ISSN : 0378-2816
E-ISSN: 2667-7644

FELSEFE
ARKIVI

Archives of Philosophy
Archives de Philosophie
Archiv fiir Philosophic

Sayv/Issue: 55, Yil/Year: 2021

L UN/, T
255 [STANBUL
A&7 UNIVERSITY
o= PRESS




Dizinler / Indexing and Abstracting
DOAJ (Directory of Open Access Journals)

DIRECTORY OF
OPEN ACCESS
JOURNALS



o,

\8T4,

@ [sTANBUL
/7 UNIVERSITY

Felsefe Arkivi
PRESS

Archives of Philosophy

N
~%

==

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021 ISSN: 0378-2816 / E-ISSN: 2667-7644

Sahibi / Owner
Prof. Dr. Hayati DEVELI
istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, istanbul, Tiirkiye
Istanbul University, Faculty of Literature, Istanbul, Turkey

Sorumlu Yazi isleri Miidiirii / Responsible Manager
Murad OMAY
istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakdiltesi, istanbul, Ttrkiye
Istanbul University, Faculty of Literature, Istanbul, Turkey

Yazisma Adresi / Correspondence Address
istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limdi,
Balabanaga Mah. Ordu Cad. No. 6, Laleli, Fatih, 34134 istanbul, Tirkiye
Telefon / Phone: +90 (212) 440 00 00
E-mail: felsefearkivi@istanbul.edu.tr
https://iupress.istanbul.edu.tr/tr/journal/felsefearkivi/home
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/iufad

Yayinci / Publisher
istanbul Universitesi Yayinevi / Istanbul University Press
istanbul Universitesi, Merkez Kampiisii, 34452 Beyazit,
Fatih / istanbul, Tiirkiye
Telefon / Phone: +90 (212) 440 00 00

Baski / Printed by
ilbey Matbaa Kagit Reklam Org. Miic. San. Tic. Ltd. Sti.
2. Matbaacilar Sitesi 3NB 3 Topkapi / Zeytinburnu,
istanbul, Tuirkiye
www.ilbeymatbaa.com.tr
Sertifika No: 17845

Dergide yer alan yazilardan ve aktarilan goruslerden yazarlar sorumludur.
Authors bear responsibility for the content of their published articles.

Yayin dili Tiirkce, ingilizce, Fransizca ve Almanca'dir.
The publication languages of the journal are Turkish, English, French and German.

Haziran ve Aralik aylarinda, yilda iki sayi olarak yayimlanan uluslararasi, hakemli, acik erisimli ve bilimsel bir dergidir.
This is a scholarly, international, peer-reviewed and open-access journal published biannually in June and December.

Yayin Tiirii / Publication Type: Yaygin Siireli / Periodical



https://iupress.istanbul.edu.tr/tr/journal/felsefearkivi/home
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/iufad

:'I Felsefe Arkivi @ [STANBUL
—| Archives of Philosophy S UNIVERSITY

-

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021 ISSN: 0378-2816 / E-ISSN: 2667-7644

DERGI YAZI KURULU / EDITORIAL MANAGEMENT BOARD

Bas Editor / Editor in Chief
Prof. Dr. Cengiz CAKMAK - Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimd, istanbul, Tiirkiye - cenmak@istanbul.edu.tr

Bas Editor Yardimcilari / Co-Editors-in-Chief
Dog. Dr. Ozgiic GUVEN - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limd, istanbul, Tiirkiye - ozguc@istanbul.edu.tr
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Murad OMAY - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimii, istanbul, Tiirkiye

- necati.omay@istanbul.edu.tr
Yazi Kurulu Uyeleri / Editorial Manag t Board Members
Prof. Dr. Cengiz CAKMAK - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&liimd, Istanbul, Tirkiye - cenmak@istanbul.edu.tr
Dog. Dr. Ozgiic GUVEN - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limd, istanbul, Tiirkiye - ozguc@istanbul.edu.tr
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Murad OMAY - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bélim, istanbul, Tiirkiye

- necati.omay@istanbul.edu.tr
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Egemen Seyfettin KUSCU - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe BSlim(i, Istanbul, Tiirkiye

- egemenk@istanbul.edu.tr
Ars. Gér. Dr. Filiz Didem COBAN SARI - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&liim(i, istanbul, Tiirkiye

- fdcoban@istanbul.edu.tr

Editoryal Asistan / Editorial Assistant
Ars. Gor. Cagla OZCAN - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&liim, Istanbul, Tiirkiye - cagla.ozcan@istanbul.edu.tr

Dil Editorleri / Language Editors

Elizabeth Mary EARL - istanbul Universitesi, Yabanci Diller Yiiksek Okulu, Istanbul, Tiirkiye - elizabeth.earl@istanbul.edu.tr
Alan James NEWSON - istanbul Universitesi, Yabanci Diller Yiiksek Okuluy, istanbul, Tiirkiye - alan.newson@istanbul.edu.tr

YAYIN KURULU / EDITORIAL BOARD

Prof. Dr. Abderrazak BELAGROUZ - Setif Universitesi, insan ve Toplum Bilimleri Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limdi, Setif, Cezayir
- abderrezak19@yahoo.fr
Prof. Dr. Jean-Yves BEZIAU - Brezilya Universitesi, Felsefe Bélimii, Rio de Janeiro, Brezilya - jyb@jyb-logic.org
Prof. Dr. Ayhan BICAK - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&Iimii, Istanbul, Tiirkiye - abicak@istanbul.edu.tr
Prof. Dr. Ahmet Ayhan CITIL - Istanbul 29 Mayis Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&lim(, istanbul, Tiirkiye
- ayhancitil@gmail.com
Prof. Dr. Cigdem DURUSKEN - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimii, istanbul, Tiirkiye
- cdurus@istanbul.edu.tr
Dog. Dr. Katarzyna GAN-KRZYWOSZYNSKA - Adam Mickiewicz Universitesi, insan Bilimleri Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimii, Poznan,
Polonya - kgank@wp.pl
Prof. Dr. Martine LEIBOVICI - Paris Diderot (Paris 7) Universitesi, Felsefe B&limii, Fransa - marleibo@orange.fr
Dog. Dr. Piotr LESNIEWSKI - Adam Mickiewicz Universitesi, Felsefe Enstitiisti, Mantik ve Bilim Metodolojisi B&limdi, Poznan,
Polonya - grus@amu.edu.pl
Prof. Dr. Graham PRIEST - New York Sehir Universitesi, Felsefe Enstitiisti, Felsefe Bolimii, New York, ABD
- priest.graham@gmail.com
Dr. Hab. Mariusz TUROWSKI - Wroclaw Universitesi, Felsefe Enstitiisii, Sosyal ve Politik Felsefe B&liim, Poznan, Polonya
- mariusz.turowski@uwr.edu.pl.
Prof. Dr. loannis VANDOULAKIS - Helenik Acik Universite, Toplum Bilimleri Fakiiltesi, Atina, Yunanistan
- i.vandoulakis@yandex.com
Prof. Dr. Ernest WOLF-GAZO - Kahire Amerikan Universitesi, insan ve Toplum Bilimleri Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&liimi, Kahire, Misir
- wolfgazo@aucegypt.edu
Prof. Dr. John WOODS - British Columbia Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Blim(i, Britanya Kolumbiyasi, Kanada
- john.woods@ubc.ca


mailto:cenmak@istanbul.edu.tr
mailto:alan.newson@istanbul.edu.tr

:'/ Felsefe Arkivi 5@”’:«@ ISTANBUL
—| Archives of Philosophy S UNIVERSITY

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021 ISSN: 0378-2816 / E-ISSN: 2667-7644

DANISMA KURULU / ADVISORY BOARD

Prof. Dr. Enver ORMAN - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe BSlimdi, istanbul, Tiirkiye - enver.ormanistanbul.edu.tr
Prof. Dr. Ugur EKREN - Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimdi, istanbul, Tiirkiye - ugur.ekrenistanbul.edu.tr

Prof. Dr. Yiicel YUKSEL - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Blimii, Istanbul, Turrkiye - yyukselistanbul.edu.tr

Prof. Dr. Ciineyt KAYA - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimdi, istanbul, Tiirkiye - mckayaistanbul.edu.tr

Prof. Dr. Abdurrahman ALIY - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimii, istanbul, Tiirkiye - aliyistanbul.edu.tr

Prof. Dr. Mehmet GUNENG - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limii, istanbul, Tiirkiye - mehmet.gunencistanbul.edu.tr
Prof. Dr. Nedim YILDIZ - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B6limd, istanbul, Tiirkiye - nedimyildizistanbul.edu.tr
Prof. Dr. Hiiseyin SARIOGLU - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&Iiim{, istanbul, Tiirkiye - husariistanbul.edu.tr
Dog. Dr. Nazli INONU - Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limdi, istanbul, Tiirkiye - ninonuistanbul.edu.tr

Dog. Dr. Ertan KARDES - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limd, istanbul, Tiirkiye - ertan.kardesistanbul.edu.tr
Dog. Dr. Cahid SENEL - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&limd, istanbul, Tiirkiye - csenelistanbul.edu.tr

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Vedat KAMER - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&liim(i, istanbul, Tiirkiye - vkameristanbul.edu.tr
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Arzu IBISI TEMELLI - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimdi, istanbul, Tiirkiye - arzu.ibisiistanbul.edu.tr
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Egemen KUSCU - istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe B&liimii, istanbul, Tiirkiye - egemenkistanbul.edu.tr



:'I Felsefe Arkivi @ I[STANBUL
L . . 2825 UNIVERSITY
,:2 Archives of Philosophy a2 VNIV s
Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021 ISSN: 0378-2816 / E-ISSN: 2667-7644
iCINDEKILER / CONTENTS

Arastirma Makaleleri / Research Articles

The History and Theory of The Dionysian Principle

“Das Dionysische” in literature and philosophy before the classical formulations of Fr. Nietzsche

Dionysoscu llkenin Tarihi ve Teorisi

Fr. Nietzsche'nin klasik anlatimindan énce edebiyat ve felsefede “Das Dionysische”

Bretislav Horyna 1

Fizikten Metafizige: On-Sokratik Sokrates ve ikinci Yolculugu
From Physics to Metaphysics: Pre-Socratic Socrates and his Second Voyage
Muharrem Hafiz 17

Particulars and Universals in Aristotelian Substance Theory*
Aristoteles T6z Ogretisinde Tekil ve Tiimel
Erman Kar 35

Bilimsel Modellerin Saglamhigi Uzerine
On the Robustness of Scientific Models
Ahmet Dinger Cevik 49

Kim's Exclusion Argument Revisited
Kim'in Disarlama Argtimanina Dair Bir inceleme
Ozgiir Demir 67

Dogrudan Cikarimlar Uzerine
On Immediate Inferences
Halise Avsar 85




7 | Felsefe Arkivi
v d
—1

T"'/

Archives of Philosophy

s,

ST |

<555 [STANBUL
<~ UNIVERSITY

L PRESS

\STA,

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021

DOI: 10.26650/arcp.991376

Research Article / Arastirma Makalesi

The History and Theory of The Dionysian Principle

“Das Dionysische” in literature and philosophy before the classical

formulations of Fr. Nietzsche

Dionysoscu Ilkenin Tarihi ve Teorisi
Fr. Nietzsche’nin klasik anlatimindan 6nce edebiyat ve felsefede “Das

Dionysische”

Bretislav Horyna'

'(Prof., PhDr., PhD.), Slovak Academy of
Sciences, Institute of Philosophy, Bratislava,
Slovak Republic

ORCID: B.H. 0000-0002-6610-246X

Corresponding author/Sorumlu yazar:
Bretislav Horyna

Slovak Academy of Sciences, Institute of
Philosophy, Bratislava, Slovak Republic
E-mail/E-posta: filohory@savba.sk

Submitted/Bagvuru: 05.09.2021
Accepted/Kabul: 27.11.2021

Citation/Atif: Horyna, Bietislav. “The History
and Theory of The Dionysian Principle “Das
Dionysische”in literature and philosophy
before the classical formulations of Fr.

Nietzsche! Felsefe Arkivi- Archives of Philosophy,

55(2021):1-16.
https://doi.org/10.26650/arcp.991376

ABSTRACT

The history of the opposition of the Dionysian and Apollonian principles is longer than
is usually assumed. Similarly to the many of the other contrarian figures ascribed to
Nietzsche, the Apollonian-Dionysian was not of his making; its history is much older
and buried under a number of different layers of interpretation. In the following work
I will discuss the formal aspects and content of their development, which took place
under the direct authorial influence of Pseudo-Longinus, Jacob Bernays, Friedrich
Schiller, Fr. W. J. Schelling and Johan Jacob Bachofen. Still, although the discovery of
a principle labelled das Dionysische doesn't represent anything exceptional, the“Birth
of Tragedy” treatise was a breakthrough: it began the development of a specific form
of cultural critique, of which Nietzsche was the prime representative.

Keywords: Dionysius Longinus, Sublime, Bernays, Schelling, Bachofen

0z

Dionysoscu ve Apolloncu ilkelerin karsithginin tarihi, genellikle varsayildigindan
daha uzundur. Nietzsche'ye yiklenen cogu karsit figiire benzer bicimde, Apolloncu-
Dionysoscu yapi onun eseri degildir. S6z konusu yapinin tarihi cok daha eskidir ve bir
dizi farkli yorum katmaninin altinda saklidir. Bu ¢alismada, Dionysoscu ve Apolloncu
ilkelerin Pseudo-Longinus, Jacob Bernays, Friedrich Schiller, Fr. W. J. Schelling ve
Johan Jacob Bachofen'in etkisi altinda gergeklesen gelisimlerinin bicimsel yonlerini
ve igerigini tartisacagim. Bununla birlikte Dionysoscu olarak adlandirlan bir ilkenin
kesfi istisnai bir seyi temsil etmese de “Tragedy’nin Dogusuna iliskin inceleme bir
atihmdi: Bu eser Nietzsche'nin baslica temsilcisi oldugu belirli bir kilturel elestiri
bigiminin gelisimini baslatmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dionysius Longinus, Yiice, Bernays, Schelling, Bachofen
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The History and Theory of The Dionysian Principle “Das Dionysische” in literature and philosophy before the classical...

Introduction

It is possible that the true 1670p is the philosopher poet, able to distinguish the birth of tragedy
within pre-rational Dionysian elements from the death of tragedy in the post-rational rigidity of
the strain of thought that froze the ud6o¢ and A6yog into a structure, an episteme, a simple voice
ringing out in the momentary present. The young philologist Nietzsche was influenced by the
late antique aesthetics of Pseudo-Longinus’s treatise /7epi "Yyouog, expounded by Otto Jahn, his
teacher in Bonn, and fascinated by the idea of destroying the individual principle (principium
individuationis), which he blamed for the maladies of modern civilisation and which enticed him
to stop formulating his literary and philosophical statements according to purely rational (logical)
rules, but instead exclusively according to aesthetic and stylistic ones. As a result, Nietzsche wrote
his first more significant but also least successtul work Die Geburt der Tragidie aus dem Geiste der
Musik (The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music; Nietzsche 1872; hereinafter BT) in order to
announce to the world when and under what circumstances such an 1ot0p is possible. He could
not have known how many years of study and more serious publications were ahead of him
before he would be mature enough to wait for Zarathustra, the philosopher of a new era and a
“New Man”; that era and that person who there would be no reason to associate with novelty any
more than with narration and myths, those past but still dormant cults making up the mimetic
scenery of the old plays of new gods, with a hypnotic consciousness obscuring the sharp view of
what is and will be present and what this new human should not merely witness with their own

eyes, but also create.

These years contained a multitude of concepts and ideas, some few of which retained their
strength and the ability to overwhelm a person and alter their thinking even after they had
aged, and Zarathustra had joined the other gods in exile. This includes among other things the
opposition of the Dionysian and Apollonian principles, calling for a reinvigorating return of
the attributes characteristic of das Dionysische. Similarly, to the many of the other contrarian
figures ascribed to Nietzsche, the Apollonian—Dionysian was not of his making; its history is
much older and buried under a number of different layers of interpretation. Nietzsche’s specific
contribution is based on the transfer of the Dionysian phenomenon from the level of early
Romantic poetology to a level of his own: aesthetic theory as a form socio-critical reflection
and further his development of associated terminology, specifically the terms “horror” (das
Grausen), “suddenness” (das Plotzliche) and “principium individuationis”. In the following work
I will discuss the formal aspects and content of their development, which took place under
the direct authorial influence of Pseudo-Longinus (Heinecken, 1738), Jacob Bernays (Bernays,
1857), Fr. Schiller (Schiller, 1795), Fr. W. ]J. Schelling (Schelling, 1996; 1998) and as I believe,
namely J. J. Bachofen (Bachofen, 1859). These authors represent a representative selection, not a
comprehensive list. Their example can be used to show how the idea of the Dionysian-Apollonic
dispute developed, especially after it spread from the Mediterranean area to Transalpine Europe.
The tradition they represent is sufficiently coherent to make it possible to understand what
sources and roots Nietzsche may have drawn upon without explicitly citing his sources. The
focus of this study lies precisely in the explication of the Dionysian and Apollonian principles
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in literature and philosophy before Nietzsche; Nietzsche’s conception itself is not currently of
interest and a general knowledge of it is assumed.

1. The last disciple of the god Dionysus

Shortly before the commencement of his illness, Nietzsche had taken on an ever more public
role of witness, initiat and disciple of the god Dionysus. But what did he mean by the phrase
das Dionysische and where was the cradle of this new mythos that was establishing a religion
other than the Christian Church? The answer is unclear, despite Nietzsche’s relatively expansive
writings on the subject; it involves some quite obvious philosophemes, mythologems taken
from various sources and consequently somewhat inconsistent, the author’s poetisms (from pure
dithyrambs to psychologisms to some psychologically obscure formulations) and terminology,
whose semiosis is partially voluntaristic (mask, surface, revelation, thyrsus, intoxication —
excitement, drive, fullness, fervour, wilful abandon — exuberance, enthusiasm, passion, high-
spirits etc.). Nietzsche’s discussion of the Dionysian principle is extremely unstable, fluid and
divorced from regular argumentative logic, but also productive and creative, as if it were trying to
represent more than can be merely said about the Dionysian, and instead attempting to become
the Dionysian representation itself.

Engaging, zealous intoxication (der Rausch) brings a feeling of growing strength and
fullness; Nietzsche considered this Dionysian property significant, because it is strength and
an overabundance of vitality that allow a person to escape the prison of material being (to get
rid of the things surrounding us and modify them with force not only in the details, but also
as to their essential forms) and having been thus liberated, form ideas and ideals. In rapture,
the perception of time and space shift; everything most intimate and hidden floats to the
surface, things one would otherwise not want or be able to talk about; this allows the reading
in signs that are otherwise mute, enriching the internal life and altering it; and this change also
increases the ability to reason, to understand and know, so that the sensory overload creates a
comprehensive intelligible sensitivity, feeling becomes ripe with comprehension. This all arrives
suddenly (suddenness, Plotzlichkeit is one of the central terms in the Dionysian milieu), with
overwhelming strength and creating an internal pressure that entirely eliminates the effects of

will.

The process of idealisation (or abstraction) built on this picture of intoxication represents the
basis of all metaphysics, while presenting a key to the interpretation of art and artistic creation: for
Nietzsche this was real life and the new human. It also has a reverse side: if der Rausch is missing
(this exuberance of vital force is not a privilege, it is a necessity and a duty that Nietzsche thinks
should guide how humans live their lives, without preconditions), what follows is emptiness,
misery, unfulfillment, a hunger for life. Nietzsche only lightly sketched out the frustration of
a human exposed to the void through lyrical means: in Dionysus-Dithyrambs we can read “The

» 1

desert grows: woe to him in whom deserts hide...

1 Among Daughters of the Desert, 2 (Unter Téchtern der Wiiste, 2: Die Wiiste wiichst: weh dem, der Wiisten birgt ...
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2. How to instantiate something

Nietzsche is generally acknowledged to be that instance, through which the Dionysian
worldview? invaded the tradition of European philosophy, bringing about a change in aesthetic
perception, basic anthropological stances, the relationship of philosophy to myth and last but
not least our understanding of the philosophy of history. He was capable of carrying out this
instantiation, largely because he treated the history and theory of the Dionysian myth as a
smorgisbord: choosing elements to combine, things he considered tasteful, creating his own
combinations out of borrowed knowledge and intuitions and omitting to care that one of the
basic methodological rules of classical philosophy (find who copied from whom) could also
be applied to him. In that case, it remains only to state: Nietzsche copied from (not only, but
primarily) the following authors:

2.1. Dionysius Longinus on the Sublime

Nietzsche was introduced to Longinus' treaties Peri hypsos (De Sublimitate Libellus)
by O. Jahn*, who with Fr. Ritschl was one of the most important representatives of classical
German philology midway through the 19th century. Both were Nietzsche’s teachers and directly
influenced the formation of his philosophical and philological positions; despite the precise extent
of their influence being unclear and often questioned, some of the influence is indisputable. The
prime example would be the critical edition of the treaties of Dionysius Longinus by O. Jahn: in
1864-1866, Nietzsche helped work on it as a student. The treaties would have acquainted him
with the theoretical and aesthetic context stemming from the term the sublime, inseparable from
thetorical pathos: a figure of speech without which the picture of das Dionysische could hardly
have been painted. At the same time there was a trap here that Nietzsche failed to discover in B7:
the sublime operates by subjugating consciousness and perception, exciting in them the effects
of the Dionysian element: intoxication, confusion, strength, rapture, etc. Human nature rests
within the strong, uncontrollable passions, in agonising relationships and pathos, through which
it comes into itself. However Longinus does not lift up the effects of the sublime and of pathos,
rather understanding them as a stylistic component of aesthetic expression: the sublime is an
actualisation of style and is dependent on it. Longinus formulated no dichotomy of rhetorical
style and effect: he was clearly aware that such a thing would be indefensible in argumentation,
and it was only the budding theories of the sublime in the 18th century, incomparably more
appreciative of sensitivity, emotionality and reverberations of melancholy over the logical
consistency of their statements, that would throw all their chips behind the potency of the
sublime.

2 Cf. DW-1, Die dionysische Weltanschauung: § 1. Abgeschlossen circa 11/08/1870.

3 The real author of the text is unknown: the earliest preserved information on the work is from the 10th century and
states: “Dionysius aut Longinus” the conventionally chosen names are Longinus or Pseudo-Longinus. The actual
authorship is still hotly disputed, with candidates being namely Cassius Longinus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus and
several others.

4 Jahn Otto, Dionysii sive Longini de Sublimitate libellus. In usum scholarum edidit, (Bonnae: apud A. Marcum,
1867).
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In their defence, and similarly in defence of Nietzsche’s somewhat unhappy retreat into flashy
pathos, one could mention that while the term hypsos (sublimitas) has a long shelf-life, it is largely
void of history: it has no significant historical role in the extant ancient literary before the 1st
century BC, apart from several surviving fragmentary rhetorical and literary references by the
Greek rhetorician Kaikillios from the Sicilian town of Calacte (Lat. Caecilius of Calacte), who
lived during the reign of Augustus. This makes it conversely somewhat easier to discover what
the term didn’t mean, than what it was positively understood to represent in semantics and
content. The text Peri hypsos makes it clear that the sublime is not the result of artistic creation
(or imitation of reality), but is instead naturally itself, irreducible to rhetorical techniques, tools
or styles, because it lacks “artificiality”. If we were able to lift the curse from our values system,
the sublime would point outside of it, to those exceptional (or “divine”) thoughts we can have,
but also to whatever is outside of us physically: both our ability to shape natural phenomena as
well as works of art, and how this is energised with each of our new and innovative ways of seeing.

Longinus doesn’ try to define the sublime, but instead (alongside his apparently contextually
necessary rhetorical emphasis) considers the multifaceted nature of the sublime that the human
mind reaches to when meaning is missing. The sublime has no other goal outside itself, it is a
self-driven purpose that can guide the human mind. This, if it wanders, aimlessly, it will search
out “that, which is truly sublime, which leads to many profound thoughts we would otherwise
scarcely achieve, if at all, and which remains lodged in our memories, only painstakingly
forgotten”.> The sublime acts with the force of lightning, suddenly, powerfully, as a beam of
light in which all that is new is born.® These musings may have been useful to Nietzsche, because
they allowed him to create the basic element of his version of the cultural concept of Dionysus:
If Longinus had left Aypsos to antiquity as mere ancient rhetoric, then by the same principle it
could be brought into the modern age as a component of modernity (and the changes it was
undergoing). It is possible, but not necessary to belong in a certain world and nowhere else. The
fact that Longinus’ world is antiquated and “pagan” is a positive for Nietzsche; this provides him
with an aesthetic aspect that is latently modern and non-Christian, free of any association with
the rules, morals or singular salvation history of Christian life. Because the author of Peri hypsos
clearly had no inkling of this, Nietzsche was able to defend his supposition that this is the view
of the sublime held by the oldest, most originally and internally powerful impulses of antiquity,
which birthed Greek mythology as well as the first gods, including Dionysus.

2.2. The tragic thinking of Jacob Bernays

The comprehensive works of the classical German philologist J. Bernays include an attempt
to reassemble the fragments of Aristotle’s Poetics.” Although it wasn't his explicit goal, in this
piece Bernays managed to elucidate Aristotle’s theory of the influence and effects of tragedy,

5  Jahn Otto, Dionysii sive Longini de Sublimitate libellus. In usum scholarum edidit, (Bonnae: apud A. Marcum,
1867), p. 53

6 Ibid., p. 9.

7 Jacob Bernays, Grundziige der verlorenen Abhandlung des Aristoteles iiber die Wirkung der Tragidie, (Breslau: Verlag
E. Trewendt, 1857).
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the hypothesis of tragic effects that captivated Nietzsche so much so that he adopted it into the
BT Bernays was a student of Fr. Ritschl and bore some of the mark of Jahn’s teaching, and even
returned to Bonn himself as a professor after certain life events, adding to the general atmosphere
the young Nietzsche grew up in.

Bernays linked the tragic effect with Aristotle’s concept of k4Oopoig (cleansing, purging),
making that the central term of the whole treatise. While Longinus’ “suddenness”, a violent
lightning strike creating moments of inversion, is worded in anti-Aristotelian terms (catharsis
should instead dampen the effects of Aypnos and stand diametrically opposed to it), the following
element of the contrarian image of Apollonian-Dionysian culture was introduced from Aristotle,
despite being influenced by Bernays’ animated disagreement with Lessing’s interpretation of the
Aristotelian Cathartic effects of tragedy. Bernays’ starting point is in Milton and Herder and the
medical use of kG0apaoig, which is brought about by music, but he differs from other authors
in emphasizing the possible pathological effects of tragedy. For Lessing, the cathartic effect was
primarily moral, for Goethe (who also has a place in these discussions) it was conversely aesthetic.
Bernays, as a classical philologist, made a brave attempt to forge his own path between both
of these extremes, distinguishing himself clearly and distinctly from Lessing’s distinguished
interpretation®, supported as it was by translations of Aristotle’s terminology.

Lessing posited that the contemporary understanding of Aristotle’s concepts in Poetics
(llomtikog)’ was incorrect: the previously separated terms éleog (sorrow) a @dfog (terror),
which tend to be translated pity and fear, should be interpreted together as meaning that pity
leads to fear, while fear evokes pity. From this mutual interaction of pity and fear he then
derived the classical Enlightenment maxim on catharsis: the audience member watching the
protagonists’ drama should sympathise with them, and this brings out the desirable virtues
— by sympathising one becomes a moral person and this moral ablution (catharsis) from the
passions relies on sympathy and fear.'’ In this way, Lessing was repeatedly confirming a notion
the Cartesian Pierre Corneille had been advocating for quite some time. However Bernays saw
this as nothing more than (in his own words) “moral disciplinarians” and “a rival offshoot of the
Church™; a conclusion which Aristotle scarcely intended with his idea of catharsis. According
to Bernays, Lessing’s erroneous position was already disproven by Goethe, who, primarily in
his 1827 correspondence with Riemer, thought that Aristotle considered the cathartic effect of
tragedy to be the mutual balancing (harmony, unification) of the two core passions: pity and fear.
Together with Goethe, Bernays took the position that catharsis meant the reconciliation of both
passions, as is required by each play and consequently each poetic work. Any tragedy cobbled
together from sad and terrifying events would evoke in each viewer — naturally inclined to tragic
actions — the bursting forth of both emotions.

8 Gotthold E. Lessing, Hamburgische Dramaturgie, Bde. I-11, (Hamburg und Bremen: Cramer, 1767-1769).

9 The well-known thesis is central: Ectiv obv tpayndia puipnecig npaéeng orovdaiog koi teAeiog, uéyedog éxodong,
NOVGHEVD AOY®, YOPIS EKAGTE TMV 8DV £V TOTG Hopiotg, SpdVTMV Kai ov Ot droyyehiag, St ELEov Kol OBov
TEPAIVOLGO TV TAV TooVTOV mabnudtov kdbapowv. In Aristotle, ITomtikde 1449b-1450b.

10  Gotthold E. Lessing, Hamburgische Dramaturgie, St. 74-78.

11 Jacob Bernays, Grundziige der verlorenen Abhandlung des Aristoteles iiber die Wirkung der Tragidie, 136-140.
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This view of the cathartic effects of tragedy is neither moralising nor hedonistic; Bernays
considered it to be the “pathological viewpoint”,'? in other words exactly the thing that makes
up the first typically Greek experience of rising passions and ecstasy, which the philosopher
derives in order to deal with all the subsequent results of tragic thinking associated with catharsis.
Tragedy relieves stress and siphons away the pressure of our emotions in the impassioned (i.e.
pathologically afflicted) mind by stoking both pity and fear and consolidating them. Bernays and
later also Nietzsche then describe catharsis as an action similar to a course of medical treatment:
a cleansing of the ecstatic and enraptured mind from its passions is “so to speak” a cleansing of
the body from pathological elements that takes place with orgiastic release (in mysteries as well as
poetry and song). In this way, k66apo1g is just a specific type of iazpeid, using orgiastic discharge
to calm the mind of the ecstatic subject, just as the removal of a toxin from the body brings back
its internal balance. However ecstatic catharsis has only a temporary effect, it does not last and

must be repeated: each time accompanied by feelings of ecstasy.

