayanan
zorunlu bilgilerden siliphe eder. “Biiylik bir ciddiyetle mahsusat (tecriibe) ve zaruriyat
iizerinde diistinmege, kendimi siipheye diislirlip diisliremeyecegimi arastirmaya
basladim. Nihayet uzun miiddet siiphede kalis beni, mahsusatta da emin olusu kabul
etmemege zorladi.” (Gazali, 1972: 27) Gazali epistemelojisini temellendirirken ilk
olarak, kendisinde bulunan ve tecriibi bilgi olarak nitelendirdigi birikimlerinden siiphe
eder ve tecriibi bilgilerin imkani noktasinda deneyimlerden kaynaklanan bilginin
varligimt sorgular. Gazali, tecriibe bilgisinin dayanagimin ne oldugunu, bu tecriibe
bilgisine olan giivenin nereden geldigini bulmaya ¢aligir.

“I¢im diyordu ki mahsusata giiven nereden gelir? Bunlarin en kuvvetlisi goz
hassesidir. Goz, golgeye bakar ve onu durur halde goriir. Ve onda hareket olmadigina
hiikmeder. Bir miiddet sonra tecriibbe ve miisahede ile onun hareket ettigini anlar. O,
birdenbire degil de tedrici olarak, yavas yavas hareket etmistir. Oyle ki onun bir durus
hali bile olmamistir. Yine goz yildizlara bakar, onlar1 bir para biyiikliiglinde kiigiik
goriir. Halbuki geometrik deliller, onun yeryiiziinden daha biiylik oldugunu gosterir.
Mabhsusattaki bu benzeri hallerde hissi (duyulara dayanan) davranis hakimdir; oysa bunu
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akli davranis, miisamaha edilemeyecek bir tarzda tekzib eder. Bunun iizerine mahsusata
giiven(im) de yikildi.” (Gazali, 1972: 27-28) Bu ornekler gostermektedir ki duyu
verilerinden elde edilen tecriibi bilgiler insani yaniltirlar. Uzaktaki cisimlerin gercek
boyutlarindan kii¢iik algilanmasi, yarisi su dolu olan bardaktaki kasigin kirtk goriinmesi
v.b. durumlarda duyu verileri insanlar1 yamltirlar. Bir kez aldatan sey ise her zaman
aldatabilir. Aldatici olan sey ise, aldatmayanin; nesnel tarzda bir bilginin kaynagi
olamaz.

Tecriibeye olan giivenin yikilmasiyla birlikte yeni bir kaynak arayisi icine giren
Gazali, acaba bilginin kaynag: akil olabilir mi, diye diisiiniir. Ciinkii ona gore akil yapisi
itibariyle duyu verilerinden daha {istiindiir. Ayrica akil duyu verilerine nispetle daha
giivenilirdir. Akli ve miisbet ilimler, lugat ilmine {istiindiir. “Ciinkii miisbet ilimleri
bildiren akildir. Lugati 6greten ise isitme hassasidir. Akl’mn isitmeden {istiin oldugu
agikardir.” (Gazali: 41)

Gazali felsefi sisteminde akla biiyiik 6nem verir ve bu noktada akli yiiceltir.
Canlilar igerisinde en iistiin varlik insandir. insan1 diger canlilardan iistiin kilan sey ise
onun aklidir. “(...) akil, insanoglunun en iistiin vasfidir.” (Gazali: 41) Insan akh
sayesinde diger canlilar karsisinda sdz sahibi olabilmektedir. Insan séz sahibi
olabilmeyi ise bilme yetisi ile gerceklestirebilmektedir. Simdi sorun su: Acaba boyle
yiiceltilen bir sey hatadan ne kadar uzaktir? Onun hata yapmasi diisiiniilebilir mi? Acaba
bilgiye mutlak anlamda akil ile ulagsmak miimkiin miidiir? Akil bilgiye ulagma siirecinde
insana kaynaklik edebilir mi? Ya akilda, duyu verileri gibi bizi yaniltiyorsa, boyle bir
durumda; yaniltict olan bu kaynagin dogru bir sonug vermesi nasil miimkiin olur?

Gazali bu noktadan sonra ¢ok giivendigi akildan da siiphe etmeye baglar. Ciinkii
baslangicta duyu verilerine giliveniyordu fakat akil hakimi geldi ve duyu verilerini
yalanladi. Onlarin hatali olduklarini ispatladi. Pekala ya akil da yaniliyorsa, baska bir
hakim, akil Gstii bir hakim de gelir de akli yalanlarsa, aklin hata yaptigini, zihinde var
olanlarin birer kuruntu ya da hayal iiriinii oldugunu soéylerse, o halde akla olan giiven
nasil devam edecektir? Daha dogrusu akla giiven kalacak midir? “(...) belki sadece “on,
ucten daha biiyiiktiir”, “Bir sey hem yok hem var olamaz”, “Bir sey hem hadis, hem
kadim, hem var, hem yok, hem bulunmas1 zaruri, hem imkansiz olamaz” gibi evveliyati
icine alan akliyata giivenmelidir” dedim. Bunun iizerine mahsusat; “Akliyata giiveninin,
mahsusata olan giivenin gibi olmadigint nasil ispat edersin? Bana giiveniyordun, akil
hakimi geldi beni yalanladi. Eger akil hakimi olmasaydi, beni tasdikte devam edecektin.
Belki aklin, idrakin Otesinde baska bir hakim vardir; ortaya ¢ikarsa, akli verdigi
hiikiimden dolay1 tekzib eder. Nitekim akil hakimi ortaya ¢ikti ve hissi, verdigi
hiikiimden dolay1 yalanladi.” (Gazali, 1972: 28) Gazali akildan siiphe etme noktasinda
ilk bagta aklin zorunlu olarak kabul ettigi mantiksal ilkelerden (6zdeslik ilkesi) ve
matematigin dogrularindan yola ¢ikar. Ciinkii bunlar aklin sarsilmaz olarak kabul ettigi
dogrulardir. Fakat Gazali, artik bunlara bile giivenme noktasinda siiphe duymaktadir.
Stiphesinin kaynagi ise tecriibi bilginin yanilticiligini ortaya koyan akil hakimi gibi, akli
da denetleyecek olan bir hakimin var olup olmadigi sorusudur. Gazali bundan sonra
akilla ilgili siiphelerini iyice artirir ve bu noktada riiya hipotezini ortaya atar.

“Gormiiyor musun? Uykuda bir¢cok seylerin varligina inaniyor, bir¢ok haller
tahayyiil ediyor, onlarin sebat ve istikrar1 olduguna kanaat getiriyorsun. Su halde, bunlar
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hakkinda siipheye diigmiiyorsun. Sonra uyaninca diisliniip hayal ettigin ve inandigin
seylerin higbirinin asl astar1 olmadigini anliyorsun. O halde uyanik iken his veya akilla
inandign biitlin seylerin gercek olduguna nasil emin olursun? Filhakika bu, senin haline
nazaran g6z Oniine alinirsa gercektir. Fakat sana dyle bir hal gelebilir ki bu halin senin
uyaniklik haline nispeti, uyaniklik halinin uyku haline nispeti gibidir. Ve senin
uyaniklik halin, ona nispetle uykudur. Bu hal gelirse, aklinla tevehhiim ettigin biitiin
seylerin neticesiz oldugunu kesin olarak anlarsin.” (Gazali, 1972: 28-29) Insanlar
gergekten bazi zamanlar uykularinda bir takim hayaller goriir fakat bunlarin hayal
oldugunun farkina varamazlar. Tipki gergekmis gibi onlar1 yasarlar. Bazi zaman bu
onlara biiyiik bir seving verir, bazi zaman ise biiyiik bir {iziintii verir. Insanlar, onlarin
gercek olmadigimi anlamadan sanki gerceklermis gibi giiler veya aglarlar. Bunun bir
ritya oldugunu ise ancak uyandigi vakit anlayabilirler, daha dogrusu uyandiklarinin
farkina vardiklarinda, bu bilince sahip olduklarinda anlarlar. Peki ya bdyle bir sey
yoksa, aslinda sadece uyandigimizi zannediyorsak, peki hala riiyadaysak... Bunu
bilmemizin bir yolu var mi1? Su an uyanik oldugumuzu ne araciligiyla bilebiliriz?

Gazali riiya hipotezini iyice ilerletir. Ona goére “Belki bu hal 6liim halidir. (...)
Belki, diinya hayati, ahirete nazaran bir uykudur. Insan oliince, her sey ona, simdi
goriindiigiinden bagka tiirlii goriinecektir.” (Gazali, 1972: 29) Bununla birlikte s6yle bir
ihtimal daha var: Belki biz su an Olmiisiizdiir ve ruhumuza diinyada yasadiklar
gosteriliyordur. Bizim de su an itibariyle bundan haberimiz yoktur. Ta ki sorguda o ana
gelene kadar bunun farkina varamayacagizdir. Dedigim gibi bu sadece bir ihtimalden
ibarettir. Su an itibariyla bunu ispat etmek pek miimkiin degildir. Nasil ki riiyada iken,
bunun bir hayal oldugunu anlayamiyorsak, tipki bunun gibi su an sorgulanip
sorgulanmadigimizi da anlayamay1z.

Gazali’nin zihnini siirekli sorular mesgul eder fakat bunlara bir miiddet yanit
bulamaz. Ciinkii bilgiye kaynaklik edebilecegini diislindiigii iki yetinin de giivenilir
olmadig1 ortaya ¢cikmistir. Bu noktada acaba insan bilgiye ulasamaz m1? Yoksa bilginin
kaynagi duyular ve aklin disinda bagka bir sey midir? “Bu hal boylece iki aya yakin
icimi kemirdi. Ben durum itibariyle safsata mezhebine girmis oluyor fakat kimseye
sOylemiyordum. Nihayet Allah Teala bu hastaligima sifa verdi, sihhat ve itidale avdet
ettim. Akli zaruretler emniyet ve yakin iizere makbul ve giivenilir bir halde geri dondii.
Safsatadan bu ayrilis, bir delil yardimiyla degil, Allah Teala’nin kalbime attig1 bir nur
ile olmustur. Bu nur bir¢ok bilgilerin anahtaridir.” (Gazali, 1972: 29-30) Gazali dis
aleme ve esyaya ait mantiki bilginin tesekkiiliinde aklin roliine bilyiik 6nem verirken,
yakini bilginin elde edilisinde aklin rol ve tesirini ortadan kaldirir. (Bolay, 1980: 390)
Ciinkii “akil, bash basina ¢ok az seyleri halledebilir. Bir seyin ciiz’iyatin1 degil ancak
kiilliyatin1 bilmege vasil olabilir. (...) kisiyi yegan yegan dogru hiikiimlere gotiiremez.
Hidayete erdiremez.” (Gazali, 1971: 65)

Aklin rol ve tesirini ortadan kaldiran Gazali, artik bilginin elde edilmesi
noktasinda yeni ve saglam bir kriter bulmustur. Gazali bu yeni ve saglam kriteri kalp ve
kalp goziiniin ac¢ilmasi suretiyle dogrudan dogruya Allah’ta bulmustur. O, insan
bilgisinin dogruluk ve hakikate uygunlugunu, aradan biitiin vasitalar1 (araglarn)
kaldirarak Allah’a dayandirmis ve O’nunla garanti altina alinnustir. Bdoylelikle o,
yakinin temelini, bilen sujenin disinda bulmustur. Bu temel veya kriter bir yandan
Allah, 6te yandan faal akil ve peygamberdir. (Bolay, 1980: 391-392) Gazali kalp
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gozlinli agiklarken kavram kargasasi olmamasi i¢in, ona da akil der. Fakat bu akil
yukarida bahsettigimiz akil degil, kalp ilmini agiklamak i¢in kullamlan akildir. “Bilmig
ol ki insan kalbinde kemale sahip olan bir géz vardir; buna kimi zaman akil, kimi zaman
ruh, bazen de nefs-i insani denir.” (Gazali, 2010: 73) Gazali bu akil (kalp gozii) ile daha
onceden siliphe ettigi duyu verilerini karsilastirarak, onun duyu verilerine nispetle
istiinliiglinii ortaya koymaya calisir.

Goz, kendisine uzak ve ¢ok yakin olan nesneleri géremez. Halbuki akil i¢in uzak
ve yakin esittir. Goz perde arkasindaki nesneleri goremezken, akil i¢in bdyle bir sey s6z
konusu degildir. Dogrusu higbir hakikat akildan gizlenemez. Gz nesnelerin dis tarafini,
en istte bulunan yOniinii goriir, onun hakikatinden ziyade kaliplarini ve suretlerini
goriir. Akil ise nesnelerin derinliklerine, sirlarina niifuz eder, onlarin hakikatlerine vakif
olur. Go6z varliklarin bir kismimi goriir, akil ise biitiin varliklari idrak eder. G6z sonsuz
olant géremez, buna karsilik akil sonsuzu idrak etme giiciine sahiptir. G6z biiyiigi
kiigiik goriir, akil ise bunun dogrusunu kavrar. (Gazali, 2010: 74-76) Gazali’nin akli iki
anlamda kullanmasin1 ve bu ikinci anlamdaki aklin duyu verilerine iistiinliigiini bu
sekilde zikrettikten sonra, simdi sorun bu ikinci anlamdaki aklin (kalp gdziiniin)
bilgilere nasil ulastigii ortaya koyabilmektir. Gazali’nin felsefi sisteminde, kalp
gozlinii veya Allah tarafindan insanin kalbine dogan nuru agiklayabilmek icin, onun
Rabbani 6grenim olarak nitelendirdigi sistemini incelemek gerekir.

Gazali’ye gore, Rabbani dgrenim iki sekilde olur: Bunlardan birincisi vahiydir.
Ikincisi ise ilhamdir. Ilham vahiy eseridir; nitekim vahiy gaybi durumun acikca, ilham
ise Ortiilii bir bicimde ortaya konulmasidir. Vahiyden kaynaklanan ilme “nebevi bilgi”,
ilhamdan kaynaklanana ise “lediinni ilim” denir. {lham, vahiyden daha asagida kalir ve
vahye nispetle zayiftir fakat riiyaya nispetle de daha kuvvetlidir. Lediinni ilimde Allah
ile insan arasinda higbir vasita yoktur. Bu ilim saf, temiz, ince kalplere gayb kandilinden
gelen 151k gibidir. (Gazali, 2010: 58-60) Allah bir insan i¢in iyi seyler dilediginde;
Kendisi’yle insan arasindaki perdeyi kaldirir. Bdylece insan, varliklarla (yaratilmislarla)
ilgili bilgilere vakif olur. Hikmetin hakikati lediinni ilim sayesinde elde edilebilir. Bu
mertebeye ulagmayan insan hikmet sahibi, bilge olamaz. Bu lediinni ilim mertebesine
ulasanlar ¢ok fazla ¢aba harcamadan bilgilere sahip olurlar. Az taalliim eder ¢ok bilirler.
(Gazali, 2010: 61) Kisiye fikir kapisi agildiginda tefekkiir yolunu ve sezgiyle elde
edilmek istenen sonuca varma yolunun nasil oldugunu bilir. Boylece kalbi ferahlik
bulur, saggoriisii acgilir, nefsindekini fazla bir g¢aba ve yorgunluk yasamadan
potansiyelden aktif hale getirir. (Gazali, 2010: 58) Teorik ve pratik ilimlerin biiyiik
kismim1 hikmet sahibi nefsler, fazla ¢aba harcamadan, zihinlerinin durulugu, fikir
kuvvetleri ve sezgilerinin keskinligi sayesinde elde etmislerdir. (Gazali, 2010: 57)

Lediinni ilim; ilham nurunun akisidir. Bu ilim kisinin nefsini diizenlemesinden,
terbiye etmesinden sonra elde edilir. Bu diizenleme igin ise ii¢ sey gereklidir:

1. Biitiin ilimleri elde etmek ve bunlarin biiyiikk cogunlugunda en biiyiik nasibi
almak, en yiiksek yere varmaktir.

2. Dogru riyazet ( nefsin isteklerini kirma) ve sahih murakabe (denetleme,
kontrol) dir.

3. Tefekkiirdiir. (Gazali, 2010: 66)
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Insan smrl yasaminda nasil olur da birgok bilgiye sahip olabilir, sorusuna
Gazali agisindan verilecek cevap, tefekkiir ile olacaktir. Duyularin nitelikleri iizerine
aklin nuru istiin gelince, bilgiyi arzulayan kisi az bir tefekkiir sayesinde ¢ok dgrenmeye
ihtiyag duymaktan kurtulur; ¢iinkii kabiliyetli bir nefis, kisa bir zaman tefekkiir ile
donuk bir nefsin bir senelik 6grenmesinden daha fazla faydalar elde eder. Bu baglamda
ogrenme tefekkiire ihtiya¢ duyar. Ciinkil insan kendisi i¢cin 6nemli olan biitiin bilgileri
6grenme yoluyla elde edemez, her seyi 6grenmeye gii¢ yetiremez. O bir sey 6grenir ve
bilgilerden tefekkiir yoluyla baska seyler ¢ikarir. Bunlarin bir kismina calisarak, bir
kismina akil yiiriiterek, bir kismina da derunundan fikir durulugu sayesinde sahip olur.
Ornegin bir miihendis ihtiya¢ duydugu biitiin bilgileri émrii boyunca 6grenemez. O
miihendisligin genel esaslarin1 ve gecerli kurallarini dgrenir. Daha sonra bunlardan
kiyasla yeni bilgiler elde eder. Biitin bedeni ve nefsani islerde durum boyledir;
baslangici 6grenilir, devamu tefekkiirle elde edilir. (Gazali, 2010: 57-58)

Gazali agisindan “insanin bilgiye ulasma siirecine kaynaklik edecek sey nedir?”
sorusunun cevabi; kalptir. Ciinkii Gazali’ye gore, “kalp, Rabbani ve ruhani bir latife ve
inceliktir. (...) O latife, insanoglunun hakikatidir. idrak eden bilen ve kavrayan odur.”
(Gazali, 1990: 9) Bu anlamda kalp onun felsefi sisteminde olmazsa olmaz kosuldur.
Ona gore “kalp ilmi, farz-1 ayn dir (herkese kesin borctur).” (Gazali, 1963: 44) Insan
ancak kalbi sayesinde bilgiyi elde edebilir. Hatta kisinin kendi kalbi hakkinda bir bilgisi
yoksa yani kalbini tanimiyorsa, o kisi kendisini de tanimaz, kendisini tanimadigi zaman
Rabbini de tanimaz. Eger ki kisi kalbini tanimiyorsa, onun disindaki higbir seyi de
tammaz. (Gazali, 1990: 8) Gazali biitin var olan bilgimizde; oncelikle kalbimizi
bilmemiz gerektigini, oradan hareketle kendimizi bilebilecegimizi, kendimizi bilmemiz
vasitasiyla Allah’1 bilebilecegimizi, oradan da diger biitlin her seyi bilebilecegimizi
savunmaktadir.

Bilginin kaynaginin kalp oldugunu savunan Gazali onu; insanoglunda biitiin
emirlerdeki hakikatin hakikati kendisinde goriilsiin diye hazirlanmig bir ayna (Gazali,
1990: 27) olarak tasvir etmektedir. Ona gore, “(...) kalp, ilimlerin hakikatleri karsisinda,
tipkt renkli suretler (bigimler) karsisinda bir ayna gibidir. Nasil ki her renkli cismin bir
sureti ve bu suretin de, karsisindaki aynada meydana gelmis bir benzeri varsa, ayni
sekilde, her bilinen seyin de bir hakikati vardir. Bu hakikat, bilinen o seyin suretidir. Iste
bu suret kalp aynasinda tab olunur (parlar), orada vuzuha (aydinliga, acikliga) kavusur.”
(Gazali, 1971: 109-110)

Gazali’ye gore bu hakikate ulagma siirecinde, kalp tek bagina ¢aligmaz. Onun bu
manada emrinde ¢aligan azalart vardir ve o, bunlara hilkkmeder. “Bil ki, ilmin mahalli
kalptir. Kalpten gayem; biitiin azalar1 idare eden latifedir. Itaat1 yapilan ve biitiin azalar
tarafindan hizmetine kosulan ancak bu kalptir.” (Gazali, 1990: 27) Buradan anlasiliyor
ki kalp, Gazali’nin felsefi sisteminde insana ait en istlin organdir. Ciinkii biitiin azalar1 0
yonetir. Onun disindaki her sey ancak ona itaat eder. Azalarin onun verdigi bir hitkme
kars1 ¢ikmak gibi bir liiksleri yoktur. “Allah nezdindeki sirlart kesfeden kalptir. Diger
azalar ise, kalbin hizmetci ve baglilaridir. Kalbin c¢aligtirdigr aletleridir. Efendinin,
kdlesini ¢alistirdigi, cobanin (idareci) raiyesini (stirlisiinii) giittiigii ve san’at¢inin aletini
calistirdig1 gibi, kalp de diger azalar1 ¢alistirmaktadir.” (Gazali, 1990: 7) Bu baglamda
kalbin iki ordusu vardir. Onun birinci ordusu gozle goriiliirken, ikinci ordusu ise ancak
sezgiyle goriiliir. Kalp, burada padisah hiikmiindedir. Ordular1 ise, hizmetkar ve
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yardimcilar hitkmiindedir. Onun gozle goriilen ordusu; el, ayak, goz, kulak, dil ve diger
gizli ve agik azalardir. Zira biitin bu azalar kalbin hizmetgisidir ve ona itaat ederler.
Onlarin gergeklestirdigi eylemler kalp sayesindedir ve onun emrine aykir1 davranig
sergileyemezler. O, gbze agil dedigi zaman, g6z hemen acilir, dile konusmay1
emrettiginde dil hemen konusur. (Gazali, 1990: 12) Kalbin bunlardan baska bir ordusu
daha vardir. O ordusu da; ilim, hikmet ve tefekkiirdiir. (Gazali, 1990: 14)

Gazali’ye gore her tiirlii bilgimizin kaynagi olan kalp ve kalp gozii yasantilarda
stirekli aktiftir. Kalp gozii yalnizca bilgiyi elde etmekle kalmaz bunun yaninda “ (...)
kendisini bilici (alim) ve kudret sahibi olarak idrak eder; ayrica kendisinin bilgi sahibi
oldugunu idrak ettigi gibi kendisinin bilgi sahibi oldugunu bildigini, kendisinin bilgi
sahibi oldugunu biligini bildigini...-sonsuza dek- idrak eder.” (Gazali, 2010: 74) Yani
kalp gozii bilgiyi elde etme siire¢lerinin tamaminin farkindadir. Gorildigii gibi Gazali
bilgiyi elde etme siirecinde kalp goziine (akla) biiyilk 6nem vermekte, o olmadan
bilginin elde edilmesini miimkiin gormemektedir. Ona gore “(...) ilmin kaynagi, dogum
yeri ve kokii akil olduguna gore aklin serefi de meydana ¢ikmigtir. Akla nispetle ilim,
agaca nispetle meyve, giinese nispetle nur ve goze nispetle gérmek gibidir.” (Gazali:
209) Fakat bazi aklin bilgiye ulagamayacagini, bazi agacin meyve vermeyecegini ya da
bazi gbziin gérmeyecegini diiginmekte mantiksal agidan bir celiski yoktur. Bu
sOylenilenlerin; aklin bilgiye ulasmasinin, agacin meyve vermesinin ya da goziin
gdrmesinin gergeklesebilmesi icin uygun kosullarin olusmasi gerekir. insanin bilgiye
ulasabilmesi igin de, o bilgiye ulasmay1 miimkiin kilacak yasantilari, deneyimleri olmasi
gerekir. Bu yasantilar da onun nasibi derecesinde olur. Ciinkii insan her seyi
deneyimleyemez. Sinirli yagsami buna miisaade etmez. Bunlarin diginda kalbin bilgiye
ulagmasini engelleyen baska durumlar da olabilir. Bunlar kalb goziinin (aklin)
perdeleridir. Fakat bu perdeyi olusturan bagka bir sey degil yine aklin kendisidir. “Aklin
perdesine gelince, goz nasil géz kapaklarini kapatmak suretiyle kendisine ait bir perde
olusturursa, akil da bazi nitelikleri sebebiyle kendi kendisine perde olusturur.” (Gazali,
2010: 74)

Tecriibe ve akilla bilgiye ulagsmay1 engelleyen durumlar oldugu gibi kalple de
bilgiye ulagmay1 engelleyen durumlarin oldugunu iddia eden Gazali’ye gore, “ (...)
nefslerden bazilar1 diinya hayatinda bozulur, zaafa ugrar. Boyle cesitli zaaf ve
hastaliklarla ise hakikatleri idrak etmek imkansizdir.” (Gazali, 2010: 63) Insanlar diinya
hayatinda bazi isteklerini bastiramayarak onlarin kdlesi olurlar. Bu doyumsuz istek ve
arzular onlarin bozulmalarina sebep olur. Bu bozulmalar ise kalp ile hakikat arasinda
perde olur ve kalbin hakikate ulagmasini engeller. “(...) ilimlerin nurlari, kalpler
cihetinden gelen mesguliyet, bulaniklik ve habasetten (kétiiliikkten) dolayr perdelenmis
olur da kalplere girmez.” (Gazali, 1990: 19) O halde, hakikate ulagsmak igin kalbin
diinyevi seylerden ve kotiiliikklerden temizlenmesi gerekmektedir.

Kalbin hakikatleri kavramasina, bilmesine engel olan sebepleri bes baglikta
toplamak miimkiindiir. Bunlar:

1. Kalbin zatindaki eksiklikler,

2. Sehevi arzularin neden oldugu giinahlarin ve habasetliklerin (kotiiliiklerin),
kalbin yiiziinde toplanmis olmasi,
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3. Kalbin, baska hedeflere, baska gayelere yonelmis olmas,
4. Perde,

5. Cehalet, hakikate ulasacak yollar1 bilmemektir. (Gazali, 1971: 111-114 ve
Gazali, 1990: 27-29)

Gazali’ye gore bu bes sebep yliziinden insanlar esyalarin hakikatlerini elde
edemez. Eger ki bu sebepler ortadan kaldirilirsa kalp esyanin hakikatini bilme
kabiliyetine sahiptir. (Gazali, 1971: 115) Kalbi ile kendisi arasindaki perdeyi kaldirmay1
basaranlar, maddi ve manevi alemlerin bilgisine sahip olurlar. Duyularla algilanan
maddi varliklar alemini gordiigii gibi, gayb ve melekut alemini (ruhlarin ve meleklerin
alemi) de goriirler. (Gazali, 1971: 117) Ilmin merkezi olan kalp ile ilim arasina giren
perdeyi kaldirmanin yolu ise iyi seyler yapmak, onu var olan diinya zevklerinden ve
kotii seylerden arindirmaktir. Ancak bu sekilde kalp huzura erer, ancak bu sekilde o,
bilgileri elde eder. “Taatlar, azalarin amellerinin biitiin gayesi, kalbin tasfiyesi ve
tezkiyesidir, cilalanmasidir. Kalbi temizleyen kurtulmustur. Kalbin temiz edilmesinden
gaye; iman nurlarinin orada hasil olmasidir. Yani marifet nurunun parlamasidir.”
(Gazali, 1990: 31)

Gazali’'nin bu noktada gayesi; Allah’in sifat ve fiillerini bilmeye perde olan kir
ve paslardan kalp ayinesini (aynasini) temizleyip cilalandirma yolunu gostermektir. Ona
gore kalbin temizlenmesi ise, nefsani ve hayvani arzulan terk ederek, Peygamberlerin
izinden yirimekle mimkiindiir. (Gazali: 58) Ciinkii ona gore “Nebiler kalp
hastaliklarinin tabipleridir.” (Gazali, 1972: 73) Demek ki kalbe perde olan sey bizim
bedeni ve diinyevi yonde olan istek ve arzularimizdir. Kisi eger kalbini temizlemek
istiyorsa oncelikle nefsini terbiye etmeli, bu tarz istek ve arzularindan uzaklagsmalidir.
Bunu ise Peygamberlerin hayatini inceleyerek, onlarin yaptiklarii yaparak, terk
ettiklerini terk ederek gerceklestirebilir.

ilim 6gretmekle mesgul olan kisiler de bu noktay1 gz éniinde bulundurmal1 ve
ona dikkat etmelidir. Ciinkii “ilim Ogretenler insanlarin kalpleri ve akillar1 tizerinde
tasarruf ederler. Yeryliziindeki en iistiin yaratik insan, insanin en degerli cliz’ii ise
kalbidir. Ilim 6greten, kalbi olgunlastirmak, temizlemek, cilalandirmak ve rizay
ilahiyeye yaklastirmakla mesguldiir (...)” Bu sekilde insanin ruhu tamamen
temizlenecek, hakikate ulagmasini engelleyen perdeler kalkacak ve insan gergek manada
bilgiye sahip olacaktir. Ruh tamamen temizlenince gayb alemi (gdzle goriilmeyen
seylerin alemi) ile arasindaki perde kalkar ve “kalp gozii” acilir. Kalp gozii agilinca
Levh-i Mahfuzdaki ozler, esyanin hakikatleri insanin kalbine aynadaki akis gibi
akseder. Su halde bu bilgi esyanin hakikatini bir seferde ve biitiiniiyle kavrar. Mantiki
bilginin metodu muhakeme (usavurma) ve tiimevarim iken, bu bilginin metodu sezgidir.
(Bolay, 1980: 389)

Sonu¢ olarak bilgiye nasil ulasilabilecegini arayan Gazali, bu noktada duyu
verilerinden hareket eder ve bilginin kaynaginin duyu verileri olabilecegini diisiiniir.
Fakat duyu verileri mevcut birgok durumda bizi yanilttig1 i¢in onun bilgiye kaynaklik
edemeyecegini anlar ve akla yonelir. Acaba bilginin kaynagi akil midir, diye diisiiniir
fakat akil da bahsettigimiz noktalarda oldugu gibi, benzer bir¢ok durumda bizi
yaniltabilir. O halde, akla da giivenilemez. Bundan sonra Gazali bilginin varligi
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noktasinda siipheye diiser. Birgok siiphe evresinden gecer ve nihayet bilgiye nasil
ulagilacagini bulur. Bilgiye ulagma yolu ne tecriibedir ne de akildir. Bu Allah’in insanin
kalbine dogurdugu bir nurdur. Insan bu nur sayesinde karsilastig1 seylerin hakikatini bir
seferde kavrar. Gazali’ye gore, bilgiye ancak boyle bir sezgiyle ulasilabilir, bilgi ancak
boyle bir sezgi ile miimkiindiir.
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Melek Zeynep ESENYEL"

Insanin, insan Olmak Bakimindan Islevi Nedir?:

Aristotelesci Bir Bakis

Ozet

Aristoteles’in Nikomakhos’a Etik ve Eudemos’a Etik adli eserlerinde insanin islevine
(ergon) iliskin gerceklestirdigi sorusturmayi inceleyen bu ¢alismanin amaci, insan igin
ideal olan yasam bi¢iminin aydinlatilmasinda rol alan kavramlara yonelik bir analiz
gerceklestirmektir. Insanin islevi sorunu, kuskusuz Aristoteles’in etigi icinden tek basina
soyutlanabilecek bir konu degildir. Bu baglamda islev konusunun ortaya konulmasi
amaciyla, Aristoteles’in sistemi i¢cinde 6nemli yeri olan baskaca kavramlar netlestirilmeye
caligilmustir. Metin iginde Nikomakhos’a Etik ve Eudemos’a Etik eserlerine N.E ve E.E
seklinde kisaltilarak gonderimde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler

Iyi, Telos, Eudaimonia, Erdem, Teorik ve Pratik Bilgelik, ideal Hayat.

What is the Function of Man With Regard to Being a Man?
: An Aristotelian View

Abstract

The aim of this work which examines the investigation regarding the function
(ergon) of human in Aristotle’s works The Nicomachean Ethics and The
Eudemian Ethics is to make an analysis about the concepts which play role in
illuminating the ideal way of life for human. The function of human is certainly
not a matter that can be abstracted from Aristotle’s ethics alone. In this context, to
present the issue of function, it is intended to clarify the other main concepts in
Aristotle’s system. In this text, the works The Nicomachean Ethics and The
Eudemian Ethics are referred as the abbreviations N.E and E.E.

Key Words

Good, Telos, Eudaimonia, Virtue, Theoretical and Practical Wisdom, Ideal Life.

*

Ars. Gor., Uludag Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimii.



Insanin, insan Olmak Bakimindan Islevi Nedir?: Aristotelesci Bir Bakis

210 f, KOLYOl 2012/18

Giris
Islev kavramimi (function) mekanik g¢agrisim nedeniyle ilk bakista insan
varligiyla iliskilendirmek 6zellikle de etik s6z konusu oldugunda zor goriinmektedir. Bir

sistemin icerisindeki pargalarin, biitiinsellige yaptiklar1 katkida sahip olduklar1 gorevlere
gonderimde bulunan bu terim, her parcanin kendine 6zgii olan isini tanimlamaktadir.

Biyolojik kokeni bulunan iglev terimi, bir secilim siireci aracilifiyla gelisen bir
sistemde, bir nesnenin neden ortaya ¢ikti§1 sorusuna verilen cevabi igcermektedir.
Dolayisiyla islev, bu nesnenin, bir nedensellik zinciri ile bir amaca veya basariya
ulagma siirecine gonderimde bulunur (Dusenbery, 1992: 7-8). islev biyolojide, bir
popiildsyonda bir tiir 6zelligin nigin var oldugunu veya devam ettigini agiklamak icin
kullanilan terimdir. Bu baglamda islev, tasarim (design) kavramiyla da iligkilidir. S6z
gelimi, “T, ancak ve ancak X, T’nin biyolojik islevi ise, dogal olarak X igin
tasarlanmistir.” Bagka bir deyisle, T'nin, X’i yerine getirmek icin dogal olarak
tasarlandigini sdylemek, X’in, T’nin biyolojik islevi oldugunu sdylemektir (Allen,
2003).

Ergonun, islev olarak dilimize ¢evrilmesi ve islev teriminin de belirli bir
kullanim amaciyla tasarlanmig olma diisiincesini beraberinde getirmesi, ilk bakista
insanin bir alet gibi diisiiniilmesine yol agmaktadir. S6z konusu insan digindaki canlilar
diinyast ya da insan elinden ¢ikma makineler oldugunda rahatlikla kullanilan islev
teriminin, insan varh@min kendisi merkeze alindiginda aym rahatlikla
kullanilamayisinin nedeni kugkusuz, insanin belirli bir is yapmak tizere tasarlanmis bir
alet olmamas1 veya salt giidii ve nedensellik yasalarinca belirlenmemesidir. Yine de
biyolojiyle yakindan ilgilenen Aristoteles, insan yasaminin amacini ortaya koyarken,
islev (ergon) terimini kullanmaya gereksinim duymus ve bu terimi pek c¢ok farkl
kavramla iliskilendirmistir.

Belirli bir amaca yonelik olarak kullanilmak igin tasarlanmig bir alet, bir
nesnedir. Ancak insanin bdyle bir nesne oldugunu diisiinmek Aristoteles’in ergonu soz
konusu oldugunda miimkiin degildir. Goziin islevinin goérmek oldugunu sdylemek,
insanlarin gozii gormek i¢in kullandiklarini sdylemenin bagka bir yoludur. Ancak gérme
yetenegi, bir kimse gozlerini kapatarak sokakta yiiriiyor olsa dahi, hald goziin islevi
olarak kalacaktir. Bu durumda, islevin basit¢e kullanim olarak anlasilmasi, bir isleve
sahip olmanin, tasarlanmig olmak seklinde diisiiniilmesi ya da sadece bir ara¢ olarak
faydali olan bir seye islevsel goziiyle bakilmasi, Aristoteles’in ergon kavramiyla
anlatmak istediklerini yanlig yorumlamak olacaktir. Aristoteles i¢in bir seyin islevi, o
seyin dogasinin agikca goriilebilecegi, sadece onun yapabildigi ayricalikli aktivitesidir
(Clark 1972: 271-2). Aristoteles Metafizik’te bir baskasinin amaci i¢in degil, kendi
amacl i¢in var olan insan1 6zgiir olarak nitelendirir, o halde 6zgiir olma olanagina sahip
olan bir insanin bir alet oldugunu diisinmek miimkiin degildir (Metafizik 1982b 25).

Aristoteles’i, insanin da tipki bir fliit¢ii, ayakkabici veya marangozda oldugu gibi
bir islevi oldugu diisiincesine ulastiran seyin ne oldugunu kavramak i¢in, onun insan
dogasi, iyi, telos, eudaimonia, erdem, teorik ve pratik bilgelik ile ideal hayat gibi
kavramlarla ne anlatmak istedigi netlestirilmelidir.
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I. Etik Bir Belirlenim Olarak insanin islevi: insan Dogast

Aristoteles, etik goriisiinii ortaya koyarken neden insanin islevini belirleme
ihtiyact duymustur? insanin islevinin ne oldugunun kavranmasi, insanin mutlugunun ne
oldugu sorusuyla baglantilidir. Insanin islevi, onu diger seylerden ayiran dzelligi, diger
bir deyisle bagka hicbir seye degil fakat insana 6zgii olan dogasi ya da potansiyelidir.
Bu baglamda insanin islevinin belirlenmesi, onun §ziiniin ortaya konulmasidir. Insanin
Oziiniin ne oldugu belirlendiginde, insan icin iyi bir yasamin ne oldugu da
belirlenebilecektir.

Her varligin dogasi geregi yoneldigi kendine 6zgii, miikemmel bir hal
vardir. Bu anlamda doga, belirlenmis bir sey degil, bir tamamlanma
siireci, olanak halinde olan seyi (dogay1) gergeklestirme siireci, bu siireg
sonunda o seyin kendine 6zgli islevini yerine getirmesi ve amacina
kavusmasi siirecidir (Ozcan 2006: 99).

Etik bir yasam sorunsali hi¢ siliphesiz, iyi bir yasamin ne oldugu sorusuyla
iligkilidir. Bu noktada iyi bir yagsamin ne oldugu sorusunu, insanin 6ziiniin, baska bir
deyisle islevinin ne oldugu sorusuna baglayan Aristoteles i¢in, insanin ne oldugu
bilindiginde, onun nasil eylemesi gerektigi sorusuna da yanit verilebilecek, bdylelikle
etik bir teori olusturulabilecektir. Bu nedenle, insan igin en iyi olan yasamin ne oldugu
belirlenmeden 6nce insanin ne oldugunun tanimlanmasi gerekir (Erkizan 2010: 88).

Insanin dogasinin, diger bir ifadeyle islevinin belirlenmesi, onda kendisinden
baska higbir varligin gergeklestiremeyecegi potansiyelin ne oldugunun arastiriimasi
anlamina gelir. Bu potansiyelin aktif hale gelmesi ile insan, kendisi i¢in en iyi olan
yasama ulagabilecektir. Etik, Aristoteles i¢cin bu potansiyelin ne oldugunun ve nasil
gerceklestirileceginin arastirilmasidir. Bu arastirma ile insan i¢in en yiiksek mutlulugun
ne tlir bir yasamsal etkinlikte miimkiin oldugu ortaya konulabilecektir. Bu nedenle
Aristoteles, etik bir sorusturmanin temeline insanin islevinin ne oldugu tartigmasini
yerlestirmis ve Nikomakhos’a Etik’in biiyiikk bir kismimi bu sorunun yamtlanmasina
adamigtir. Ona gore insanin mutlulugunu agik bir sekilde kavrayabilmek igin Once
islevinin ne oldugu ortaya konulmalidir.

Marangozun, ayakkabicinin belli isleri ve yaptiklari vardir da, insanin bir
isi yok mudur? Yani dogal olarak issiz mi? Yoksa goziin, elin, ayagin ve
genellikle parcalarin her birinin bir isi oldugu goriindiigii gibi, insanin da
bunlarin 6tesinde bir iginin oldugu ileri siiriilebilir mi? Bu acaba ne
olabilir? Yasamak bitkilerle ortak goriiniiyor, biz ise insana 6zgii olani
artyoruz. Oyleyse beslenme ve biiyiimeyle ilgili yasami da bir yana
birakmali. Bunun arkasindan duyulara sahip yasam geliyor, ama bu da at,
okiiz ve biitiin hayvanlarla ortak goriiniiyor. O halde geriye akil sahibi
olanin bir tiir eylem yasami kaliyor (N.E. 1097b 29-1098a 5).

Goriildiigii gibi Aristoteles, Nikomakhos’a Etik’in hemen basinda iyi bir yasam
sorununu, diisiinen bir varlik olarak insan kavrayisina baglamakta ve insanin dogasini
diistinme etkinligine esitlemektedir. O halde giris boliimiinde biyolojiden ddiing alinan
denklemdeki sembollerin yerine insan ve diisiinme kavramlart konuldugunda
Aristoteles’te islev teriminin anlami daha da netlik kazanacaktir. “Insan; ancak ve ancak
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diisiinme, insanm bir isleviyse, dogal olarak diisiinme i¢in tasarlanmigtir, baska bir
deyisle insanin, diigiinmeyi yerine getirmek i¢in dogal olarak tasarlandigini sdylemek,
diisiinmenin, insanm islevi oldugunu séylemektir”. Bu nedenle islev kavrami Aristoteles
i¢in etigin kurulmasinda oldukca nemli bir role sahiptir. insam diger canlilardan ayiran
en onemli 6zelliginin akli oldugunu belirten Aristoteles, insanin akli ile neyin ya da
nelerin  bilgisine wulagsmasi gerektigi konusunu ise sonuncu kitaba kadar
netlestirmemektedir. Yine de insanin islevinin diisiinme etkinligi oldugunu sdylemek
yeterli degildir. Belirlenmesi gereken daha onemli bir konu, bu diisiinme etkinliginin
neye yonelik oldugudur.

I1. insanin islevinin Arka Planinda Yatan ‘Iyi’ ve ‘Eudaimonia’: Telos

Nikomakhos’a Etik’in daha ilk ciimlesinde telos ile iyi arasinda 6nemli bir iligki
oldugu kabulii gozler oniine serilmektedir. “Her sanat ve her arastirmanin, ayni sekilde
her eylem ve tercihin de bir iyiyi arzuladigi diisiiniiliir; bu nedenle iyiyi ‘her seyin
arzuladigi sey’ diye yerinde dile getirdiler” (N.E. 1094a-3).

Her bilgi ve her tercihin arzuladig: seyi iyi olarak tanimlayan Aristoteles, iki tiir
iyiden sdz etmektedir. Iyi, onu iyi yapan nedenlere gére iki tiirlii ele alinmaktadir; kendi
bagina iyi olanlar ve bagka bir sey igin iyi olanlar (N.E. 1096b 13-15). O halde
Aristoteles i¢in, Platon’da oldugu gibi tek bir iyinin varligindan s6z etmek miimkiin
degildir. Eudemos’a Etik’te bunu agik¢a ifade eden Aristoteles ig¢in aranilan iyinin
kendisi, iyi ideas1 ya da ortak bir iyi kavrami degildir; ¢iinkii iyi ideasi, devinimden -
degismeden bagimsizdir bu nedenle de yapilacak- edilecek bir sey degildir; ortak bir iyi
kavrami ise degisebilir bir seydir; ancak yine ilki gibi yapilacak- edilecek bir sey
degildir (E.E. 1218b 7-10). Aristoteles, etik goriigiine temel olacak bir iyi kavramni,
insanin higbir zaman elde edemeyecegi bir ideadan ¢ok, somut iliskilerinde, yapip
etmelerinde aramaktadir. Bu baglamda degisik eylem ve sanatlardaki iyi ile askerlikte,
tipta ya da mimarliktaki iyiler birbirlerinden farkli oldugu igin tek bir iyi tanimina
ulagsmak miimkiin degildir. Yine de Aristoteles’in iyi olan her seyin bir listesini ¢ikarma
amacinda oldugu da diisiiniilmemelidir; onun, etik s6z konusu oldugunda arastirdig: tek
bir iyi vardir.

Iyi kavramini netlestirmek igin Aristoteles, telos kavramina basvurmaktadir. Ona
gore her eylemin bir amaci vardir ve amag insan i¢in iyi olandir (N.E. 1094b 6). Tipki
iyi gibi, amagtan da iki sekilde s6z eden Aristoteles’e gore hi¢cbir zaman bir bagka sey
icin tercih edilmeyip sadece kendisi icin tercih edilen amaglar ile bir baska sey i¢in
tercih edilen amaglar vardir. S6z gelimi zenginlik veya fliit gibi amaglar her zaman
baska bir amag i¢in tercih edilirler, bu nedenle bunlarin kendileri amag¢ degillerdir. Bu
noktada Aristoteles, amag ile iyi kavramlarimi iligkilendirerek, kendisi amag¢ olan bir
seyin en iyi oldugunu ifade eder (N.E. 1097a 25-bl). Her bir nesnenin isi onun
amacidir... Amag, amac¢ olarak en iyidir. Amag; en iyi, en uctaki seydir, baska her
nesnenin onun i¢in oldugu seydir (E.E. 1219a 7-11). O halde Aristoteles i¢in bir seyin
amacit, onun Oziiyle ya da formuyla ilgilidir; ¢linkii Aristoteles, bir seyin ‘ne icin
oldugu’ bagka bir deyisle amacinin ne oldugu sorusunun en nihayetinde o seyin ‘ne
oldugu’ sorusuna indirgendigini belirtmektedir (Fizik 1.7, 198a 15).
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Aristoteles, amagtan iki sekilde soz etse de, iyi olan seylerin bir listesini
¢ikarmak istemedigi gibi, insan amaglarinin bir listesini ¢ikarmak niyetinde de degildir.
Onun, insanin islevinin ne olduguna yodnelik belirlemesini destekleyecek olan amag,
insanin nihai ve en yiiksek amact olan seydir. “Oysa en iyi, kendisi amag¢ olan bir sey
olarak goriiniiyor. Demek ki kendisi amag olan yalnizca bir tek sey varsa, aradigimiz bu
olur; daha c¢ok sey varsa bunlarin arasinda en ¢ok kendisi amag olan1” (N.E. 1097a 29-
32). Iyi ve amag¢ kavramlarini birbirleriyle iliskilendirerek en iyi olanmn kendisi amag
olan bir sey oldugunu ifade eden Aristoteles boylece, amaglar arasinda bir hiyerarsi
olusturarak amaglar konusuna da bir sinirlama getirmek ister; ¢iinkii Metafizik’in o
kitabinda ifade ettigi gibi sonsuz bir amaglar dizisi aslinda iyi olani ortadan
kaldiracaktir. Eger bir son nokta olmazsa bagka bir deyisle bir sona ulasilamayacaksa,
hi¢ kimse bir sey yapmayacaktir. Insanin bir amaca ulasmak icin eylemde bulunmasi
ayni zamanda bir smirdir. Ciinkii Aristoteles’e gore amacin kendisi bir sirdir
(Metafizik, o 994b 10-17).

Benzer bir ifadeyle Nikomakhos'a Etik ve Fizik’te de karsilasilmaktadir,
“yapilanlarda kendisi i¢in istedigimiz, bagka seyleri de onun i¢in istedigimiz bir amag
varsa ve her seyi bir bagka sey i¢in tercih etmiyorsak (¢iinkii bu sekilde bu sonsuza
gider, dolayisiyla arzumuz bos ve bosuna olur), bunun iyi ve en iyi olacagi agiktir”
(1094a 19-23). En son nokta degil, en iyi nokta amactir (Fizik 11.2, 194a 31).

O halde Aristoteles i¢in amaglar arasinda tiim amaglarin iizerinde olan tek bir
amag vardir ki bu amag, insanin islevini olusturmaktadir. Bir seyin islevinin, onu dogas1
ya da 6zii olduguna ilk boliimde deginilmisti. Insanin pek cok amaci i¢inden yalniz
birinin onun islevi oldugunu diisiinmek Aristoteles agisindan tutarlidir; ¢linkii bir seyin
tek bir 6zii oldugu kabul ediliyorsa, birden fazla islevi ya da amaci oldugu da
diisiiniilemez (Lear 2004: 22).

Bagka bir amaca gotiirdiigii i¢in degil, fakat sadece kendisi i¢in tercih edilen tek
sey, dolayisiyla da insan i¢in nihai amag¢ olarak iyi olan sey, Aristoteles’e gore
mutluluktur (N.E. 1097b 22). Yine de mutlulugun nerede oldugu konusunda farkli
goriisler olmasi kagmilmazdir. Aristoteles, mutlulugun arandig1 yere gore birbirinden
farkli yasam tarzlarinin oldugunu ifade etmektedir. “Herkes mutlulugu ii¢ tiir yagamdan
birine bagliyor; siyaset¢i yagami, felsefeci yasami ve haz yagami” (E.E. 1216a 26-28).
Aristoteles bu {li¢ yasama ayr1 ayr1 yer verse de, bu yasamlarin hepsinin ayn1 derecede
mutluluga gotiirdiigiinii diistinmek miimkiin degildir. Yine de Nikomakhos’a Etik’in son
kitabina kadar bu ayrima varmak zordur. Her seye ragmen Aristoteles’in tek bir iyiyi ve
tek bir amaci belirleme niyetinde olusu, onun tek bir mutluluk tiiriini de digerlerinden
ayirma amacinda olduguna gonderimde bulunmaktadir. “Yapilanlarin amaci olarak
mutluluk, kendisi amag olan ve kendine yeter olan en yiiksek iyidir” (N.E. 1097b 20-
23). Bagka amaglara eslik eden mutlulugun disinda Aristoteles’in pesinde oldugu
mutluluk, kendi kendine yeter oldugu i¢in tercih edilen en milkemmel ve kendisi amag
olan mutluluktur. Iste bu eudaimoniadir.