J. Bernays’ book rapidly sparked a heated discussion: delirium, ecstasy, loss of reason, orgiastic
gyrating to wild chants, the sacred rhapsodies of the Corybants, none of this could be ignored
by a Germany under Kaiser Wilhelm, despite its relative liberalism. Initially, Nietzsche did not
enter this debate and while he did publish his own contribution in 1872, he eventually declared
it to be a collection of youthful follies (having aged rapidly) 14 years later.

2.3. Schelling

Sensuality, pushed to the very limits of our endurance, as is represented by the term der Rausch,
makes up the basic criterion of distinction between the Dionysian and Apollonian principles,
as Nietzsche noted in three consecutive aphorisms in Gotzen-Dimmerung (GD Streifziige 8,
9, 10). He was not the first to make the link between the Dionysian principle and sensuality
at its peak intensity; he was pointed towards both the term differentiation (Scheidung) as well
as the concept of sensuality at the border of the distinction between the Apollonian and the
Dionysian, by Schelling. Him we can thank for the philosophical basis and form of the whole
Dionysian contemplation. How intimately Nietzsche was acquainted with Schelling’s philosophy
of mythology has been a topic of discussion, ever since it became clear how important Schelling’s
concept was to the Nietzschean vision of the upcoming arrival of the Dionysian element into
literature, poetry and philosophy. This is largely an academic debate, because however in-depth
one studies Schelling’s work, it remains a matter of fact that the initial conceptualisation of the
philosophy of the Dionysian myth is Schelling’s and this is significantly reflected in Nietzsche’s

work.

Schelling wrote his first tracts on the myth as an eighteen-year-old student in Tiibingen'?; his
last shortly before his death when elaborating on the concept of “the philosophy of mythology”.

12 Ibid, 141.

13 Friedrich Wilhelm J. Schelling, Ueber Mythen, historische Sagen und Philosopheme der diltesten Welt, in: Memorabilien.
Eine philosophisch-theologische Zeitschrift der Geschichte und Philosophie der Religionen, dem Bibelstudium und der
morgenlindischen Litteratur. (Tibingen:1793).
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He was the first to succeed in systematising the relationship between philosophy and mythology:
from the initial rationalistic grasp of myth, through defining myth within the historical and
rationalistic theory of myths and interpreting the myths and mythologies of ancient cultures, then
introducing myth into the concept of “world ages” (die Weltalter, from its first conceptualisation
in 1811 to the Munich lecture programme System der Weltalter von 1827/28), up until the
philosophy of mythology itself. Here it is it is at last also appropriate to point out the concept
of so-called new mythology,'* which is the systematic elaboration of the agonistic position of
the Apollonian and Dionysian principles and the merging of mythology and revelation into
“philosophical religion”. An adequate understanding of the philosophy of mythology requires
us to remember Schelling’s methodology, which he formulated in the introductory text to his
Berlin lectures Philosophische Einleitung in die Philosophie der Mythologie oder Darstellung der
reinrationalen Philosophie (Schelling, 1846). Following up on the structure of The Ages of the
World, Schelling placed his negative philosophy, which essentially restricts itself to the ontological
argument, alongside positive philosophy, whose goal is to eliminate the flaws stemming from
the purely logical, a priori argumentative approach of negative philosophy along the path of
historical knowledge. The goal is to include historical depictions of religious items within
philosophy, namely those of God (gods, deities), as conscious subjects. In this way, Schelling
took a methodologically broader approach to the concept of mythology. Negative philosophy
is not abandoned, but gains as a new function the logical justification of the historically-based
philosophy of mythology (and subsequently also the philosophy of Revelation). The integration
of both methods takes places while simultaneously confirming their individual purposes: the
purpose of negative philosophy being to find and justify the first principle of being and thought
using logic, with positive philosophy aiming to do the same through historical and practical
knowledge. In relation to mythology, this relies on an interpretation of myth as the sediment
underlying the lived religious experience."

Within systems of German idealism, this surpasses the radical tendency to acknowledge only
rational principles (Hegel), which Schelling rejected, referring to it as reinrationale Philosophie, a
form of historical research into everything that is theoretically possible as a result of pure reason,
and which therefore represents something historically viable.

Among other things, this opened the door to an investigation of myths and mythologies
as well as their several culturally-constituted parts, including also the opposition between the
Dionysian and Apollonian principles. Schelling was searching for (also taking into account
his contemporaries, namely Fr. Schlegel and Novalis) a mythology of reason, in other words
a didactically structured poetry, which could become part of philosophy and place itself “in
service of thought”. This was a comprehensive educational project where mythology becomes

14 Schelling was very likely the author of the anonymous and innovative text Das dlteste Systemprogramm des deutschen
Idealismus (The Oldest Systematic Program of German Idealism), which stood at the roots of the Early German
Romantic concept of “new mythology”.

15 Schelling presupposes the “religious experience” as fact. He does not investigate the question of what makes an
“experience” religious or non-religious.
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one with poetry, which is united with philosophy and that with science, all these linked together
by a general aesthetic context, complemented and completed by the religious dimension. The
mythology of reason, presented in the project The Ages of the World in 1811, further develops
the identity of mythology and poetry, introducing a new element of das Urlebendige (the
primordial living moment), whose concealment in myth is to be uncovered by the method of
reflexive dialectics. From this moment on, Schelling only acknowledges the religious dimension
of mythology when the discovery of its subject fully contains its historical dimension. Since his
academic lecture on the Samothracian gods'®, his philosophy of mythology was supported by
historically evidenced facts concerning ancient religions and myths. In this way we are able to
get to the original foundation of mythology and identify ever-present and historically-influential
ideas that are represented in art, poetry and philosophy. This is to make the point that mythology
doesn’t originate in the reflexive actions of an autonomous subject, who is only in touch with the
expressions of the primordial basis (das Urlebendige), while being outside of its reach. Quite the
contrary, the relation between myth and subject is rational: we have no reason to mythologise
reason in order to understand the myth, because mythology itself is reason-based.

What is important for the philosophy of mythology is therefore the inversion of the mythology
of reason into a concept of reasoned mythology. This reversal presupposes that we distinguish
between two types of myth: the historical and the philosophical,’” which is crucial since the
historical myth as the subject of mythology remains a summarisation of culturally constitutive
(poetic) ideals formulated in the past, while the philosophical type of myth (combined with
reason and imagination) has the potential for a new mythology. Schelling also introduced his
“concept of Dionysus” into the philosophy of mythology, creating a doctrine around that term,
something Schelling considered the key to all Greek mythology,'® due to the possibility of finding
the Dionysian element in crucial parts of the old religions that existed before Greek culture,
especially in identification with Egyptian Osiris. Before Osiris, its origins stretch back even to
the oldest star-worshipping cults” (Sabaeanism), which Schelling saw as the origins of human
religiosity: for Greek mythology this means that Dionysus is in essence (not however in his full

16 Friedrich Wilhelm J. Schelling, Ueber die Gottheiten von Samothrace, Beylage zu den Weltaltern. (Stuttgart —
Tiibingen: Johann Georg Cotta von Cottendorf, 1815).

17 The work Philosophie der Kunst from 1802-1803 additionally contains an aesthetic interpretation of myth.

18  Schelling, Philosophie der Mythologie, in: Simmtliche Werke XI.

19 Astral cults permeate not only Greek mythology, but also one of the great traditions of European mysticism, aimed
at discovering the perfect, complete and total humanity of a human being equal to a god; which led to the idea of
Astralis, the man from the stars, whom humans seek so that he may take their place: where people have failed, this
new astral human — as understood by J. Bshme, Novalis and finally Nietzsche (der tolle Mensch, Zarathustra) —
should succeed. The identification of Dionysus as the essence of astral cults would explain why Nietzsche considers
the name “Dionysus” the origin, the primordial hidden fountain of philosophy as well as its future, purpose and
goal. According to Hebrew and Arab sources, the “festival of the full moon” associated with Sabaeanism was
celebrated every 14™ day of the month as a holy day of the god of light or king of the world (the creator of the
world, Ohrmazd in a Mazdaist environment) and became the source of further cults of light, but also of the moon
or full moon, a common element in mythology. The Greek goddess of the moon Hekate, originally worshipped in
Asia Minor, developed from a Titan into an omnipotent deity, who mythology identified with Persephone (related
to Dionysus through Demeter) as well as with Isis (related to Dionysus through identification with Osiris).
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realisation) as old as Urania,? the celestial ruler at the origins of Greek mythological astrology,'
as well as Urania’s father Zeus, whose son he can only be considered when taking on one specific
form. Otherwise this is still the oldest, primordial principle, whose essence rests in a continuous,
but never fully completed “arrival”. In his most general central position within the history of
ancient Greek mythology, Dionysus is definitely an arriving god,”? who turns up (manifests) in
events and finds fulfilment within them.

However, according to Schelling, Dionysus also takes special systematic place of the second god,
or the god of “second potency”. He becomes this after breaking out of the original (divine) unity
accepted in astral cults of “primal humanity” and beginning a series of processes of actualisation,
where factors such as strength, action, influence, phenomenology, movement, metamorphosis
are at play; these are physical elements as opposed to mere “perception” (spiritual vision), which
instead directs consciousness through immobility, permanence, original inertia — and so also
into a state of bondage, an inability to escape the destiny imposed upon us. Dionysus became a
materialised god and was thus accessible to humanity as something linked to the divine, while at
least still having the potential for incarnation. The physical forces associated with Dionysus were
also important to Schelling, because they allowed him to declare his philosophy of mythology to
be a natural philosophy (SW XII, 285). At the same time he could save Dionysus from merely
“lingering” in that first infinite and unchanging state of a therefore “blind” god, with the level of
vitality to be expected from philosophical mythology. Meaning that despite the second potency
being more than just a spiritual entity, neither is it a physical phenomenon (an object, a natural
subject), but instead becomes the very potency that allows for both nature and carnality through
its arrival (being perceived).

Schelling interpreted Dionysus as a type of principle that overcomes its origin, but as a result
this eliminated the originality and natural value of living nature itself. Nature becomes real and
living together with the coming of Dionysus’s second potency, the Dionysus of transformation,
ecstasy, wine and mysteries. It is however subject to his endless arrival: just as Dionysus
materialises, so does (natural) life emerge in nature, an essentially unnatural image. Just like
Nietzsche, Schelling also missed this association: to the contrary, Schelling even confirmed that
the god who freed human consciousness from the bonds of primal immovability and stubborn
inertia, injecting it with a concoction of vitality together with materiality and powerful emotions,

20  Schelling relies on Herodotus’s notes (III, 8) on ancient Arabic religions, where two gods were prominent: the
Greek Urania (Alilat in Arabic) and Greek Dionysus (Urozal in Arabic). Through a relatively complicated process of
deduction he shows that Alilat means “mother” or “the mother of god” and that Urozal is “son of the mother”. Later
interpretations explain this association (also adopted from Herodotus) through the apparent fondness of Arabic
tribes for creating connections, blood ties (cf. Koster 156).

21  Without distinction between astronomy and astrology (or magic), which blend together in the Greek notion of
“stargazing”.

22 The image of Dionysus as the “approaching god” was popularised by M. Frank (Manfred Frank, Der kommende
Gott: Vorlesungen iiber die Neue Mythologie, (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1982.))
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could be referred to as Avgi0¢.> This term should not be confused with the idea of redemption®!
and redeemers; even Schelling follows up with an analogy in which Dionysus removes one’s
worries by giving them wine. Similarly, the human race is relieved of that “blind” real and primal
god by leaving him to the past, opening life up to a plurality — meaning both the plurality of
nature and natural phenomena, but also the plurality of experiences, and especially the plurality
of the gods themselves. In his second potency, Dionysus becomes a fountain of polytheism, an
open polytheism in harmony with nature, transforming the initial united immobility into a
multifaceted movement, providing humanity with answers from many perspectives. Schelling
also noticed the cultural upheaval necessarily resulting from the sudden movement of previous
immobility in the reactions to the closest mythological figure to Dionysus: Demeter, who had a
long and difficult time adapting to the new situation. The story of her acceptance of polytheism
is known as the kidnapping of her daughter Persephone, in other words the story of a crime
committed on the child of a mother goddess, who as Schelling claimed “...is the figure through
which Hellenistic mythology gained all its character. The whole world of Greek gods could not
have existed without Demeter”.”> Schelling reads the daughter’s abduction as a betrayal of the
original single god, placing Demeter as a goddess abandoned by god and gods, leaving their
world and entering into the human one, where the resulting grief, hunger, craving and lust
for revenge and intoxication become a representation of consciousness on the edge, mediating
between mythology and mystery.® Referencing the Homeric hymns dedicated to Demeter,”
Schelling presents the situation as an offer from the goddess: if you appease my sorrow and make
me forget the treason, reconcile my mind, I will give you occasion for orgies, sacred acts that
draw up vitality and joy. The Eleusinian Mysteries, whose actiology the hymn describes, are at
the same time Dionysian mysteries: the god previously realised in his second potency now enters
the mysteries, in triumphant processions of gay abandon, into feasts of bread (Demeter) and
wine (Dionysus), climaxing with his initiation into the mysteries behind transcending the death
of abandonment, damnation and immobility. Dionysus is born again, comes once again into his
third potency, distinguished from the previous by a change in tension towards the primordial,
blind and unmoving god. Dionysus is now all: “All” refers to the levels of consciousness realised
within him, which mutually transcend each other (as can be illustrated through the image of the
triple self-transcendent divine woman, the feminine element without which das Dionysische is
unimaginable, Urania, Semele and Demeter) and meet once again in the theogony of the birth
of Dionysus, culminating in Dionysus’s complete ideal. As a whole, this is the result of Schelling’s

23 “Als der Gott, der das Bewuf3tsein von der strengen, verzehrenden Gewalt des ersten Prinzips erlost, heifit er auch
Avarog” (Schelling 1992, 291).

24 If this does happen, it tends to be due to synonymity with the term for redemption, for example from slavery or
captivity (32 go’el; cf. Lev 25, 47-54), or in certain narrow contexts with the term ransom (9771 pdh, for example
offerings, but also to buy someone from debt bondage). Schelling does not consider this overlap in terminology when
conceiving his philosophy of Dionysian mythology.

25 “Demeter ist die Gestalt, durch welche die hellenische Mythologie ihre ganze Eigentiimlichkeit erhilt. Ohne
Demeter gibe es keine griechische Gotterwelt.” Cf. Schelling SW XTI/, p. 631.

26 Friedrich Wilhelm J. Schelling, Urfassung der Philosophie der Offenbarung I-I1, hg. von Walter E. Erhardt, (Hamburg:
Meiner, 1992), p. 267.

27 Hine, D. (1972), The Homeric Hymns. The Battle of the Frogs and Mice, New York: Atheneum.
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attempt to achieve a philosophy of mythological consciousness, which avoids contradiction with
the premises of philosophical myth and rational mythology alike. This met with success and
became an offer it was possible to grasp, adopt, disprove and reject, or move to a further level of
interpretation. The latter is exactly what Nietzsche did.

2.4.].]. Bachofen

Bachofen used the myth analysis method. This lead him to symbols, which the myth itself
was a mere exegesis of, developing along externally differentiated but internally linked routes
(mythical action) leading back to the thing represented by the unified symbol itself. According to
Bachofen, myth had hidden this original and unifying symbol under a growing diversity of mythic
narratives (exegeses) and mythical actions (mysterious dromen). The intuition of primordial
unity faded out, and instead rationalisation imbibed myth with the ever fresh and uncertain
forms of life in ancient cultures. Bachofen calculated that if he were able to use myth analysis to
uncover the basic cultural ideas contained in symbols, he could attempt another description of
the history of these cultures better than those before him: drawing from the transformations and
fragmentary residual thoughts that once created a certain cultural state and its collective memory,
was going to be safer than hermeneutical “pre-understanding” and euhemeristic descriptions of
“facts” that are unknown. This understanding of history is then not concerned with events that
“really happened”, but rather the Zeitgeist or spirit and culture contained in tradition, including
that of mythical narratives. His contemporaries already considered this to be too strong an
influence of personal preference and intuition, not merely the opposition to rationalism and
positivism. The investigation of the relations between people, groups and cultures on such a
vague basis as “Zeitgeist” drew the ire of experts as well as support from authors expecting a
return of the mythic consciousness, the remythisation of modern thought and any available

ecstatic and imaginary transcendence.

J. J. Bachofen was one of Nietzsche’s principle direct inspirations for his analysis of the
relationship between the Apollonian and Dionysian elements in Greek mythology. In his work
Versuch diber die Gribersymbolik der Alten from 1859 there are several places where Bachofen
discusses the links between the gods Apollo and Dionysus. Two examples stand out the most:

Diogenes also belongs to the Moon religion. Previously we've met him on two
cosmic levels, first in his unification with the telluric matter, as the carrier of virile
strength in the shape of the chthonic waters and chthonic fire, and once again as a
shining Sun, the heavenly phallus in Apollonian garb, who just, like the material-

spawning Helios, is subservient to the metaphysically pure nature of Apollo.?®

28 “Diogenes gehért auch der Mondreligion an. Wir haben ihn bisher auf zwei Stufen des Kosmos gefunden, zuerst in
seiner Vereinigung mit den tellurischen Stoffen, den er als Triger der minnlichen Kraft in Gestalt der chthonischen
Gewisser und des chthonischen Feuers durchdringt, dann wieder als leuchtende Sonne, als himmlischen Phallus,
apollinischer Natur verwandt, der als stofflich zeugender Helios der metaphysisch reinen Apollonatur untergeordnet
ist.” Johann J. Bachofen, Versuch iiber die Gribersymbolik der Alten, (Basel: Bahnmaiers Buchhandlung, 1859), p.
76.
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After this elementary description there follows a comparison with mythological interpretations,
showing the direction Nietzsche could subsequently follow when uniting the telluric and solar
potentials within Dionysus:

Now he is presented to us in his third form. Once more he returns as Lunus Deus,
as Vokto@ong and cOvdpopog pMvng, which begins the powerful cleansing of the
heavenly constellations. (...) In this unification of both sexes, the male may appear
higher, due to its origin in the Sun, however the female predominates due to its
materiality. For this reason, Luna is more common than Lunus and sometimes
even the term Luna the god is used, since yoy is feminine, vodg masculine, copa
neuter. (...) The three parts of the Dionysian being: earth, water and light, come
back once more unified in the Moon. Just as it takes the place of the middle sphere
connecting Earth with the Sun, so does Dionysus have equal share in the telluric
and solar nature; purer than the Earth is, after all, still less pure than Apollo, the
material Helios (...) Apollo will never be Lunus. He belongs to the existent world,

does not take part in the forthcoming one. He is not part of its transformation.”

The Dionysian properties that Bachofen mentions, are more of a poetic than a mythical
determination (Dionysus is the one who “shines into the night” and who “travels with the
moon”;* burns [Aapmtip] like a nightly [voktélog] god; leads the astral chorus of the stars
[xopnyog éioTpv], as Sophocles says in Antigone; but he can also be a star himself [ Actépiog]),
due to the aesthetic intentions of the BT, these were of a special importance to Nietzsche. He
rallied powerful language to psychologise the Apollonian—Dionysian concept pair, using it to
express a special kind of respect (stretching into the philosophy of art) for ancient Greek culture,
its decadence and power, bursting forth suddenly in the most tragic moments as a dark and
primordial Dionysian strength. The two antithetical states of mind that fuel the transformation
of the world are based in the double-faceted complexity described by Bachofen. In himself,
Dionysus represents and carries all the differences and alternate potencies, as well as real and
potential harmonies: subsequently he becomes an incarnation or representation of Greek
polytheism as a way of experiencing the polysemantic world of individuals, who (unlike the
amorphous modernist subject) have their own characteristic properties, their own moments,
some spiritual, some esoteric, others exclusively carnal.

Conclusion

At the time of writing the BT, Nietzsche was a young scholar, a graduate of classical philology,
armed with a broad knowledge of ancient literature, well versed in Latin and apparently also

29  Johann J. Bachofen, Versuch iiber die Gribersymbolik der Alten, 77-79.

30 They originated with a 5"-century Byzantine poet Nonnos of Panopolis, author of the last extensive epic poem
of antiquity, the Dionysiaca (Awovooiakd), which tells of Dionysus’s victorious campaign to India. Among other
epithets it includes OnAvpaviig (lusting for women). In general Dionysus is a god of many names; Hederich’s
lexicon from 1770 already mentions 75 (Benjamin Hederich, Griindliches mythologisches lexicon, (Leipzig: In
Gleditschenshandlung, 1770), p. 512), with newer lists going over 100.
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Greek, with no knowledge of mathematics and no further living language. Over the past five
years he had established a number of excellent starting points for his own contemporaneously
innovative research, with a focus on ancient Greek pessimism (under Schopenhauer’s influence)
and materialism (under the analogous influence of Fr. A. Lange), nevertheless he chose a more
or less conventional view of myth and tragedy. If there was anything exceptional about his take
on the problem, it was the weak implementation, the gaps, the baffling lack of a concept, all
of which go to show the number of individual psychological elements involved in Nietzsche’s
written work. Another typical thing for the author was his lack of references® or his lifting of
entire themes from sources that he sneeringly mocks (among others, early Romanticism).

Nietzsche lectured on the duplicity of the Apollonian and Dionysian principle for the first
time in the summer semester of 1870 as part of his lecture on tragedy, and just by posing it as an
antithesis, he was following similar aesthetic and psychological depictions as J. Winckelmann, 3
as J. G. Herder, the historical and cultural interpretation of J. Creuzer® and especially the theory
of myth by K. O. Miiller,® E. G. Welcker, J. Bachofen. The poetic basis of the dithyrambic
intoxication in Dionysian orgies, worshipping the principles of bread (Ceres, Demeter) and wine
(Iacchus, Dionysus) was given to Nietzsche by Holderlin, most significantly in his elegy Brod
und Wein (Bread and Wine), an impression of mystery and initiation from early Romanticism
(Fr. Schlegel, Novalis). From the very start, the text of the B7 had few claims to scientific rigour
(small scope, missing notes, indexes) and subjected Nietzsche to harsh academic critique.” The
discovery of a principle labelled das Dionysische doesn’t represent anything exceptional, while the
attacks on ancient art (especially Euripides) were pointless, undecidable, based on mere taste
and had nothing to do with either the philosophical theory of myth or the concept of Dionysus.
Despite this, the BT treatise was a breakthrough: it began the development of a specific form of
cultural critique, of which Nietzsche was the prime representative and despite its continuation
by his imitators at the start of the 20™ century (L. Klages, A. Schuler, S. George, K. Wolfskehl
and others).

31 In the BT especially Bernays. In a letter to E. Rohde, Nietzsche wrote that Bernays had described the BT as a
summary of his own opinions, albeit severely exaggerated: “Das Neueste ist daf$ Jacob Bernays erklirt hat, es seien
seine Anschauungen, nur stark iibertrieben. Ich finde das gottlich frech von diesem gebildeten und klugen Juden,
zugleich aber als ein lustiges Zeichen, daf§ die ‘Schlauen im Lande’ doch bereits etwas Witterung haben.” Cf.
BVN-1872, 277, Brief an Erwin Rohde: 07/12/1872. It was Cosima Wagner who brought Nietzsche’s attention to
Bernay’s reaction in her letter of 4 December 1872. Cf. Griinder, K., 1968, p. 512.

32 Johann J. Winckelmann, Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums, (Dresden: 1764); Buch 5 §11.

33 Friedrich, G. Creuzer, Symbolik und Mythologie der alten Vilker, besonders der Griechen Bd. 3, (Darmstadt — Leipzig:
Carl Wilhelm Leske, 1810-1812), IV. 34, 90.

34  Karl O. Miiller, Die Dorier. Vier Biicher, (Breslau: Josef War und Comp, 1824).

Karl O. Miiller, Kleine deutsche Schriften iiber Religion, Kunst, Sprache und Literatur, Leben und Geschichte des
Alterthums (vols. I-1I). (Breslau: Josef War und Comp, 1848).

35 Ulrich v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Zukunfisphilologie! eine Erwidrung auf Friedrich Nietzsches ,,Geburt der

Tragidie*. (Berlin: Gebriider Borntraeger, 1872).
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oz

Phaidon diyalogunda Sokrates, dostlariyla birlikte ruhun ollimsuzlugi Uzerine
konustuktan sonra, Kebes'in itirazi lizerine ona dogru donerek hakikati arayis
yolculugunda kendi hayat hikayesi ve tecriibesini paylasir. Kebes'e gére ruhun bu
diinyadan 6nce var olmasi, sonrasinda da varligini siirdiirecegi anlamina gelmez.
Ayrica ona gore bedenden bedene dolasan ruh, bu dolagimla yok olup gider ve bu
nedenle 6limsizliik diye bir seyden bahsedilemez. Bu baglamda Sokrates, ruhun
olimsuzligline iliskin Kebes'in itirazini ele almanin zorluguna isaret eder ve bu
Sokrates genclik yillarinda kendisinin de “neden” arayisi icerisinde oldugundan
ve Anaksagoras basta olmak Ulzere doga arastirmacilarindan etkilendiginden
bahseder. Ote yandan Sokrates dogal neden arayisindaki umutlarinin da bosa
ciktigini belirtir. Bu umut yitiminden sonra Sokrates ‘logoi'a siginma’ olarak belirttigi
“ikinci yolculuga” (deuteros plous) gikar. Olus diinyasina tabi her seyin kendisine gére
gerceklestigi ilkesel nedeni doganin iginde arayan diistintrlerin celiskilerini fark eden
genc Sokrates'in, fiziki diinyadan metafizige dogru seyreden yolculugu bu yazinin
konusunu olusturmaktadir. Ayrica bu yazinin amaci, ruhun 6limstzltiga gibi bir
meselede, Sokrates'in kendi hayat hikayesini paylasmasinin gerekgesini arastirmak ve
buradan hareketle Kebes'in itirazina yonelik Sokratik arayisin izlerini siirmektir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Phaidon, On-Sokratik, Sokrates, Ruh, Oliimsiizliik

ABSTRACT

In the dialogue of Phaedo, Socrates talks about the immortality of the soul with his
friends and shares his life story and experience in his journey of seeking the truth
after Cebes’ objection to immortality. According to Cebes, the soul’s existence prior
to this world does not imply that it will continue to exist beyond it. Furthermore, the
spirit that circulates from one body to another perishes as a result of this circulation;
hence, there is no such thing as immortality. Socrates emphasizes the difficulties of
dealing with Cebes’ objection to the immortality of the soul in this setting and adds
that the reason of becoming and corruption in this subject should be investigated.
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At this point, Socrates explains how, in his youth, he was likewise looking for “cause,” and how nature researchers, particularly
Anaxagoras, impacted him. Whereas, Socrates also states that his glorious hope was quickly snatched away from him. After
this loss of hope, Socrates takes on the “second voyage” (deuteros plous), which he refers to as “taking refuge in the logoi’ The
subject of this article is the second voyage of young Socrates who perceived the contradictions of the thinkers who look for the
principal cause in nature and the Socratic quest that progresses from a physical journey to metaphysics in a way. In addition,
this article aims to investigate the reason why Socrates shared his own life story in terms of the causal explanation of this world
on a subject such as the immortality of the soul and to follow the traces of the Socratic search from this point of view.
Keywords: Phaedo, Pre-Socratic, Socrates, Soul, Immortality

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Unlike the Socratic argument of disproof or refutation (elenchus), a very different method
emerges in the part of Phaedo (95b—107a). Against Cebes’ objection, Socrates outlines how, as a
young man, he was interested in the causal explanation of becoming-world, but he also explains
why he was dissatisfied with the traditional physical (scientific) explanations of the time. Thus,
Socrates provides a summary of his intellectual autobiography by discussing his youth interest in
the approach of nature researchers. In this respect, Socrates’ answer to the objection of Cebes is

presented concerning Socrates’ confrontation with Pre-Socratic philosophy.

Socrates states that he took the “second voyage” (99d: deuteros plous), because of his
disappointment with the teleological explanations that reduce “cause” to purely physical things.
However, he also states that before this journey, he was interested in the science (sophia) known
as natural research (peri physeos historian) in his youth and it seemed very important for him to
know the cause of everything. In fact, when we look at the things that Socrates was interested
in and focused on, we find ourselves in what we now call Pre-Socratic philosophy. Despite the
stark distinctions in the history of philosophy, the young Socrates appears to have a Pre-Socratic
phase in this regard.

Socrates acknowledges being significantly impacted by Anaxagoras’ nous idea when seeking
for the cause of everything (97¢). Socrates believes he can explain the true cause of things and
hopes to understand the perfection of the universe from Anaxagoras (97d). Although the idea
that the reason for everything is reason satisfied Socrates at first, he realizes that the “nous”
of Anaxagoras is far from explaining the real and unchangeable cause in the universe as he
deepens his research. On the other hand, Socrates signifies his first journey as resulting in great
disappointment and loss of hope. Therefore, Socrates reveals not the simple negation of a Pre-
Socratic natural science in this part of the dialogue, but the failure of the ‘Pre-Socratic Socrates’
himself from his own experience of life. Moreover, as Socrates progresses in his research, he sees
that Anaxagoras’ cosmic nous (97¢) has physical extensions and is incapable of understanding the
“perfect”, which in a way can be seen as a metaphysical principle. It should be noted that Socrates
made this comment in response to Cebes, who was having trouble overcoming natural causation
and reasoning in a study of the soul and its immortality.