Aristoteles’te iyi yasamak (eu-zen), iyiyi gergeklestirmek (eu-prattein) anlamina
gelen eudaimonia terimini (E.E. 1219b) mutluluk olarak diisinmek dogru degildir.
Mutluluk kelimesi anlik bir duygu durumunu ifade ederken, eudaimonia terimi; bir
duygu durumundan (hexis) ¢ok, insanin kendi dynamis’lerini gergeklestirdigi, yasam
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boyu etkin oldugu bir hayati ifade eder. Eudaimonia 6ziinde etkin olmak (energeia)
demektir (Cankaya 2010: 110). Bu nedenle Aristoteles’te en yiiksek mutluluk séz
konusu oldugunda eudaimonia 'nin sahip oldugu anlam goz oniinde bulundurulmalidir.
Bu baglamda insan eylemlerinin en yiiksek amaci, baska higbir seyin araci olmayan ve
mitkemmelligini kendine yeter olusundan alan eudaimoniadir. Tim diger iyilerin
tizerindeki en yiiksek iyi olarak eudaimonia, Aristoteles’in etiginin pesinde oldugu
insanin islevi sorununa baglanmaktadir. Insamin telosunun eudaimonia oldugunun
belirlenmesi, onun bu telosa nasil ulasacagi sorusunu giindeme getirir. Bu soru ise
insanin iglevinin ne oldugu sorusunun farkli bir bi¢imidir.

111. Telosu Gergeklestirmenin Olanagi: Erdeme Uygun Etkinlik

Insamin en yiiksek amacimin eudaimonia oldugu belirlendikten sonra
eudaimoniaya nasil ulasilacagi sorusunun yanitlanmasi gerekir. Insanin isinin belli bir
yasam oldugunu, bu yasamin da ruhun akla uygun etkinligi ve erdemlerden olustugunu
belirten Aristoteles, her seyin ise kendine 6zgli erdeme gore iyi yapildiginda, iyinin
gerceklestirilmis oldugunu ifade etmektedir (N.E. 1098a 14-17). O halde insanin iglevini
belirleme sorunu dahilinde atilmasi gereken siradaki adim, insanin eudaimoniaya nasil
ulasacagini ortaya koymaktir. Aristoteles erdemli bir yasamin hakiki mutluluga
gotiirecegini ifade etmektedir. “Insansal iyi (eudaimonia) ruhun erdeme uygun
etkinligidir” (N.E. 1098a 17). Baska bir sekilde soylenire “ruhun erdeminin etkinligi, en
iyi seydir” (E.E. 1219a 33). “Eudaimonia, tam erdeme uygun, tam bir yasama
etkinligidir” (E.E. 1219a 38). Bu baglamda erdemin ne oldugunu netlestirmek igin
Aristoteles biri diislince, digeri karakter olmak tizere iki tiir erdemin varligindan s6z
etmektedir.

Bunlardan diisiince erdemi daha ¢ok egitimle olusur ve gelisir bu nedenle
de deneyim ve zaman gerektirir; karakter erdemi ise aliskanlikla edinilir,
ad1 da bu nedenle kii¢iik bir degisiklikle aligkanliktan (ethos’tan) gelir.
Bundan apagiktir ki karakter erdemlerinden higbiri bizde doga vergisi
bulunmaz; ¢ilinkii dogal olarak bir 6zellige sahip olan hi¢bir sey bagka
tirlii bir aliskanlik edinemez, drnegin dogal olarak asagi dogru giden bir
tagi, biri onu binlerce kez yukar1 dogru atarak alistirmaya g¢aligsa bile, tag
yukar1 dogru gitmeye alisamaz... Demek ki erdemler ne dogal olarak ne
de dogaya aykir1 olarak edinilir; onlar1 edinebilecek bir dogal yapimiz
vardir, aligkanlikla da onlar1 tam olarak gelistiririz (N.E. 1103a 14-26).

Aristoteles, erdemlerin etkinlikte bulunarak kazanildiklarii distinmektedir.
Ornegin ev yapa yapa mimar, gitar ¢ala cala gitarci olundugu gibi, adil seyler yapa yapa
adil insan, Ol¢iili davrana davrana oOlgiild, yigitce davrana davrana da yigit insan
olunmaktadir (N.E. 1103a 31- b2). Karakter erdemleri s6z konusu oldugunda orta nokta
yani eylemlerde aza ya da asiriya kagmama en iyisidir (N.E. 1109a 20). Disiince
erdemlerinin ise bilgelik, dogru yargilama ve akli basindalik oldugunu ifade eden
Aristoteles (N.E. 1103 a4), bu erdemler s6z konusu oldugunda ise ortada olma
durumundan s6z etmemektedir.
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Ruhun erdeme uygun etkinliginin nasil bir etkinlik oldugu konusu, Aristoteles’in
etiginin tizerinde en ¢ok tartisilan konusudur. Eudaimoniaya, Aristoteles’in ele aldigi
tim erdemlerin  gerceklestirilmesiyle mi, yoksa iglerinden sadece birinin
gergeklestirilmesiyle mi ulagildigt sorusuna verilen yanitlar ¢esitlidir. Bu sorunun yanitt,
insanin islevi konusunun netlestirilmesi agisindan oldukca 6nemlidir. Insanin islevinin,
sadece ona 0zgii olan diisiinme etkinligi oldugunu belirtmekte hi¢ kimse i¢in bir sorun
yoktur; ancak bu diisiinme etkinliginin tiim erdemleri kapsayan bir yagama m1 yoksa tek
birini yiicelten bir yagama m1 hizmet ettigi sorusu, Aristoteles’in Nikomakhos’a Etik’in
onuncu kitabina kadar netlestirmedigi bir konudur. Bu konu daha sonra ele alinacaktir.

Insanin erdemlerinin ne oldugunun belirlenmesi, onun islevini belirlemenin
bagka bir yoludur. Belli bir islevi oldugundan s6z edilen her seyin zorunlulukla bir
erdeme sahip olmasi gerekir, bagka bir deyisle bir seyin islevi zaten erdemini yerine
getirmesidir.

Bu teklere bakinca da agik, ¢iinkii her konuda bunu boyle kabul ediyoruz.
S6z gelisi bir mantonun bir erdemi var, ¢linkii onun belli bir isi ve islevi
var. Bir mantonun erdemi demek, onun en iyi durumu demektir. Bir
gemide, bir evde ve oteki nesnelerde de bu bdyledir. Dolayistyla ruhta da
bu boyle, nitekim onun belli bir isi vardir (E.E. 1219 a- 6).

Her erdem, neyin erdemi ise, onun iyi durumda olmasini ve kendi isini iyi
gergeklestirmesini saglar. S6z gelisi gbziin erdemi, gbzii ve onun isini
erdemli kilar; ¢iinkii goziin erdemi sayesinde iyi goriiriiz. Ayni sekilde
atin edemi at1 erdemli kilar; iyi kogmasini, binicisini iyi tagimasini ve
diismanlarin kargisindan kagmasini saglar (N.E. 1106a 15-21).

Bunun her seyde boyle oldugunu diisiinen Aristoteles’e gore insanin erdemi de
nedenle erdem, insanin insan olmak bakimindan islevinin ne oldugu sorusunun diger bir
bigimidir.

IV. Pratik Bilgelikten Teorik Bilgelige: /deal Hayat

Erdemi iki tiire aywran Aristoteles, bu ayrimla iki tiir bilgeligi de birbirinden
ayirmaktadir. Diislince erdemleri insana teorik (sophia) bilgelik kazandirirken, karakter
erdemleri ise pratik bir bilgelik (phronesis) saglamaktadir. Daha 6nceki boliimde kisaca
deginildigi gibi, ruhun erdeme uygunlugunun en yiiksek iyi, dolayisiyla ideal bir hayat
oldugu konusu herkes i¢in agikken, boylesi bir hayatin nasil bir etkinlikten olustugu
konusunda farkli goriisler bulunmaktadir. Erdemli bir hayatin ulastiracagi
eudaimonianin, karakter erdemlerinin en iyi sekilde gergeklestirilmesiyle edinilen pratik
bir bilgelik mi, sadece diisiince erdemlerinin gerceklestirilmesiyle kazanilan teorik bir
bilgelik mi, yoksa her ikisini de kapsadigi ve iki tlir bilgeligin paralelligiyle mi
saglandigi konusu iizerinde tartigmalar vardir.

Eudaimonianin hangi tiir bilgelik yasami oldugu sorusu, insanin iglevinin de o

bilgelik tiirii oldugunu, baska bir deyisle insana iliskin ideal ya da miikemmel bir
yasamin o bilgelik tlirline ait yasam oldugunu sdylemek olacaktir. Aristoteles etigini
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kapsayict bir bicimde degerlendiren anlayisa gore, ideal yasam tiim erdemleri i¢ine alan
pratik ve teorik bilgeligin her ikisini de kapsayan bir etkinlik bi¢imidir. Akilc1 anlayisa
gore ise insanin, onu tiim diger canlilardan ayiran iglevi, tiim erdemleri gergeklestirmek
degil, sadece en milkemmel olan erdemi gerceklestirmektir. Dolayisiyla akilc1 anlays,
sophia etkinliginin bagka bir deyisle teorik bilgeligin, insanin en yiiksek amaci oldugu
iddia etmektedir.

Hangi tiir bilgeligin ideal hayata gotiirdiigiinii netlestirmek icin Aristoteles’in {ig
yasam bicimi arasinda yaptigi ayrima geri doniilebilir. Bu {i¢ yasam bicimi iyi bir
yasamin da {i¢ diizeyini gozler Oniine sermektedir. Aristoteles, bu ii¢ yasam diizeyinden
oncelikle haz yagsaminin en iyisi olmadigini gdsterir. Ona gore haz yasami da kuskusuz
iyi bir yagam olmakla beraber, en iyi yasam diizeyi degildir.

Bir bagka seyden 6tiirii, bir bagka sey adina tercih etmedigimiz sey en ¢cok
tercih edilesi olandir; hazzin bdyle oldugunda uzlasilir, haz kendi
bakimindan tercih edildiginden o6tiirii hi¢ kimse hangi amagla haz aldigimi
sormaz. Ama &te yandan, bir ‘iyi’ye herhangi bir iyi eklenince, s6z gelisi
adil davranmaya 6l¢iilii olma eklenince, onu daha tercih edilir kilar. Oysa
‘iyi’, kendi bagina artar. Demek ki bu uslamlama hazzin bir ‘iyi’
oldugunu, ama bagka bir ‘iyi’den daha iyi de olmadigimi gosteriyor.
Cinki her ‘iyi’ basl basma ‘iyi” degilse, baska iyinin katilmasiyla daha
tercih edilir olur (N.E. 1172b 20-23).

Aristoteles’e gore haz yasaminda bir iyiye bagka bir iyi eklendiginde daha
yiiksek bir iyiye ulagildiginin goriilmesi, haz yasamimin eudamonia igin uygun
olmadiginin da gostergesidir. Ciinkii eudaimonia kendi basina amag¢ olan ve kendi
kendine yeten en miitkemmel yasamdir. “Mutlulugu bir bagkasi i¢in degil, ‘kendi basina’
tercih edilen bir sey olarak anlamak gerekiyor. Mutluluk higbir seyden yoksun degildir,
kendine yeter. ‘Kendi basina’ tercih edilenler, onlardan etkinligin disinda higbir sey
beklenmeyen etkinliklerdir” (N.E. 1176b 4-8). Bu nedenle bir bagka iyinin ona
eklenmesiyle eudamonianin daha yiiksek bir iyi haline geldigini digiinmek miimkiin
degildir.

Siyaset yasami sz konusu oldugunda ise Aristoteles, segkinlerin siyaset
yagsaminin amacinin onur oldugunu diisiindiiklerini ifade etmektedir (N.E. 1095b 26). O
halde onurun eudaimonia tanimina uygun olup olmadigina bakilmalidir. Eudaimonianin
kendine yeter oldugu, onurun ise bir onurlandiranin varligin1 gerektirdigi
diisliniildiiginde bu yasam bi¢iminin de en iyi yasam bi¢imi olmadig1 goériilmektedir.
“Siyasetin ya da akli basindaligin en yetkin olduguna inanilmasi tutarsiz olurdu” (N.E.
1141a 20). Ayrica Aristoteles sonuncu kitapta siyaset yasamimin ikinci diizeyde
oldugunu belirtmektedir. “Karakter erdemine uygun yasam ikinci sirada gelir” (N.E.
1178a 10). Onurun karakter erdemlerinin 6diilii oldugundan Aristoteles dordiincii
kitapta soz etmektedir (N.E. 1123b 35).

Aristoteles, bu {i¢ yasam diizeyinden geriye kalan teori yasaminin eudaimoniaya
uygun tek yasam oldugunu sonuncu kitapta net bir bicimde ortaya koymaktadir.
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Mutluluk erdeme uygun bir etkinlik ise, en yiiksek erdeme uygun olmasi
ussaldir. Bu etkinlik de en iyiye 6zgii olsa gerek. Imdi bu ister us olsun,
ister dogal olarak bizi yonettigi, yol gosterdigi, giizel, tanrisal seylere
ozen gosterdigi diisliniilen bagka bir sey olsun; ister kendisi tanrisal bir
sey olsun, onun kendine 6zgii erdeme uygun etkinligi tam mutluluk olsa
gerek. Bu etkinligin ise teori etkinligi oldugunu sdylemistik. Bunun daha
once soylediklerimize, hakikate uygun oldugu goriinse gerek, ¢linkii o en
yiksek etkinliktir (us, bizdeki en yiiksek sey, bilinen seylerin en
yiiksekleri de us nelerle ilgili ise onlar). Ayrica o en siirekli etkinliktir:
Biz bir seyi yapmaktan ¢ok daha siirekli olarak teori yapabiliriz (N.E.
1177a 12-23).

Insan varliginin sahip oldugu en yiiksek seyin akil ve onunla ilgili olan seyler
oldugunu belirten Aristoteles, teori yasamimin siirekli bir etkinlik hali oldugunu da
vurgulamaktadir. Aristoteles, eudaimonianin, kendi disinda herhangi baska bir iyiye
gereksinim duymadan en yiiksek iyi oldugunu belirttikten sonra, akla dayali mutlulugun
bagka iyilere gereksinim duymadigini da ifade ederek eudaimoniay1 akilla
iliskilendirmektedir.

“Usa baglt mutlulugun disa ait iyilere pek az gereksinim duydugu, ya da
karakter erdemine bagli olanlardan daha az gereksinim duydugu goriinse
gerek” (N.E. 1178a 24).

Aristoteles’in eudaimonia’ya iliskin belirlenimlerini, teori etkinligi i¢in de
kullandigina dikkat edildiginde, eudaimoniay1 teori etkinligiyle O6zdeslestirdigi
goriilmektedir. Eudaimonia nin, kendi bagina amag¢ oldugunu ve kendi kendine yeter
oldugunu ifade eden Aristoteles, ayni tespitleri teori etkinligi i¢in de yapmaktadir.

Us etkinligi teori ile ilgili oldugundan otiirii, erdemce farklilik tasir,
kendisi diginda hicbir hedefe yonelmez, kendine 6zgii bir haz tasir (bu da
etkinligi kamgilar), kendine yeterlidir, dingincedir, bir insan igin
olabildigince kesintisizdir, mutlu bir kigiye yakisan biitiin 6teki 6zellikler,
bu etkinlige uygun goriiniir. Demek ki bir insanin tam mutlulugu bu olsa
gerek (N.E. 1177b 18-23).

Aristoteles’in teori etkinligi s6z konusu oldugunda dikkat ¢ektigi nokta yine
eudaimonianin 6zelliklerinin bu yasam bi¢imine uygun oldugunu gostermektedir. Ona
gore comert kisi comertce seyler yapmak igin, adil kisi yapilanin karsiligin1 verebilmek
i¢in paraya gereksinim duyacak, yigit kisi de giice gereksinim duyacak, dl¢iilil kisi ise
isteng Ozgiirliigline gereksinim duyacaktir. Oysa Aristoteles, teori yapmak i¢in bunlarin
hicbirine gereksinim duyulmadigini ifade eder. Ayrica tam mutlulugun bir teori etkinligi
oldugunun bir gostergesinin de, tanrilarin en mutlu varliklar olduklarma iliskin
kabulden yola ¢ikarak olusturulabilecegini ifade etmektedir. Tanrilar en mutlu varliklar
ise Oyleyse onlara hangi eylemlerin yakistirilabilecegini diislinen filozof, adil, yigit,
comert ya da Olciilii eylemlerin her birinin onlar i¢in kiicilk ve degersiz olacagi
sonucuna ulagir. O halde geriye tanrilara en uygun yasamin teori etkinligi oldugunu
sOoylemekten baska bir sey kalmamaktadir. Aristoteles’e gore insan igin de bu tiir bir
etkinlige benzer bir yasam en ideal yagsamdir (N.E. 1178b 1-25).
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Felsefenin arilik, saglamlik agisindan en hayranlik verici hazlari tasidigi
goriinliyor; yasamak, hakikati bilenler i¢in, onu arayanlardan daha hos, bu
da usa uygun. ‘Kendine yeterlik’ dedigimiz sey de en ¢ok teori etkinligi
ile ilgili olsa gerek. Nitekim yasam i¢in zorunlu olan seylere hem bir bilge
hem adil bir kisi hem de 6teki insanlar gereksinir. Bu tiir kisiler bunlara
yeterince sahip olsalar bile, adil kisi onlara karsi, onlarla adil eylemde
bulunacag: kisilere gereksinim duyar, ol¢iilii kisi, yigit kisi, 6tekilerin her
biri de dyle. Oysa bilge kisi kendi basina olsa bile teori etkinliginde
bulunabilir: Ne denli bilgeyse o denli ¢ok. Birlikte ¢alisacag: kisilere
sahip olursa belki daha iyi, ama yine de kendine en yeter kisi o. Yalnizca
bu etkinligin ‘kendi basina’ sevildigi goriinse gerek: Ciinkii ondan, teori
etkinliginin disinda higbir sey olusmaz (N.E. 1177a 25- b4).

Aristoteles, eudaimonianin 6zelliklerini tasiyan boyle bir yasamin sadece felsefi
etkinlikte bulundugunu belirterek, teori yasaminin igerigini felsefe olarak belirlemistir.
O halde etik erdemlerin gergeklestirilme kosullarini saglayan siyaset yasami Aristoteles
icin ikinci derecede iyi olan bir yasam bi¢imidir. En mitkemmel, baska bir deyisle ideal
yasam Aristoteles’e gore felsefi etkinlikten olusan teori yagsamudir.

Kisaca Aristoteles suna inanmaktadir: Insan yasami, insanlarin biitiin
zamanlarini kendi yasamlarimi diisiinerek harcayacaklari kadar degerli degildir. Birey
yalnizca kendi bireysel kaygilarini asmaya caligmakla yetinmemeli; o ayn: zamanda
toplumun veya insanligin giindelik kaygilarinin da tizerinde olmaya gayret etmelidir.
Insanlarin sahip olduklar1 diisiinme kapasitesi onlarin kendilerine kendilerinden daha
yiiksek seyleri diisiinme olanagi saglar. Bir tek insan, kendi varligini asarak daha yiiksek
varliklara ulagma yetisine sahiptir. Insanin asag1 seyleri diisiinmesi ise bu kapasitenin
kendisini diiskiin kilar. Oysa insan, akli sayesinde kendisinden daha yiiksek varliklar
iizerine diislinebilen tek varliktir ve bu sebeple kendisinden daha yiiksek varliklara
katilabilir. Bu nedenle insanin zamani sadece insan yasami iizerinde harcanmayacak
kadar degerlidir. Teori yagsami insanin akli sayesinde tanrisal olana katilimi ile miimkiin
olur. Bu sekilde insan kendisinden daha yiiksek varliklar1 diisiinebilir. Insan, 6zsel
olarak kendini asacak bir yetenege sahiptir ve bu yetenek sayesinde tanriya benzer bir
varlik olarak kendini gergeklestirebilir. Bu yetenegi sayesinde insan eudaimoniaya
ulagabilir (Nagel 2010: 114-5).

Imdi us, insandaki tanrica bir sey ise, usa uygun yasam da insan
yasamindaki tanrica bir sey olacaktir. imdi insan oldugumuzdan insanla
ilgili seylerle, 6liimlii oldugumuzdan &liimlilerle ilgili olan seylerle
ilgilenmemizi &giitleyenleri  dinlememeli; kendimizi olabildigince
olumsiizlestirmeli, bizdeki en {istiin seye uygun yasamak icin her seyi
yapmali. Nitekim o, kiitlece kiigiik olsa bile, olanak, deger bakimidan
her seyi ¢ok asar. Asil olan, en iyi olan o ise, her bir kisiyi o kisi yapanin
da us oldugu goriilse gerek... Dogal olarak her bir kisiye 6zgii olan sey,
onun icin en asil olan, en hos olandir. O halde bir insan O6zellikle o
oldugundan o6tiirii, “insan” i¢in bu, ‘akla gore yasam’dir. Demek ki en
mutlu yasam da budur (N.E. 1177b 30- 1178a 8).
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Goriildiigii gibi Aristoteles, kapsayici anlayisin ileri siirdiigii gibi insan igin en
miitkemmel etkinligin teorik ve pratik yasamin birlikteligi oldugunu degil, yalnizca teori
etkinligi  oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Bu durumda karakter erdemlerinin
gerceklestirildigi siyasi bir yasam ve pratik bilgelik Aristoteles’e gore insan igin iyi
olmakla beraber, en iyi yasam bi¢imi degildir. Dolayisiyla insanin islevi, onu tiim diger
canlhlardan ayiran akli ile gergeklestirdigi teorik etkinliktir. Insan bu yetisi sayesinde,
kendi varligini da agarak en yiiksek ilkeleri temasa edebilme olanagina sahiptir.

Sonug¢

Aristoteles’in ‘iyi’, ‘telos’, ‘eudaimonia’, ‘erdem’, ‘teorik ve pratik bilgelik’e
iligkin gorislerinden bagimsiz olarak, insanin insan olmak bakimindan sahip oldugu
islevin ortaya konulabilmesi baska bir deyisle insanin dogasinin, onu oldugu sey yapan
Oziiniin ya da onu neyin ideal bir yasama ulastiracaginin kavranilabilmesi miimkiin
degildir. Goriilecegi gibi en nihayetinde Aristoteles, insanin islevini, telosunu, en
yiiksek iyiyi, eudaimoniay: ve teorik bilgeligi birbiriyle 6zdeslestirmektedir. Boylelikle
insanin sahip olabilecegi en miikemmel ya da ideal yasamin neligini de belirleyen
Aristoteles, insani insan yapan seyin, diisiinebilmesi oldugu kabuliinii de agikliga
kavusturur. Onemli olan diisiinme yetisinin neye veya nereye yoneltilecegidir. Bu yeti,
sadece giindelik hayatin kaygilarina ya da problemlerini ¢ozmeye veya pratik
erdemlerin nasil gergeklestirilecegine yoneltildiginde asil islevini yerine getirmekten
uzak kalmaktadir. Diisiinebilme potansiyeli ile insan, onu tanrisalliga yaklastiran bir
etkinlikte bulunarak kendini agma olanagina sahiptir. O halde insanin ona 6zgii olan
islevi sadece akla sahip olmasinda degil, aklii dogru yone ydneltebilmesindedir. Insan1
insan yapan yani, diger canlilarla paylastiklart degil; kendi varligin1 da asarak, kendi
varligina, evrene ve hayata iligkin hakikatlere ulasabilme giictindedir.

“Yasama’nin insan i¢in ne anlama geldigini bildigimizde, iyi yasamak i¢in neyi
iyl yapmamiz gerektigini de bilebiliriz. Burada se¢im, insan olarak yasamak ile bagka
tiirden bir canli olarak yasamak arasinda degildir; yasamak ve yasamamak arasindadir.
Insanlarin nasil daha iyi yasayacaklarini bilmeleri gerekir; fakat ‘yasamak’ ne ‘yasayan
canlilar’n tiimii i¢in ortak bir bigimde tamimlanabilir, ne de yasama tek bir anlam
yiiklenebilir (Clark 1972: 272-5).

Insan, diinya iizerinde yasayan canlilar igerisinde en ¢ok olanaga sahip ve en
degerli varliktir, bu nedenle yasamini en iyi sekilde siirdiirmeli, sahip oldugu
potansiyellerin farkina varmali, aklini iyi ve giizel islerde kullanmalidir. Boylesi iyi bir
yasamin neligini belirleyebilmek icin Aristoteles, Oncelikle insanin islevinin ne
oldugunun bilinmesi gerektigini diigtinmiistiir. Metafizik’in daha ilk ciimlesinde aslinda
insanin islevine gonderimde bulunan ve biitiin insanlarin dogal olarak bilmek
istediklerini ifade eden filozof (980a 21), insanlarin dogalar1 geregi sahip olduklar1 bu
potansiyelin nereye dogru yonlendirilebilecegini ise etik goriigiinde belirgin kilmistir.

Felsefe, diger bir deyisle teori etkinligi, kendisi amag olan insanin, insan olarak
iglevini olusturmaktadir. Kugkusuz biitiin erdemler insan yasami i¢in iyidirler; ancak
sadece iglerinden en iyi olani insanin en yiiksek amacidir. Karakter erdemlerinin
gergeklestirilmesi  baska seylerin varligini  gerektirdigi halde, baska hicbir seye
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gereksinim duyulmadan gergeklestirilebilen tek erdem teorik bilgeliktir (sophia).
Bilgelik, insanin kendinden daha milkemmel olanin bilgisine ulasarak mitkemmellesme
stirecidir. Teori yasaminin ulastirdigit mutluluk, anlik bir duygu durumuna degil,
Aristoteles’in eudaimonia ile ifade ettigi en yiiksek, tam ve kendine yeter olan yegane
amaca isaret etmektedir. Bu amag, hi¢bir canlinin ulasamayacagi, sadece insana 6zgii
olan islevi olarak, insan varlig1 i¢in ideal yagam bicimidir.
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Funda Giinsoy KAY Ax*

Kitap Inceleme
Book Review

STRAUSS Leo, Natural Right and History (Dogal Hak ve Tarih, gev.
M.Ersen, Say Yaynlari, 2011) The University of Chicago Press, 1963.

Insanin sosyal ve politik bir varlik oldugu, Bat1 diisiince tarihi icinde pek ¢ok
filozof tarafindan dile getirilmistir. Bu birlikte yasama egilimi veya olgusu, birlikte
yasayan insanlar arasinda adil bir diizenin hangi normlara gore nasil tesis edilecegi veya
kimin hangi normlara gére yonetecegi sorununu dogurur. Bu sorular, hem politik hem
ethik hem de hukuki sorunlardir. Dolayisiyla, yasa, norm ve toplumun normatif temeli
olmasi anlaminda hukuk sorunu, insanligin kendisi kadar eskidir denilebilir. Bununla
birlikte, hangi hukuk formunun insan i¢in en iyi birliktelik bicimini, diizeni ve adaleti
tesis edecegi sorunu pozitif hukukun yani sira dogal hukuk diisiincesini ortaya ¢ikarir.
Zira, dogal hak/hukuk diigiincesi, iyi ile kotii, dogru ile yanlis, adil ile adil olmayan
arasinda doga geregi bir ayrim oldugunu, insani eylemi ve pozitif hukuku kendisi
1s181nda ygrgllayabilecegimiz evrensel normlar ya da daha yiiksek bir yasa bulundugunu
ifade eder”.

Dogal hak/hukuk diisiincesi modernite Oncesi dogal hak/hukuk gelenegi ile
modern dogal hak/hukuk gelenegi olmak tizere iki ayr1 donemsellestirme icinde ele
almabilir. Yirminci yiizyilin en etkili ve bir o kadar tartismali politika filozofu Leo
Strauss’un Natural Right and History (Dogal Hak ve Tarih)’si, klasik ve modern
formunda dogal hak diisiincesi ile dogal hakkin reddine gétiiren tarihselcilik ve modern
olgu-deger ayrimini ele alip irdeler. Strauss’un kitabin bagindan sonuna dek vurguladigi
temel husus, Tarihsellik ve Bilimsellik adina dogal hak diisiincesinin reddinin felsefenin
reddiyle 6zdes oldugu ve bu reddin tiim hakk: pozitif hukuk/hak ile veya egemenin/yasa
koyucunun emriyle 6zdeslestirme tehlikesi tasidigidir.

Alman disiincesinden neset eden tarihselci yaklagim, tiim insani diislincenin
tarihsel oldugu ve dolayisiyla insani eyleme kilavuzluk eden ilkelerin evrensel degil,
zamana ve mekana bagh olmalari anlaminda degisebilir oldugunu éne siirer’. Buna
gore, hak denilen sey, yalnizca pozitif haktir. Bu ylizden, insanin esitlik, 6zgiirliik gibi
dogal haklarindan s6z etmek yalnizca bir ideal olabilir ve her toplumun idealleri bir
digeri kadar hakli kilinabilir. Toplumlarin kendilerine 6zgii ideallerini ya da bir yasam
tarzinin kendisine dayandig: ilkeleri yargilayabilecegimiz iist bir mahkeme, standart
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yoktur. Bdylesi bir standart arayiginin bizzat kendisi, tarih-digidir. “Biitiin hakkindaki
kanilarin yerine biitiiniin bilgisini koyma girisimi” olarak felsefe de, aymi sekilde, tarih-
dist ve bu anlamda dogmatiktir. Ciinkii felsefenin bizatihi kendisi filozoflarin
kanilarinin ¢arpistigi bir entelektiiel arenadir®®®3!, Strauss, tarihselci yaklagima,
Husserl’in Dilthey’a yaptig1 gibi, tarihselci tezi kullanarak karsi ¢ikar. Husserl’e gore
tarihselcilik, “bir genelden hareket etmeyi yadsiyan genelci tutum™un adidir.’ Aym
sekilde, Strauss da, tarihselciligin bizatihi kendisinin tarih-dis1 bir tez 6ne siirmekle
kendini ¢liriittiginii 6ne sirer. Ciinkii, insan “tiim’ diislincenin tarihsel karakterini

gorecek sekilde tarihi asamaz”?,

Kitabin ikinci bolimii, dogal hak diisiincesinin bir baska cepheden, olgu-deger
ayrimindan hareketle reddini sorgular. Weber kendisini tarih okulunun bir tilmizi olarak
tanimlamis olmasina ragmen, Strauss onu bu boélimde ele alir. Cilinkii Weber’in
konumunu tarihselci yaklasimdan ayirt eden sey, tarihsel bir kilik altinda evrensel
standartlar 6ne siirmeye karsi olmasidir. Strauss Weber’in tarih okuluna itirazini bdyle
okur. Tarih okulu evrensel normlar yerine tikel-tarihsel ve dolayisiyla hala objektif
normlar tesis etmeyi dener. O dogal hakka tarihsel bir karakter verir. Bunu insanlik
tarihinin anlamli ve insan akli tarafindan anlagilabilir bir siire¢ oldugunu 6ne siirerek
yapar®. Oysa Strauss’un perspektifinden Weber, olgu-deger ayrimina dayanarak,
insan aklinin c¢atigan degerler arasinda se¢im yapma yeteneksizligini One siiren
“yiizy1limizin en biiyiik sosyal bilimcisi”dir®*®™,

Weber’in sosyal bilim anlayisi, olgular ile degerler arasinda mutlak bir ayrim
oldugunun kabuliine dayanir. Buna gore, sosyal bilimler sosyal fenomenlerin ethik
agidan notr analiziyle, sosyal olgular ile nedenleri arasindaki iligkinin incelenmesiyle
siirlidirlar (38). Fakat sosyal bilimlerin bizatihi kendileri, hangi olgularin ve sorunlarin
onemli hangilerinin inceleme konusu olamayacak &l¢iide 6nemsiz oldugu noktasinda
arastirmacinin ilgi ve degerlerinin dahil oldugu bir se¢imi gerekli kilarlar. Bu anlamda
“degerlere referansta” bulunurlar. Ancak Weber bu giicliigli, “degerlere referans” ile
“deger yargilar” arasinda bir ayrim yaparak asmaya calisir®. Sozgelimi, bir seyin
politik ozgiirlikkle iliskili oldugunu sdylemek ile politik 6zgiirligiin yaninda ya da
karsisinda olmak tiimilyle farkli seylerdir. Sosyal bilimler, deger yargilarinda
bulunamazlar; yalnizca olgularin nedenlerini agiklarlar.