18 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021
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The second voyage in Socrates’ search for the cause is the new path defined as taking refuge
in logoi. It does not seem possible to explain the logos or logoi in Socrates with Aristotelian logic.
First of all, Socrates” second journey is related to his distrust and disappointment with teleological
explanations that reduce the cause to the physical things. In this respect, the “second journey”
is the second road that Socrates took after the inadequacies of theoretical physics. Furthermore,
Socrates attempts to overcome the tension that Cebes perceives between the indestructibility of
the soul and its immortality by directing his attention to his “knowledge of self” gained from his
own life experience. In other words, Cebes’ claim that “the indivisibility of the soul does not in
principle guarantee one’s immortality” finds its place in Socrates” dialectic of life. In this sense,
Socrates expresses in his own life experience to realize that the soul is immortal based on truth
and the necessity for experiencing the practice of death and spiritual purification to acquire
immortality in this world.

Unlike the Pre-Socratics, Socrates states that he should search for his relationship with
external objects in the terms of his Jogoi and hypothesize (hypothesis) the existence of ideas in
themselves. It is obvious that the ideas in Socrates/Plato cannot be considered as a “scientific
hypothesis” (assumption) with its modern content. Plato probably thinks that the Pre-Socratics
regarded their /ogoi as an object of knowledge with definite and absolute content, thus deprived
of the art of discourse (logon tekhne) which could lead the addressee to reach correct knowledge
based on truth. However, the Pre-Socratics do not seek to advance beyond their /logoi and remain
stuck in them. As a result, Pre-Socratics are unable to provide accurate explanations (logoi) for
their arguments. As a result, Socrates underwent a “Pre-Socratic” stage, during which he searched
for causes inside nature itself. This shows us that the distinction between the Pre-Socratic and
the Socratic stage presented in the history of philosophy is not very sharp and that there is a
dialectical transition between the natural and the transcendent metaphysical search for Socrates.
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Girig

Phaidon diyalogunda' ruhun oliimsiizliigiine dair ortaya konulan ii¢ kaniun® ardindan
Sokrates, bu konuda siipheleri hala devam eden Kebes'in itirazini ciiriitmeye calisir. Kebes,
ruhlarin bedenden bedene dolastigini, bu dolagimla yok olup gidecegini ve bu nedenle de
olimsiizlitkten bahsedilemeyecegini savunur. Béylece bedenden bedene dolasan ruh, cesitli
hastalik ve sikintilar i¢inde yasar; kendisine 6liim geldiginde de yok olup gider (95¢-d).> Bunun
{izerine Sokrates uzun bir siire sessiz kalir, kendi kendine diisiiniir ve sunlari sdyler:

Kebes, inceledigimiz mesele hi¢ de basit degil. Ciinkii olusun ve bozulusun nedenini
(aitia) bastan agag1 arastirmak gerekir. Once bu konudaki deneyimimi anlatayim
sana; sonra istersen soylediklerimden sana yararlt goriinenleri, sdyleyeceklerini

desteklemek icin kullanirsin” (95e-96a, italik bana ait).

Diger kanitlarda gérmeye alistk oldugumuz Sokratik élenkhostan? farkli olarak diyalogun bu
bolimiinde (95b-107a) ¢ok farkls bir yontem karsimiza ¢ikar. Kebes'in itirazina karst Sokrates,
genglik yillarinda doga bilimine ilgi duydugunu ve &zellikle Anaksagorastan etkilendigini
belirtmesine ragmen, ayni zamanda o giiniin bilimsel agiklamalarindan neden tatmin olmadigini
da anlaur. Sokrates daha sonra egyanin hakikatini (99e: ron onton ten alétheian) dissal olanda
degil de, logoi itibariyle kendisinde aramasi gerektigini fark ederek idealar {izerinden ruhun
olimsiizltigiint kanitlamak ister. Bu konugmasinda Sokrates, doga biliminden idealari kesfine
kadar da bazi agamalardan gectiginden bahseder. Bunlar 1) Sokrates’in, gergek nedeni, doga
bilimlerinde aradig1 ve Anaksagoras'in pesinden gidip onun “zous” kavramindan etkilendigi, 11)
esyanin hakikatini digsal olanda degil, kendi icinde (logoida)® buldugu, u1) degismez idealart
kesfedip ona uygun hipotez olusturarak ruhun 6liimsiizliigiinii kanitlamaya ¢alistigt asgamalaridir.

Sokrates’in -deyim yerindeyse- entelektiiel otobiyografisinin sunuldugu bu béliim, onun
genglik yillarinda doga bilimine besledigi ilgi tizerine yogunlasir. Bu acidan Phaidon diyalogunun
genel temast olan ruhun 8liimsiizliigii gibi ruhun 6liimsiizliigiine yonelik itirazlar da, Sokrates’in,
On-Sokratik (Pre-Socratic) felsefeyle iliskisi ve hesaplasmast sorunundan bagimsiz degildir. Ancak
bu béliimde Sokrates'in, ruhun 8liimsiizliigiinti kanitlama tarzi kendi deneyimi {izerinden
sunuldugundan, bunu siradan bir On-Sokratik anlatim ya da aktarim olarak degil, “On-Sokratik
Sokrates”in bilgiyi ve gercekligi sorgulamast iizerinden anlamak daha dogru bir yaklagimdir. Bu
nedenle ben doga arasurmacilarinin (96a-97¢) ve ozellikle Anaksagoras'in kendisi tizerindeki
etkisi (97b-99b) nedeniyle Sokrates'in erken ya da genglik dénemini “On-Sokratik Sokrates”
olarak nitelendiriyorum.

1 Bu makalede -gerekli gordiigiim yerlerde bazi degisikliklere gitmek kaydiyla- Nazile Kalayct'nin Phaidon gevirisini
kullandim. Ayrica bu diyalogdaki Yunanca terimler i¢in Harold North Fowler'in Eski Yunanca asliyla birlikte
basilan Ingilizce gevirisine bagvurdum.

Olusun dongiiselligi (70c-72e), hatirlama (72e-77b) ve benzerlik kanitlari (78b-84b).

Metin igerisinde verilen Stephanus numaralari aksi belirtilmedikge Phaidon diyaloguna referansla kullanilacakur.
Herhangi bir konuda soru cevap tarzinda yapilan ve muhakeme dayali sorusturma.

[V RSN I )

“Logoi”un ardindan gelen kesme isaretinden sonraki ekler, sozciigiin (logoy olarak) okunusuna gére diizenlenmistir.
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1. On-Sokratik Sokrates ve Birinci Yolculugu

Sokrates’'in “gercek neden” arayisint kendi hayat hikayesi iizerinden bir “gemi yolculugu”
metaforuyla anlatmasi, Simmias'in diyalogdaki 6nceki konusmasinda sundugu benzetmeyle
baglantlidir.® Buna gére Kebesten dnce Simmias, ruhun éliimsiizliigiine iliskin kendi itirazini
dile getirmeden 6nce sunlari sdyler:

[tirazimi sana soylemek istiyorum, sonra da dediklerini neden kabul etmedigini
Kebes sana anlatsin. Bu tiir konulara dair kesin bilgi edinmenin bu yasamda ya
imkansiz ya da ¢ok zor oldugunu diisiiniiyorum, belki sen de béyle diisiiniiyorsun.
Bununla birlikte bu konuda sdylenmis olanlari her yoniiyle stnamadan ve biisbiitiin
yorgun disiinceye kadar arastirmadan birakmak kesinlikle iradesiz bir insana
Szgiidiir. Bu konularda sunlari yapmak gerekir: Ya onlarin ne oldugunu 8grenmek
ya da kegfetmek. Bunlar imkansizsa, en azindan insanoglunun dile getirecegi en
iyi ve en zor ciiriitiilebilir gdriisii almali, onun iizerine tipk: bir sala biner gibi
binip tehlikelere karsi yelken acarak gecirmeli yasami. Béylece saglam bir tasit ya
da tanrisal bir s6z bulunmadiginda yolculugun daha giivenilir ve daha tehlikesiz

yapilmast olanakl: olacakur (85¢-d).

[lerleyen satirlarda goriilecegi gibi Sokrates, Simmias'in bu benzetmesini, ona derin anlamlar
yiikleyerek ruhun oliimsiizliigii hakkinda Kebes'e karst kullanir. Boylece, nedeni, salt fiziksel
seylere indirgeyen teleolojik agiklamalardan duydugu hayal kirkligindan &tiirii Sokrates,
kendisinin ifadesiyle “ikinci yolculuga” (99d: deuteros plous) ¢ikugint dile getirir. Ancak bu
yolculugundan énce Sokrates'in genclik yillarinda doga arastirmalari (peri physeos historian)
olarak bilinen ilme (sophia) duydugu meraktan ve seylerin nedenini dogal bir siire¢ icindeki
arayisindan bahsetmek gerekir.

Diyalogda dogrudan ge¢memesine ragmen ikincisine referansla buna “birinci yolculuk”
(protos plous) diyebiliriz. Aslinda Sokrates'in merak duyup arasurmak icin yoneldigi konulara
bakugimizda, “On-Sokratik” olarak nitelendirecegimiz bir alanla karsi karsiya kaliyoruz. Bu
agidan felsefe tarihinde On-Sokratikler ile Sokrates arasinda varsayilan keskin ayrimin aksine,
geng Sokrates'in On-Sokratik bir déneminin oldugu soylenebilir. Ayrica Sokrates’in, ruhun
olimsizltigii gibi bir meseleye fiziksel diinyanin olus ve bozulusundan ¢ikamadan bakamayan
Kebese, kendi entelektiiel otobiyografisini a¢gmast da siradan degildir. Bu konuya yeniden
donecegim. Ancak oncelikle Sokrates'in, On-Sokratik doga biliminden ne umdugu ve ne
buldugu konusu iizerinde durmam gerekiyor. Sokrates doga bilimine yonelirken cevap aradig:

sorulart sdyle siraliyor:

Su tirden konulari arastirarak dolanip duruyordum: Canlilarin olusmasini
saglayan, kimilerinin soyledigi gibi, sicak ile sogugun sagladigi ¢iiriime midir?

Diistinmemizi saglayan kan mi, hava mu, ates midir? Yoksa isitme, gérme, koklama

6 Donald L. Ross, “The Deuteros Plous, Simmias” Speech, and Socrates’ Answer to Cebes in Plato’s Phaedo”, Hermes,
110/1 (1982), 19-25.
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duyularini saglayan, onlardan hafizay: ve saniyr olusturan, hafiza ve sani belli bir
dinginlige ulastuginda bunlardan bilgiyi meydana getiren sey beyin midir? Sonra
biitiin bunlarin yokoluslarini yeniden ele aldim; gokteki ve yeryiiziindeki olaylar:

inceledim. (96b-c).

Ote yandan Sokrates bu arastirmanin kendisini korlestirdigi ve daha once bildigi pek ¢ok seyi
unutturdugunu, dolayistyla “birinci yolculuk” olarak isimlendirebilecegimiz bu ilk yolun, biiyiik
bir hayal kiriklig1 ve umut yitimiyle sonuglandigini ifade eder (96¢). Sokrates bunun agiklamasini
su sekilde sunar:

Onceleri sunun herkes icin agik oldugunu sanirdim: Insanin biiyiiyiip gelismesinin
ardindaki neden, yemek i¢mektir. Besinlerden ¢ikan etler etlere, kemikler kemiklere
ve dteki parcalar da ayni sekilde kendileri uygun olanlara eklenir. Boylece dnce

kiiciik olan kiitle sonra biiyiir; kiiciik insan da ayni sekilde biiyiik insan olur (96¢-
d).

Sokrates bu yontem tarziyla herhangi bir seyin gercekten neden meydana geldigini, varligini
ve yoklugunu izah edemedigini, hatta bu konularda kendisini dahi ikna edemedigini dile getirir.
Bunun ardindan Sokrates her seyin nedenini ararken Anaksagorasin “nows” kavramindan
fazlasiyla etkilendiginden bahseder (97¢). Anaksagorastan, evrendeki her sey icin gegerli
olan en iyi ve en mitkemmeli 6grenmeyi uman Sokrates bdylece her seyin gercek nedenini
agtklayabilecegini diisiiniir (97d). Her seyin nedeninin akil (zous) oldugu fikri baglarda Sokratesi
tatmin etse de, aragtirmalarini derinlestirdik¢e Anaksagoras’in zous'unun da evrendeki gercek ve
degismez nedeni agiklamaktan uzak oldugunu fark eder. Boylece Sokrates “bu koca umudun da
yok olup gittigini” (98b) ve neden aragtirmasin salt fiziksel agiklamalardan hareketle yapmanin
ruhunu korelttigini belirtir. Dolayistyla diyalogun bu kisminda Sokrates'in On-Sokratik bir doga
biliminin basit bir tarzda olumsuzlamasini degil, bizatihi kendi yasam tecriibesinden hareketle
‘On-Sokratik Sokrates'in basarisizligini gozler oniine serer. Dahasi, Sokrates aragtirmasinda
ilerledik¢e Anaksagoras'in ‘kozmik nous'unun (97¢) fiziksel uzanuli oldugunu ve bir bakima
metafizik ilke olarak goriilebilecek “en iyi”nin anlagilmasinda yetersiz kaldigint goriir. Bunun
yanisira Sokrates Anaksagoras'in gercekte akli hi¢ kullanmadigini ve seyleri diizene sokan bir
neden de ileri siirmedigini savunmaktadir (98b). Zira Sokrates'e gore Anaksagoras'in sahsinda
On-Sokratik doga bilimcileri olarak nitelendirebilecegimiz bu kisiler, en iyi ve miitkemmel
olanin, “her seyi bir arada tutan ve onlar: birbirine baglayan bir sey olmas: gerektigini akillarina
getirmezler” (99¢).

Kebes'in itirazina yanit olarak Sokrates'in, On-Sokratik doga bilimiyle hesaplasmasindan
bahsetmesi ilgingtir. Ayrica Sokrates’in, bu agiklamay1, ruha dair bir arastirmada dogal nedenselligi
ve muhakeme manu@ini asmakta zorlanan Kebes'e hitaben yapug unutulmamalidir. Ruhun
olimstizligiine karsi Kebes'in itirazina yeniden bakildiginda, bu kisinin, “ruh” gibi dogaiistii
ve metafizik bir meseleye, olusun déngiiselligi ve fiziksel diinyanin nedenselliginden bagka tiirlii
bakamadig goriilecektir. Zaten Sokrates de kendi yasam deneyimini paylagarak bu meselelere
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salt fizik ve doga arastirmalari perspektifinden bakmanin kiginin ruhunu kérlestireceginden
bahsederek, Kebes'in dikkatini muhakeme 6tesi bir aragtirma ydntemine dogru ¢eker. Bana
oyle geliyor ki, bu pasajin en can alict noktalarindan biri de, ruhun 8liimsiizliigiine dair
Sokrates’in “kendi” entelektiiel ozobiyografisi {izerinden bir savunu yapmis olmasidir. Dolayistyla
diyalogun bu kisminda, “ben”in kendi déniisiimiiniin izleri takip edilmeden ve 6z farkindalik
kazanilmadan, ruhun élimsiizliigiiniin idrak edilmesinin zorluguna isaret edilmektedir. Zira
diyalogun baslarinda bu durum su gekilde ifade edilmektedir: “Saf olmayanlarin saf olanlar:
kavramasi miimkiin degildir” (67b).

Sokrates’inbirinciyolculugundakihayal kirikligini Kebes'initiraziylabirlikte diisiindtigiimiizde
dikkatlerden kagmamasi gereken bir diger nokta da sudur: Kebes ruhun bedene gére dagilmaz,
bozulmaz ve basit oldugunu kabul edip, 6limsiizltige karst icinde siiphe beslemektedir. Bu agidan
bakugimizda da Sokrates'in Kebes'e bu sekilde yanit vermesi, muhatabin siiphesiyle ilgilidir. Bu
nedenle Sokrates, Kebes'in itirazini, énceki kanitlamalardan farkli olarak muhakeme agisindan
akla daha uygun bir argiiman talebi olarak degil, muhatabina bir seyin gisterilmesi agisindan
ele alir. Dolayisiyla Kebes'in zorlugu, tizerinde durulan mevzunun, muhakemeye (dianoia)
askin goriisel bir tecriibeyle (noesis) iliskili oldugunu bir tiirlt kavrayamamasidir. Bu nedenle
Sokrates’in amact, ruhun 8liimsiiz oldugunu bir yasam tecriibesi olarak muhatabina gostermektir.
Bagka bir deyisle ruhun da i¢inde oldugu diisiiniilen bir diinyada her seyin akista oldugu stiphesi
bir sekilde izale edilmelidir.”

Sokrates'in On-Sokratik birinci yolculugundan ikinciye nasil agildigi konusuna gecmeden
once bir hususun daha aluni ¢gizmekte fayda var. O da Kebes'in, énceki kanitlamalardan
hareketle ruhun dagilmaz/basit (anolethros) oldugunu kabul edip oliimsiizltigii kabul etmemesi
noktasinda yasadig1 gerilimdir. Aslinda Sokrates'in Kebes'e yonelik yanitindaki tecriibi boyut
derinlemesine analiz edildiginde goriilecektir ki, ruhun dagilmaz ve basit olusu, ilkesel olarak
birinin 8liimsiizliige kavusacagini garanti etmez. Baska bir deyisle Sokrates'in birinci ve ikinci
yolculugundaki anlatisint paylagmasi, ruhun 6liimsiizliigiiniin salt muhakeme konusu olmadig,
6liim pratigi ve ruhun arinmasi yoluyla kazanilacak bir tecriibeyi gerektirdigi hususuyla dogrudan
baglanulidir. Ancak diyalogun genelinden anlagildigi kadariyla Kebes, muhakeme mantgini
agip goriisel tecriibe boyutuna gecememektedir. Bu noktada ben, Sokrates'in orobiyografik
anlaumindan hareketle ruhun oliimsiizliigiiniin, muhakeme yoluyla elde edilen diisiinsel
birikimin, kendilik (#uz0) idraki yoluyla agtlmasi konusuyla baglantili oldugunu diistiniiyorum.
Diyalogun bu kismindan sonra da Sokrates On-Sokratik doga biliminde kendisini umutsuzluga
sevk eden yonleri belirtir ve ikinci yolculugundan bahsetmek stiretiyle bir bakima muhakeme
mantigint agma noktasinda kendi deneyimlerini paylasir. Sokrates’in metafizik idealar: kesfi ve
ruhun éliimsiiz oldugunu kanitladigt son argiiman da (99d-107a) bu yolculukla baglantilidir.
Boylece Sokrates egyanin hakikatini dis diinyada degil de, bir ‘ben’ tecriibesi itibariyle /ogoida
aramast gerektigini fark ederek idealar teorisini ortaya koyar ve buradan hareketle ruhun
olimsiizliigiini yeniden kanitlamaya girisir.

7 Michael Pakaluk, “The Ultimate Final Argument”, The Review of Metaphysics, 63/3 (2010), 649-650.
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2. Sokrates’in Ikinci Yolculugu

Sokrates’in neden arastirmasindaki ikinci yolculuk /ogoi’a siginmak olarak tanimlanan yeni
yoldur. Bunu Aristoteles¢i mantikla izah etmek pek miimkiin goriinmiiyor. Her seyden once
Sokrates’in ikinci yolculuga agilmasi, nedeni salt fiziksel seylere indirgeyen teleolojik agiklamalara
duydugu giivensizlik ve hayal kirikligiyla ilgilidir. Bu yoniiyle ikinci yol(culuk), teorik fizigin
yetersizlikleri sonrasinda Sokrates’in ¢iktigt yeni yoldur. Sokrates metaforik bir anlatmla bu
yolun dogasindan su sekilde bahseder:

Varolanlart (ta onta) incelemekten tam vazge¢misken giines tutulmasini
seyredenlerin ve aragtiranlarin bagina gelen seye ugramayayim diye dikkatli
olmam gerektigini anladim. Ciinkii onun sudaki ya da buna benzer bir seydeki
goriintiisiine (eikon) bakmayan pek c¢ok kisi gozlerini bile bozabilir. Benim
diisiindigiim de béyle bir seydi; yani nesnelere (pragmara) gozlerimle bakmanin
ya da onlart duyularimdan biriyle kavramaya calismanin, ruhumu biitiiniiyle
korlestireceginden  korkuyordum. Soylemlere/teorilere  (logoi)® siginmak ve

varolanlara iligkin hakikati onlarda aramak gerektigini diisiindiim (99d-e).

Sokrates’in ikinci yolculugunun, bir tehlikeye karst korunma ihtiyactyla baglamasi $nemlidir.
Bu tehlike, giines tutulmasinda giinese ¢iplak gozle bakmanin kisiyi kor etmesiyle kargilagtirilir.
Sokrates burada giinege ya da giines tutulmasina dogrudan bakan bir kisi ile goriiniir seylere
bagl: kalan ve onlari yalnizca duyularla kavramaya caligan biri arasinda benzerlik iliskisi kurar.
Her ikisi de gozii ve ruhu kérlestirir/koreltir. Bu korlitk kisiye onceden bildigi ya da bildigini
zannettigi seyleri de unutturur (96¢). Gerekli olan sey, esyanin hakikatini onlarda degil, onlarin
imgesel kargiliklart olan bende//ogoi'da aramakur. Bu arayis da kisinin kendi 6ziinii kegfetmesi
ve bu 6zii kegfetmesi dolayimuyla 6zsel seylerle iligki kurabilmesini gerektirir. Kisinin cehaletinin
farkina varmasi esyaya dair bilginin duyularda degil, baska bir diizlemde aranmasi gerektigine
yonelik farkindalik ile baglar. Bu farkindalik ise ikinci yolculugun 6n kosuludur. Sokrates bu
yoldaki konumunu dogrudan giinese degil, giinesin sudaki goriintiisiine bakanlarin durumuna
benzetmektedir. Bunlar varligin stretlerinin giivenli bir sekilde incelenebilecegi ortami temin
eden Jogoi dur.

Bu noktada Sokrates’in “/ogos” ya da gogulu “logoi” ile ne kastettigini aragtirmak gerekir.
Baska bir deyisle ‘On-Sokratik Sokrates’i, birinci yolculugun tehlikelerinden koruyan /ogoi nedir?
Bu soruyu agmak icin Sokrates’in benzetmesinden yararlanabiliriz. Bu benzetmede Sokrates
giinesin kendisinden ¢ok, onun yansimasina (stiretine: eikon) bakmak gerektiginden bahseder.
Aslinda bu benzetme yaniltici olabilir. Zaten bu pasajin devaminda Sokrates de bu benzetmenin
cok uygun olmadigini ifade eder. Zira Devlet diyalogunun VI. kitabinda Iyi (Agathon) Ideas:
giinese benzetilmis ve magara benzetmesi baglaminda filozofun hakiki/mutlak bilgi nesnesi

8  H.N. Fowler bu terimi Ingilizce’ye “conception”, Nazile Kalayci da “diisiinceler” olarak gevirir. Ancak ben, logoiun;
zihinsel kavram, énerme ya da diisiinceden ziyade, saf idealara nispetle ortaya atulmis agiklamalar bakimindan
“teoriler” olarak anlagilmasi gerekrigini diisiiniiyorum. Bununla birlikte metin boyunca bu terimi Yunanca asliyla
kullamay tercih ettim.
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olarak sunulmugtur. Halbuki burada giines, duyumsanabilir varolanlara akil giiciiyle degil de,
duyularla bakmanin bir benzeri olarak verilir. Ayrica bu pasajda Sokrates iki benzetme arasindaki
uygunsuzluga da dikkatleri ¢ekerek “varolanlari Jogoi’da arasuran kisinin, onlart olgulardan ¢ok,
imgelerde aramast gerektigini” (100a) ifade etmis ve ikinci yolculugunda yéntem tarzinin bu
oldugunu acik¢a beyan etmistir. Aslinda bu ifade de kafa karistic1 gibi goriinebilir. Zira Platon
ontolojisinde varolan(lar) (0 on/ta onta), cogunlukla, degismez ve sabit idealara referansla
kullanilir. Halbuki tartigmanin baglami dikkate alindiginda burada dile getirilen “varolanlar’in,
digsal nesneler (mevctdir) oldugu goriiliir. Dolayisiyla Sokrates “birinci yolculugun” yetersizligini
goriip, esyanin hakikatini olgularda aramaktan vazgecer ve onlar1 logoida aramasi gerektigini
fark eder. Bu nedenle varlik ile mevc(idat arasinda araci konuma yerlestirilen /ogos’a siginmak/
bagvurmak, ruhu kéreltme tehlikesinden korur. Béylece Sokrates olgularin dista gériinen ve
tahakkuk etmis halleriyle aragtirmak yerine, esdegerleri veya imgesel kargiliklart (stretleri)
araciligryla onlar hakkinda konugmanin daha giivenli oldugunu dile getirir.

Logoi seylerin dista gergeklesmis halleriyle degil, ben'deki karsilii itibariyle kavram,
onerme, diisiince ya da teori olarak anlagilabilir. Dolayisiyla Sokrates’e gore olug, bozulus ve
varlik nedeni hakkinda digsal seylerin kendileri degil, onlarin /logo7daki karsiliklarinin birer
imge olarak incelenmesi gerekir.” Buradan hareketle logo7, esyanin ‘ben’deki stretleri agisindan
yorumlanabilir. Benim egyay1 salt duyusal olarak bilme imkanim yok ise, bu durumda onun
bendeki stretleri ya da kargiliklari hakkinda konusabilirim. Ancak buradaki ‘eikon olarak logoi’
Kante igerigiyle “temsil” seklinde anlagilmamalidir. Nitekim Kant agisindan duyumsanabilir
seylerin bilgisi, ancak onlarin bendeki temsilleri tizerinden olusturulur. Bagka bir ifadeyle Kant
icin temsillerden bagimsiz olarak seylerin kendiliklerini ya da kendinde seyleri (idea) bilmeme
imkan yoktur. Halbuki Platon ontolojisinde /ogoz, ne duyumsanabilir seylerin ne de onlarin hakiki
varliklar: itibariyle idealarin yerine gegecek bir tarzda ikame ya da temsil olarak anlagilabilir.
Aksine bu pasajin devaminda Sokrates idealarin hakiki varligini (ousia) konusmasina dahil eder
ve mevcditn varliga olan bagliligini, /ogoi araciligiyla, onlarin mahiyetlerine (eide) uygun bir
erisim ve katlimla kurmay1 dener. Bu acidan birinci yolculugun ruhu kéreltici yanindan ziyade,
logoi’a siginan biri, varolan tek tek seylerin hakikatine giivenli bir yolla erisebilir.'

Sokrates’in ikinci yolculugu, teorik fizigin yetersizliklerini gérdiikten sonra ¢ikug ikinci
yoldur. Burada dogrudan basarilamayan bir isin dolayima sokulmast séz konusudur. Zira
nedensellik itibariyle esyanin hakiki dogasina dogrudan onlara yonelerek erisilemiyorsa, bu
durumda, onlarin bendeki imgesel karsiliklarinin incelenmesi bakimindan bir tiir dolayimdan
bahsedilmesi gerekir. Bu baglamda ikinci yolculukla edinilen tecriibenin, fiziksel aragtirmaya gore
daha degersiz ve asag1 olmas icabeder. Ancak diyalogda béyle bir sey agikea tartisilmiyor. Ustelik
Sokrates bir “bilim ideali” denilebilecek tarzda “ger¢ek bir ilk yolculuk™tan, bagka bir deyisle
“hakiki bir bilimsel/teleolojik yaklasim”dan da bahsetmiyor. Burada Sokrates'in muhatabinin
bakisint ¢evirdigi nokea, fiziksel (digsal) olandan metafiziksel (igsel) olana dogru bir ¢ekilmenin
tecriibe itibariyle imkanidir. Bununla birlikte diyalogun bu béliimiinde Sokrates tarafindan

9 N.R. Murphy, “The Agbtepog ITAoVG in the Phaedo” The Classical Quarterly 30/2 (1936), 43.
10 John Sallis, Being and Logos: Reading the Platonic Dialogues (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1996), 43.
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dile getirilen mesele, basit anlamda fiziksel nesnelerden saf idealara dénme degil, en azindan bu
asamada fiziksel olgulari anlamak icin ideal modelleri kullanmakla ilgilidir."!

Sokrates ayrica varligin nedenini fiziksel seylerde arayanlart “karanlikta el yordamiyla
ilerleyenlere” (99b) benzetmektedir. Methum-u muhalifinden hareketle nesnelerin gergek varolus
nedenini aragtirirken, aklin ve /ogo7'un 1s181ina génderme yapan Sokrates’'in, Descartesten ¢ok
once aklin dogal 118101 (lumen naturale) 6n plana gikardigt da iddia edilebilir. Ustelik Sokrates’in,
giinesten ziyade giinese bakanlardan bahsetmesi de 6nemsiz degildir. Giines tutulmasinda kisi
giinese ¢iplak gdzle bakabilir. Yine de bu baks, kisiyi isigin kaynagina ulagtirmaz. Dolayisiyla
Sokrates, ruhunun kérelmesine karst korunmak icin /logo7’a bagvurur. Bu nedenle Sokrates
esyanin gercek nedenini duyumsal olanlarda degil, akil ve /ogos diizeyinde arar.