Strauss’a gore, Weber’in soyal bilimin ethik agidan notr oldugunu 1srarla
vurgulamasinin nedeni, olan ile olmasi gereken arasinda temel bir karsitlik bulunduguna
inanmas1 degil, olmasi gerekenin gercek bilgisine ulagmanin imkansizligina
inanmasidir*. Bu nedenle, Weber’in perspektifi i¢inde kalarak, dogru bir degerler
sisteminden, empirik ya da rasyonel herhangi bir bilimden, felsefi ya da bilimsel
herhangi bir bilgiden bahsetmek miimkiin degildir®. Bir degerler hiyerarsisi olmadig:
icin, tiim degerler esit olglide kabul edilebilirdir. Strauss’un 6rnegini tekrarlarsak, pul
koleksiyonu yapmak hakikati aramak kadar degerlidir ve aymi Olgiide onurlu bir
cabadir’’. Evet, Strauss’a gore, Weber’in tezinin bizi gétiirebilecegi tek yer nihilizmdir.

Fakat Strauss Weber’in konumunu “soylu nihilizm” olarak niteler. Ciinkii bu
nihilizm, soylu ve daha yiice olana kayitsizliktan degil, “soylu oldugu diisiintilen her

1 Ozlem, Dogan, Tarih Felsefesi, Istanbul: Anahtar Kitaplar, 1996, s.160.
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seyin temelsiz karakterine yonelik sézde ya da gergek dngoriiden” dogar®®. Weber igin
iki alternatif vardir: ya tinsel dirilme ya da mekanik taglagsma. Fakat bu iki alternatif
arasinda verilecek karar son tahlilde bir inang ya da bir deger yargist sorunudur ve akil
bu konuda tiimiiyle sessizdir*’. Strauss, Weber’in “kisilik” ya da insan onuru anlayisimni
bu baglam igine yerlestirir. Insan1 yeryiiziindeki tiim canlilardan ayiran ve onu insan
kilan sey, otonom bir tarzda kendine degerler koymasi ve bu degerleri amag
edinmesidir. Insanin onuru, catisan degerler arasinda se¢im yapabilme kapasitesinden
olusur. Bu yiizden, Strauss’a gore, “kisiligin’ ger¢ek anlamui ‘Ozgirliigiin’® gercek

anlamna baghdir™*,

Bu 6zgiirliik ya da onur anlayigmin ilk ethik buyrugu “ideallerin olsun!”dur.
Fakat 6zgiirliigiin ya da insani onur anlayisinin bu anlami, “tiim soylu ruhlarin evrensel
kardesligine” gotiirebilecegi gibi “herkesin herkese savasina”da gotiirebilir. Ciinkii bu
buyruk, bicimsel dolayisiyla igeriksizdir***. Weber’in ikinci kategorik buyrugu, “Kendi
tanrinin ya da demon’unun pesinden git!”tir. Fakat iyi demon’lar oldugu gibi, kotii
demon’lar da vardir. Eger iyinin ve dogrunun gercek bilgisine ulagmak miimkiin
degilse, insanin iyi demon’lar ile kotii demon’lar arasinda verecegi karar, tiimiiyle keyfi
ve esit 6l¢iide hakli kilinabilir. Bu yiizden Strauss’a gore, bu kategorik buyrugun hakiki
formiilasyonu sudur:

“Istedigin Tanrmin ya da Seytanin pesinden git, fakat yapacagmn se¢im
her ne olursa olsun, onu tiim kalbinle, tiim ruhunla ve tim giiciinle se¢”®.

Bu Weberci formiilasyon iginde, iistiinliik veya mitkemmelliyet (excellence) ister
iyi ister kotii olsun, bir davaya tutkulu adamstir®®. Akil, iyi ile kotii, dogru ile yanlis
arasindaki catigmada nihai referans noktas: olmadigt ve degerler arasindaki gatigsmay1
karar baglayacak bir konumda olmadigina gore, insan her davaya hizmet edebilir, yeter
ki ona tutkuyla bagli olsun. Buna gore o, hakikat arayigina adanmig felsefi bir yagam
stirebilir, ilahi vahyin otoritesine iman edip kendisini dini bir davaya adayabilir ya da
tiim yasamini bir tiranin hizmetinde ge¢irmeyi secebilir.

Strauss i¢in aslinda Weber’in konumu, “insani rehberlik” ile “ilahi rehberlik”
arasinda se¢im yapmanin imkansizligina dayanir. O, tiim ideallerin ya da insanin
kendisini adadig1 davalarin, dini inangta kok saldiginin farkindadir. Fakat ayn1 zamanda,
modern diinyada dinin kamusal tezahiirlerinin yitirilmesiyle birlikte tiim ideallerin ve
davalarin yok oldugunun da”®™. Bu yiizden, insanin oniinde iki alternatif vardir: ya
“timiiyle yeni peygamberler ya da eski diisiince ve ideallerin giiglii bir yeniden dogusu”
ya da ruhsuz uzmanlarm, kalpsiz haz diiskiinlerinin mekanik diinyasi. insan, bu iki
alternatiften birini segmek zorundadir. Fakat insan iyinin bilgisine sahip olmaksizin, bu
iki alternatiften hangisinin kendisi i¢in iyi olduguna karar veremez: “insan 151ksiz,
rehbersiz, bilgisiz ya§ayamaz”74. O halde, temel sorun sudur: insan iyinin bilgisini kendi
dogal giicleri araciliiyla elde edebilir mi yoksa ilahi vahyin bilgisine mi dayanmak
zorundadir? Akil ile inang, vahiy ile felsefe ya da bilim arasindaki ¢atigma, Weber’in,

bilim ya da felsefe idesinin 6liimciil bir zaaftan mustarip oldugunu 6ne
sirmesine yol acar. O otonom kavrayls davasina sadik kalmaya
calismistir fakat bilim ya da felsefenin nefret ettigi aklin (intellect) kurban
edilmesinin bilim ya da felsefenin tam da iginde oldugunu hissettigi
zaman umutsuzluga kapilir>°,
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Strauss, Weber’in bu umutsuzlugunu paylasmaz. Ciinkii Weber dogal hak
imkanindan, ii¢ yiizyillik bir gelenegin ruhuyla vazgeger’®. Weber’e karsi Strauss,
‘doga’nin ilk goriiniise ¢iktig1 bilim-6ncesi, felsefe-oncesi ana geri donerek, dogal hak
imkanini goésterme isini Gstlenir. Strauss’un klasik ve modern formunda dogal hakki ele
aligi, Platon, Aristoteles, Stoa’dan Kutsal Kitaba, Machiavelli, Hobbes ve Locke’tan
Rousseau’ya felsefe tarihi i¢indeki tiim 6nemli filozoflarin eserlerinin derin ve ayrintili
okumalarindan olusur.
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Foucault, Michel. L arcéologie du savoir (The Archeology of Knowledge, trans.
A. M. Sheridan Smith, Pantheon Books, New York: 1972) (Bilginin Arkeolojisi,
Fransizcadan ¢ev. Veli Urhan, Birey Yayncilik, Istanbul: 1999).

Edebiyatin, siyasetin ve felsefe ile bilimlerin, on sekizinci yiizyilda sdylemin
alanina, on dokuzuncu yiizyilda eklemlendikleri gibi eklemlenmediklerini ifade eden
Foucault, bu alanlarin, daima diigiinsel kategorilerin, siniflandirma ilkelerinin, normatif
kurallarin, kurumsallagsmis tiplerin kendileri oldugunu sdyler. Bunlar, ayn1 zamanda,
¢oziimlenmeye deger olan sdylem olgularidir. Onlarin birbirleriyle olan karmasik
iliskileri asli, yerlesik ve evrensel olarak bilinebilir karakterler degildir."

Foucault’ya gore, bir dilbilimsel sistem, ancak bir ifadeler birligi ya da bir
sOylem olgular1 koleksiyonu kullanmak suretiyle gergeklestirilebilir; bir dil ise daima
miimkiin ifadeler i¢in bir sistem olusturmaktadir. Ancak birbirinden kopuk olaylar alani
da, dile getirilmis olan tek tek dilbilimsel ayrimlarin her zaman igin sonlu ve aktiiel
olarak smirlt birligidir. Foucault, bir ifadenin daima dilin de anlamin da sonuna dek
kullanamayacag1 bir olay oldugunu sdyler. Olay, ilkin, bir yandan bir yazinin jestine ya
da bir soziin telaffuzuna baglhdir; ikinci olarak, her olay gibi bir tektir, ama tekrara,
doniismeye, yeniden aktiflesmeye agiktir. Olay, onu tesvik eden kosullara ve onun
tesvik ettigi sonuglara degil, kendisinden 6nce gelen ve kendisini izleyen ifadelere de
baglidir. Bu baglamda, Chartier, Foucault’nun olay1 olduk¢a celisik bir bicimde
tanimladigint belirtir; ¢iinkii Foucault, rastlantinin, bireylerin se¢imlerinde olmadigini,
tarihgilere en az rastlantisal ve en kesin goriinen tahakkiim iliskilerinin dontisiimleri
icinde bulundugunu séylemektedir (Chartier 1998: 124).

Foucault s6ylemin, belli bir diizeyde, dilbilimsel olgularin ve bir baska diizeyde
polemik ve stratejik olgularin diizenli bir toplami oldugunu belirtir. O, sdylemin
stratejik ve polemik oyun olarak bu analizinin ikinci bir arasgtirma ekseni oldugunu
diisiiniir (Foucault 2005: 165). Ote yandan, Foucault, sdylemi kaynagin oldukga uzak
varligina geri gotiirerek onu varolma direncinin oyunu i¢inde incelemek gerektigini
belirtir. Soylemler isaretlerden olugsmus olmakla birlikte, daha ¢ok, seyleri gostermek
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icin bu isaretleri kullanirlar. Burada seyleri dile ve sbze indirgenemez kilan da,
gosterilmesi ve betimlenmesi gereken de iste bu daha ¢ok sézciigiidiir. Ote yandan,
sOylemsel iligkiler, sdylemi sinirlar ve ona bazi bigimler empoze ederler. Bu iligkiler,
soylemin kullandig dili ve gelisip ortaya ¢iktig1 kosullar1 degil, fakat bir pratik olarak
sOylemin kendisini belirginlestirirler.

Nesnelerin, ifade kiplerinin, kavramlarin, teorik se¢imlerin olusum kurallarini
her defasinda tanimlamak gerektigini belirten Foucault, Deliligin Tarihi’'nde, teorik
secim noktalari isaret edilmesi oldukga kolay olan, kavramsal sistemleri goreli olarak az
sayida ve anlagilir olan, nihayet ifade rejimi oldukga tekdiize ve monoton olan
sOylemsel olusumla ilgilendigini belirtir. Klinigin Dogusu’ndaki temel arastirma
noktasi, on sekizinci ylizyilin sonunda ve on dokuzuncu yiizyilin basinda, dogal
sOylemin ifade bi¢imlerinin degistirilme seklidir. Kelimeler ve Seyler’deki, inceleme ise,
Genel Dilbilgisi’nde, Doga Tarihi’nde ve Zenginliklerin Coziimlenmesi’nde isaret
edilebildigi kadar, kavram aglarina ve onlarin birbirinin ayn: ya da birbirinden farkli
olusum kurallarina dayaniyordu. Ornegin, klinik sdylemde eger, doktor sirayla en biiyiik
ve dolaysiz soru soran, bakan gz, dokunan parmak, isaretleri ¢6zen organ, dnceden
yapilmis betimlemelerin birlesme noktasi, laboratuar teknisyeni ise, bu, biitiin bir
iligkiler demetinin oyuna sokulmus bulunmas1 demektir.

Foucault ifade etmenin ¢esitli kiplerini bir 6znenin birligine baglamadigin ifade
eder -ki burada s6z konusu olan 6zne sentezin empirik fonksiyonu olarak alinmig
Oznedir. Ona goére, mantiksal ¢oziimlemede, ifade, onermenin yapisi elde edildigi ve
tanimlandigr zaman “kalici olan” seydir; dilbilgisel ¢oziimleme agisindan ise, o, bir
climlenin bigimini, kendisinde kabul edebildigimiz ya da edemedigimiz dilbilimsel
elemanlarin serisidir. Foucault’nun ifadeyi, bize onun ne olmadigini sdyleyerek, negatif
olarak tanimladigi goriiliir. Bu baglamda, sdylemin ¢ekirdegini olusturan ifadeler ne
mantigin onermeleri, ne dilbilgisinin ctimleleri, ne de soziin edimleridir (Urhan 2000:
43). Ona gore, genel, nétr veya bagimsiz bir ifade yoktur; aksine, daima bir serinin ya
da bir biitiiniin {iyesi olan, baska ifadeler arasinda bir rolii olan, bu ifadelere dayanan ve
onlardan ayrilan bir ifade vardir. ifade, anlamli biitiinlerin belirgin hale gelme ilkesi
olmaktan uzakta, bu biitiinlerin i¢inde biriktikleri ve g¢ogaldiklari bir uzamda anlamli
birlikler olusturan seydir. Bununla birlikte, ifade, dilbilgisi ya da mantik tarafindan
betimlenmis birliklere eklenebilecek veya onlarla birlesebilecek olan basit bir birlik
degildir. Foucault, ifadelerin ¢oOziimlenmesinin bir cogito’ya gdndermede
bulunmaksizin gergeklestigini savunur. Ifade, gercekte, “sdylenilen”in diizeyinde
kurulur, ve bununla onda gozlemlenebilen sOylenmis seylerin toplamini, iliskileri,
diizenleri ve doniisiimleri, anlamak gerekir. Burada konusan “herhangi bir kisi”dir. Her
ifade belirli bir diizenin tastyicisidir ve diizenden ayr bir durumda bulunmaz.

Bu baglamda Foucault, ifadenin esiginden séz eder. Ona gore, ifadenin esigi
igaretlerin varolusunun esigidir. Bir isaretler serisi de ancak kendisini ilgilendiren 6zel
bir iliskiye sahip olmasi kosuluyla, ifade olabilir. Ote yandan ifadenin 6znesinin apagik
bir bicimde bir ifade etme niyeti i¢cinde ifadenin farkli 6gelerini meydana getiren 6zne
olmast gerekmektedir. Bununla birlikte, Foucault dilin, ortaya c¢ikti§1 ve varolusu
sekillendigi anda, ifade oldugunu, boylece de onun agkinsal ya da antropolojik olan bir
betimlemeden dogmadigini dile getirir. Buradan sdylem sorununu tekrar ele alan ve
sOylem ile soylemsel olusum konularini aragtirmaya gecen Foucault’ya gore, sOylem bir
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uyumsuzluktan bir baska uyumsuzluga giden bir yoldur. Soylemi ¢dziimlemek de, bu
uyumsuzluklarin sdylemde oynadiklari oyunu ortaya koymak ve sdylemin onlar1 nasil
ifade edebildigini, onlara nasil varlik verebildigini, ya da onlara nasil gegici bir goriiniis
kazandirabildigini gostermektir.