Bu benzetmede /logoi yukarida ifade ettigim gibi gibi duyumsanabilir geylere dogrudan
bakmanin tehlikesine kargi, nesnelerin imgesel kargiliklart olarak sunulmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
Platon ontolojisinde nesnelerin, asillarina kiyasla stiret olarak aktarildigi gdz oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, Sokrates tarafindan yapilan bu agiklamada stiretten yine bagka bir stirete
gecisten bahsedilmektedir. Baska bir deyisle Sokrates i¢in Jogoi de fiziksel seyler kadar stirettir.
Bu baglamda Sokrates aslinda bakigini imgeden hakiki olana degil, bir tiir imgeden bagka bir
imgeye cevirir.'* Ancak saf idrak/gériiniin (noesis) konusu olan degismez (konu baglamu itibariyle
‘6liimsiiz’) idealara gecisin imkani, olug ve bozulusun gergek nedenini dis diinyada degil, /ogo/da
aramakur. Bu acidan Sokrates’in /logoidan idealara -yolculuk benzetmesinden hareketle- bir
seyrinden bahsedilebilir. Dolayisiyla varolanlarin gergekligini salt olug diinyasinin olgusalliginda
arayan On-Sokratik yontemin aksine, onlari sdylemlerde/teorilerde (logoi) kullanma teknigi
agisindan diyalogda diyalektik bir yontem 6nerilir. Yukarida aktardigim pasajin devaminda
da Sokrates “neden” arayisi agisindan nesnelerin kendilikleri (aut0) itibariyle idealarindan
bahsederek, bir bakima duyumsanabilir seyler ile onlarin idealar: arasinda hakiki bir soylem/teori
gelistirmenin yolunu agmaktadir. Bu yontem de Sokrates’in neden arayisinda “ikinci yolculuk”
olarak tanitilir.”®

Sokrates'in On-Sokratik doga aragtirmalarindan etkilendigi birinci yolculugun temel
karakteristigi, nedeni, salt doganin (physis) icinde arayan fizik merkezli nedensellik anlayisidir. Bu
aragtirmanin yetersizligi, olusun disinda (ya da ondan bagka) bir ger¢eklik alanini incelemeye dahil
etmemesidir. Bu bakimdan Sokrates’in, Anaksagoras'in “nous” (akil) kavramindan etkilenmesi
siradan degildir. Geng Sokrates dogal nedenselligin kendisine gore gerceklestigi ve coklu diinyay:
bir arada tutup onlart birbirine baglayan seyin onlardan biri olmayan “en iyi” niteligiyle “nous”
olabilecegini diisiinmiis olabilir. Ancak Anaksagoras'in, dogal nedensellik itibariyle 6n plana

¢tkan nous'unun da, Sokrates’in zous’'una uymamasi onu ikinci bir yolculuga sevk eder.

11 Murphy, “The Agdtepog ITAOVS in the Phaedo” The Classical Quarterly 30/2 (1936), 45.

12 J.T. Bedu-Addo, “The Role of the Hypothetical Method in the Phaedo”, Phronesis 24/2 (1979), 113.

13 Phaidon'da aktarilan ikinci yol(culuk) olarak hipotez ydntemi ile Devler diyalogunda (VI. Kitap) ¢izgi benzetmesi
tizerinden sunulan diyalektik yontem arasindaki benzerlikler hakkinda ayrintuli bir okuma icin bkz. Miriam

Newton Byrd, “Dialectic and Plato’s Method of Hypothesis”, Apeiron 40/2 (2007), 141-158.
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Antik Yunanda deuteros plousun, gemicilikle ilgili teknik bir kullanimi oldugu da
sdylenmektedir. Buna gore deuteros plous, deniz yolculugu esnasinda riizgarin  durmasi
durumunda, gemicilerin, kalan yolu kiireklerle tamamlamasina referansla kullanilan bir
terimdir." Bu baglamda Sokrates’in yeniden ikinci yolculuga ¢ikmast, dogal etkilerin eksik oldugu
bir ortam itibariyle riizgarin olmadig bir durumda, kalan yolu begeri bir ¢abayla tamamlamak
icindir. Bagka bir deyisle Sokrates gercek nedeni artik dogada degil, logoi itibariyle kendisinde
aramaya baglar. Buna ragmen bazi aragtirmacilara gore Sokrates’in ikinci yolculugu, birincisinden
“daha giivenli” degildir. Zira bir amaca ulasmak icin en giivenli yol daima birincisidir. Ikinci yol,
birincinin olmadig1 bir durumda alternatif olarak goriiliir ve birinciye gore “ikinci en iyi yol”dur.
Bu bakis agisiyla iki alternatiften birini digerine tercih etmenin gerekeesi, 6nceki se¢enegin daha
iyi oldugu varsayimidir."

Bu metaforu bir amaca ulasmak icin belirlenen planlar iizerinden diisiinelim. S6z gelimi A
ile B planlarinin yapildig1 bir ¢alismada birincinin islemedigini, béylece ikinci planin devreye
girdigini varsayalim. Béyle bir durumda B plani ilkine gore daha az mi giivenlidir? Deniz
yolculugu metaforu tizerinden sdylenecek olursa, riizgarin olmadig bir yelkenlide, yola kiireklerle
devam etmek ilkine gére neden giivensiz olarak goriiliir?

Sokrates’in ulasmaya ¢alistigi hedef doganin ve olusun i¢inde dogrudan gériiniise ¢tkmayan
metafizik icerigiyle “en iyi”dir. Bu agidan mitkemmel olan amaca/hedefe ulastiran yol, Sokrates
igin en saglam ve giivenli olanidir. Ustelik Sokratik bilgelik ve Platon ontolojisi agisindan da
diyalektik olarak “sonradan gelen” bir seyin “onceki’ne gore degersiz ya da giivensiz oldugunu
iddia etmek pek miimkiin degildir. Ben bu baglamda metafora fazla yiiklenmenin hatali oldugu
ve “metafor’un filolojik cagrisimlarindan'® hareketle de kendisi araciligiyla taginanlari batirma
tehlikesi arz ettigi kanaatindeyim. Dolayisiyla Sokratesin ikinci yolculugunun, birincisinden
daha giivenli olmadigini iddia edenlerin bu gériiglerinin, metnin i¢ biitiinliigii agisindan tutarh
oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Bu bakimdan Sokrates’in kendi /ogo7’una dayali ikinci yolu (yontemi),
hakiki bilginin ve gercegin kesfedilmesi acisindan ilkine gore daha saglam ve giivenilirdir. Ayrica
bu metafor iizerinden, olus ve bozulusun hakiki nedenini arayan geng Sokrates’in, gerek On-
Sokratik doga biliminin gerekse Anaksagoras'in nous’unun yetersizliklerini gormesi sonrasinda,
esyanin hakikatini kendisindeki imgesel kargiliklar acisindan aradigi unutulmamalidir.

On-Sokratik birinci yolculuktan Sokratik ikinciye dogru seyrederken, dogal seylerden
ideallere dogru diyalektik bir gecis goze carpar. Amaca uygunluk agisindan da Sokratesin
ikinci yolculugunun ilkine gore daha giivenli olmasi gerekir. Bu agidan ikinci yolculuga, doga

14 Donald L. Ross, “The Deuteros Plous, Simmias’ Speech, and Socrates’ Answer to Cebes in Plato’s Phaedo”, Hermes
110/1 (1982), 20; Rosamond Kent Sprague, “Socrates’ Safest Answer: Phaedo 100D”, Hermes 96/4 (1968), 634;
Bernard Freydberg, “Sallis on Deuteros Plous: The Philosopher as Voyager”, The Journal of Speculative Philosophy 271
2 (2013), 200.

15 Bu konudaki farkli gériisler icin bkz. Tongug Seferoglu, “A Metaphilosophical Reading of Plato’s Phaedo”, (Doktora
tezi, King’s College London, 2018), 127-133.

16 Yunanca “6te” anlaminda gelen “meta” sdzciigii ile nakletmek, tasimak ya da gegmek anlaminda gelen “phero” -ki bu
terim dilimize feribot olarak ge¢mistir- fiilininin bilesiminden olugan “metafor” sézciigii, karstya/te tarafa gegme,
tastma ve nakletme gibi anlamlara gelmektedir.
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arastirmalarindaki eksiklikleri ve neden arayisi itibariyle yetersizlikleri goren On-Sokratik
Sokrates’in metafizik arayisi da denilebilir. Genglik yillarinda doga arastirmalarinin yanilg: ve
hatalarini fark eden On-Sokratik Sokrates, ikinci yolculugunda, varolan tek tek seylerin gergek
nedenini “/ogoi”da aramaya baglar. Béylece birinci yolculuktaki eksiklikleri fark etmeden ikinci
yolculuga ¢ikilamayacagi da gozler oniine serilmis olur. Dolayisiyla ruh ve kendilik (auzo) gibi
metafizik bir meselede olusun déngiiselliginden ¢ikmakta zorlanan ve siiphelerinde debelenen
Kebes'e, Sokrates, kendi entelektiiel otobiyografisi iizerinden dliimsiizliigiin yasamda kazanilan
bir deneyim oldugunu ve dz-farkindalik gerektirdigini gostermek ister. Zira Kebes her ne
kadar idealarin ezeli varligini ve ruhun bedene gére dagilmaz/basit oldugunu kabul etse de,
olimstizliigiin bu diinyada bilinemeyecegini savunmaktadir. Bu noktada Kebes'in, ruhun
dagilmaz ve boliinmezligi (yalinligr) ile Sliimsiizliigii arasinda gordiigii gerilimi Sokrates
kendi yasam deneyimi {izerinden “kendilik idrakine” ¢ekerek ¢ozmek ister. Baska bir deyisle
diyalogda dogrudan dile getirilmese de “ruhun dagilmaz ve béliinmez olugu, ilkesel olarak birinin
oliimsiizliigiinii garanti etmez” tarzinda anlagilabilecek iddia, Sokrates’in otobiyografisi tizerinden
kendi yasam diyalektiginde yerini bulur. Bu anlamda Sokrates, ruhun élimsiizltigiinitin idraki
icin 6lim pratigi ve ruhsal arinma deneyimlerinin bu diinyada yasanmasi gerektigini kendi
tecriibesi {izerinden sunar. Bu yoniiyle sadece diisiinme degil, ama “bir yasama bigimi olarak
felsefe’den bahsedilmedikge Sokrates icin 6liimsiizliigiin idrak edilmesi miimkiin degildir. Zaten
bu iddia ruhun aklen kanitlanmasiyla baglantili olarak soylenen ve Antik Yunan dini inaniglarryla
ortiisen savla da paralellik arz eder. O da ruhun 6liimsiizliigiint bu diinyada yasayarak edinmeyen
ve giindelik pratik kaygilardan uzaklasmayan kisiler i¢in 6liimsiizlitk diye bir seyin s6z konusu
olamayacag savidir. Bu itibarla Sokratik yasamda bilgelik bu tarz bir miicadelenin konusu olup,
salt muhakeme manugina indirgenmeyecek bir yasam tecriibesini gerektirir. Bu tecriibe birinci
yolculuktan ikinciye yeniden ¢ikma cesaretini gosteren Sokrates’in ikinci yolculugunda kazanilir.

On-Sokratik Sokrates'in birinci yolculugunun dogalligi ile degisim diinyasinin dogasindan
logoi yoluyla kendisine ¢ekilen Sokrates’in ikinci yolculugu bu nedenle birbirinden ¢ok farklidir.
Kebes'in iddiast kargisinda Sokrates’in, diyalogun bu yerinde, kendi yasam deneyimini devreye
sokmasinda 6n plana ¢ikan, hataya diisme ve bunu fark edip yoluna yeniden devam vurgusu
ise manidardir. Burada dogaya /logoi araciligiyla yeniden dénme, doganin yine logoi araciligryla
doéntisimii gibidir.'” Aslinda Sokrates'in bu anlatisinda baglangicin  dogalligi da Platon
ontolojisinin genel karakteriyle son derece uyumludur. Magara benzetmesi iizerinden séylenecek
olursa, kisi, kendisini dogal olarak doganin i¢inde zincirlenmis olarak bulur. Ustelik dogal olanin
soylem (logos) tarafindan yakalanmasi da zordur. Sokrates bir bakima bu zorluga katlanmak ve
hakikat yolunun yolcusu olmak gerektigini ifade eder.

Sokrates’in birinci ve ikinci yolculuga dair konusmasini, salt dogal nedensellik tizerinden
ruhun olimsiizligiini kavramaya calisan Kebes’e hitaben yapug: gozlerden kagmamalidir. Bu
agidan dogal olanin siirekliligi ve degiskenliginde gercek nedenin ancak kalict bir varlikla irtibat
tizerinden soylem araciligiyla akil tarafindan (noései mera logon) kavranabilecegi gercegi Sokrates

17 Sallis, Being and Logos: Reading the Platonic Dialogues, 47.
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tarafindan 6n plana atlir. Béylece kisi sadece deuteros plous ile (riizgar olmadan kiirek ¢ekerek)
seylerin degismez varligina yaklagir. Bu deneyim de duyumsanabilir diinyada tezahiir eden
seylerden uzaklagsmay1 ve dogadan siyleme yonelerek varligin hakikatini gérmek (skopein) icin
logoi’a bagvurmay1 gerektirir. Dolayisiyla ruhun 8liimsiizliigii baglaminda doga biliminden /logoi
araciligryla idealara yonelen Sokratik yolculuk su sekilde yorumlanabilir: Oliimsiizliigiin hakiki
idraki, ruhun, 8liimlii seylerden kendisine dénmesiyle miimkiindiir. Baska bir ifadeyle ruh ve
olimsiizliik, ruhun kendisine doniip, kendisini aragtirincaya ve biitiinii kavramayi deneyip
bagarisizliga ugrayincaya kadar fark edebilecegi bir mesele degildir. Bu anlamda /ogos, nesneler
ile idealar arasinda birer stret olarak goriiliir. Boylece nesnelerin bendeki kargiligs olarak stiretler
bana varligin kendilerini acacak ve seylerin hakiki nedenlerini kavramama yardimei olacakur.

3. Bir Hypothesis olarak Logos

Sokrates On-Sokratik doga arastirmasindan farkli olarak digsal nesnelerle iliskisini /ogos
aracilityla kurmasi gerektigini ifade ettikten sonra sozlerini su sekilde siirdiiriir:

Simdi iizerinde calistugim nedenin mahiyetini (eidos) agiklamaya calisacagim
sana, siirekli tizerinde konustugumuz konuya yeniden dénecegim ve oradan
baglayacagim. Kendinde giizel, kendinde iyi ve kendinde biiyiik ve bunun gibi

konularda varliklarin oldugunu varsayryorum (100b).

Bu pasajin son ciimlesinden hareketle Sokrates/Platon’da idealarin, modern igerigiyle “bilimsel
bir hipotez” (varsayim) olarak ele alinamayacag; asikardir. Bununla birlikte Sokrates icin “her bir
durumda /Jogoi’a dayanma” (100a 4: hypothemenos logon) ifadesinin bu pasajla birlikte acilmasi
gerekmektedir.

Platon ontolojisinde Aypothesis ile modern dénemde bilimsel hipotezin birbirine benzerligi
yaninda, tamamiyla ayni sey olmadigini ifade etmek gerekir. Devler diyalogunun VI. kitabinin
sonunda resmedilen béliinmiis ¢izgi benzetmesinde, kavranilir (zoeton) bolmenin alt kisminda
yer alan muhakeme (dianoia) faaliyeti, koken/ilke (arkhé) yerine, kendisine zemin aldig
seylerden (hypothéseis) hareketle aragtirmasina yonelir. Bu acidan Sokrates icin varlik (ousia)
diizlemine (#hesis) referansla kullanilan idealarin birer varsayim olarak anlagilmasi pek miimkiin
goriinmemektedir. Aksine Sokrates’e gore hypothesis'in, kdkene yonelen bir yiikselmenin ya da
sigramanin alt-zemini (hypo-thesis'i) olarak kabul edilmesi gerekir. Boylelikle muhakemeye dayali
zeminin agilmast (hypothéseisin olumsuzlanmast) yoluyla anhypotheton tecriibesi yasanabilir
ve aragtrilan konuda koken/ilke (arkhé) kavranabilir.’® Dolayisiyla ilgili baglam ve yukaridaki
pasajdan hareketle Sokrates i¢in kendinde idealarin degil, onlara iliskin /ogo7’un, birer hypothesis
olarak kabul edildigini ileri siiriiyorum. Baska bir deyisle idealarin degil, onlara iliskin séylemlerin
gecici olarak dogru oldugu varsayilir.

18  Oguz Haslakoglu, Platon Diigiincesinde Tekhné:. Sanat ve Felsefenin Ortak Kikeni Uzerine Bir Inceleme (Istanbul:
Sentez Yayinlari, 2016), 110-111; Murphy, “The Agbtepog ITAovs in the Phaedo”, The Classical Quarterly 30/2
(1936), 46; Byrd, “Dialectic and Plato’s Method of Hypothesis”, Apeiron 40/2 (2007), 156.
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Bu noktada su soru sorulabilir: Sokrates’e gre On-Sokratik doga arastirmalarinin logik bir
gayesi yok mudur? Sokrates’in iddia ettigi gibi, On-Sokratikler, arastirmalarinda yalnizca duyularin
mi kullanmuglardir? Sokrateste logoi “teori/ler” olarak anlagildiginda, birinci yol/culugun dogas:
geregi, bilimsel teorilerden bahsedilemez mi? Aslinda bu konuda -diyalogda ¢ok fazla 6n plana
cikmamakla birlikte- Sokrates'in, On-Sokratiklerin /ogos’a sahip olduklart gergeginin farkinda
oldugu iddia edilebilir. Ancak burada Sokrates'in On-Sokratiklerle ilgili sorunu, bu tiirden
aragtirmalarda Jogoi’un, yukarida da ifade ettigim gibi, degismez mahiyetler itibariyle idealara
referansla birer Aypothesis olarak kabul edilmemis olmasidir. Bu baglamda Platon muhtemelen
On-Sokratiklerin, Jogo7u, kesin ve mutlak igerikle bilgi nesnesi olarak kabul ettiklerini, dolayistyla
muhatabint hakikat esasinda dogru bilgiye ulagmaya gotiirebilecek olan séylem sanatindan (logon
tekhne) mahrum olduklarini diisiiniir.'” Nitekim On-Sokratikler, logo7’larinin 6tesine gegmeye
gayret etmezler ve onlarda sabit kalirlar. Bu nedenle On-Sokratikler, kanitlamalarinin gercek ve
teorik aciklamalarini (Jogoi) yapamazlar. Halbuki Platon ontolojisinde bu aragtirmalarin uygun
bir bigimde bilgiye erisim imkani yoktur. Zira yalnizca filozof, hypothéseisi “asip” anhypotheton
tecriibesini yasayarak, tiim idealar gibi Iyi'nin kendisine ve ruhun sliimsiizliigiine vakif olabilir.

Hypothesis, varlik esasinda agkin bir diizlemin (hesis) kabulii bakimindan, diyalogda gecen
“kafa farki” ve “toplama-gikarma” sorunlariyla da irtibatlidir. On-Sokratiklerden kopusuyla
baglanuli olarak Sokrates, kisa birinin yaninda uzun gériinen bir adamin sadece kafa farkiyla
uzun oldugunu diisiinmenin yeterli olmadigini ifade eder. Burada dile getirilen sorun, kisa boylu
birinin uzun boylu birinden kafa farkiyla kisa oldugunu -ya da ayn1 nedenle tersini- diisiinmekle
ilgilidir (96d-¢). Bu noktada iki karsit i¢in de ayn1 sey (kafa farki) neden olarak gériiliir. Halbuki
Sokrates-Simmias-Phaidon tizerinden verilen sonraki 6rnekte uzun olan birinin “uzunluk” ideast,
kisa olan birinin de “kisalik” ideasindan pay almasi nedeniyle dyle olduklar kabul edilir (102b-
e). Ikinci sorun ise bire bir eklendiginde iki elde edilirken, biri ikiye boldiigiimiizde yine iki
parcanin elde edilmesiyle ilgilidir (97a-b). Burada da iki farkli neden (toplama ve bélme) ayn:
seye (ikilige) yol agmaktadir. Halbuki sonraki konugsmada Sokrates tipki kafa farki sorununda
oldugu gibi, bunun da pay alma teorisi (logos) ile ¢oziilebilecegini savunur (104a-¢). Tartismanin
baglamuyla ilgili séylenecek olursa, olusun déngiiselliginde dogal olanin nedensel agiklamasi,
s6z konusu bu déngii icerisinde akisa tabi herhangi bir unsura indirgenemez. On-Sokratiklerin,
algt diinyasini agamayan aciklamalarindaki sorun da Sokrates'e gére budur. Bu sorunu ve ona
yonelik Sokratik yaklasimi Kebes'in itirazina uyarladigimizda, ruhun sliimsiizliigiing, salt olus
ve bozulus diinyasinin sinirlari igerisinde anlamaya ve kanitlamaya ¢alismanin yetersizligi gozler
oniine serilir. Boylece Sokrates seylerin hakiki gergekligi gibi ruhun da éliimsiiz mahiyetini
aragtiran birisinin, aldanis diinyasinin (doksa) sinirlarint gdrmesi (noesis) icin bu sinirlarin digina
¢tkmasi gerektigini savunur.

On-Sokratik bir asamadan gegerek ama ondan farkli bir bigcimde Sokrates, degismez ve sabit
idealarin kendinde gergekliginin zorunlulugunu, degisebilir diinyanin nedensel agiklanmasi
icin giivenilir bir yol olarak kabul eder. Boylece Sokratik agiklamada giizel goriinen tek tek
seylerin giizel olmasinin nedeni giizelin kendisinden pay almasidir (metheksis). Dolayisiyla
Sokrates i¢in olus diinyasinda degisime tabi hicbir seyin nedeni onlardan biri olamaz. Aslinda

19 David Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951), 27.
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Platon ontolojisinde “ikilik” olarak 6n plana ¢ikartilmak istenen diizlemsel ayrim da tam olarak
budur. Burada fiziksel coklunun kendisine gore gerceklestigi nedenin, o ¢okludan herhangi biri
olamayacag: sdylenmektedir. Bunun i¢in de iki diizlem arasinda bir ayrimin 6nemine isaret edilir.
Boylelikle Sokratik bilgelikte “nedenin kendisi ile o olmasayd: nedenin de neden olamayacagi
seyi birbirinden ayirt etme”nin (diairesis: 99b) ontik anlamda ne kadar 6nemli oldugu belirtilmis

ilkenin, doganin i¢inde aranmasidur.

Sokrates’in s6z konusu bu farkindalig1 kendi otobiyografisi agisindan sunmast da manidardir.
Dolayistyla iki diizlem arasindaki farkin “fark edilmesi” ile baslayan yolculuk, fizikle baslayan
ama ondaki yetersizlikleri diyalektik bir tarzda agsmakla ilgili metafizik bir ¢abay: gerektirir.
Béylece kendilik/ben tecriibesi tizerinden Sokrates'in, fiziksel diinyaya iliskin aciklamalardaki
yetersizligi fark edip onda bulunmayan yetkin ve mitkemmel olan1 araysi, ona fizikten metafizige
gecisin yollarini agmigtir. Ancak Platon tarafindan idealarin birer neden olarak kabul edildigi ve
hypothesis olarak logos’'un da degismez idealara erisim imkani agisindan ortaya atildig dikkatlerden
kacmamalidir.

Sokrates, ikinci yolculuk olarak betimledigi yolun, tikellerin idealara katilimi ya da onlardan
pay almasi bakimindan en saglam ve giivenilir agiklama oldugunu belirtir. Bu nedenle olusun
nedensel agiklamasinda katilim ve istirak acisindan /ogos’un bir hypothesis olarak kabul edilmesi
gerekir. Hypothesis belirlendikten sonra da ona uyan (symphonei) dogru, uymayan ise yanlis olarak
kabul edilecektir. Bu noktada Sokrates 1) en giiclii logoi’'u varsaymak, 1) ona uyan her seyi dogru,
uymayani da yanlis olarak belirlemek ister (100a). Bir seyin hipotez olarak kabul edilmesindeki
amag, her ne kadar onun gegiciligini ve heniiz bilinmedigini belirtmekse de, buradaki gegicilik ve
belirsizligin, hakikatin inkar1 olarak anlagilmamast gerekir. Baska bir deyisle hipotezin geciciligi
itibariyle hakikatin sdylemsel olarak mutlak ve kesinlik arz etmeyecegi fikri hakikate aykiri
degildir. Aksine herhangi bir konuda hipotetik agiklamanin olast dogrulugu ve gérece belirsizligi,
aslen agkin ve sabit bir hakikatin varliginin kabul edilmesini zorunlu kilar. Bu anlamda Platon
felsefesi asir1 siiphecilik ile dogmatizm arasi bir konumda yer alir.?’

Bir hipotezi hipotez yapan sey ayni zamanda hesaba (logos) tabi olmasidir. Bu durum
hipotezin asla bir bilgi nesnesi olamayacag: ya da diyalektik¢inin bunu bilemeyecegi anlamina
gelmez. Herhangi bir konuda aragtirma yapan biri, anlagilabilir sekilde bir argiimandaki en
giivenli hipotezi segebilir. Bununla birlikte bu hipotezin gegici olmasi bizi Platon'da idealarin
gecici oldugu gibi bir goriise sevk etmemelidir. Platon ontolojisinde “idealar vardir”. Ancak
varlik diizleminin (#hesis) muhakemeye (dianoia) dayali teorik aciklamasinda (logos) gecicilik
itibariyle birtakim degisiklikler olabilir. Bununla birlikte hipotezler 6zenle secilmigse, kesin
sonuglara ve hi¢ de gecici olmayan sonuglara yol acabilir. Bu nedenle Phaidorn’da varsayimsal
(hipotetik) yontem “neden olarak idealar” agisindan aciklama elde etmek icin kullanilir ve bu
durum, seylerin nedenleri olan idealarin var oldugu gercegini degistirmez.”!

20  Seferoglu, “A Metaphilosophical Reading of Plato’s Phaedo”, 153.
21 Lynn E. Rose, “The Deuteros Plous in Plato’s Phaedo”, The Monist 50/3 (1966), 471.
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Diyalogda gecen hipoteze “uyma” (symphinés) fiili, degismez nedenlere uygunluk bakimindan
tutarlilik ya da zorunluluk baglaminda kullanilsa da, terimin “miizikal” (senfoni/k) icerigi
dikkate alindiginda ilging bazi ¢ikarimlar yapilabilir. Bu yazinin sinirlarini agmakla birlikte ilgili
baglam ve terimin miizikal ¢agrisimiyla birlikte sunlar sdylenebilir: Birbiriyle uyumlu olmayan
herhangi iki nota (s6z gelimi Re ve Fa notalari) miizikal bir eserin biitiinliigii icerisinde senfonik
bir birlik olugturur. Burada miizikal bir eserde notalarin belirli araliklarla iliskilendirildiginde
birlik olusturma bicimi ile teorik varsayimlarin birbiriyle iligkisi itibariyle birligi arasinda bir
benzerlik vardir. Bir makam dizisi veya herhangi bir karar sesiyle iliski igerisinde olmayan
iki farkli notanin kendi aralarinda uyumlu olmast gerekmez. Iki farkli nota miizikal birligini
senfonik biitiinliik igerisinde kazanir ve bu benzetme teorik agtklamalar igin de gegerlidir. Ustelik
bu terim hakikate nispetle teorilerin geciciligi ve belirsizligiyle de uyumludur. Ayni aralik ve
perde dizilimi icerisinde birbirinden farkli miizikal eserlerin bestelenmesindeki belirsizlik de buna
ornektir. Buna “miizikal belirsizlik” adi verilebilir. Dolayisiyla birbiriyle iliskisiz bir¢ok notay:
birbiriyle uyumlu bir tarzda senfonik olarak bir araya getirmenin belirsizligi ile hakikate uygun
(senfonik) varsayimlarin gérece belirsizligi arasinda bir benzerlik sézkonusudur. Bagka bir deyisle
karar sesiyle iligkisinin sabitligine ragmen herhangi bir makamda bestelenen eserin birbiriyle
aynt olmamasi itibariyle belirsizligi, varsayimsal agiklamanin senfonik dogastyla uyumludur. Bu
baglamda, Sokrates, kendi i¢inde senfonik bir teori olusturmak ve orada bulunan dostlarindan
da kendi éliimiinden sonra bu arayisin pesinde olmalari icin ¢aba gdstermelerini ister. Sokrates
bu goriis ve temennisini soyle dile getirir:

Size giivenilir gelse de onlart [varsayimlari] titiz bir sekilde incelemek gerek. Onlar
hakkinda yeterli uzlasma saglarsaniz bu savi, bir insanin gétiirebilecegi en yiiksek

noktaya zasirsiniz diye diisiintiyorum (107b, italik bana ait).
Sonug

Phaidon diyalogunda akearildigi kadariyla Sokrates’in, gercek nedeni doganin iginde aradigs
“On-Sokratik” bir donemi vardir. Bu da felsefe tarihinde akrarilan tarzda ‘On-Sokratik’ ve
‘Sokratik’ arasindaki ayrimin keskin olmadigini ve Sokrates 6zelinde fiziksel olan ile ona agkin
metafizik arayis arasinda diyalektik bir gecisin oldugunu gostermektedir. Buna gére dogadaki
nedensel arayisin eksikligini fark eden Sokrates, ikinci bir yolculuga cikarak, dogal siireci
kendisine gore agiklayabilecegi hakiki bir nedenin pesine diiser. Bu baglamda birinci yolculuktan
ikinciye diyalektik bir gegis oldugunu diisiinityorum. Dolayisiyla On-Sokratik arastirmanin
eksikliklerini fark eden Sokrates’in ikinci yolculuga ¢ikist diyalektik bir hareketi gerektirmektedir.