Foucault i¢in, “sOylemsel olugum” olarak tanimlanmis olan sey ise ifadelerin
ozel seviyesinde sOylenmis bulunan seylerin genel planina vurgu yapar. Foucault,
sOylemsel olugumu kendilerine ¢oziimledigimiz dort yon olan nesnelerin olusumunun,
0zel durumlarin olugumunun, kavramlarin olusumunun ve stratejik segimlerin
olusumunun ifade fonksiyonunun islev gordiigii dort alana uygun diistiigiinii ifade eder.
Soylemsel bir olusum zamansal siireglere 6zgii bir diizenliligi belirler ve bir sdylemsel
olaylar serisi ile bagka olay, doniisiim, degisim ve siire¢ serileri arasindaki eklemleme
ilkesini ortaya koyar. Ote yandan, sdylemsel bir olusum ile ifade ve pozitiflikler
arasinda dogrudan bir iliski vardir. S6ylemsel bir olusumu ¢ézliimlemek, ifadelerin ve
bu ifadeleri belirginlestiren pozitiflik biciminin diizeyinde, bir s6zsel edimler biitiiniinii
incelemek veya bir sdylemin pozitiflik bi¢imini tanimlamaktir. Bu pozitiflik bi¢imi de,
bicimsel ayniliklarin, siirekliliklerin, kavram nakillerinin, polemik oyunlarin kendisinde
ortaya cikabildikleri bir alan1 tanimlar. Boylece pozitiflik bir tarihsel a priori adi
verilebilecek seyin roliinii oynar. Pozitifliklerin a priorisi sadece zamansal bir dagilim
sistemi degildir; o, ayn1 zamanda, doniisebilir bir biitiiniin kendisidir. Séylem, en
azindan arkeoloji tarafindan ¢oziimlendigi sekliyle, yani pozitifligi diizeyinde, projesini
dilin dig bigiminin i¢ine yerlestirmeye gelen bir biling degildir; séylem bir dil, art1 bu
dili konusacak bir 6zne degildir. Bu, kendine 6zgii birbirini izleyis ve ard arda gelis
bigimleri olan bir uygulamadi. Foucault’ya gore, pozitiflikler arast bir goriiniis, sadece
birbirine yakin bir disiplinler grubu veya bir¢ok sdylemin genel iligkisi degil, onlarin
iletisimlerinin yasasidir.

Bu baglamda arsiv konusunu arastirmaya gecen Foucault, arsivin, oncelikle,
sOylenebilen seyin ilkesi, ifadelerin bireysel olarak ortaya ¢ikisini ydneten sistem
oldugunu soyler. Arsiv ifadelerin hem varolma hem de diizenli bir bicimde degisme
olanagini veren bir uygulamasmin kurallarin1 gosterir. Foucault bunun, “ifadelerin
olusumunun ve doniisiimiiniin genel sistemi” oldugunu soyler.

Ote yandan arsiv ve arkeoloji arasinda dogrudan bir bag bulunmaktadir.
Arkeoloji sdylemlerin i¢inde gizlenen ya da apacik goriinen diisiinceleri, temsilleri,
imajlari, temalar1, saplantilar1 degil, bu sdylemlerin kendilerini, kurallara uyan pratikler
olarak bu sdylemlerin kendilerini tanimlamaya ¢aligir. Bununla birlikte, arkeoloji eserin
egemen big¢iminde diizenlenmez ve eserin egemen bigiminin genel goriis alanindan
kurtuldugu an1 yakalamaya g¢alismaz. Arkeoloji bireyselin ve toplumsalin birbirine
gectigi belirsiz yeri kesfetmek istemez. O ne psikoloji, ne de sosyolojidir; bir eserin
varlik nedeni ve onun birliginin ilkesi olarak, yaratict 6znenin davasi ona yabanci durur.
Bununla birlikte, arkeolojik betimleme sadece ifadelerin bir diizenini gergeklestirmeye
caligir. Arkeoloji, Bernauer’a gore, digsal alanda hareket eden, tarihsel olarak insa
edilmis diisiince sinirlari agiga vuran ve bunlar1 tam da diislinerek ihlal eden bir
diisiinme bi¢imidir. Dolayisiyla arkeoloji bir “disaridan diisiinme”dir (Bernauer 2005:
118-9). Arkeolojinin kendisine bagvurdugu goriis alant o halde bir bilim, bir akilsallik,
bir zihinsellik ya da bir kiiltiir alan1 degil, sinirlar1 ve gelisme noktalar: hemen tespit
edilemeyen birbirleriyle iliskili pozitifliklerin bir karigimidir. Arkeoloji, sdylemlerin
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¢esitliligini ortadan kaldirmaya ve onlar bir araya toplamasi gereken birligi gostermeye
calismayan, ama onlarin cesitliligini farkli bi¢imlerin i¢ine dagitmaya c¢alisan
kargilagtirmali bir ¢oziimlemedir. Arkeolojinin serbestlik kazandirmak istedigi sey,
oncelikle bir benzerlikler ve farkliliklar oyunudur. Bu nedenle, arkeoloji bir ifadeler
biitiiniiniin olusum kurallarin1 belirlemektedir. Ote yandan, arkeolojinin betimlemeye
calistigi sey, Ozel yapist icindeki bilim degil, bilginin c¢ok degisik bir alanidir.
Pozitiflikler alanimmin ortaya ¢ikabilmesi, bilimlerin, onlarn tarihlerinin, tuhaf
birliklerinin, dagilimlarinin ve kopukluklarinin incelenmesi yoluyla olur. Bu baglamda
sOylemsel olusumlar oyununun yakalanabilmesi bilimsel sOylemlerin kiiciik araligi
icinde gercgeklesir. Foucault arkeolojinin ge¢mis ile bugiin arasindaki benzerlik
iligskilerine degil, daha ziyade, siireklilik iligkilerine ve miicadele stratejisinin taktik
hedeflerini giiniimiizde tanimlama imkan iizerinde -6zellikle buna gore- temellenen
tarihsel-siyasi bir tesebbiis oldugunu ifade eder (Foucault 2005: 276-7). Bu baglamda,
Foucault, kapatilmanin tip biliminin arkeolojik ilkesi oldugunu ifade etmektedir
(Balnchot 2005: 81). Buna gore, klasik ¢agda, psikiyatriyle kiyaslanabilir olan hi¢bir
belirli disiplinin kendilerine uymadigi, milkkemmel bir bigimde betimlenmeye elverisli
bir sdylemsel olusum, bir pozitiflik bulunmaktadir. Foucault’ya gore, bir sdylemsel
uygulamanin kendisinden hareketle bireysellestigi ve otonomisini kazandigi, sonug
olarak ifadelerin bir ve ayn1 olusum sisteminin kullanilis bulundugu ya da bu sdylemin
doniistiigli ana pozitiflik esigi adi verilebilir. Foucault, ifadesel diizenlemelerin
pozitiflikler olarak kavramlarin, olusum, arkeolojik tiireme, tarihsel a priori kurallarinin
kavramlar1 olarak oyuna sokulusu oldugunu soyler. Ona gore, oyun, sonunda ne
olacagini bilmedigimiz zaman oynamaya degerdir (Foucault 1999: 2).

Bernauer, insani, akil ile akil-olmayan arasindaki trajik bolinme deneyimine
yeniden kazandirmanin yolunu arayan Foucault’nun delilik ile akil arasindaki diyalogun
yerini alan sessizligin arkeolojisini yapmaya caligtigini sdyler. Bu sessizligin bliyiimesi
tizerine Foucault’nun yazdigi tarih de bir “yabancilasmanin arkeolojisi”dir (Bernauer
2005: 95). Foucault, arkeolojiden sonra episteme kavramini aragtirmaya gecer.
Episteme, her tiirlii bilimin 6tesine geger; bu nedenle bir 6znenin, bir aklin ya da bir
¢agn en yiiksek birligini gosterecek olan bir bilgi bigimi veya bir rasyonellik tipi degil,
sOylemsel diizenlerin seviyesinde ¢6ziimlendikleri zaman, bilimlerin arasinda, belirli bir
cag icin kesfedilebilecek olan bir iligkiler biitiiniidiir. Foucault’ya gore, episteme, agikca
goriilmeyen bir tir biiylik teori degildir, dagilma uzamidir, acik ve son derece
tanimlanabilir iliskiler alanidir. Bununla birlikte, episteme, tiim bilimlere ortak bir tarih
bilimi degildir; spesifik varlik silirdirme 1srarlarmin (rémanence) eszamanl bir
oyunudur. Episteme, ayrica, aklin genel bir evresi degildir; ardarda gelen zamansal
uyumsuzluklarin karmasik bir iligkisidir (Foucault 2004: 116-7). Episteme daha g¢ok
Foucault’nun bir “doniisiimler demeti” olarak ifade ettigi seyi tasvir eder; ona gore
bunlar “biitiinleyici bir tarihin konular1 yerine ayrimlasmig tahlilleri” ikame etmeyi
miimkiin kilarlar (Young 2000: 128). Foucault, Klasik déonemle Modern dénemi farkli
epistemelere baglar ve boylece bunlari birbirinden kopuk olarak diisiiniir. Ote yandan
Foucault, farkli pozitiflik alanlarina ait olan bazi kavramlarin her iki dénemde de
bulunabilecegini, onlarin farkli donemlerde farkli dagilim sistemlerine ait olabilecekleri
gibi farkli olusum yasalarina da baglanabileceklerini iddia eder (Urhan 2000: 176).
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Foucault’ya gore, sdylemin tiim alanlar1 ayn1 sekilde agik ve girilebilir degildir;
bazi alanlar siki sikiya yasaklanmisken, digerleri hemen her etkiye agik gériinmekte ve
onceden belirlenmis higbir kisitlama olmaksizin her konusan 6znenin kullanimina
acilmaktadir (Foucault 1993: 22). Bu baglamda Foucault séylemin, hem bir kurucu 6zne
felsefesi, hem bir ilk deneyim felsefesi hem de bir evrensel arabuluculuk felsefesi
icinde, ilk durumda yazi, ikinci durumda okuma, iigiincii durumda da degis-tokus olan
bir oyundan daha fazla bir sey olamayacagini ve bu degis-tokusun, bu okumanin, bu
yazinin higbir zaman isaretlerden bagka bir seyi devreye sokmadigimi ileri siirer.
Boylece soylem, kendi gercekligi i¢inde, kendini onu anlamlandiran seyin buyruguna
birakarak iptal eder. Ona gore, sdylemler, birbirini kesen, bazen birbirine eklemlenen,
ayn1 zamanda birbirlerinden habersiz veya birbirlerini diglayan, kesintili uygulamalar
gibi ele alinmalidirlar. S6ylemi, bizim nesnelere kars1 gosterdigimiz bir siddet, siirekli
olarak onlara zorla kabul ettirdigimiz bir uygulama gibi algilamak gerekir ve sdylemin
olageligleri bu uygulamanin i¢inde kendi diizenliliklerinin ilkesini bulurlar (Foucault
1993: 27-8).

Foucault, sdylem biitiinliiklerini sirasiyla inceledigini, onlar1 karakterize ettigini,
kurallarin, doniistimlerin, esiklerin, varligir siirdiirme 1srarlarinin oyun kurallarin
tanimladigini, bunlar1 kendi aralarinda birlestirdigini, iliskiler demetlerini betimledigini
sOyler. Boylece o, gerekli oldugunu diigiindiigii her yerde sistemlerin ¢ogalmasin
saglamistir (Foucault 2004: 117). Foucault, analiziyle sdylemlerin pozitifliginin, varlik
kosullarinin ortaya ¢ikislarini, igleyislerini ve doniisiimlerini yoneten kurallarin siyasi
pratigi nasil ilgilendirdigini gostermeyi istedigini belirtir (Foucault 2004: 134). Bununla
birlikte Foucault, sdylemle ilgilendiginde tarihi reddetmemektedir; o, aksine, hem &c¢
almay1 bekleyen hem de disiinceyi ebediyen kuskulu kilarak onu karanlik bir sekilde
isleyen, higbir sekilde evrensel olmayan, tam tersine yerel olan siireksizlikleri ve
ayriliklart ayirt etmektedir (Bernauer 2005: 73).
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Gisela STRIKER"

Cevirl/Translation

Nicin Felsefe Tarihi Arastirmasi
Why Study the History of Philosophy?

Lisans ve ayni zamanda Lisansiistii Felsefe 6grencilerinin, genellikle, segtikleri
alanin tarihi hakkinda, en azindan birkag¢ saat ders almalar1 gerekmektedir, -s6zgelimi
bir Platon ve Aristoteles, rasyonalizm veya ampirizm, Kant veya Alman Idealizmi dersi.
Bu ders gereklilikleri, felsefenin siklikla, bir diinya goriisii (weltanschauung)
secebilecegi “sistemler” ya da kapsamli doktrinler koleksiyonu olarak degerlendirildigi,
eski ve aydmlanmamis devirlerden kiilfetli bir hatira olarak goriilmektedir. Fakat
20.ytizy1l Analitik felsefesi, kendisini ya bilimin bir subesi, ya da bilimler konseptini
veya siradan dilin gercegini arastiran bir tiir ikinci diizeyde bir disiplin gérerek kendisini
miimkiin oldugu kadar bilimlerle benzestirmeye egilimlidir. Bu yiizyilin ilk yarisinda,
analitik filozoflar, sagma olarak isimlendirdikleri metafizik’i ve daha ¢ok ya da daha az
muazzam karigikliklari bir koleksiyonu olarak Felsefe Tarihi’ni tereddiit etmeden bir
kenara koyarlar. Bu tiir bir davranisin yapilmasiyla, hevesli bir filozofun, zamanini
neden erken ve konunun modasi ge¢mis versiyonlarina harcamasi gerektigi bir sir
olarak kalmasi sasirtici degildir. Yine de fizik veya kimya, biyoloji veya astronomi
ogrencileri, ilgili bilimlerin tarihi hakkinda bir sey bilmeksizin miikkemmel bir sekilde
iyi yapabilirler ve bilim tarihinin {iniversitelerde kendi ayr1 boliimii vardir.

ik tartigmalarin devrimci optimizminin ekseriyetle kaybolmasina ve birgok
analitik filozofun su anda seleflerini olduk¢a ciddiye almalar i¢in ydnlendirilmelerine
ragmen; birisi, hdld goriis fakliliklarimi diizenli bir sekilde isitebilir ki tarihgiler sadece
ilk filozoflarin ne diisiindiigiinii merak ederlerken gercek filozoflar “problemlerin
kendileri”’yle ilgilenirler ya da ilgilenmelidirler.

Yazar Gisela Striker, Amerika’da Harvard Universitesinde Felsefe Boliimiinde felsefe ve
klasikler profesorii olarak gérev yapmaktadir.

Bu yazi, yazarin The Harvard Review of Philosophy’nin Volume VII, Spring 1999 sayisinin
15-18.sayfalarinda yer alan makalesinin terciimesidir. Yazarinin tarafimiza belirttigine gore
yazi, Camridge Universitesi Yayinlar1 arasinda 1996°da yayinlanan 'Essays on Hellenistic
Epistemology and Ethics' adl1 eserinin girisinden bir boliimdiir. Felsefe tarihi arastirmalarimin
niginini ele alan yazar, bu yazida felsefe tarihi caligmalarinin felsefe olup olmadigi sorunu
iizerinde durmaktadir.
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Bana Oyle goriiniiyor ki bu goriisiin arkasinda iki farkli iddia vardir. Birincisi
felsefe tarihgilerinin yaptiklar1 sey felsefe degildir ve ikincisi, eger konularmin
tarihinden bir seyse, ¢cagdas filozoflar az bir sey 6grenebilirler.

Evvela ilk iddiayla baglayabiliriz: Farz edelim ki felsefe tarih¢ileri, aragtirma ve
geemis felsefe doktrinlerinin yorumuyla mesgul olmaktadirlar, onlarin disiplini
gelistirebilecek bir seyi ortaya koymalari nasil iimid edilebilir?

Stiphesiz ben, tarih¢ilerin, en azindan tarihgiler olarak kendi rollerinde olmadan,
yeni fikirler ortaya koyamayacaklarini kabul ediyorum. Fakat ka¢ filozof yapmaktadir
ki? Bugiin calisan binlerce felsefe dgretmeninin ¢ogunlugu, bir Descartes veya Kant,
Aristoteles yahut Witgenstein dizisinden olmadiklarini iddia edemezler. Onlarin yaptig1
sey ve Ogrencilerine yapmay1 ogrettikleri sey, yapabildikleri kadar agik ve disiplinli
veya derin ve imgesel bir tarzda felsefe problemleri hakkinda diisiinmektir.

Onlarin bu etkinligi, yalnmz kitaplardaki ve makalelerdeki somut sonuglarinin
isareti olarak gormek sanirim hata olabilir. En sistematik filozoflar, ya egilimle ya da
akademik 6gretim programinin sinirlandirilmalar altinda, biraz fazla veya biraz eksik
geleneksel alanda - etik, epistemoloji, dil felsefesi ve benzeri — alandaki 6zel tesis
edilmis sorunlar tizerine konsantre olurlar, fakat onlar bu yilizden farkli alanlarda ¢alisan
meslektaslarinin aslinda felsefe yapmadiklari sonucuna varmiyorlar.