Burada 6nemli olan konu bu tartismanin ruhun élimsiizliigiiyle ilgili olarak ortaya aulmasidir.
Boylece doga arastirmalarinin imkani, bitimli olana degil, oliimsiiz bir toze dayandirildiginda,
ruhun  Slimsiizligiiniin - kabul edilmesi itibariyle idealardan bahsetmeyi, dolayisiyla
duyumsanabilir seylerin hakiki nedenine/nedenselligine vakif olmay: gerektirmektedir. Ancak
Sokrates’in otobiyografisini paylasmasindaki gerekeenin, idealar ya da ruhun 8limsiizliigiiniin
idraki i¢in gerekli olan varsayimsal ydntemin agilmast oldugu da unutulmamalidir. Bagka bir deyisle
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Sokrates idealarin ve ruhun éliimsiizliigiiniin bilgisine ulasma yolunda ilerlemesine rehberlik
etmesi i¢in gerekli duyu deneyimini varsayar. Bununla birlikte fiziksel olandan metafizige gecisin
imkani gibi, olustan varlik diizlemine gegmek de ilkinin agilmasi dolayimiyla miimkiindiir.
Sokrates i¢in askin bir meseleye salt bilimsel (fiziksel) agidan bakan Kebes gibilerinin sorunu da
bu olabilir. Bir bakima Sokrates’in Kebes'e séyledigi sudur: Logoi 6ldiiriilmeden/tiiketilmeden ya
da gegici olmalari bakimindan onlarin 6liimlii olduklar: fark edilmeden, saf olarak éliimsiizliigiin
bu diinyada idrak edilmesi miimkiin degildir. Sonug olarak, bitimli olanlara yonelik farkindalik,
oliimsiizliige iliskin idrakin én kosuludur. Bu farkindalik da fizikten metafizige diyalektik
gecisi temin eder. Bu agidan Sokratik bilgelikte 6liimsiizliik, ancak 6liim pratigi ve arinma gibi
tecriibeler yoluyla fiili olarak idrak edilebilir. Ruh gibi askin ve metafizik bir meselede seylerin
kendilerini bilmek de ancak kisinin kendini idraki ile miimkiindiir.
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ABSTRACT

There has been contemporary disagreement about Aristotle’s substance theory. This
disagreement has mainly focused on the problem of whether Aristotelian forms are
particular or universal. According to the majority of the criteria which are stipulated by
Aristotle in Metaphysics Zeta, forms are substances. However, Aristotle also explicitly
outlines in the Zeta, and especially in chapters 13 and 16, that no universal can be a
substance. At these points in his work, Aristotle should have been clearer regarding
whether forms are universals or particulars. In terms of the conclusion of Chapter
13 of Zeta, as well as some other criteria, one may conclude that, if the substance is
form, then it should be particular. There are many instances, however, where Aristotle
says that since universals are knowable, particulars cannot be known. It seems that if
substances are particulars, it is hard to see how they can be knowable. Furthermore,
if they are universal, it is hard to say whether particular forms are substances. Since
Aristotle never mentioned whether forms could be both universal and particular,
this causes difficulties. To examine this problem in more depth, | will not only
analyse some textual evidence which is often used to justify the view that forms are
universal, but also some textual evidence which is used to justify the view that forms
are particular. In so doing, | will also identify some possible solutions regarding the
problem of the status of forms in Aristotle's substance theory. Lastly, | will suggest
that individual forms are substances because they are instances of universals and,
hence, may be knowable. | will support my view by employing the neo-Aristotelian
substance theory posited by Jonathan Lowe; namely, the “Four-Category Ontology.” .
Keywords: Aristotle, Substance, Form, Particulars, Universals

oz

Aristoteles'in t6z anlayisi glincel bir anlasmazliga sebep olmaktadir. Bu anlasmazlik
temel olarak Aristoteles tozlerinin tekil mi yoksa tiimel mi oldugu problemine
dayanmaktadir. Aristoteles'in Metafizik Zeta'da ortaya koydugu olcltlerin coguna
gore form téz olarak tanimlanir. Ote yandan Aristoteles, Zeta ve ézellikle 13. ve
16. bolimlerde hicbir timelin t6z olamayacagini acikca belirtir. Zeta boyunca
Aristotelesin formun tekil mi yoksa timel mi oldugu konusunda acik olmadigi
da analiz edilebilir. Metafizik Zeta’'min on Ugtincti bolimiinden ¢ikarilacak sonug
geregince eger form t6z ise onun ayni zamanda bireysel olmasi beklenmektedir.
Ancak, Aristotelesin Ogretisinde tUmeller bilinebilir olarak tanimlandiklari icin

tekillerin bilinemeyecegini sdyledigi bircok 6rnek vardir. Bu bakimdan t6z bir yandan
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tekil ise, tozlerin bilinebilirligi konusunda ciddi problemler ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu problemler 6zetle Aristoteles’in formun hem
tlmel hem de tikel olabilecegini acik¢a belirtmemesinden de kaynaklanmaktadir. Problemi daha net analiz edebilmek tizere
bu calisma Aristoteles metinlerinde formlarin dolayisiyla toziin tikel ve tlimel oldugunun vurgulandigi pasajlari incelemeyi,
ve tekil seylerin timellerin birer érnekleri olarak hem t6z olabilecedi hem de bilinebilir seyler olabileceklerini ileri stirmeyi
amaclamaktadir. Bu iddia Jonathan Lowe tarafindan ortaya atilan Dért-Kategori Ontoloji isimli calisma ile desteklenecektir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Aristoteles, Toz, Form, Tekil, Tumel

Introduction

Metaphysics Zeta, which is devoted to the notion of substance, has been at the center of heated
debate over the last fifty years, and this problem has been at the center of a huge controversy." It
could be claimed that this debate addresses two different specific problems in Aristotle’s ontology.
On the one hand, scholars mainly accept that the general conclusion of Zeza is that the form of
sensible objects is primary substances. However, this conclusion is a departure from Aristotle’s
ontology in the Categories, where the primary substances are sensible objects themselves. The
tension between these different results has been discussed among contemporary Aristotelian
scholars. Some claim that Aristotle is inconsistent since he claims different results for the same
problem.? Some others say that Aristotle’s theory is not inconsistent, because Aristotle addresses
the same issue, but with a different methodology’.

There is another contemporary debate which is related to the first discussion. This problem
can be sketched as follows: if it is true that Aristotelian substances are forms of the sensible objects,
as he writes in Zeta, the question arises over whether these forms or substances are universal
or particular? This is another issue but is still related to the first problem with his substance
theory. On the one hand Aristotle explicitly writes that substances are particulars since he defines
substances by the notion of fode #i *. So, substances must be “separate” (chériston) and “some
this” (tode ti). On the other hand, since Aristotle writes that the definition is of universals and
he explicitly claims that knowability belongs to substance, they are universals.” Because if they
are particulars, it is impossible to define and know particular substances. It is obvious that
this main problem over whether Aristotelian substances are universal or particular questions
the relation between wuniversality and particularity. My main suggestion in this paper is that

Aristotelian substances are not only particular but are also universal since the dualism between

1 Gabriele Galluzzo, “Aquinas’s Interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book Z.” Recherches de Theologie et
Philosophie Medievales (2007), 43.

2 Wallace, Aristotles Psychology, (Cambridge: The University Press, 1882), 39.

3 For example, Wedin (2002) claims that in the Cazegories Aristotle asks what entities are the primary substances and/
or what entities are the fundamental items. On the other hand, in the Mezaphysics, some different kinds of questions
are raised over what is the substance of the object in the Cazegories, or what is the substance of the sensible objects,
but in the Meraphysics, Aristotle analyses sensible objects in terms of matter and form. He claims that form is the
substance of sensible objects, or it is the thing which accounts for the substantiality of sensible objects.

Aristotle, Meraphysics, translated by David Bostock (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 1029a28.

5 “What sorts of parts belong to the form and what sort not to the form, but to the concrete thing. Yet if this is not
plain it is not possible to define anything; for definition is of the universal and of the form” In addition, Aristotle
denies the definability of particulars in Z15 (Aristotle, Mezaphysics, 1039b27 and 1036a16).
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universal and particular in his ontology is not particularly strong. Because of this, I will suggest
that the relation between universals and particulars is symmetrical rather than asymmetrical
based on the main idea of Four-Category Ontology by Jonathan Lowe. This makes universals and
particulars mutually-dependent entities.® This relation is the reason why it could be claimed
that Aristotelian substances are both particulars and universals. It is useful to discuss first of
all some textual evidence on the particularity of substances and the universality of substances
in Zeta. Secondly, I will try to show why we need to analyse the main problem by claiming
the dependency of universal and particular entities in Aristotle, hence I am able to claim that
Aristotelian substances are both particulars and universals. Lastly, in terms of the main problem
in Aristotelian substance theory, I will suggest, by inspiring the ontology of Jonathan Lowe,
that substantiality of universals and particulars is possible since there is a symmetrical relation
between them.

I. Particularity of Aristotelian Substances

Aristotle explicitly says that nothing said universally can be substances. The following
question arises: what does he mean by ‘said universally’ in this case? Aristotle does not have a
definition of universal and particular in Mezaphysics. However, what he clearly means is that
universals are predicated on many things, but a substance cannot be predicated on something.
Aristotle uses the same definition of himself which is mentioned in De Interpretatione. Universals
cannot exist separately from particulars, which means there is no such thing as ‘one’ over many’.
This supports the idea of ‘being numerically one’ for substances, and Aristotle says that universals
cannot be substances, since they lack the numeric unity required of substances. Essence or form
are able to be numerically one without contradiction. This assumes that a substance must be one
or individual.

For it seems impossible that any universal term should be the name of a substance.
For primary substance is that kind of substance which is peculiar to an individual,
which does not belong to anything else; but the universal is common, since that
is called universal which naturally belongs to more than one thing. Of which
individual then will be the substance? Either of all or of none. But it cannot be the
substance of all; and if it is to be the substance of one, this one will be the others
also; for things whose substance is one and whose essence is one and themselves

also one.®

This passage eliminates the substantiality of species and universals. If something belongs to
more than one thing (such as man, which describes both Socrates and Callias), one could not

6 Mutual-dependency is a concept that I named for the ontological dependency between particulars and universals.
It is a concept for mentioning the ontological dependency is not one-way between universal and particular entities.

7 The supporters of particular forms claim that particular forms of sensible objects do not owe their particularity to
anything but themselves. In this sense, their particularity is basic and primitive. (Galluzzo, ‘Aquinas’s Interpretation
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book Z.”.472).

8  Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1038b8-15.
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both say that that thing is one (since it belongs to more than one thing) and that that thing’s
essence is one (since that thing and its essence are the same)°. If a universal were the substance of
these things, then it would have one substance and should be one. Thus, no “one”, over many,
can be substance. Moreover, a universal is predicable of some subjects, whilst substance means

that which is not predicable of a subject.'

On the other hand, Aristotle claims that many particulars can share the same form, though
he claims that nothing said universally can be a substance in Zeza 13 and 16."" The question
which arises at this point is: how can many things have the same essence if the essence is not a
universal? In other words, the problem is this: if forms are universal, there is a sense in which
it is true to say that the different particular objects belonging to a natural kind possess just one
form. If there is no sense in which this can be truly asserted by contrast, then the forms are
particulars.'? Individuals (kat'hekaston) or what ontologically basic signify particulars (e.g. “this
individual man” (i.e. Socrates) or “this horse”) in the Categories and the forms (eidos) of these
particulars in Mezaphysics Zeta. Primarily, though, he states that which is universal (katholos)
is the most intelligible. However, for primary substances, Aristotle identifies both form and
particular objects as tode ti, and it seems that both can be substances since as it is mentioned, rode
#i is one of the characteristics of substances.

In the Categories, Aristotle describes fode i as being particular, and he maintains explicitly
the same definition in the Mezaphysics Zeta. So, there are some comments to make on this issue.
First, it is true that in the same sense both forms and composites are tode #, and naturally, it is
confirmed that forms are particulars, rather than universals. However, it may be claimed that
concrete particulars can be identified as zode #i in different ways, as Aristotle says in the Categories,
with composites having the priority for being tode #i, but the form is a kind of fully determinate

position in this case.

It is the general claim of Aristotle on substances that a substance must be one in number,
and this is the reason that a universal cannot be a substance. This is because universals have two
characteristics: first, they are predicated of many particulars, and they are composed of other
universals.'? This means that if an entity can be predicated of more than one object it would not
be one in number. Aristotle describes what universals and particulars are in De Interpretatione,
where he writes: “I call universal that which is by its nature predicated of a number of things,
and particular that which is not; man, for instance, is a universal, Callias particular.”* Universals
are not one in the pertinent way, and they do not fit the characteristics of tode #, hence they are
not substances.

9 “Each thing and its essence are one and the same in no merely accidental way” (Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1031b20).
10  Aristotle, Meraphysics, 1038b135-16.

11 Aristotle, Mezaphysics, 1034a5 and 1058b5.

12 Galluzzo, ‘Aquinas’s Interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book Z.” 471.

13 Edward, C. Halper, “Aristotle’s Solution of the Problem of Sensible Substance”, Journal

of Philosophy: XXXIV (1987), 670.

14 Aristotle, Categories, and De Interpretatione, translated by Ackrill J.L.(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), 17a36.
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Lastly, whether the thing and its essence are equal to or different from each other is the main
discussion in Zeza 6, and Aristotle reaches a conclusion that the essence of a thing and the thing
itself are equal. For example, Socrates is nothing other than its essence. It could be asked at this
point whether essence is equal to the composite or the form. Aristotle writes:

We must inquire whether each thing and its essence are the same or different. This
is of some use for the inquiry concerning substance; for each thing is thought to
be not different from its substance, and the essence is said to be the substance of

cach thing.”

This statement obviously means that each thing is not distinct from its essence, or in other
words, there is nothing in essences or forms apart from individual entities. For instance, Socrates
is an instance of mankind, but he does not seem to be the same as mankind (if we say that the
human being, taken universally, is the essence of Socrates).'® In addition, in terms of the claim of
the equality of essence, Socrates has to be the same as “what Socrates is” exactly, and it seems that
it is nothing apart from Socrates himself. However, when one says that Socrates is a man, this
statement is not referring to Socrates (as a particular concrete) at all. In this case, Socrates refers to
the essence that all men share.!” For example, if #his apple is the same as the substance of an apple,
or if Socrates is the same as the substance of Socrates, then we may add that this apple is one of
the instances of fruit and that Socrates is one of the instances of man. In terms of the equality
of essence, if something is the same as its essence, we could not say that the apple is identical to
“fruit”, nor could we say that Socrates is identical to “man”. It is what it is (it has its own essence
or form), and he is what he is (Socrates has his own, particular form).

It is useful to look at supporters of the idea of particularity of Aristotelian substances. For
example, Hartman (1976), suggests that particular forms meet all criteria for being substance
in Aristotle’s theory since each material object has—and is identical to—its own particular form.
In Zeta 17, Aristotle identifies substance as a principle and cause. He outlines that substances/
forms are the reasons why something is itself, for example, why some stones and bricks are a
house'®. Hartman, also, claims that in this case, Aristotle addresses the particular forms in terms
of why the matter is some particular thing or what makes a particular is a particular.”” The form
is substance, and it is substrate to matter since it persists, and it is the reason for the unity and
identity of material things, through the material change.

Furthermore, Frede and Patzig (1998) claim that Aristotelian forms are particular. In terms of
the definability and knowability of substantial forms, their theory seems incompatible, since, as
aforementioned, knowledge and definition of universal and substantial forms are the principles
of knowledge, hence, a substantial form is universal. These statements cause difficulty for the

15 Aristotle, Mezaphysics, 1031al5.

16 S. Marc Cohen, “Individual and Essence in Aristotle’s Metaphysics”, Paideia: Special Aristotle Edition, (1978), 75.
17 Cohen, “Individual and Essence in Aristotle’s Metaphysics”, 82.

18  Avristotle, Metaphysics, 141a22.

19  Aristotle, Metaphysics, 141a32.
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knowability of particular substances, if it is said that they are particular. Frede and Patzig have
an approach for this problem: namely, @ nominalist theory on the knowability of particular
substances. They claim that “definition is predicated universally of many particulars, rather than
definition is of universal.?’ In other words, particulars can be known via universals which are
predicated of them, but at this point another question arises: how can we manage to identify
particular forms at a given time? Frede (1987) writes that:

“They differ from each other by being realized in different matters, and by being
the ultimate subject of different properties. A particular form can be identified
through time by its continuous history of being realized now in this, and now in
that matter, of now being the subject of these and then being the subject of those

properties”. !

II. Universality of Aristotelian Substances

Although Aristotle never, explicitly, claims that forms are universal, there are some reasons to
think that he holds this view. The main reason for this is that forms are able to satisfy Aristotle's
demand of knowledge and definition. He says that forms are knowable and definable??, and claims
that knowledge and definition of are universal®. This follows the view that forms are universal.
Moreover, in Zeta 15, Aristotle explicitly denies the definability of perishable things.** This claim
means that there is no scientific knowledge or demonstration of perishable things, because they
have matter, and destructible things cannot have a definition. The problem can be shown with
the following premises: (1) particulars are indefinable (because of their matter); (2) definitions
are not of concrete particular things but of their forms; (3) form is the object of knowledge;
(4) nevertheless, we cannot say that forms are particulars because of premise (1). Thus, it seems
that forms are universal. One may reach this conclusion in terms of the features of knowable

and definable things.

In Beta, Aristotle says that if the principles are individuals, since knowledge is universal,
then the principles will not be knowable. If principles are to be knowable, but individuals, then
there must be universal principles which are knowable and prior to the individual principles.
And the principles, which Aristotle has in mind, are substantial forms. Furthermore, Aristotle
explicitly states that perishability is the reason for why sensible particulars cannot be the object of
knowledge. Does it make individual forms/or principles unknowable as well? Heineman says that

20 M. Frede, and G. Pawzig,. ‘Aristoteles, Metaphysik Z, Text, U bersetzung und Kommentar, (2 vols. Munich: Beck,
1988), 55, cited in T. Scaltsas, Substances and Universals in Aristotles Metaphysics. (New York: Cornell University
Press. 2010) 93.

21 M. Frede, M. “Substance in Aristotle’s Metaphysics.” In: Essays in Ancient Philosophy, Ed. M. Frede (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1987) 78.

22 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1036a26.

23 “There is nothing apart from individual things, and the individuals are infinite in number, how is it possible to get
knowledge of the infinite individuals? For all things that we know in so far as they have some unity and identity,
and in so far as some attribute belongs to them universally” (Aristotle, Mezaphysics, 999a25-28)

24 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1039b27.
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if perishability is a sufficient reason for concluding that perceptible substances are not objects of
knowledge it would also appear to be a sufficient reason for concluding that their forms cannot
be objects of knowledge as well.”> Additionally, in Zeta 10, Aristotle discusses the problem of
definition and formula, and the main question in this chapter is whether composites of form and
matter have a formula or a definition. He insists that the (3) formula belongs to only form,
rather than matter. During the same chapter, he many times writes that knowledge and definition
are universal. In this case, naturally it could be claimed that (4) form is universal, otherwise it
could be hard to say that it has a definition.

First of all, as previously mentioned, Aristotle claims that form is the essence of sensible
concrete particulars. However, when Aristotle discusses the problem of the definition of sensible
substances, he generally has two different identifications. The first is that definition is universal,
and definition is supposed to reflect perfectly the content of an essence, since what the essence
is is what the thing is. The definition of a thing corresponds to the definition of the essence of
that thing. So, if it is true that form is the essence of substances, how could it be claimed that the
form is particular rather than universal? In this case, either Aristotle should have abandoned one
of these descriptions, or he should not have equalized form and essence.

Second of all, Aristotle declares that essence belongs to nothing which is not a species of

26 The main reason for this claim is that he thinks species is primary, since they are not

genus.
said of something else. In this case, Aristotle writes that that which is one can have an essence,
and only species is one, because it has no parts, and the formula of what has no parts contains
no addition.”” The formula of species is what makes species one. For the supporter of universal
forms, for example Modrak (1979), the most obvious reason is that Aristotle claims that species
are substances, since they are one in formula. The question arises over being one in number.
Species obviously are not one in number, but one in formula. However, what Aristotelian
substance requests is not (only) being one in formula or definition, but one in number, since rode
ti, by definition, corresponds to one in number. In the Aristotelian context, being one is used in
many ways. However, it is obvious that he equates individual and one in number, and, on the
other side, one in formula and universality.®® It could be claimed that these equations cause the
complexity over whether forms are universal or particular.

Modrak (1979) has a formulation for this complexity. He claims that there are two kinds of
universals, namely properties and substance types (or substantial universals). What Aristotle means,
in Z13, by the claim that no universal can be a substance is that no property-universals can be
a substance, but this does not change the substance-hood of substantial kinds (e.g. species, or
genus). He supported this idea with the distinction between primary and secondary substances.
For him, although the conception of primary and secondary substances is not found in the

25 R. Heinaman, R. “Knowledge Of Substance In Aristotle”. The Journal of Hellenic Studies: 101. (1981), 77.
26 Aristotle, Meraphysics, 1030al1.

27  Halper, ‘Aristotle’s Solution of the Problem of Sensible Substance’, 667.

28  Aristotle, Metaphysics, 999b33.
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Metaphysics, Aristotle holds the idea that a species of composite particulars is form.”” According
to this method of Aristotle, Modrak claims that it should be accepted what no universal is a
substance means, indeed, is that no property-universal is a substance.

I disagree with this idea, since Aristotle describes in the Categories something which is said
of a subject for both secondary substances and properties. The examples he uses for this issue
can show this explicitly, e.g. man-animal. This means that the relation of said of is not used by
Aristotle in the narrower sense, but it obviously includes both properties [they are both said of
a subject and in a subject, e.g. redness] and secondary substances. What I mean by this is that,
when Aristotle claims that no universal can be a substance, he does not mention, explicitly or
implicitly, whether these kinds of universals are essential (e.g. species, genus) or accidental (e.g.
qualities, quantities).

Lastly, Aristotle discusses the possibility of the generation of form from Zeza 7 to 9, and he
asks whether form is generated in the generation of composites. He gives an example to make
clear this problem, which is that man generates man. On the other hand, in this case, it could
be said that forms are ingenerated or the form pre-exists the generation®, and this claim makes
forms universal. This is so because, if my form is particular, rather than universal, it is not
possible to get it from my father. If Aristotle is right to claim that man generates man, then I need
to get my form from my father, and this makes my form non-unique. Halper (1987) claims in
this case that Aristotle would need to abandon his naturalistic account of generation. Otherwise,
there is no room to claim particularity of substances.

In general, it should be outlined that supporters of the universal forms do not suppose to say
that Aristotle is a Platonist. In other words, they, also, reject the idea of separated forms. They
mainly claim that forms can only exist as the form of particular sensible objects. In this case, they
seem to accept that all sensible objects have their own forms, in which aspect they claim that
forms are universal. Supporters of universal forms claim that for each species, e.g. man, there is
only one substantial form, and this substantial form is individualised by being instantiated in
different material subjects. This means that form is universal, and only this universal form (e.g.
man) can be replicated in different bits of matter.’! In this case also, they explicitly specify their
opinion on the problem of individuation, and obviously matter provides a positive argument.
This is because what makes a sensible object a particular is its matter, rather than its form, which
is shared by other particular sensible objects.

III. Symmetrical Relation between Universals and Particulars

In the Metaphysics, Aristotle asks two key questions. The first is what kind of science
investigates being as being, and he wrote that “there is a science which investigates being as being

29 D.K.W. Modrak, ‘Forms, Types and Tokens in Aristotle’s Metaphysics'. Journal of the History of Philosophy. (1979)17
(4), 372.

30 Halper, ‘Aristotle’s Solution of the Problem of Sensible Substance’ .668.

31 Galluzzo ‘Aquinas’s Interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book Z.” 471.
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and the attributes which belong to this in virtue of its own nature”.* The second and most
important question is what is being? Aristotle asks this question in different ways; what are the
principles or causes, or what kinds of entities exist? It could be said that Aristotle accepts that
being in itself (being as being) can be known and there is such a science for investigating the kinds
of being, and being izself. At the beginning of Zeta, Aristotle writes that

“There are several senses in which a thing may be said to be, for in one sense it
means what a thing is or a ‘this’, and in another sense it means that a thing is of
a certain quality or quantity or has some such predicate asserted of it. Although
‘being’ has all these senses, obviously that which is primary is the ‘what’, which

indicates the substance of the thing”.?

The question now arises of how neo-Aristotelian theories in general, and the Four-Category
Ontology in particular deal with the status of being and the possibility of its knowledge. So, it is
useful to mention firstly why one of the very critical problems of Aristotelian substance theory,
which is whether Aristotelian substances are universal or particular, needs a neo-Aristotelian

approach.

That substances are both universal and particular is the main argument of this paper. However,
several problems arise if it is claimed that forms are both universal and particular. First, Aristotle
never explicitly or implicitly claimed this view, and second, he did not have a theory of universals
apart from his substance theory. The latter is quite problematic, since I cannot show directly why
and how Aristotelian substances are both universal and particular. In definition, Aristotle was
not clear about the concepts of particular and universal, and this is the second reason why it is
necessary to interpret his substance theory with a contemporary approach. This new ontology
should accept the existence of universals, and in definition, this ontology should be discussed in
terms of particulars and universals being different entities, although they are both substantial.

Another reason is the ambiguity of the ontological relation between universal and particular in
Aristotelian ontology. The most explicit passage referring to the Aristotelian universal, particular
and their relationship is in the Categories. However, the phrases said of and being in relation as
an explanation for the universal/particular distinction has many problems. In the Four-Category
Ontology, Lowe uses other phrases rather than those two: instantiation and characterization,
respectively. In a few words, therefore, the problem of whether Aristotelian substances are
particular or universal requires the analysis of three entities; substance (form), particulars, and
universals. In terms of my approach, substances are both universal and particular, I believe that
it is necessary to take into account a neo-Aristotelian substance theory. Such a theory should
include a substantial role for both universals and particulars, the acceptable and arguable
relationships between universals and particulars, and the proper frame for the properties
and their bearers: substances.

32 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1003a22.
33 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1028a9.
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Moreover, as was stated above, Aristotelian ontology does not have separate substance
and universal theories. Aristotle’s ontology of substance and universality are discussed with
two different conceptions. The first is the hylemorphic conception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
specifically in Zeta, and the second is the four-fold ontology of the Categories. Aristotle never
articulated these conceptions. However, in Zeza, he says that primary being has matter and form
and that the concrete object is the combination of matter and form. Historically, this approach
is called hylemorphism. Aristotle classifies entities under four different groups and this approach
is referred to as the four-fold ontology. The Four-Category Ontology was inspired by the ontology
of the Categories. On the one hand, in the Categories Aristotle indicates two different relations, or
it could be said that they are technical notions; namely; sazid of a subject and being in a subject.*
On the other hand, the main characteristic of the new ontology is that these relations, or notions,
are explained as, respectively, instantiation and characterization. These will be discussed in the
next chapter, but briefly Lowe explains why he needed to change this terminology;

“Since the Aristotelian terminology of being said of and being in is perhaps less
than fully perspicuous, with the former suggesting a linguistic relation and the
latter seemingly having only a metaphorical sense, I prefer to use a different

terminology; that of instantiation and characterization.”

In order to address the main problem of this paper, if it is considered the hylemorphic approach
of Aristotle, the main question, whether forms are universal or particular, is still problematic.
Because if it is said that particular concretes have both matter and form (conceived as universal),
it is hard to see how a particular piece of matter has this universal form ontologically. Moreover,
if it is said that this particular piece of matter has its own form, this causes other problems
epistemologically. This is the reason why this key problem cannot be solved by only focusing on
Metaphysics Zeta. However, the Four-Category Ontology offers the notion that there are two forms:
universal form and the particularized form instantiating that universal, but this ontology a/so
offers the possibility that universal forms are ontologically posterior to particulars. It seems that
this is the reason why this ontology claims that there are no uninstantiated universals. Although
universals are perfectly real, they are perhaps best seen as being abstractions from, or invariants
across, particulars.*

Generally, it can be said that Aristotle’s forms are universal if they are regarded as somehow
sharable and repeatable entities, whereas they are particular if they are not sharable and repeatable,
but rather peculiar to individual objects. Supporters of the universality of forms and particularity
of forms accept that each individual belonging to a natural kind has a form distinct from the
form of another individual of the same kind. However, they disagree on what makes such a
form particular, and they claim that it is not the form but the matter. On the other hand, if it
is claimed that form is particular, they could be joined independently by this or that piece of

34 Jonathan Lowe, The Four-Category Ontology. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2006). 70.

35 Lowe, The Four-Category Ontology, 70

36  Jonathan Lowe, A Neo-Aristotelian Substance Ontology: Neither Relational nor Constituent. Ed. Tahko, Tuomas
E. ed. Contemporary Aristotelian Metaphysics.(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 245.

44 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021



Erman Kar

matter, since they are unrepeatable entities.”’ It is the main claim of this paper that the problem
over whether Aristotelian forms are universal or particular can be solved by analysing the relation
between universals and particulars, and it can be claimed that this relation is symmetrical rather
than asymmetrical. [ will now try to show what this means.

According to traditional and contemporary interpretations, the relationship between
universal and particular can be identified in different senses. The former claims that there is an
asymmetrical relationship between universal and particular entities. This means that a universal
entity ontologically depends on its instance, but not vice versa. In other words, particular entities
do not have to depend on their kinds. This interpretation is obviously the main conclusion of
the Aristotelian ontology, since, as he mentions, particular entities are more real than universal
entities because of this asymmetrical relationship. The definition of primary substances in the
Categories explicitly addresses this result, because “they are neither said of a subject nor in a subject”
this means they are independent entities and are more real than any other kinds of entities (e.g.
non-substances entities, or substantial universals). *® I strongly disagree with this interpretation,
since I believe that the dependence is symmetrical in a sense, and this relationship makes both
universal kinds and their instances substantial. According to Lowe, this is summarised as follows:

“I should stress that my ‘Aristotelianism’ does not involve the notion that individuals
or particulars are in any sense ‘more real’ than sorts or kinds, or that they somehow
enjoy a more fundamental species of existence — for ‘exist, I believe, is perfectly
univocal. Individuals may indeed be ‘ontologically prior’ to the sorts that they
instantiate, in the sense that the existence of the individuals grounds the existence of
their sorts, but not vice versa. But we can acknowledge such ‘existential grounding’
while at the same time insisting that individuals are no less essentially individuals
of some sort than sorts are essentially sorts of individuals. The notion of ontological
dependency is a complex and multifaceted one, capable of accommodating boz the
thought that sorts are, in one sense, asymmetrically dependent for their existence
upon their individual instances, @nd the thought that, in another sense, there is a
symmetrical essential dependency between individuals and sorts.”?’

However, in Aristotelian ontology, particulars enjoy priority over universals. In other words,
particulars can exist independently from universals or non-substantial categories or entities, while
universals and non-substantial entities must depend on particulars for their existence. This is what
Aristotle explicitly claims in the Categories, and some scholars have called this ontological priority
for particulars, or ontological dependence for universals, an asymmetrical relation. Therefore,
universals depend on particulars, but not vice versa. According to this asymmetrical relation of
universals and particulars, Aristotle himself has drawn a picture of dualism between these two
entities, and this picture does not seem very different from the Platonic view of universals. If

37  Galluzzo, ‘Aquinas’s Interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book Z’ 425.

38  Aristotle, Categories, and De Interpretatione ,2al3.

39  Jonathan Lowe, More Kinds of Being: A Further Study of Individuation, Identity, and the Logic of Sortal Term.
(Chichester: Blackwell, 2009), 162-163.
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some insist that the relation is asymmetrical, and Aristotelian forms are particular, it does not
rescue him from being inconsistent. On the other hand, my essential interpretation suggests
that there is no such kind of sharp dualism between particulars and universals in Aristotelian
ontology, since the most knowable (universals) and the most real (particulars) are mutually-
dependent entities.

The argument that the relation between particulars and universals is asymmetrical can be
rejected. Obviously, claiming this means that the relation is symmetrical, or, in other words,
particulars are dependent on universals as well. By definition, being a particular entity requires being
a particular entity of a certain species or class (i.e. all particulars are instances of a universal). It is
the general assumption that particulars and universals should be mutually-dependent entities,
and it can be claimed that Aristotelian substances could be both universal and particulars. Owen
(1965) claims that “Aristotle’s most powerful and influential analysis of substance - that is, of
the general nature of individuals - begins by requiring that a substance be both a #his and whar
is it, tode ti and t#i esti™. “A this” is always a member of a class, rather than against that class.
The question “What is it?”, on the other hand, introduces a classification, or a definition of
something.*!

Conclusion

It is the traditional tendency that universals and all other categories or entities in Aristotle’s
ontology, especially the ontology in the Categories, are dependent on primary substances or
particular entities. However, I argue that in the Caregories, according to Aristotle’s essentialist
approach, primary substances also depend on secondary substances, so there is mutual-dependency
between primary and secondary substances (or substantial particulars and substantial universals).
Aristotle never discusses this issue in the Categories, but he argues implicitly that the question
of what primary substances are, indeed, corresponds to secondary substances e.g. the species of
primary substances. At this point, it is useful to mention again why the Four-Category Ontology
is quite significant when discussing the status of Aristotelian substances, especially for the view
that both particular and universal entities are substantial. Furthermore, Lowe claims that it is
useful to distinguish substantial entities as substantial particulars and substantial universals rather
than primary and secondary substances, because of their ontological relation. In a realist sense,
universal entities depend on particular entities, because there is no un-instantiated universal
entity. In an essentialist sense, however, particular entities depend on their kinds, necessarily,
because they are nothing but instances of their kinds.

In general, the main claim of this paper is to find an alternative solution to the question
of whether Aristotelian substances or forms are universals or particulars. For the formulation
of this problem and as a methodology, I follow two basic steps. According to the first, namely
the conceptual base of the problem, three concepts of the main problem have been analysed in

terms of both Aristotelian and Lowean ontologies. These terms are form, universal and particular.

40 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1028al1.
41 Lowe, The Four-Category Ontology, 2.
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According to the second method, what I call the historical base of the problem, I analyse the
problem in relation to these three concepts in terms of both the historical background and the
contemporary approach.

All'in all, particular entities are instances of their kinds, e.g., Socrates is a particular entity and
he is an instance of a human being. Particular substantial forms are particular entities, and they
are instances of universal substantial forms. By definition, there is a mutual-dependency between
particular forms and universal forms, in other words, the ontological relationship between them
is symmetrical rather than asymmetrical. In terms of the traditional approach, however, primary
substances, or particular entities, are independent, and all other entities, including their substantial
kinds, are dependent on them. However, I discuss the problem using another approach, and
according to this approach not only are kinds dependent on their instances, but those instances
also depend on their kinds. This mutual-dependency corresponds to the arguments that primary
substances as particulars are instances of substantial universals; hence, Aristotelian forms are both
universal and particular.
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0z

Saglamlik analizi (robustness analysis), cok sayida birbirinden bagimsiz prosediir
aracilidiyla ayni sonucun elde edilmeye calisildigi epistemik bir stratejidir. S6z
konusu strateji bilim pratiginde agiklama verme ve 6ndeyi tiiretiminde basvurulan
modellerde siklikla kullanilir. Bilimsel modellerin ne derece saglam ve hassas
oldugunun belirlenmesi ile ilgili bir yontem oldugu icin saglamlik analizi hem
bilim insanlari hem de bilim felsefecileri agisindan epistemik bir 6neme sahiptir. Bu
makalede 6ncelikle, saglamlik analizleri tarihsel cercevede ele alinmaktadir. Ardindan
literattirde yer alan farkli saglamlik analizi siniflandirmalari ve saglamlik analizlerinin
islevleri tartisiip, modeller saglamlik analizleri ve model temelli agiklamalar
arasindaki iliski ile ilgili bir ayrim yapilmaktadir. Bu ayrim modeller hakkinda akil
yurttme ile modeller ile akil ylriitme arasindaki farkliliklar ile ilgilidir. Bu ayrima gére
bilimsel aciklamalarda kullanilan modellerin dogrulugunun kosullarinin belirlenmesi
saglamlik analizleri olarak degerlendirilirken, modellerin uygulanabilirligi modeller ile
akil yuritme ile ilgilidir..

Anahtar Kelimeler: Saglamlik analizleri, bilimsel modeller, de-idealizasyon,
bilimsel agiklama, 6ndeyi

ABSTRACT

Robustness analysis is an epistemic strategy by which different and independent
procedures are utilized to reach the same conclusion. Because this strategy is related
with the robustness and sensitivity of the models, it has an epistemic importance for
both scientists and philosophers of sciences. This paper, first, in a historical context,
evaluates the robustness analysis. Then, the functions and the classifications of the
robustness analyses are evaluated. Finally, a distinction is made with respect to
robustness analysis. According to this distinction, the object of robustness tests is
whether a given model that helps in explanation is true. Robustness analysis is about
determination of the truth of the explanans, that is, determination of the truth conditions
of the conditional part of the model. This is reasoning about models. However,
applicability is not about whether the model is true but whether the antecedent of the
model is satisfied in the case at hand. This is reasoning with models..

Keywords: Robustness, scientific models, de-idealization, scientific explanation,
prediction
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Robustness analysis is an epistemic strategy by which different and independent procedures
are utilized to reach the same conclusion. To explain the central idea behind the robustness
analysis, French physicist Jean Baptiste Perrin’s discovery of Avogadro’s number is often cited.
Perrin discovered the Avogadro number through thirteen independent ways. Because all of these
methods have similar results, Perrin’s result is hardly questioned by philosophers and scientists.
The same method is currently being investigated in the context of scientific models as it is related
with the degree of confidence in the models results. Robust models are the target of the scientists.
The more the model’s result is stable toward different assumptions, the more it is reliable.

Because the strategy Perrin followed is related with the robustness and sensitivity of the
models, it has an epistemic importance for both scientists and philosophers of sciences. In model-
based scientific practice, it is important to demonstrate that model result(s) are not related to
one or more specific assumptions. Accordingly, in this paper, first, robustness analysis is briefly
evaluated in a historical context. Discussions on the robustness analyses are frequently dated back
to Richard Levins’s article “The Strategy of Model Building in Population Biology.” However,
it is noteworthy that long before the modern discussions, philosophers such as Charles Sanders
Pierce, William Whewell, and Alfred Ayer have referred to robustness analysis in indirect ways.
This indicates that robustness analysis has different connotations. Further, the functions and the
different classifications of the robustness analyses are examined. This examination reveals that
although there are some differences between the different classifications of robustness types, they
sometimes overlap in some certain points. Alternatively, the core of the discussions concerning
the functions of the robustness analysis is about how and to what extent it is useful in connecting
model-model and model-world relations.

Apparently, methodologists are suspicious about the virtues of robustness tests, and this is
related with how to relate empiric work with a model’s work. Here it is important to note that the
literature shows that opinions are varied about the capabilities of robustness analysis. According
to some critics, because robustness tests do not proceed with experimental ways, they cannot be
used as a method of confirmation for the scientific models. Next, the differences between de-
idealization, which is another epistemic strategy, and robustness are elaborated and underlined.
While de-idealization is known as a process of “concretization of a model” by replacing an
assumption with a more realistic one, robustness analysis is not concerned with whether one
assumption is more realistic than another; rather, it is concerned with the stability of the model
under different assumptions. Both methods are especially important for the sciences that are
more questionable in terms of their degree of exactness. However, conflating these methods
would result in both conceptual and terminological problems. Finally, a distinction is made
with respect to robustness analysis. This distinction is related with the applicability and truth
conditions of the model. According to this distinction, the object of robustness tests is whether
a given model that helps in explanation is true. Robustness analysis is about determination of the
truth of the explanans, that is, determination of the truth conditions of the conditional part of the
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Giris

Bilim pratiginde saglamlik analizleri (robustness analysis) olarak bilinen metot, ekonomi,

ekoloji, biyoloji, iklim bilimleri ve fizik gibi alanlarda farkls stratejilere referansla kullanilir.!

Saglamlik analizlerinin arka planinda yatan temel fikri agiklamak icin genellikle Fransiz

Fizik¢i Jean Baptiste Perrin’in (1870-1942) bir elementin bir moliindeki atom sayist ya da bir

bilesigin bir moliindeki molekiil sayisi olarak bilinen ‘Avogadro sayisini’ bulma oykiisii érnek

olarak sunulur.? Perrin, on ti¢ farkli ve birbirinden bagimsiz ydntem kullanarak Avogadro sayisina

ulagmistr.® Tim bu yontemler yaklasik olarak ayni sonucu verdigi icin Avogadro sayisinin

oletimii ve atomlarin varligi konusunda Perrin’in dl¢timlerini énemli 8lciide teyit ettigi bilim

insanlar: ve bilim felsefecileri tarafindan kabul edilmistir.* Avogadro sayisinin bulunmasinda ok

sayida ve birbirinden bagimsiz ydntem ve kanit ayni sonuca isaret etmektedir.’ Saglam bilimsel

modeller bilim insanlarinin hedeflerindendir, dolayisiyla farkli ve bagimsiz araglarla ayni sonuca
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Klodian Coko, “Jean Perrin and the Philosophers’ Stories: The Role of Multiple Determination in Determining
Avogadro’s Number”, Hopos: The Journal of the International Society for the History of Philosophy of Science, 10 (1),
(2020), 143-193

lan Hacking, Representing and Intervening: Introductory Topics in the Philosophy of Natural Science (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983), 54-55, Wesley C. Salmon, Scientific Explanation and the Causal Structure of the
World, (Princeton University Press, 1984),214-220.

Wesley Salmon bunu ortak neden ilkesinin uygulanmasi olarak degerlendirir. Bkz; Salmon, Scientific Explanation
and the Causal Structure of the World, 221.
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ulagabilme, ulagilan sonuca olan giiven derecesini yakindan ilgilendirdigi icin saglamlik analizleri
bilim pratiginin 6nemli metotlarindan birisidir.

Son yillarda bilimsel agiklamalarin dogast ile ilgili tartigmalar bilimsel yasalarin statii ve iglevleri
ile ilgili tartugmalardan ziyade biiyiik oranda bilimsel modellerin dogasina ve agiklamalardaki
islevlerine odaklanmistir. Model temelli agiklamalar ile ilgili sorular, saglamlik analizleri ile
yakindan ilgilidir.® Model temelli agiklamalarda kullanilan soyutlama, idealizasyon tiirleri,
kolaylastirict varsayimlar saglamlik testlerinin siniflandirmast ve islevleri ile ilgili tartismalarda
onemli bir yer tutmakradir. Ciinkii saglamlik analizleri ile modeller araciligiyla tiiretilen sonucun
modeldeki baska bir takim yanlig varsayimlara bagli olmadigs gosterilmeye calisilmaktadir. Bu
anlamda, saglamlik analizlerini bilim insanlar i¢in agiklama verirken ve éndeyide bulunurken
bagvurduklar1 modeller i¢in ‘kalite’ testleri olma 6zelligini tagimakeadir. Saglamlik testlerinin
ana fikri, model araciligiyla ulagilan sonuglarin, modelde kullanilan 6nermelerin ¢esitlendigi ve
farklilagtig1 durumda sabit kalip kalmadigini analiz etmektir. Bu anlamda saglamlik testleri, model
araciligryla ulastigimiz cikarimlara olan gilivenimizin derecesini artturmaktadir, ¢iinkii bu testler
yardimiyla bazi problemli model énermelerinin modellemede kullanilan diger énermelerden
bagimsiz olduklar: tespit edilebilmektedir. Saglamlik testlerinin ne anlama geldigini bigimsel
olarak su gekilde ifade etmek olanaklidir: “R sonucunun tiiretildigi, ¢ekirdek bir C varsayimi
ve AI yardimer varsayimint iceren bir M modeli ile baglariz. Eger A2 , A3, A4 vb. gibi farkh
yardimct varsayimlar altunda ayni R sonucu meydana geliyorsa, varsayimlardaki degisimin nihai

sonucu etkilemedigi sonucuna variriz”.”

1. Saglamlik Analizlerinin Geg¢misi ve Farkli Saglamlik Analizi
Siniflandirmalari

1.1. Saglamlik Analizlerinin Gegmisi

Cok acik bicimde olmasa da farkli ve birbirinden bagimsiz metotlarla ayni sonuca ulagma
meselesi Charles Sanders Pierce, William Whewell ve Alfred Ayer tarafindan ele alinmistir. Peirce
felsefi metot hakkinda su noktanin aluni gizer:

(...) felsefe yalnizca dikkati bir analize tabii tutulabilecek gercek énermelerden
ilerledigi siirece ve her bu 6nermelerden hangi tek bir tanesinin kesin olmasindan
ziyade argiimanlarinin ¢okluguna ve gesitliligine giivenmelidir metotlarinda

basarili bilimleri taklit etmelidir.?

6 Modeller genellikle incelenen siire¢ ya da mekanizmadaki davranislart betimleyen matematiksel denklem setlerinden
olugmaktadir. Bilimlerde farkli modeller kullanilmakeadir. Farkli modeller farkli islevler gérmektedir. Burada
fenomenleri agiklama icin postiile edilen matematiksel teorik modellere odaklanilmaktadir. Model kurmanin
birinci adimi modellenecek ilgili bir hedef sistem tanimlamakuir. Agiklanacak sistem degiskenler ve bu degiskenler
arasindaki iligkiler yardimiyla tanimlanir. Dolayistyla bir model temel olarak ii¢ kistmdan olusur: Degiskenler
ve onlarin tanimlari, bu degiskenlerle ilgili varsayimlar ve (‘eger... dyleyse’ seklindeki kosullu ifadeler) seklindeki
hipotezler.

7 Lisciandra, “Robustness Analysis and Tractability in Modeling”, 85.

8 Charles Sanders Peirce, “Some Consequences of Four Incapacities”, Journal of Speculative Philosophy, 2, (1868),
141. Aksi belirtilmedikge ceviriler tarafima aittir.
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Ayer de tarih¢inin geemis siireclerle ilgili inaniginin bigimlenisini ele alirken saglamlik
analizlerine a¢ik olmayan bir gekilde referans verir:

(...) eger bu kaynaklar sayica ¢ok ve birbirinden bagimsiz ise, ve bunlar birbiri ile
uzlagi icinde ise, o [tarihgi], mesele ile ilgili verdigi hesap hakkinda kendinden

emin olacaktir.”

Whewell ‘tiimevarimin bilgi birlikteligi’ (consilience of induction) kavramini agiklarken
benzer sekilde su noktanin altini cizer:

Bilgi birlikeeligi, bir olgu kiimesinden alinan tiimevarimin farkli bir olgu
kiimesinden alinan tiimevarim ile drtiistiigiinde gerceklesir. Bu bilgi birlikteligi

tiimevarimin i¢inde gergeklestigi teorinin dogrulugu icin bir testtir.”

Yukaridaki alinular saglamlik analizlerinin ana fikri olan farkli ve bagimsiz araclarla ayni
ya da en azindan biiyiik oranda benzer sonuglara varma ile biiyiik oranda értiismektedir. Her
ii¢ alintinin ortak noktas: farkli yollarla ayni ya da benzer sonuglara ulasmanin epistemolojik
agidan 6neminin vurgulanmasidir. Ote yandan Richard Levins'in “Popiilasyon Biyolojisinde
Model Ingast Stratejisi” makalesindeki model sonuglarinin saglamliginin analiz edilmesi 6nerisi
saglamlik analizinin sistematik olarak ele alinmasinin baglangic noktast olarak ele alinir.!!
Saglamlik analizinin iglevleri ve statiisii ile ilgili tartismalarin izlerini Richard Levins'in meseleyi
actk bir bicimde tartistigs su alinuda gérmek olanaklidir:

Ancak, en esnek modeller bile yapay varsayimlar icermekeedir. Her zaman sonucun
bir modelin temelleri ya da basitleyici varsayimlarin ayrinularina bagh oldugu
ile ilgili bir siiphe bulunmaktadir... Bu nedenle ayn: problemi her birinin farkl:
basitlestirmeler ama ortak bir biyolojik varsayim icerdigi birkag alternatif model
ile ele almay1 deniyoruz. Oyleyse, farkli varsayimlarina ragmen bu modeller bizi
benzer sonuglara ulastiriyorsa, modelin detaylarindan gérece olarak bagimsiz,
saglam bir teoremimiz oldugunu séyleyebiliriz. Yani, bizim dogrumuz birbirinden

bagimsiz yalanlarin kesistigi noktada bulunmaktadir.'* (vurgu eklenmistir)

Levins, evrimsel biyolojideki ¢aligmalar baglaminda saglamlik analizleri ile ilgili tespitler
yapmaktadir. Levins bu alintuda, yiiksek derecede idealize edilmis olan evrimsel modellerin verili
bir data setinden ya da teorik modellerden farkli varsayimlarla benzer sonuglart verdiklerinde bu
modeller aracilify ile elde edilen sonucun saglam oldugunun iddia edilebilecegini belirtmektedir.
Bu yaklasim, saglamlik testlerinin epistemik bir destek sagladigini iddia edenlere gore farkli ve
bagimsiz yollar ile ayni sonuca ulagabilmenin sonucun giivenilir olmasi ihtimalini arttirdigt iddias
ile desteklenmektedir. Levins tek ve en iyi modeli se¢mek yerine model sonuglarinin saglamligini

9 Alfred Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge, ( Macmillan, 1956), 38.

10  Larry Laudan, “William Whewell on the Consillience of Inductions”, The Monist, 55(3), (1971), 369.

11 Richard Levins, “The Strategy of Model Building in Population Biology”, American Scientist, 54(4), (1966), 421-
431.

12 Levins, “The Strategy of Model Building in Population Biology”, 423.

54 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021



Ahmet Dinger Cevik

analiz etmeyi énermektedir. Ona gore ele alinan fenomeni incelemek icin birden fazla, tam
olmayan, kusurlu model kullanilmalidir. Levins modelleme pratiginde kapsayicilik, gercekilik
ve kesinlik seklinde siralanan ii¢ temel amaca ayni anda en yiiksek diizeyde ulagilamayacagini, bu
nedenle de 6ndeyi ve agiklama pratiklerinde farkli modelleme stratejilerinin gdzlemlenebildigini
belirtir.”

William Wimsatt, Levins'in ¢aligmalarini baslangi¢ noktast alarak kendi saglamlik analizi
anlayisint sunmaktadir.'* Wimsatt saglamlik analizini “birden ¢ok metot aracilig; ile hesaplama”
(methods of multiple determination or triangulation) olarak tanimlar.’® Wimsatt bu ifade ile
kullanilan farklt metotlar ile ayni sonuca yakinsamanin elde edilen sonucun dogrulugu icin
kanit olarak degerlendirilmesini kastetmektedir. Ona gore saglamlik analizlerinin bir takim ortak
noktalart vardir:

(...) yaniluct olandan gergek olani, giivenilmez olandan giivenilebilir olani,
siibjektif olandan objektif olani, perspektif agisindan yapay olandan odaktaki
objeyi ve daha genel olarak ontolojik ve epistemolojik olarak giivenilir ve degerli
olani giivenilmez, genellenemez, degersiz ve gecici olandan ayirma saglamlik
analizinde kullanilan varyantlarin ortak noktasidir.'®

Wimsatt'a gore saglamlik analizi dort basamak ile karakterize edilir. Oncelikle, farkli ve
bagimsiz tanimlama ya da 6l¢iim siiregleri uygulanir ya da analiz edilir. Ardindan bu siireclerde
degismeden kalan 6zellikler belirlenir. Sonrasinda bu degismeden kalan &zelliklerin hangi
kosullar altinda gegerli oldugu aragtirilir. Son olarak, degismeden kalan stireglerin gegerliligini
stirdiirmedigi durumlar agiklanir.

Saglamlik analizlerinin ortaya konulma bicimi ana hatlariyla, bilim felsefesinde ‘mucizelere
yer yok' (no miracle argument) olarak bilinen teze olduk¢a benzemektedir. Mucizelere yer yok
argiimani, bilimsel gerceklik tezini savunmak amaciyla ilk defa Hilary Putnam tarafindan
ortaya konmugtur.”” Bu argiimana gore eger bilimsel teorilerin éndeyilerindeki bagarist en
azindan yaklagtk olarak dogru olmasaydi, bilimin éndeyilerindeki bagarisi mucize olarak
degerlendirilebilirdi. Jacob Stegenga da saglamlik analizleri ile mucizelere yer yok argiiman:
arasindaki benzerligin altini gizer.'® Ote yandan Anna Alexandrova ve Jay Odenbaugh saglamlik
analizleri ile mucizelere yer yok argiimaninin farkini gu sozlerle belirtir: “Saglamlik analizleri
olasilik  Pr(O/M &M, &....8&M ) kosullu olasihig ile ilgiliyken, mucizelere yer yok argiimani
Pr(M/0,&0,&....&0). kosullu olasihigi ile ilgilidir. Burada O, ler 6ndeyileri, M ler de modelleri

(va da teorileri) temsil eder”.””

13 Levins, “The Strategy of Model Building in Population Biology, 421-431.

14  Wimsatt'in saglamlik analizleri ile ilgili gdriislerinin bagka bir degerlendirmesi i¢in bkz; Karaca, “Two Senses of
Experimental Robustness: Result Robustness and Procedure Robustness”, 1-2.

15  William C. Wimsatt, “Robustness, Reliability, and Overdetermination”, Scientific Inquiry and the Social Sciences,
Der. B. Brewer, B. E. Collins, 124-163, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 1981.

16  Wimsatt, “Robustness, Reliability, and Overdetermination”, 128.

17 Hilary Putnam “Mathematics, Matter and Method, Collected Papers, Vol. 2.” (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1975).

18  Jacob Stegenga “Robustness, Discordance, and Relevance”, Philosophy of Science, 76 (5), (2009), 650-661.

19 Jay Odenbaugh-Anna Alexandrova, “Buyer beware: robustness analysis in economics and biology”, Biology and

Philosaphy, 26 (5) (2011), 760.
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Ote yandan mucizelere yer yok argiimant ile saglamlik analizleri arasindaki fark bu ikisinin
amaglari acisindan da ortaya konabilir. Putham mucizelere yer yok argiimani ile bilimsel
gercekgiligi savunmak icin bilimin isleyisine iliskin daha genel bir iddiada bulunurken, saglamlik
analizleri, 6zellikle model temelli ¢aligma pratiginin daha yogun oldugu disiplin ile ilgili kapsami
daha dar argiimanlar icerir. Saglamlik analizlerinin birden fazla gesidi bulundugu i¢in bilimsel
gercekligi savunma amaciyla ortaya siiriilmiis olan Putnam’in iddiasinin farkli saglamlik analizi
gesitleriyle nasil bir ilikisinin oldugu net degildir.

2. Farkli Saglamlik Analizi Siniflandirmalar:

Model saglamligt analizleri farklt bigimlerde ortaya konur.?® Ornegin James Woodward’a
gore saglamliligin her zaman saglamligin bir tiirti i¢in one siirtilen argiimanlar diger saglamlik
tiirlerine uygulanabilir degildir.?! Ciinkii saglamlik tanimlari, bilimsel aragtirmalarda hangi
rolii tistlendiklerine ve bagarilt bir sekilde uygulanabilmeleri i¢in hangi kosullar1 saglamalar:
gerektigine bagl olarak degismekrtedir. Ornegin Francesco Guala ve Andrea Salanti ekonomideki
modellerin saglamligindan bahsederken sunu belirtir: “Oncelikle farkli saglamlik tiirleri arasinda
degis tokus yapilmalidir; bir boyuttaki ilerleme (daha fazla saglamlik) baska bir boyuttaki
ilerlemeyi zorunlulukla garanti etmemektedir. Ikinci olarak, saglamligi degerlendirme bilim

”2 Guala ve

insaninin ilgisine ve pragmatik degerlendirmelerine son derece duyarlidir...
Salanti’nin vurguladig: bu iki nokta Woodward’in saglamlik analizlerinin tiirleri ve kullanildiklar:
baglamlarla yakindan iliskili olduklar1 vurgusuyla tutarlidir. Woodward, hedeflerine bagli olarak
dort farkli saglamlik tiirii tanimlar.® (1) Crkarimsal saglamlik (inferential robustness) veriden
varsayim uzay! boyunca elde edilen ¢ikarimsal iligkileri 6ngérme ile ilgilidir. (2) TZiiretimsel
saglamiik (derivational robustness) farkli varsayimlar araciligiyla modelden teorik sonuglar
tiiretmeyle ilgilidir. Olgiim saglamligr (measurement robustness), deneysel alet grubu ile fiziksel
entiteleri ol¢me ile ilgilidir. Nedensel saglamlik (causal robustness), miidahaleler altinda bir
genellemenin sabit olma durumunu élgme ile ilgilidir. Ote yandan Guala ve Salanti i tiir
saglamlik tanimlamakeadir.? (1) modelin idealizasyonlarindaki degisiklikler kargisinda saglamlik;
(2) arka plan’ kosullarindaki degisimler karsisinda saglamlik; (3) drtik nedensel mekanizmaya karst
saglamlik. Michael Weisberg ve Kenneth Reisman ise saglamlik ayrimlarin:i §dyle ortaya koyar:
(1) parametre saglamlig: teorinin farkli parameter diizenlerinde korunmast, (2) yaprsal saglamlzk

ise teoremin temsil ¢ergevesinden bagimsiz olarak korunmasi ile ilgilidir.”

20  Ornegin Koray Karaca, fizikte deneysel prosediirler baglaminda “prosediir saglamligr” (“procedure robustness”)
ve “sonug saglamhigi” (“result robustness”) tanimlar. Bkz. bkz; Karaca, “Two Senses of Experimental Robustness:
Result Robustness and Procedure Robustness”, 7-8. Karaca prosediir saglamligini deneysel siirecin islevinin
deneyin sonuglarindaki olasi degisikliklere ragmen degismeden kalabilmesi olarak tanimlar. Ote yandan Karaca’ya
gore sonug saglamligini klasik anlamiyla farkli ve bagimsiz metotlarla ayni sonuca ulagilabilinmesidir. Prosediir
saglamligi sonug saglamliginin 6n kosuludur.

21 Woodward, “Some Varieties of Robustness”, 219.

22 Francesco Guala-Andrea Salanti “On the Robustness of Economic Models”, Universita’ Degli Studi Di Bergamo,
(2002), 17.

23 Woodward, “Some Varieties of Robustness”, 224, 231, 233, 235.

24 Francesco Guala-Andrea Salanti, “On the Robustness of Economic Models”, 5, 8, 11.

25  Michael Weisberg, M.-Kenneth Reisman, “The Robust Volterra Principle”, Philosophy of Science, 75(1), (2008),
115, 120.
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Ote yandan, Jani Raerinne’ye gore, hem Woodward'in hem de Weisberg ile Reisman’in
saglamlik analizi siniflandirmalari “hassaslik analizlerini (sensitivity analysis) “saglamlik
analizlerinden” hem de “tiiretimsel saglamlik analizini” (derivational robustness) “yeterli
parametre saglamligindan” (sufficient parameter robustness) ayiramaz.’® Raerinne’ye gore
bu ayrimlar yalnizca kavramsal agidan sorunlu degildir, ayni zamanda hassaslik analizleri ve
saglamlik analizleri farkl: islevlere sahip oldugu icin anilan kavramlarin farklarini ortaya koymak

onemlidir.”

Weisberg ve Reisman’'in siniflandirmasinda yer alan temsili ve yapisal saglamlik analizleri
benzer modellerdeki farklilagmalari ya da bu modellerdeki belirli farkliliklarin bu modeller ile
varilan sonuglari nasil etkileyecegini aragtirmay: hedefler.”® Raerinne’ye gore saglamlik analizini
modellerin yapisindaki ya da temsilindeki farklilagmalar ergevesinde tanimlamak ele alinan
model setlerindeki modellerin sonuglarinin benzer oldugunu iddia etmeyi garanti edemez. Sonug
olarak Raerinne’ye gore, Weisberg ve Reisman'in yapisal saglamlik analizi siniflandirmasinde
“yapr” kavrami bu tiir analizlerde ne tiir degismeler ya da farkliliklar ile ilgilendigimiz konusunda
bilgi veremedigi i¢in problemlidir.?

Raerinne’nin Weisberg ve Reisman'in siniflandirmast ile ilgili ikinci elestirisi ise bu
siniflandirmanin  nedenler yerine etkilere odaklandigi icin yetersiz olusudur. Modeller
yapilarinda, temsillerinde farklilagirlar ¢iinkii farkli asli ve ¢oziilebilirlik varsayimlar iceritler.
3Farkli modelleme varsayimlarinin modelin sonuglarinda yaratug farkliliklar farkli saglamlik
analizi tiirlerini meydana getirir. Weisberg ve Reisman’'in saglamlik analizi bu noktay1 gézden
kagirdigy icin farkli saglamlik analizi tiirlerini ayirabilmek i¢in kullanigh degildir.!