Bana Oyle geliyor ki felsefe problemlerinin bagi hakkinda olabildigince diisiinen
felsefe tarihgileri, sistematik alanlardaki uzmanlarin yaptiklar1 ayni seyi yapmaktadirlar.
Eski filozoflarin ispatlarini ve teorilerini anlamlandirma c¢alismasina biz yardim
edemeyiz, fakat onlarin diigiiniiyor olduklart problemlerin versiyonlar1 veya cagdas
sistematik sorunlarda (debates) tartigtlan ilging varyantlar1 hakkinda siklikla
diisiinebiliriz.

Tarihgilerle sistematik filozoflar arasindaki farkliligi tanimlamanin polemiksel
bir yolu, ‘bu bir zevk meselesidir’ demek olabilir: Tarihgiler, felsefe dergisinin en son
sayisindan daha ¢ok Hume’u okumay1, s6z etmeyi tercih eden kimselerdir, veya (Sarah
Broadie’den’ bir deyimi ddiing alarak) Aristo ile etik yapmayi1, bunu Konseptualistlerin
ve Deontolojistlerin en son okuluyla yapmaya tercih eden kimseler olmaya niyetlidirler.

Onlarin Onyargisi, teknik olarak daha sofistik cagdaslarimizdan ziyade bu
yazarlardan 6grenilecek siklikla daha ¢ok sey olabilecegidir. Tarihgilerin ahlak ya da
epistemolojiden daha ¢ok Hume veya Aristo hakkinda diisiindiigiinii ve o yaparsa ¢ok
uzaklagmayacagini dnermek oldukca inanilmaz goriinmektedir.

Birisi itiraz edebilirdi ki, bu, Aristo’'nun erdem hakkinda soyledigi seyi ve,
sozgelimi, ahlaki sorumluluk veya hak etme sorunlarinin diirlist bir tartismasini
¢oziimleyen yorumsal alistirma arasindaki farkliligi bertaraf etmeyecektir. Fakat yorum
ve tartigma arasindaki ¢izgi, bu etiketlerin 6nerdiginden daha az agiktir. Klasik bir
yazar1 anlamak isteyen tarih¢i, felsefi agidan makul olanin ne oldugu, giiclii veya zayif
bir argiiman olarak neyi hesaba kattigi konusunda kendi duyusuna giivenmek
zorundadir ve bu agidan o, hig siiphesiz ki bir filozof olarak kendi meslegi tarafindan
yonlendirilecektir ki bu sadece g¢agdas bir filozofun 6zelligi olabilir. Ayrica bu, onun

2 Sarah Broadie, Ethics with Aristotle, Oxford University Press, 1991.
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caligmak i¢in hangi metinleri ve yazarlari segecegine biiyiik olgiide karar verdirir.
Mantik veya etik tarihgileri, mantiktaki veya etikteki bir ilginglik kadar entelektiiel
tarihteki bir ilginglik tarafindan motive edilirler. Agikg¢asi tarihsel yorumlar, onlarin hem
aciklamak i¢in diizenledigi metinler tarafindan ve hem yazar hakkindaki tarihsel
background bilgisi bakimindan zorunlu olacaktir, eger sadece yaygaraci anakronizmden
kaginmak i¢inse. Fakat bunun entelektiiel bir kisitlama olarak goriiliip goriilmemesi
bana ucu acik bir soru gibi goriiniiyor. Bu ayn1 zamanda hayal giicline bir tehdit olarak
goriilebilir.

Ikinci soru hala cevap bekliyor: Tarihsel yorumlar (tefsir, serh) bugiinkii felsefi
tartismalara nasil katkida bulunabilir? Ispat edebilirim ki, tarihginin katkisi, gecmis
filozoflarin diisiincelerini kaynak olarak bulundurmayi igerir, aksi takdirde kaybolabilir
veya ulagilamayabilir. Verilen bir mesele hakkindaki goriislerini ya da onun bakis
agilarinin bizimkilerden farkli olup olmadigini bulmak amaciyla klasik bir yazarla ciddi
bir tartigmaya girmek ig¢in, onlar orijinal dilinde okunsa bile, genellikle onun ilgili
eserlerini okumak yeterli degildir. Sorularin tam olarak ne oldugunu, meselelerin nasil
calistlmasinin  beklendigini, ve hangi cevaplarin One siiriildiigiini modern dilde
aciklamak tarihl yorumun gorevidir. Sistematik filozoflar tarihgilerin tartigmalarini
sikict ve sinir bozucu (exasperating) bulmaya egilimlidirler, fakat tarihsel yorum bir
yorumlama (interpretation) meselesi oldugu igin tarih¢inin c¢aligmasi ayni alandaki
digerleri tarafindan elestirel bir incelemeye aciktir. (Tarihgiler de sistematik
¢agdaslariin skolastik tartigsmalarini ayni derecede sikict ve sinir bozucu bulma
egilimindedirler.) Bu tiir tartismalar tarihgileri diiriist kilmak igin gereklidir, farz edelim
ki, yazarin ne diisiinmiis olabilecegi ile ilgili baz1 garip ve heyecanli hikayeler ortaya
atmak degil de klasik bir metnin dogru yorumunu bulmaya c¢alismak anlamlidir. Genel
olarak konusmak gerekirse, Aristo ve Hume, muhtemelen serh¢ilerinden daha fazla ilgi
gormiiglerdir. Yorumun sorunlari hakkindaki tartigmalar, bunlarla mesgul olanlar i¢in
stirtikleyici olabilir ve aslinda ¢ogu tarihgi siiphesiz kendi haklarna yorumsal sorunlarla
ilgilenirler. Tarihsel bir tartigmanin- Stoacilar ve Septikler arasindaki epistemolojik
tartigma gibi- gelisimini takip etmek de siiriikleyici olabilir, gecici olarak bazi
Onyargilarin  igerildigi giivensizlik askiya alirken. Fakat felsefedeki tarihsel
arastirmalarin hepsi bu kadar degildir, ve sunu vurgulamak 6nemli goriiniiyor; tarihsel
metinleri ve beraberindeki serhini ¢alismaya davet, bu tiir bir tartigmaya katilma daveti
gibi anlagilmamalidir. Cevirinin iyi yonleri hakkinda tartismalara girmemelerine ragmen
Yunanca okumayan filozoflar Aristoteles’le ciddiyetle ilgileniyor olabilir, ya da biz dyle
umuyoruz.

Gegmisteki felsefe alimlerinden ¢ok az sey Ogrenilebilecegi varsayimi ancak
felsefenin bilimin kesin/net yoluna nihai bigimde ulastig1 ya da felsefi sorunlar hakkinda
tek ve dogru bir diisiinme yolu bulundugu iddiasiyla kanitlanabilir. Cogu insan sadece
bugiin buna inaniyorlar, tipki bazi atalarmin ge¢miste yaptigi gibi fakat burada felsefe
tarihi giiglii bir karst iddia saglar. iki bin yildan fazla bir siiredir birgok gelisme
oldugunu inkar etmek istemem fakat felsefedeki gelisme kiimiilatif tiirde goriinmiiyor.
O daha ¢ok, yorumsal hatalarin taninmasindan, kavram ve terminolojilerin
islenmesinden ve ¢ogunun diger disiplinlerin, ozellikle bilimlerin, gelismesinden
kaynaklanan alternatif agiklamalarin ve teorilerin icadindan olusmaktadir. Bu tiir bir
durumda, biitiin degerli olan seylerin sonraki teorilerin igine ¢ekildigini, biitiin diizensiz
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veya yanlig anlasilan seylerinse atildigini garanti edemez. Bu yiizden tarihi metinlerin
ve teorilerin ulasilabilirligini saglamanin neden mantikli oldugu konusunda birkag
neden var gibi goriiniiyor. Bir tanesi, elbette ki, ge¢misteki hatalari tekrarlamaktan
kaginmamiza yardim etmesidir. Digerleri daha ilgingtir. Bazen bir filozof, bugiinkii
duruma sebep olan gelismelere bakarak, cagdaslari, gecmistekilerin sordugu 6zel
(peculiar) sorular1 neden sorduklarini bulmak isterler. Bence bu, daha uzak tarihsel
periyoda nazaran daha yakin gegmisteki — 19 ve 20. Yiizyil baglari- goreli bigimde
biiyiiyen ilgiyi izah eder. Ote taraftan, Yunanlilar ve 6zellikle Presokratikler, “Her seyin
nasil bagladigin1” gérmeyi isteyenler tarafindan zaman zaman arastirilmiglardir.

Sonug olarak, belki de en 6nemlisi, daha yasli bir yazarda, ¢agdas konulardaki
sorunlar iizerinde farkli ve aydinlatict bakis agilarini bulmak miimkiindiir; ki bu bakis
agilart su veya bu sebeple daha yakin gelenek tarafindan unutulmus ya da ihmal
edilmistir. Mesela, etikteki son c¢alismalarda Aristoteles ve Kant’ta bu olmustur. Bu,
ayn1 zamanda Psikoloji de olmustur; ki filozoflar Descartes’in da 6tesinde, zihin ve
beden diializmine bagli olmayan teoriler icin geriye bakmayir denemektedirler; ve
epistemolojide olmustur; ki en azindan Anglophone gelenekteki empirizm, felsefi bir
teoriden ziyade net bir gercek statiisiine ulasmis gibi goriinmektedir. Gilinliimiiz
filozoflarinin sik sik, seckin selefleriyle notlari karsilastirmay1 yararli bulmalarini, ki
Oyleydi, dogal olarak yeterli olduguna inanmaya egilimliyim. Bu miitevazi his igerisinde
ben, tarih¢inin eserini felsefenin kendisine yaptigi bir katki oldugunu da iddia
edebilirim.

Ceviren: Irfan Gorkas”

s

Yrd. Dog. Dr. Artvin Coruh Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Ogretim Uyesi.
irfangorkas@yahoo.com
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Metin i¢i Kaynak Gosterme Sistemiyle Ilgili Aciklamalar

Kaygi. Uludag Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Felsefe Dergisi'nde
yayinlanacak yazilarda belirli bir standardi saglamak amaciyla, asagida metin igi
gonderme sistemi ile ilgili, hem gondermelerin nasil yapilacagina hem de
kaynak¢anin nasil hazirlanacagina iliskin bazi agiklayici notlar verilmektedir.
Dergiye yazi gonderecek olan aragtirmacilarin bu yazim standartlarina uymalar
gerekmektedir.

Metin icinde baska kaynaklardan aynen aktarilarak yapilan alintilar her
zaman cift tirnak iginde (“ ) gosterilir. Ozii degistirilmemek kaydiyla yapilan
alintilar ise, metni hazirlayanin kendi climleleriyle, 6zet ya da yorum olarak, tirnak
arasina alinmadan verilir. Her iki durumda da, alint1 yapilan kaynaga mutlaka atifta
bulunulur. Aynen aktarmalarda, bilgilerin tamamina yer verilebilecegi gibi, climle,
paragraf veya sayfa halindeki bilgilerin sadece belli kisimlar1 da verilebilir. Son
durumda, climlelerde belli kelimelerin, ¢esitli ciimlelerin, paragraf ve sayfalarin
atlanarak verildigini gostermek tizere, atlanan yerler parantez i¢inde {i¢ nokta (...)
ile belirtilir. Alint1, bir baska kaynaktan aynen aktarilmak istenen bir bolim ise,
alint1 ile metin arasinda 6nce ve sonra 12 nokta (pt) bosluk birakilir. Alintinin
normal satirlart her iki kenar boslugundan 1.25 cm iceriden baslar. Paragraf basi
yapilmayan bu tiir alintilar tek aralikla yazilir ve alintilarda normal metinden daha
kiigiik bir punto kullanilir ve istenirse italik olarak diizenlenebilir.

Uzun agiklama ve dipnot gerektirmeyen yerlerde climle iginde hemen
gonderme yapilmak istenirse, parantez agilarak yazarin sadece soyadi (bas harfi
biiyiik) yazilip, araya virgiil konmadan eserin yaymlandig: tarih belirtilir [Ornek:
Carnap (1932)’ye gore mantiksal ¢6ziimleme ...]. Bu kullanim, yalnizca kullanilan
metnin tamamina génderme yapildiginda tercih edilmelidir ve climle i¢inde degil,
yine metnin tamamima gonderiliyorsa, ciimle sonunda da kullanilabilir [Ornek:
Carnap’a gore mantiksal ¢oziimleme ... (1932)]. Gonderme yapilirken sayfay: da
yazmak gerekirse, tarihten sonra iki nokta konur; (s.), (p.), (pp.) gibi kisaltmalara
yer verilmeden dogrudan sayfa numarasi belirtilip parantez kapatilir. [Ornek:
(Carnap 1932: 25)]. Gonderme yapilan kaynagin yazar adi aymi ciimle iginde
belirtilmigse, parantez i¢inde sadece kaynagin yaymlandig: yil ve gonderme yapilan
sayfa numaras1 yazilir [Ornek: Kuhn’a gére olagan bilim disa kapali ve tamamiyle
bulmaca ¢dzmeye doniik bir etkinliktir (1962: 48).]. Birden fazla sayida sayfaya
gonderme yapiliyorsa, (1962: 48-49) veya (1962: 48, 50) sekli kullanilir. Birden
fazla kaynaga ayni anda atif yapilacaksa, kaynaklar biitiinii bir parantez iginde
aralarma noktal virgiil (;) konularak yazilir [Ornek: (Coffa 1980: 45; Carnap 1932:
76)]. Eger bir kaynak, arada bagka bir kaynaga gonderme yapilmamak kaydiyla,
tekrar kullaniliyorsa, yazar adi ve tarih verilmez ve gonderme, (a.e., 45) 6rneginde
oldugu gibi yapilir. Ayn1 kosullar gecerli olmak sartiyla, gonderilen sayfa numarasi
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bir dnceki gdndermedeki ile ayni ise, yalnizca (a.e.) yazilir. Iki yazari olan eserler
icin, yazarlarinin soyadlarindan sonra “&” isareti; iicten fazla yazari olan eserler
icin ise, sadece ilk yazarin soyadi ve adi verildikten sonra, “ve digerleri” anlamina
gelen “v.d.” veya yabanci eserlerde “et al.” Ibaresi kullanilir (Fakat bu bigcim
kaynakea yazilirken kullanilmaz). Kaynak gonderimi eger ciimle sonuna geliyorsa,
climleyi biteren nokta (.) isareti gonderme yapildiktan sonra konulur.

Kaynaklar yazilirken sirasiyla, yazar soyadi biiyiik harflerle; yazar adi
yalmizca ilk harf biiylik; kaynagm yaymm yili yazar adindan sonra, dnce ve
sonrasinda bir vurus bosluk gelecek sekilde parentez igine alinarak; kullanilan yapit
veya metin italik olacak sekilde; varsa ¢evirmen, editor vb. eklemelerle; baski
sayisi; basim yeri ve basim evi seklinde yazilmalidir. Verilen sira igerisinde
yalnizca kaynagin yaymlandigi y1l yazilirken, 6nce ve sonrasinda herhangi bir imla
isareti konulmaz, diger sekillerde yalnizca virgiil kullanilir, yayin yerinden sonra ise
iki nokta iist iiste konularak yayin evi yazilir. Ornek:

KUHN, Thomas (1995) Bilimsel Devrimlerin Yapisi, ¢ev. Niliifer Kuyas, 4.
Baski, Istanbul: Alan Yayncilik.

CARNAP, Rudolf (1966) Philosophical Foundations of Physics: An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Science, ed. M. Gardner, Basic 2390ks.

Eger kullanilanilan kaynak bir dergide bulunan makale veya bir derlemede
yer alan bir metin/makale ise, kullanilan kaynak ad1 tirnak i¢inde (*“...”), bulundugu
dergi/metin italik olacak sekilde ve muhakkak yer aldigi dergi/metin i¢inde hangi
sayfalar arasinda oldugu belirtilecek sekilde, (6rnegin, ss. 77-95), yukarida verilen
yonergeler aynen korunarak yazilir. Ornek:

KUCURADI, Ionna (1999) “Deger, Degerler ve Yazin”, Sanata Felsefeyle
Bakmak, ss. 92-113, Ankara: Ayra¢ 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 aynm y1l yayinlanmus iki veya daha ¢ok eseri kullanilmigsa, bunlar
(1932a) ve (1932b) big¢iminde gosterilerek kaynakcaya alinir ve génderme buna
gore yapilir. ki veya ii¢ yazarli eserlerde, her yazarin soyadi ve adi, eserin i¢
kapaginda verilen sirayla ve aralarina noktali virgiil (;) konularak yazilir.
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