Ote yandan Raerinne’ye gére Woodward’in saglamlik analizi siniflandirmast da problemlidir.
Ona gore, Weisberg ve Reisman'in siniflandirmasi saglamlik analizini dar, kisitli bir ¢ergevede
ele alirken, Woodward bu terimi neden kullandigini agiklamaksizin ~ kavrami neredeyse
tim empirik olmayan model aragtirma yontemlerini icerek gekilde ele alir.®*  Raerinne’nin
yorumuna gore, Woodward’in ¢ikarimsal (“inferential”) saglamlik analizi, Steven Orzack ve
Elliot Sober'in saglamlik analizi tanimi ile uyusmaktadir. Sober ve Orzack, Levins'in saglamlik
analizinin modelleri test ederken kullanilan empirik olmayan bir teyit ydntemi olarak niteledigi
iddiasinda bulunurlar.®® Levins bu elestiriye yanitinda saglamlik analizi ile bu ¢ikarimsal

26  Jani Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, Philosophical Studies, 166 (2), (2013), 293.

27  Jani Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 293.

28 Model temelli agiklamalar ile saglamlik analizleri arasindaki iliskiyi “model aileleri” ¢ercevesinde ele alan
yaklagimlara 6rnek olarak bkz; Emrah N. Aydinonat, “The Diversity of Models as a Means to Better Explanations
in Economics, Journal of Economic Methodology, 25:3, (2018), 237-251, Walter Veit, “Model Pluralism”, Philosophy
of the Social Sciences. Vol. 50(2) 91-114. Vol. 75, No. 1, (2020), 664-677.

29  Jani Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 293.

30  Farkli idealizasyon tiirleri i¢in bkz; Ernan McMullin, “Galilean Idealization”, Studies in History and Philosophy of
Science 16, (1985) 247-273.

31 Jani Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 293.

32 Jani Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 293.

33 Steven Hecht Orzack-Elliot Sober “A Critical Assessment of Levins’s the Strategy of Model Building in Population
Biology”, The Quarterly Review of Biology, 68(4), (1993), 533-546.
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saglamligs kastetmedigini belirtir ve modellerin test ve teyit edilmesinin saglamlik analizinden
farkli ama onunla baglanuli islemler oldugunun altuni cizer.* Sonug olarak Raerinne igin,
Woodward'in  ¢ikarimsal saglamligi ve Levinsin soziinii ettigi saglamlik tiirleri farklidir. Ote
yandan, Woodward’in 8l¢iim saglamligs analizi kismen Wimsatt'in saglamlik analizi kavrayisina
benzerdir. Woodward’in nedensel saglamlik kavrami, modellerin degismezlik kosullarinin boyutu
ve cesitliligi ile ilgilidir. Raerinne, Woodward’in saglamlik analizi ile modellerin aragtirilmasi
veya manipiile edilmesini ayni anlamda kullandigini iddia eder ¢iinkii ona gére Woodward’'in
nedensel saglamligi, modelin degismezlik kosullarinin arastirilmasi yontemlerine bir 6rnek tegkil
etmektedir.”® Son olarak, Raerinne, Woodward’in tiiretimsel saglamligi kendisinin tiiretimsel
saglamligina denk diistiigiinii belirtir.* Yine de, Raerinne’ye gore Woodward saglamlik analizi
ile hassaslik analizlerini karigtirmakta bu ikisinin ayrimi igin bir kriter 6ne siirememektedir.
Raerinne’ye gore Woodward'in tiiretimsel saglamlik i¢in verdigi regresyon modeli 6rneginde
parametre degerinin modelin sonuglarinda ne gibi etkileri oldugunun aragtirilmast kendisinin
hassaslik analizi kavrami ile yorumlanabilirdir.”

Raerinne, bu smniflandirmalart degerlendirdikten sonra saglamlik analizleri ile ilgili kendi
ayrimuni ortaya koyar ve ncelikle “hassaslik analizlerini” (sensitivity analysis) ele alir. Hassaslik
analizleri, modelin parametre degerlerindeki farklilagmalar ve degisikliklere neden olarak
modelin baglangi¢ ve sinir kogullar: ile baglantisi ¢ercevesinde analiz edilmesidir.®® Raerinne’ye
gore modellere iki sekilde miidahale edilebilir.?? 1) Modellenen iliskinin ya da mekanizmanin
degiskenlerinin degerlerine miidahale edilerek modelin dinamik dogast analiz edilir.) Parametre
degerlerindeki degismeleri sirasinda da modellenen mekanizmanin ya da iligkinin davranigini
analiz etmek icin de modellere miidahale edilebilir. Tkinci tiirdeki miidahale model farkli arka
plan kosullar1 degistikce, modellenen iligki ya da mekanizmanin nasil isleyecegini gostermeye
yarayan ve modelin istikrarinin ya da arka plan kosullarinin simiilasyonu ya da arastirilmasidir.
Yani hassaslik analizleri, modelin baglangic ve sinir kosullar degistiginde modelin sonuglarinin
nasil degistiginin analizidir.

Jaakko Kuorikoski, Aki Lehtinen and Caterina Marchionni ekonomik modelleme
baglaminda saglamlik analizleri ile ilgili bir ayrim yapar.*’ Kuorikoski v.d., Wimsatt'in “birden
¢ok metot araciliy ile hesaplama” olarak ozetlenen tiiretimsel saglamlik analizinin epistemik
islevini ekonomi disiplini baglaminda ele alarak bu alandaki modelleme pratiginin en dogru
bicimde “sistematik saglamlik analizi” olarak degerlendirilebilecegini iddia eder.** Kuorikoski

34 Richard Levins, “A Response to Orzack and Sober: Formal Analysis and the Fluidity of Science,” Quarterly Review
of Biology 68 (4), (1993).

35 Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 294.

36 Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 294.

37 Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 294.

38 Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 287.

39 Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 287.

40  Raerinne, “Robustness and Sensitivity of Biological Models”, 288.

41 Jaakko Kuorikoski, Aki Lehtinen, Caterina Marchionni, “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, The British
Hournal for The Philosophy of Science, 61(3), (2010), 541-567.

42 Kuorikoski v.d., “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, 541.
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v.d. gore saglamlik analizlerinin &ndeyilerde basarisiz olunsa bile bir teyit metodu olarak
degerlendirilebilir.®* Kuorisoki v.d. bu iddialarini desteklemek icin ekonomideki modellerde
genellikle asli, Galileci ve ¢oziilebilirlik varsayimlari arasinda bir ayrim yapar ve bu ayrim temelinde
saglamlik analizlerinin bir modeldeki ayn: nedenin farkli matematiksel formiilasyonlarini, yani
coziilebilirlik varsayimlarinin rollerini inceleme islemi oldugunu ileri siirer.* Kuorikoski vd.
goziilebilirlik varsayimlari ve saglamlik analizi ile ilgili sunu belirtir:

(...) farkli modeller bazi varsayimlari paylastiklart icin bagimsiz olmasalar da...
Sunu fark etmek onemlidir; modellerin birbirinden bagimsiz olmasindan ziyade
benzer model seti icindeki tikel coziilebilirlik varsayimlarinin bagimsizlig, tiiretimsel

saglamlik analizi icin kritik bir dneme sahiptir. ©* (vurgu orijinaldir)

Burada Kuorikoski v.d. tiiretimsel saglamlik analizi ile ¢oziilebilirlik varsayimlari ve ekonomi
pratigi arasinda bir iliski kurmaktadir. Bu yaklagima gore, karar verme metotlarinin problemli
kisimlar1 yani ¢ziilebilirlik varsayimlari birbirinden bagimsiz oldugunda tiiretimsel saglamlik
analizi teorize etme iglemini hatalara karsi korur. Kuorikoski v.d. saglamlik analizleri ile ilgili
iddialarint ekonomide kullanilan metodolojiyi referans noktast alarak dile getirir. Onlara gore
ckonomide, teorilerin saglamligini farkli modeller yardimiyla ve bu modellerde bulunan gercekei
olmayan farkli varsayimlarla kanitlama isi, hangi sonuglarin ekonomik fenomen ile uyum icinde
oldugunu, hangi sonuglarin ¢oziilebilirlik varsayimlarindan kaynaklandigini, hangilerinin
modelleyenden kaynakli sonuglar oldugunu belirlememize yardim eder. Bu sekilde tiiretimsel
saglamlik, empirik olarak teyit saglamasa bile, modeller araciligiyla varsayimlar farklilagsa bile

ulasilan sonuglara olan giivenin artmasina yardimect olur.“
3. Saglamlik Analizleri ve De-idealizasyon

Saglamlik analizleri ile ‘de-idealizasyon’ farkli metotlardir. De-idealizasyon modeldeki belirli
bir varsayimin daha gercekgi bagka bir varsayimla degistirilmesidir. Bu anlamda de-idealizasyon
‘modelin somutlastirilmast’ olarak bilinir. Saglamlik analizleri gibi, de-idealizasyon da epistemoloji
ve bilim felsefesinde sik¢a tartigilan konulardan birisi oldugu i¢in saglamlik analizinde oldugu
gibi bircok bagka soru ile beraber anilmaktadir.” “Bu sorularin bazilart de-idealizasyonun nasil
ilerledigi ya da aragtirmanin amaclari ve dogasina gore hangi idealizasyon seviyesinin uygun
oldugudur”.®® Ote yandan saglamlik analizi farkli bir strateji izler. Bu metotta bir varsayimin
digerinden daha ger¢ekei olup olmadigini nemsenmez; odaklanilan nokta incelenen fenomen
ya da siirecin farkli varsayimlar cergevesinde de degismeden kalip kalmadigidir. Eger bu siirecin
sonunda ele alinan fenomen ya da siirecin sabit oldugu sonucuna varilabilirse, nihai olarak varilan
sonucu sarsmaksizin modelin odaklandigi hedefin ayrinulari goz ardi edilebilir. Bu anlamda

43 Kuorikoski v.d., “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, 541.

44 Kuorikoski v.d., “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, 547, 548.
45 Kuorikoski v.d., “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, 559.

46 Kuorikoski v.d., “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, 563.

47 Lisciandra, “Robustness Analysis and Tractability in Modeling”, 85.

48  Lisciandra, “Robustness Analysis and Tractability in Modeling”, 85.
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saglamlik analizi modeldeki “zararsiz idealizasyonlar1” bulmak ile ilgilidir.*” Bu siire¢ biyoloji,
ckoloji, iklim bilimleri, meteoroloji ve ekonomi gibi analiz edilen sistemlerin bi¢imleniminin
kesin olarak bilinemedigi ya da belirlenemedigi alanlarda ¢ok biiyiik bir nem arz etmektedir. Bu
alanlarda, genellikle birden fazla model ele alinan fenomenin arastirilmasinda kullanilmakeadir.*

Weisberg ve Reisman yapisal saglamlik (structural robustness) analizini su gekilde tanimlar:

Bu tiir saglamlik analizinde, teorisyen farkli matematiksel yapilara sahip modeller
ile modellenen sistemin nedensel yapisindaki degisiklikleri degerlendirir. Ornegin,
biz modelimizde L-V [Lotka-Volterra] modeli ile baslayabiliriz, ancak avc
doygunlugu, avin saklanma yetenegi, avcinin farkli besin kaynaklari, hatta 6grenme
gibi adaptasyon ile ilgili kompleks davraniglart ile ilgili terimleri ekleyebiliriz.

[lkece, herhangi bir ekolojik etkilesim modele eklenebilir.”!

Weisberg ve Reisman yapisal saglamligi de-idealizasyon metoduna benzer bicimde ele
almaktadir. Burada analiz farkli matematiksel yapilardaki farkli modelleri degerlendirerek
ilerlemektedir. Ornegin, Lotka-Volterra (L-V) modelini analiz ederken Weisberg ve Reisman
modelin yogunluga bagli versiyonunu degerlendirip “Bu model L-V modelde 6nemli bir yapisal
degisiklik yaratmaktadir, ancak cekirdekee yer alan eslesmeleri biitiin olarak tutmakeadir”.>
“Bu daha gercekei modellerin adapte edildik¢e sonucun gecerliliginin artmasina giivenerek
gerceklesen durumdur”.>

Saglamlik analizleri ile de-idealizasyon stratejilerini karigurmak terminolojik ve kavramsal
agilardan karigikliklara neden olacaktir: “terminolojik olarak, eger saglamlik analizleri de-
idealizasyonla e anlaml: olarak ele alinirsa, Levins tararafindan ortaya konan original tanim artuk
uygulanamaz hale gelir. Kavramsal agidan iki kavramin ¢akigmasi, iki metodun iddia edilen teyit
rollerinin farkli temellere dayandig1 gercegini anlasilmaz hale getirir”.

49 Mechmet Elgin ve Elliot Sober’a gére “Nedensel bir modelde idealizasyonlarin diizeltilmesi éndeyide bulunulan
sonug degiskeni degerinde ¢ok fazla bir fark yaratmiyorsa bu idealizasyonlar zararsizdir. Zararsiz idealizasyonlar
agiklayict olabilir”. Bkz; Mehmet Elgin-Elliot Sober “Cartwright on Explanation and Idealization”, Erkenntnis 57,
(2002), 448.

50  Ornegin Michael Weisberg'in aktarimina gore “hava durumunu modellemek igin Amerika Ulusal Hava Servisi
global sirkiilasyon &riintiilerinin {i¢ ayri karmastk modelini kullanmaktadir ve bu modellerin her biri havanin
bi¢imlenmesi ile ilgili farkli idealizasyon varsayimlari igermektedir.” Bkz; Michael Weisberg, “Three Kinds of
Idealization”, Journal of Philosophy, 104 (12), (2007), 646.

51 Michael Weisberg-Kenneth Reisman, “The Robust Volterra Principle”, Philosophy of Science, 75(1), (2008), 11.

52 Weisberg-Reisman, “The Robust Volterra Principle”, 12.

53  Lisciandra, “Robustness Analysis and Tractability in Modeling”, 86.

54  Lisciandra, “Robustness Analysis and Tractability in Modeling”, 86.
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4. Saglamlik analizlerinin iglevleri

Saglamlik analizlerinin statiisii ve islevleri ile ilgili iddialar farklilagmaktadir. Saglamlik
analizlerinin teyit islemindeki rolii saglamlik analizlerinin epistemik iglevleri ile ilgili tartigmalarin
merkezindedir. Tartigmalarin 6z, saglamlik analizlerinin model-model ve model-empirik diinya
iligkilerinin degerlendirilmesine rehberlik etmesi icin uygun olup olmadig: ile ilgilidir.” Bazi
bilim felsefecileri saglamlik analizlerinin ulagilan sonuglarin tesadiifi olmadigini gésterdigi
iddiasina siipheyle yaklasmaktadir. Ornegin, Nancy Cartwright'a gore saglamlik analizi “farkli
uyarlamalar [6rnegin modeller] farkls seyler yaparak farkli enstritmanlar olusturmaz, daha ziyade
bunlar ayni seyi yapmanin farkli yollaridir. Bu farkli uyarlamalar birbirleriyle ilgisiz olmak bir
yana, siklikla birbirlerine alternatif, hatta celiski olusturmaktadir.”® Cartwright'a gore tiim
yanlis modellerin ayni sonucu ima etmesi aslinda bir tesadiiftiir, ancak bu tesadiif sonucun
dogrulugunu ¢ikarmamiza izin vermez.” Bazi elestirilere gore, saglamlik testleri deneysel degil, «
priori akil yiirtitmeye dayanmaktadir ve bu anlamda saglamlik analizleri teyit metodu olarak is
goremezler.”® Bu elestirilerin odak noktasi hipotez testlerinin empirik deneylerin referans alinarak
yapilmasi gerektigi iddiasidir. Ornegin, Steven Orzack ve Elliot Sober’e gore saglamlik analizleri
yalnizca temsil etmek icin tasarlandiklart diinya hakkinda degil, modelin kendi &zelliklerinin
aragtirilmasi agisindan kullaniglidir. Benzer bicimde saglam teoremlerin nedensel mekanizmalar:
belirleyemeyecegi ve modellerin bagimsiz olmadigint iddia eden Jay Odenbaugh ve Anna
Alexandrova icin saglamlik analizlerinin “teyit yerine kesif metodu olarak degerlendirilmesi
daha isabetlidir”.° Ote yandan bilim pratigine rehberlik etme agisindan saglamlik analizlerinin

55  Lisciandra, “Robustness Analysis and Tractability in Modeling”, 82.

56  Nancy Cartwright, “Replicability, Reproducibility and Robustness: Comments on Harry Collins”, History of
Political Economy 23, (1991), 153.

57  Cartwright, “Replicability, Reproducibility and Robustness: Comments on Harry Collins”, 154. Bilimsel
modellerin ‘yanlig’ olmasi, yanls olma ile hangi kosullarin géz éniinde bulunduruldugu bagli bagina bir tartgma
konusudur. Bkz; Uskali Miki “On a Paradox of Truth, or How not to Obscure the issue of Whether Explanatory
Models Can be True”. Journal of Economic Methodology, 20:3, (2013), 268-279, Daniel M. Hausman, “Paradox
Postponed”, Journal of Economic Methodology, 20:3, (2013), 250-254.

58 Nancy Cartwright, “Replicability, Reproducibility and Robustness: Comments on Harry Collins”, History of
Political Economy 23, (1991), Steven Hecht -Orzcak-Elliot Sober, “A Ciritical Assessment of Levins's the Strategy of
Model Building in Population Biology”, The Quarterly Review of Biology, 68(4), (1993), Robert Sugden, “Credible
Worlds: The Status of Theoretical Models in Economics”. Journal of Economic Methodology 7 (1), (2000), 1-31,
James Woodward, “Some Varieties of Robustness”, Journal of Economic Methodology, 13:2, (2006), 219-240,
Jacob Stegenga “Robustness, Discordance, and Relevance”, Philosophy of Science, 76 (5), (2009), 650-661, Partick
Forber, “Confirmation and Explaining How possible”, Studies in History and Philosophy of Biological and Biomedical
Sciences, 41, (2010), 32-40, Jay Odenbaugh-Anna Alexandrova, “Buyer beware: robustness analysis in economics
and biology”, Biology and Philosophy, 26 (5) (2011), 757-771, Wybo Houkes ve Krist Vaesen, “Robust! Handle with
Care” Philosophy of Science, 57(5), (2012), 345-364, James Justus, “The Elusive Basis of Inferential Robustness”,
Philosophy of Science, Vol. 79, No. 5, (2012), 795-807.

59 Orzcak-Sober, “A Critical Assessment of Levins's the Strategy of Model Building in Population Biology”, (1993).

60 Odenbaugh-Alexandrova, “Buyer beware: robustness analysis in economics and biology”, 557.
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horistik iglevleri oldugunu iddia edenler bilim insanlari ve bilim felsefecileri de vardir.®’

Saglamlik analizlerinin epistemik degerini savunanlar da elestirenler de ayrinularda
farklilagmaktadir. Ornegin, Jaakko Kuorikoski v.d. saglamlik analizlerinin “apagik bir teyit
prosediirti” degildir. Patrick Forber’a gore saglamlik analizleri empirik testler baglamasina onsel
olan muhtemel alternatiflerin olusturdugu kiime ile sinirlidir.®> Ote yandan Michael Weisberg'e
gore saglamlik analizleri saglam teoremleri teyit etmek i¢in kullanigh olmamakla beraber, ‘diisiik
seviyeli teyit’ ile beraber ele alindiginda teyit igin ‘bir rol oynayabilir’.> [klim modellerini analiz
eden Elisabeth Lloyd saglamlik analizlerinin teyit derecesini arttirdigini iddia eder.*

5. Explanansin Dogrulugu mu Explanandumun Temellendirilmesi mi?

Saglamlik analizi siniflandirmalarinin hemen hepsinde ortak olan nokta kendileri yardimiyla
agtklamaya ve 6ndeyi tiiretiminde bulunulan modellerin dogru olup olmadiginin analiz edilmesi
saglamlik analizlerinin konusudur. Saglamlik analizleri explanansn dogruluguna karar verme
ile ilgilidir; burada modelin kosullu kisminin dogruluk kosullarinin belirlenmeye caligilir. Bu
modeller hakkinda akil yiiriieme islemidir. Ote yandan modellerin uygulanabilirligi modellerin
dogru olup olmamast ile degil, modelin 6n bileseninin aragtirilan mekanizma ya da siireg ile ilgili
durumda saglanip saglanmadig; ile ilgilidir. Bu modeller #/e akil yiiriitmedir. Bu ayrimu, yanidar
bu makalede verilemeyecek kadar genis olan bazi sorular takip etmektedir. Bilimsel modeller
gercekten aciklama verirler mi sorusu en azindan bazen onlarin gercek agiklamalar verdiginden
emin olabilir miyiz sorusundan farklidir. Hangi durumda modeller araciligyla gercekten aciklama
verebildigimizi temellendirebiliriz sorusu tiim bilim pratigi icin ¢oziimii oldukga gii¢ goriinen bir
sorudur. Soruyu biraz daha yumusatip, simdiye kadar bilimsel modellerle en azindan bazen gercek
agtklamalar verebildigimize dair rasyonel kanitlara sahip olup olmadigimizi sordugumuzda ise bu
soruya olumlu yanit verebilecegimiz vaka ¢aligmalarini farkli disiplinleri incelenerek olumlu yanit
verilebilecegini gormekteyiz.

61  Richard Levins, “The Strategy of Model Building in Population Biology”, American Scientist, 54(4), (1966), 421-
431, William C. Wimsatt, “Robustness, Reliability, and Overdetermination”, Scientific Inquiry and the Social
Sciences, Der. B. Brewer, B. E. Collins, 124-163, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 1981, Jaakko Kuorikoski, ve Aki
Lehtinen, “Incredible Worlds, Credible Results”, Erkenntnis70,(2009), 119-131, Jaakko Kuorikoski, Aki Lehtinen,
Caterina Marchionni, “Economic Modelling as Robustness Analysis”, The British Hournal for The Philosophy of
Science, 61(3), (2010), 541-567, Micheal Weisberg, “Robustness Analysis.” Philosophy of Science 73, (2006), 730~
742, Michael Weisberg, M. ve Kenneth Reisman, “The Robust Volterra Principle”, Philosophy of Science, 75(1),
(2008), 106-131, Elisabeth A. Lloyd, Varieties of Support and Confirmation of Climate Models. Aristotelian Society
Supplementary Volume 83 (1), (2009), 213-232, Elisabeth A. Lloyd, Confirmation and Robustness of Climate
Models. Philosophy of Science 77 (5), (2010), 971-984, Elisabeth A. Lloyd, Model Robustness as a Confirmatory
Virtue: The Case of Climate Science. Studies in History and Philosophy of Science Parr A 49, (2015), 58-68, Aki
Lehtinen, “Derivational Robustness and Indirect Confirmation”, Erkenntnis 83 (3), (2018). 539-576.

62 Patrick Forber “Confirmation and Explaining How possible”, Studies in History and Philosophy of Biological and
Biomedical Sciences, 41, (2010), 32—-40.

63  Micheal Weisberg, “Robustness Analysis”, Philosophy of Science 73, (2006), 730-742, Micheal Weisberg, Simulation
and Similarity: Using Models To Understand the World, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2013), 167-169.

64 Elisabeth A. Lloyd, Varieties of Support and Confirmation of Climate Models. Aristorelian Society Supplementary
Volume 83 (1), (2009), 213-232, Elisabeth A. Lloyd, Confirmation and Robustness of Climate Models. Philosophy
of Science 77 (5), (2010), 971-984.
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Sonug

Bilim pratiginin genel bir analizi agtklamalarin ve ndeyilerin ¢ogunlukla modeller araciligiyla
yapildigini gostermekeedir. Agiklanacak ve hakkinda sonug iiretilecek sistem ve siiregleri tam
anlamiyla yakalayan modellere rastlamak hayli zordur. Ote yandan modeller belirli idealizasyonlar
temelinde olugturulan bazi varsayimlar yardimiyla kurgulanmakeadir. Modellerin idealizasyonlar,
bilingli carpitmalar, soyutlamalar icermesi ger¢ek diinyadaki fenomenler hakkinda nedensel bilgi
veremeyecekleri anlamina gelmemektedir. Sozkonusu islevleri yerine getiren yiiksek derecede
idealize edilmis modellerin varsayimlarinda, diger modellerle iligkilerinde ve iirettikleri sonuglarda
ne derece saglam ve hassas olduklari saglamlik analizleri ile ilgilidir. Saglamlik analizleri modellerin
isleyisinde gerceke¢i olmayan varsayimlarin dogast ve statiisii hakkinda her ne kadar biitiinciil
bir agiklama veremese de bu saglamlik analizlerinin iglevi olmadigi anlamina gelmemektedir.
Modelleme pratigi daha yakindan incelendiginde saglamlik analizlerinin modeller hakkinda
analizler oldugu ve bu analizlerin potansiyel olarak farkli iglevleri barindirdigi gériilebilmektedir.
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ABSTRACT

Critical examination will be made firstly of the exclusion argument, famously
developed by Jaegwon Kim, against nonreductive physicalism, and secondly of the
identity solution as suggested by Kim himself for the exclusion problem allegedly
prompted by his argument. | will argue that the argument is not so much of a trouble
for nonreductive physicalism as Kim claims it to be, and that his purported solution
is hardly convincing. For one thing, the principles, of which use are made in the
argument, concern events, not properties. That is why the argument does not have a
direct force to exclude properties. Second, the identification of mental and physical
properties involves the idea that a functional property is to be at the same time a
structural property, and, on the other hand, it amounts to a reflexive relation such
that one and the same property is to realize itself, both of which ideas make little
sense. Plus, a brief consideration will be made of the exclusion problem of how it is
possible for mental properties to be causally relevant along with physical properties
that always suffice for the effect. It will be suggested that mental properties can be
causally relevant only if they are dependent upon physical properties, a suggestion
which is based on the property-exclusion principle extracted from the principle of
explanatory exclusion formulated by Kim himself.

Keywords: nonreductive physicalism, the exclusion argument, mental properties,
physical realization, the exclusion problem

0z

Bu makalede, Jaegwon Kim'in indirgemesiz fizikalizme karsi gelistirmis oldugu tnla
disarlama argiimani ve ayrica bu argtimanin yol actigi iddia edilen disarlama problemi
icin yine filozofun kendisinin 6nerdigi 6zdeslik ¢6zimi elestirel olarak incelemeye
tabi tutulacaktir. S6z konusu argiimanin indirgemesiz fizikalizm icin Kim'in iddia
ettigi olclide bir sorun teskil etmedigi ve onun kendi ¢6ziim &nerisinin ise ikna
edici olmadigi savunulacaktir. Clinki, arglimanin dayandirildig ilkeler olaylara dair
olup, 6zelliklere dair degildir. Argliman bu ylizden de herhangi bir 6zelligi disarlama
gliciinden yoksun olmaktadir. Ozdeslik céziimiine gelirsek, zihinsel 6zelliklerle
fiziksel 6zelliklerin 6zdeslenmesi anlamsiz goriinen iki fikri igermektedir. Birincisi, bir
kategori hatasi icermektedir ki buna gore yapisal 6zelliklerin ayni zamanda islevsel
dzellikler olmasi gerekmektedir. ikincisi, dénuslii bir iliski icermektedir ki buna gére
bir 6zelligi realize eden &zelligin yine kendisi olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu noktalar
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detaylandirildiktan sonra, kisaca disarlama problemi de ele alinacaktir. Yani, eger fiziksel 6zellikler her zaman yeter kosul
teskil ediyorlarsa, bu durumda zihinsel 6zelliklerin nedensel olarak iliskin olmalari nasil miimkiinddir? Buna cevap aramak icin
oncelikle Kim'in agiklayici disarlama ilkesi bir 6zellik disarlama ilkesine donusttiriilecektir ya da ortiik olarak icerdigi ilke aciga
¢ikarilacaktir. Daha sonra bu ilkeye dayanilarak, zihinsel 6zelliklerin nedensel olarak iliskin olmalarinin ancak fiziksel 6zelliklerle
belli tiirden bir bagimllik iliskisine girmeleriyle mimkiin oldugu bulunacaktir.

Keywords: indirgemesiz fizikalizm, disarlama argiimani, zihinsel 6zellikler, fiziksel realize olma, disarlama problemi

Introduction

It is fair to say that nonreductive physicalism has been, and still is, the mainstream position
since its emergence in the 1970’s, overshadowing other physicalist theories which are reductive,
eliminative or epiphenomenalist about mental properties. On this position, mental properties,
which are causally relevant properties, are though not identical with, yet dependent upon, physical
properties by which they are realized. The preceding sentence includes the four characteristic
theses of nonreductive physicalism. To them must be added the thesis, as it gives the theory its
name, that psychological laws are essentially irreducible to, and therefore autonomous from,
physical laws.

A brief clarification is appropriate of a few key terms, if only by way of illustration. A
predicate, say, ‘is P, is causally relevant insofar as it figures in causal explanations. A property is
also said to be causally relevant when a cause satisfies the predicate ‘is 7 in virtue of having this
property. An object satisfies the predicate ‘is solid” in virtue simply of being solid. If a breaking of
a glass by this object is truly explainable by this object’s being solid, but not by its being red, then
the property of being solid is causally relevant to the breaking of the glass, whereas the property
of being red is not. A physical system that performs a function, is said to realize this function. In
this sense, machines that perform arithmetical operations, realize these operations. That is to say,
a concrete system makes real, or realizes, or materializes, or embodies an abstract entity—namely

a function.

On the other hand, some properties of an object depend upon, and are determined by, its other
properties. Thus, for example, the aesthetic properties of a painting are said to depend upon, and
be determined by, its physical properties. In this sense, the former properties are said to supervene
on the latter properties. Sometimes it is said that the properties of a whole supervene on the
properties of its parts. Also, mental properties of events are said to supervene on their physical
properties.

Nonreductive physicalism has a variety of forms some of which contain all of the theses
mentioned above, whereas others may exclude either the thesis of supervenience or of realization.
Being concerned rather with the realization thesis, we will not consider any further the thesis of
supervenience. The rest of the three theses might be called the distinctness, the causal relevance,

and the srreducibility.
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The exclusion argument developed particularly by Jaegwon Kim from the 1990’s on seems
to put nonreductive physicalism in trouble with regard to the causal relevance thesis. Although
a variety of solutions are set forward to settle the problem allegedly prompted by this argument,
none of them are seen to receive a general acceptance yet. So the causal relevance problem is in
effect a matter of live philosophical controversy. First, I will argue that the exclusion argument,
however, becomes clearly invalid when read according to the view on which events are conceived
as particulars individuated by space-time regions they occupy. Second, I will also argue that the
identity solution for the causal relevance problem proposed by Kim himself is hardly convincing.
Finally, the causal relevance problem will be briefly considered, with the tentative result that
mental properties can be causally relevant only if they are dependent upon physical properties.
The relation of dependence per se having little explanatory value, it will be suggested, as a kind of
dependence relation between mental and physical properties, the relation of realization, which 1
argue is apt to make intelligible the causal relevance of mental properties. Now before proceeding
to Kim’s argument, we shall look more closely at the relation of realization.

1. What Is Realization? What Kind of Properties Are Realized?

Objects and events alike have properties. That said, one need not think of properties as
entities, as it were, attached to objects or events. For example, to say of an object that it has the
property of roundness can be taken to mean simply that it is round, or to say of an event that it
has the property of slowness, can be taken to mean simply that it is slow. The idea behind this,
is the distinction between the object’s parts, which are in and of themselves concrete, and the
object’s properties, which are in and of themselves abstract. The same goes also for events when

they are conceived as concreta.!

There are different kinds of properties. Some of which are functional properties. e.g. being
water-soluble, being elastic, and being dormitive, are properties such that each, so to speak, makes
reference to a potential cause, to a potential change in an object that has it, and to a potential
effect, respectively. Others are structural properties. e.g. being spherical, being red, and being
slow are properties such that they, so to speak, make reference, unlike functional properties, to
actual objects or events to which they belong. Thus, there must be a sort of epistemic aperture
between functional and structural properties. Of course there are impure properties like the semi-
relational property of being brother which is taken to mean male sibling and from which we can

1 For a detailed discussion of events as concreta, see W. V. O Quine, “Events and Reification,” in Actions and Events:
Essays on the Philosophy of Donald Davidson, Ed. E. LePore and B. McLaughlin (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1985),
162-171. Quine suggests that events are identical when spatio-temporally co-extensive. This view is also adopted
by Davidson afterwards. Compare Donald Davidson, “Reply to Quine on Events,” in Actions and Events: Essays on
the Philosophy of Donald Davidson, Ed. E. LePore and B. McLaughlin (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1985), 172-176
with Donald Davidson, “The Individuations of Events,” in Essays in Honor of Carl G. Hempel, Ed. Nicholas Rescher
(Reidel, 1969), 216-234. According to Kim, events are object’s having a property at a time. On this view, events are
identical when they are the same object’s having the same property at the same time. See Jaegwon Kim, “Events as
Property Exemplifications,” in Action Theory, Ed. Myles Brand and Douglas Walton (Holland: D. Reidel Publishing
Co., 1976), 159-177. As will be seen, how one construes event talks makes significant difference in reading the
exclusion argument. If this is true, then Kim begs the question against those who do not share his conception of an
event.
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infer some structural features about the object that has it. But in the limit case the aperture seems
unbridgeable a priori. That is to say, merely and wholly from the purely functional properties of
an object or event, we cannot figure out its structural properties; and, merely and wholly from
the purely structural properties of an object, we cannot figure out its functional properties.? It
might be suggested as a counterinstance, for example, the fact that something is being used as a
hammer betrays its being solid. But I think this does not necessarily follow, as there may be fluid
substances usable in such a way in which they can fulfil functions ordinarily realized by using
hammers.

We have said above that a concrete system realizes or materializes or embodies some
function—an abstract entity. Since there is a sense in which an object realizes its functions it does
in virtue of having some structural properties, so there is a sense in which functional properties
are realized by structural properties, misleading sometimes though it may be. For, to say of an
abstract entity that it realizes and materializes another abstract entity can be true only in a non-
literal and derivative sense. Certainly, what realizes or materializes a functional property is a
concrete physical system itself, not its properties. Properties in themselves are abstract after all.
Thus, a concrete physical system, in virtue of having so-and-so structural properties, has thereby
at once such-and-such functional properties, causal roles, and causal powers; that is, it can realize,
or execute, or exert such-and-such functions, or causal roles, or causal powers. When an object
(or process, or event) that has a structural property, S, comes to exist, then an object (or process,
or event) that has a functional property, , comes to exist. One and the same object (or process,
or event), under the circumstances, has both property S and property F.

On the basis of the foregoing, therefore, our answer to the question what kind of properties
are realized is roughly this: those are functional properties which are realized by structural properties,
and not the other way around, if the realization thesis is to make sense when the realization relation is
taken to be obtaining between properties. However, properties—whether structural or functional—

can also be said to be “instantiated” by concrete entities—namely objects and events.

Now, according to most nonreductive physicalist theories, all mental properties are nothing
but functions or functional properties, and are realized, or materialized, or performed, by physical

systems or processes—e.g. central nervous system or neurophysiological processes. Thus, on such

2 The distinction between functional and structural properties will not be articulated here. However there is
a vast literature about it. For more details, I only refer readers, for example, to Jaegwon Kim, “Psychological
Supervenience,” Philosophical Studies 42(1982), 51-70, and David K. Lewis, “Extrinsic Properties,” Philosophical
Studies, 44(1983), 197-200. Subtleties aside, functional properties are also called causal, or relational, or extrinsic, or
second-order, or dispositional properties, whereas structural properties are also called qualitative, or non-relational,
or intrinsic, or first-order, or categorical properties. The question whether functional properties are second-order
or first-order properties, depends upon the question whether functional properties are properties of properties of
objects, or simply properties of objects themselves. If the former is the case, then they are second-order properties.
If the latter is the case, and I presuppose it is, then they are first-order properties. For example, what is dormitive,
or what comes to the same, what is capable of causing sleep, is the object itself, not its properties. Again, what is
water-soluble, or capable of being solved by water, is the object itself, not its properties. Even though I regard causal
relata as events, I speak freely as if they are objects themselves. I also use the words ‘predicate’ and ‘property’ nearly
interchangeably, although it is argued by notable philosophers that objects might have properties for which we have
not coined any term yet. But nothing crucial in the present work turns on it.
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a view, the same epistemic aperture described above must hold between mental and physical
properties, cither. And if mental properties are purely functional properties, then the aperture in
this case will be unbridgeable. (Hence, the perennial dispute as to whether mind is a physical or
non-physical substance.) That is, however great deal of psycho-functional information we may
gather about our nervous system or neurophysiological processes, we would not possibly have any
structural information about them, ifwe never observed them directly; and however great deal of
structural information we may gather about our nervous system or neurophysiological processes,
we would not possibly have any information about our psychological properties, if we never
observed the higher-level causal relations—e.g. perception, thinking, action, and the like—that
we enter into with the world in virtue supposedly of our nervous system or neurophysiological
processes.’ In this respect, it does not seem trivial to show the extent to which the realization thesis
as described here square with the not-yet-exactly-illuminated phenomenon called inzrospection or
inner sense in the philosophical or psychological literature.

Finally, if mental properties are functional properties, then they might be realized by diverse
natural species and even by artifacts already developed or yet to be developed in the future. In
this sense, mental properties are said to be multiply realizable properties. To discuss whether all
mental properties really are mere functions or not, is far beyond the scope of this paper. Now we

turn to Kim’s exclusion argument.
2. Introduction to the Exclusion Argument

Kim gives his argument time and again in a number of places.* The exclusion argument and
its close relatives® have been, and are still, discussed by philosophers, and various proposals are
suggested to circumvent it. The argument will be discussed here in two stages, the second being
more detailed than the first. To put the exclusion problem roughly, when event A causes event B,
how can the mental properties of A be causally relevant in the sense described above? Suppose
that an event occurs which has the property of being a headache and the neurological property
of some type, and that it causes us to ingest aspirin. In this case, its neurological property seems

3 Theidea emphasized here is put in a slightly different way and defended at length by David Armstrong, A Materialist
Theory of Mind (New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1968).

4 Jaegwon Kim, “The Myth of Nonreductive Physicalism,” Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical
Association 63(1989a), 279-284, Jaegwon Kim, “The Nonreductivists Troubles with Mental Causation,” in
Mental Causation, Eds. Alfred Mele and John Heil (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 351-356, Jacgwon
Kim, “Postscripts On Mental Causation,” in Supervenience and Mind, Ed. Jaegwon Kim (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1995a), 360-361, Jaegwon Kim, “What is the Problem of Mental Causation,” in Structures and
Norms in Science, Eds. M. 1. Chiara et al (Kluver Academic Publishers, 1997a), 322-325, Jacgwon Kim, Physicalism
or Something Near Enough, (New York: Princeton University Press, 2005), 15-22, 39-45. All page references are to
their reprints in Kim, Jacgwon, Supervenience and Mind except for Kim, Jaegwon, “What is the Problem of Mental
Causation,” and Kim, Jaegwon, Physicalism or Something Near Enough.

5 See, to cite just a few, Ted Honderich, “The Argument for Anomalous Monism,” Analysis 42(1982), 52-64, Ernest
Sosa, “Mind-Body Interaction and Supervenient Causation,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy 9(1984), 276-281,
Fred Dretske, “Reasons and Causes,” Philosophical Perspectives 3(1989), 1-15, Brian McLaughlin, “On Davidson’s
Response to the Charge of Epiphenomenalism,” in Mental Causation, Eds. Alfred Mele and John Heil (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1993), 27-40.
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already to suffice causally for the ingestion of the pill, no matter if it has the property of being
a headache or not. So the question is, how is it possible for mental properties to have causal
relevance at all, if physical ones always suffice for the effect? The exclusion argument has us
somehow ask this question.

Kim puts the argument in terms sometimes of the supervenience relation, and sometimes of
the realizationn relation. It is in the latter terms that we shall examine it. Now, because, among
other defects, Descartes’s substance dualism was thought to constitute an overwhelming hindrance
to accounting for the causal interaction between soul and body, some philosophers decided that
the former must be nothing over and above the latter. They had therefore come to attribute all
mental features to body. But the only advantage of this maneuver was to transform the problem
of causal interaction at substance-level into the same problem at event-level. The next step was to
identify mental events with physical events by the argument from mental anomalism developed
by Donald Davidson. So the question how mental events can cause physical events ceased to be a
problem. For, although mental properties cannot be reduced to physical properties, nevertheless
mental events are physical events after all. But what we are after is not merely to establish the
causal efficacy of mental events, but also the causal relevance of mental properties. That is, we
need to show that mental events have causal effects in virtue of their mental properties. One may
at once suggest that then we should also identify mental properties with physical properties to
solve the problem radically. This is true in one sense (more on this at the end), but matters proved
not that simple, as we shall see later.

Making our way to the details of the argument, let’s recall the three theses that characterize
nonreductive physicalism:

(1) Distinctness: Mental properties cannot be identified with physical properties.

(2)  Causal Relevance: Mental properties are causally relevant in the sense that mental events
cause, and are caused by, physical or mental events in virtue of their mental properties.

(3)  Realization: Mental properties are realized by physical properties.
In addition to them, Kim gives a principle usually held by nonreductive physicalists as well:

(4)  The Physical Closure Principle: If a physical event has a cause at 4 it has a physical cause
at z.

Sometimes this principle is described as the closure of the physical domain under the relation
of causality. That is, any event that enters into causal relation with one of the events going on in
the physical domain is itself an event going on in that domain. The former formulation, being
weaker than this, describes the physical domain although not as a closed system but as a self-
contained one, and is fortified by the following principle:

(5)  The Non-Overdetermination Principle: No event can have more than one synchronous
and sufficient cause.
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This principle is not entailed, though, by the second formulation of the closure principle. For
convenience, we may use the phrase ‘the closure principles’ to jointly refer to (4) and (5).

Now, Kim invites us to suppose that a mental event, 4, causes a physical event, B. Event B
must have a physical cause by the physical closure principle; call this event C. Kim asks: what
relation must obtain between 4 and C? We can rule out two alternatives. The first is that A and
C are severally necessary and jointly sufficient causes of B. For this violates the physical closure
principle. The second is that, 4 and C are wholly distinct and severally sufficient causes of B.
This, too, is inadmissible, because it is at variance with the non-overdetermination principle.
So it seems impossible for A to participate in the causal interaction involved. Kim calls this #5e
exclusion problem. For, in any case, of the causes the physical one excludes the mental one on the
strength of the principles in question.

But there is a third alternative. The mental event A is identical with the physical event C.
But, as noted earlier, our main purpose is to seek to establish that mental events cause physical
ones in virtue of their mental properties. From this, Kim draws the conclusion that what we must
identify are also the mental and physical properties of identified events. But this route is barred
to nonreductive physicalists. Hence, nonreductive physicalists must perforce abandon either of
the two principles.®

Here, however, it is really unclear why the only way towards any solution lies in identifying
mental and physical properties. One might think that the physical properties of events exclude
their mental properties on the strength of the closure principles. Let us notice, however, that
these principles concern events, not properties. So the property-exclusion is possible only with
the aid of additional principles which are not given in Kim’s text under discussion. Thus the
argument just discussed is not a property-exclusion argument. It may even be that this argument
that is capable of excluding events, cannot be converted into a property-exclusion argument
simply by putting the word ‘property’ in some places where the word ‘event” occurs.” The reason
may be that abstract entities like properties are not subject to the same principles to which
concrete entities like events are subject.

Since Kim has developed more elaborate and explicit versions of this argument in subsequent

years, we have a chance to examine it in more details. We shall go into those details now.
3. The Exclusion Argument In Details

The argument begins with a simple supposition: an event that instantiates a mental property,
M, causes an event that instantiates a mental property, M*. More concisely:

(a) The M-instance causes the M*-instance.

6 Kim, Jaegwon, “The Myth of Nonreductive Physicalism,” 279-284.

7 See, for example, Stephen Yablo, “Mental Causation,” The Philosophical Review 101(1992), 247-248. He proposes
to obtain a property-exclusion argument from an event-exclusion argument by substituting the word ‘property’ for
the word ‘event’ in certain places.
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Kim goes even further in the matter of abbreviation, and just says that M causes M*. Of
course this abbreviation is harmless and makes for simplicity as long as it is clear in the context
whether the letters stand for a property or an event.

Kim then proceeds by saying to the effect that property M*, by (3), must be realized by a
physical property, say, P*. That is:

(b) Property M* is realized by property P*.

Now the question is, why did the AM*-instance occur? And it appears that we have two distinct
and mutually exclusive answers: (i) the M-instance caused it, and (ii) P* realized it. According
to Kim, there is a tension, due to a kind of overdetermination, between these two scenarios.
Because, the M*-instance already has a physical realizer, P*, which is sufficient for it. So the
M*-instance would have occurred no matter whether the event having property M had occurred
before. This defeats Ms claim to be the cause of the M*-instance. But there is, so Kim says, a way
of saving M. The M-instance might be said to cause M* indirectly—i.e. through what Kim calls
downward causation. That is:

(c) The M-instance causes the M*-instance by causing the P*-instance.

Thus can be saved the M-instance’s claim to be the cause of A*. But matters do not come
to an end here. For, since M is a mental property too, it should also be realized by a physical
property, say, P. According to Kim, if P is sufficient for M, it is sufficient for P* also. For, P
realizes M after all. Thus:

(d) M caused P* and P caused P*.
Now, M and P, by (1), cannot be identical with each other:
(e) M=P.

By (5), M and P, being synchronous, cannot be severally sufficient causes of P*. (Note the
shift from talk of properties to talk of causes.) So:

(f)  P*is not overdetermined by M and P.
And, P excludes M on the strength of (4):
(g) P*scauseis Pand not M.

(h) Therefore, M is causally irrelevant.

By means of this argument, a nonreductive physicalist who holds (4) and (5), is forced to
abandon (2). And as an only way out of this difficulty it is suggested to abandon (1)—i.e. to
adopt the idea that mental properties are identical with physical properties. We will consider the
possibility of such an identity. But before doing this, we shall understand what this argument
really means.
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Some premises seem to lead us to draw the conclusion that mental properties are causally
irrelevant. So we get back to the question mentioned at the outset of the present section: How
is it possible for mental properties to be causally relevant at all? This argument in one form or
another has been taken seriously by many philosophers. And in order to find an answer to the
question allegedly prompted by it, they have constructed ingenious theories postulating a variety
of entities such as property instances, tropes, and essences. Having observed that objects and
events have countless properties, whether relevant or irrelevant in causal contexts, they seek to
find such fine-grained entities in addition to, or instead of, objects and events as can be said to
include just desired properties and exclude the undesired ones. But these theories have been
criticized in certain counts. First, some of these entities, however fine-grained they may be,
inevitably include some undesired properties, and the others, being exceedingly fine-grained,
exclude some desired properties. Second and what is worse, the same question still can be asked,
whether these entities (essences excluded) are causally relevant in virtue of their mental aspects or
in virtue of their physical aspects? Although it would be really instructive to consider all of these
theories at length and of course this would do more justice to them, nevertheless that takes us
way beyond the intended scope of the article.

Now, let us examine the argument without abbreviations and on the conception according to
which events are concreta. An event that instantiates property M causes an event that instantiates
property M*. So the M-event is, by hypothesis, the sufficient cause of the M*-event. On the
other hand, property M*, by (3), is realized by property P* (or better, realized by the event that
instantiates property *). So a sufficient condition for the A*-event’s being an event instantiating
property M* is for it to be an event instantiating property P*. Now, there seems to be no tension
at all between the fact that the M-event is the sufficient cause of the M*-event and the fact that
property P* is the sufficient condition of property M*. So there is no need for reconciliation.
There is also no need to formulate (c) to save the M-event’s claim to be the cause of the M*-event,

and, for that matter, no need to postulate the notion of “downward causation.” Because,

(c) The event that has property M, caused the event that has both property M* and its
realizer property P*.

Furthermore, in the light of (¢) we revise (d) as follows:

(d) The event that has both property M and its realizer property P, caused the event that has
both property M* and its realizer property P*.

Now it is hard to see how physical properties exclude mental ones as per the closure principles.
If the letters ‘M and ‘P that occur in (e), stand not for events, but for properties, and therefore
(e) expresses that property M is not identical with property P, then (e) is true by (1). However,
right after this step we see Kim trying to exclude M on the strength of the closure principles. But,
as noted earlier, these principles concern events, not properties, and therefore cannot apply to
properties. Thus, property P cannot exclude property M on the strength of the closure principles,
of course unless ‘7 and ‘M’ stand for events. If they do, then it follows that P is already identical
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with, and therefore cannot exclude, M (i.e. P itself), and that (f) is trivially true. Furthermore, in
this case, (g) turns into a falsity. As a result of all these considerations, if P and M are identical,
then one and the same event cannot exclude itself; if 2 and M are distinct, then one property
cannot exclude the other as per the closure principles. In both cases, we fail to advance to (h). So
(h) is a non-sequitur; the argument is invalid, and it does not exclude whatever it is intended to
exclude, if events are conceived as concreta. Besides, in this case, the exclusion argument is not so
much of a trouble for nonreductive physicalism as Kim claims it to be.

So where does this examination thus far conducted leave us? The main task of the article seems
to be fulfilled—to show that the exclusion argument as framed by Kim does not make much
trouble for non-reductive physicalism. As can be seen, the identification of mental and physical
properties is not the only way to save mental properties from exclusion by physical properties;
another is to conceive events as particulars. However, as far as inclusion (by physical proeprties)
of mental properties is concerned—i.e. to establish causal relevance of mental properties along
with physical ones—no progress has been made yet. This is not surprising because the closure
principles concern events and so we need additional principles. Now we shall proceed to Kim’s
solution to see if we can draw some lessons from it.

4. Kim’s Solution

Kim began to develop his argument from the early 1990’s on. His identity solution first
appears in 1995 and is elaborated on to some extent in 1997. However, this solution, according
to Kim, only applies to some mental properties and the rest appear intractable. For, what Kim
calls phenomenal properties such as pain, consciousness, and the like, do not seem, according to
him, functional properties.®

As is well-known, before the emergence of nonreductive physicalism in the 1970%, the
prevalent approach to the mind-body problem in philosophical circles was the classical identity
theory, a.k.a. type-identity theory, that itself emerged in the early 1960’s. According to this theory,
each mental property is identical with one, and only one physical property. To illustrate, the
property of being pain is identical with the property of being a c-firing. However, the argument
from anomalous monism developed by Donald Davidson and the multiple realization argument
advanced by Hilary Putnam are thought to have discredited type-identity theory. Very roughly
put, on the multiple realization argument, for example, mental properties can be realized by
diverse physical properties. If type-identity theory were to be true, then those diverse physical
properties would have to be identical with each other. But they are not, thus type-identity theory
must be false.

What Kim does, only consists of trying to accommodate type-identity theory to the multiple
realization phenomenon, and rechristening it multiple-type physicalism. Thus, for Kim, mental
properties are identical with physical properties relativized to species. To use the same example,

8 Kim, Jaewgon, “Postscripts on Mental Causation,” 366-367, and Jaegwon Kim, “Mind-Body Problem: Taking
Stock After Forty Years,” Noiis, 31(1997b), 203-204.
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being pain is identical with being a c-firing in humans, with being a d-firing in reptiles, with
being an e-firing in molluscs, and so on. On this view, if a physical property is causally relevant,
so is the mental property with which it is identical. However, were the only obstacle in the way
of the identity strategy to be the phenomenon of the multiple realization, this approach might
have paved the way towards a solution. But another, and to me the principle, barrier is this,
that mental properties are, by hypothesis, functional properties, and are realized by physical
properties, which are structural properties. There is little sense in which the same property (i.e.
an abstract entity) is both a functional property and a structural property, and in which the same
property is realized by itself.

Kim’s line of reasoning is this: Suppose a mental property, M, is realized in different species
by physical properties P, P,, and P.. In this case, argues Kim, each M-instance is either a P -
instance, or a P -instance or a P -instance. This is because, unless I am mistaken, that property M
is identical with P, in one species or with P, in another species or with P, in still another species.
In short, property M is, as Kim puts it, ‘disjunctively’ identical with P, P, and P,.° In this way,
the exclusion problem dissolves as well; for, since the instances (events, procceses, states) '° are
identical, they cannot exclude one another.

In a subsequent work two years later, Kim, perhaps having realized the incoherence in
identifying functional and structural properties, asks the following question:

We must now confront the following question: if M, is a second-order property
and P a first-order property, or if M, is a causal role and P, is the occupant of that
role, how could they be one and the same thing? Isnt it incoherent to think that a
property could be both first-order and second-order, both a role and its occupier?

A good question!"

However Kim’s strategy in answering this question seems to involve more incoherence than
the one he tries to dissolve. It is this, that thinking of a property, as it still remains a property, to
be at the same time something like an object or event. Therefore the same property, under the
circumstances, will be able to satisfy more than one first-order predicate or description just as
objects and events do."> Thus, one and the same property will satisfy both ‘is M" and ‘is P” in
one case, and both ‘is M’ and ‘is 2" in another, and both ‘is M and “is P, still in another, and
so on. Here a property is regarded to be an extraordinary entity such that not only is it treated
as a property capable of being had by objects but at the same time as a kind of object capable of

satisfying first-order predicates. If this idea does not seem appealing, one might try the others.

9 Note that if events are regarded as concreta, there is no need to identify (disjunctively or not) property M and
property P, 50 as to be able to say that the M-instance is identical with the P-instance.

10  Kim, Jaegwon, “Postscripts on Mental Causation,” 364. Kim himself says there that instances are particulars like
events, states, and processes.

11 Kim, Jaegwon, “Mind-Body Problem: Taking Stock After Forty Years,” 200.

12 Kim, Jaegwon, “Mind-Body Problem: Taking Stock After Forty Years,” 201.
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5. In Search of Solution

We have observed that the exclusion argument does not have the direct force, or principle,
of excluding one property in favor of the other, regardless of how one conceives events. If we
do not have such a principle to exclude properties, then obviously we also do not have a direct
reason to claim that physical properties exclude mental ones. Now in search of such a principle,
let us consider the principle of explanatory exclusion formulated by Kim himself. It is as follows:
“No event can be given more than one complete and independent [causal] explanation.”"® (Italics

are original.)

The word ‘causal’ does not occur in Kim’s formulation. But the context is clear to show
that what is meant is causal explanations. Now, causal explanations invoke properties of causes
and effects. Therefore, retaining the concept of independence, but reconceiving the notion of
completeness as that of sufficiency, we might reformulate this principle. What I have in mind is
the following:

(6)  The Principle of Property Exclusion: If a property, P, of a cause, ¢, is sufficient for a
property, S, of an effect, ¢, then no property M independent of P is either sufficient or necessary
for S, where c is the sufficient cause of ¢. Thus, ¢’s other properties independent of P is neither
sufficient nor necessary for ¢ to cause e to have S.

Various property exclusion principles have been formulated in the literature. Here we
consider just two of them. The first comes from Yablo, and it reads thus, “If a property X is
causally sufficient for an event y, then no property X* distinct from X'is causally relevant to y.”'
This principle seems to harbor two presumptions. First, it is assumed that the causal relevance
is a relation borne to events by properties. Though Yablo says immediately that he tries to
remain neutral about this matter. But it proves crucial, as we will see shortly. Secondly and more
importantly, it holds necessary for X* not to be distinct from X in order for it to be causally
relevant. If two properties are not distinct, then are they identical? Are we supposed to specify
the identity conditions of properties? Perhaps the right word we need here is not ‘distinct’. For
example, being red and being scarlet are presumably distinct properties, then are we to say that if
cither of them is causally relevant, then the other is not? But if being scarlet of a cause is necessary
and sufficient condition for an effect’s being so-and-so, then being red is a necessary condition
for it. Conversely, if being red of a cause is a necessary and sufficient condition for an effect’s
being so-and-so, then being scarlet is a sufficient condition for it. In each cases, two distinct
properties are clearly causally relevant. It is then evident that this principle as such is, at best,
stronger than needed, as Yablo himself pointed out.”®

The second is formulated by the MacDonalds, which is this: “If a property, P, of a cause, ¢,
is causally sufficient for an effect, ¢, then no other property, Q, distinct from and independent of

13 Jaegwon Kim, “Mechanism, Purpose, and Explanatory Exclusion,” Philosophical Perspectives 3(1989b), 239.
14 Yablo, Stephen, “Mental Causation,” 247.
15  Yablo, Stephen, “Mental Causation,” 259.
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P, is causally relevant for ¢.”'¢ This is nearly the same as the former except for a crucial difference
that one property is not to be causally relevant which is distinct and independent from the causally
relevant property. Of course this means that if a property distinct from the causally relevant property
is to be causally relevant too, then the former must not be independent from the latter. But since
the identity of mental and physical properties is already ruled out by (1), we do not need to include
the word ‘distinct’ in our formulation. Furthermore, I take the relation of causal relevance to be
one which relates properties of causes to properties of effects. Hence the principle (6).

Now that we have our property exclusion principle at hand, we can legitimately say that one
property of an event excludes another on the strength of (6), if the second property is independent
from the first. Being dependent, however, does not guarantee causal relevance according to (6). It
is only a necessary condition. Thus, our necessarily modest and tentative answer for the question

of how it is possible for mental properties to be causally relevant at all is the following:

(7)  Mental properties might be causally relevant properties only if they are dependent upon
physical properties.

Given (1)-(6), the whole question of causal relevance of mental properties thus boils down
to (7). That is to say, it reduces to the question whether mental properties depend upon physical
properties or not. Now it should be admitted that the relation of dependence per se has low
explanatory value, and simply qualifying it as a metaphysically necessary dependence makes it no
more explanatory. Nor does it make it so to call it supervenience.'” So let us look around for the
kinds of dependence relation which makes it intelligible why mental properties can have causal
relevance along with physical properties.

One of the relations of dependence that first comes to mind is the relation of realization. We
have seen that a functional property might be instantiated by an object only if some structural
property is instantiated by that object. This depicts the relation of realization as a kind of
dependence relation. Let us look at it in a toy example. In the case of a pill’s causing sleep, its
property of being dormitive and the property of its being of so-and-so chemical compound are
each a sufficient condition of the event of sleeping, and both explain why the sleeping took place.
(Being dormitive might have significant explanatory value on occasion, and explanatory value of
mental properties is, I take it, beyond doubt.) So, does it make sense to say that even if the pill had
not been dormitive, it would still have caused people to fall asleep on the grounds that its being of
so-and-so chemical compound is already a sufficient condition? The same goes for all functional
properties (the mental ones included, of course if (3) is true). Maybe it will still be insisted that
the chemical property excludes the functional property, the latter being determined by the former.
But let’s not think of properties as object-like entities so as not to imagine that one would exclude

the other in such a case.

16  Cynthia MacDonald and Graham MacDonald, “The Metaphysics of Mental Causation,” The Journal of Philosopy,
103(2006), 544.
17 For a detailed discussion why the supervenience relation cannot be explanatory, see Kim, Jaegwon, “Supervenience

and Mind,” 165-169, and Kim, Jaegwon, “Mind-Body Problem: Taking Stock After Forty Years,” 189-194.
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Perhaps it should be pointed out here again that the notion of a sufficient condition (i.e. a
property) is separated from that of a sufficient cause (i.e. an event). For one thing, while one of
the sufficient causes excludes the other by the closure principles if they are distinct, one of the
sufficient conditions does not exclude the other by (6) even if they are distinct, but only if either
of them depends on the other. For example, if the property of being green and the property of
being spherical, being logically (and nomologically) independent properties, each lays claim to
be a sufficient condition for something, the one that proves its claim, excludes the other by (6).

To see more clearly that (6) quite appropriately asserts the relation of dependence not to
guarantee causal relevance, suppose that the same pill is both dormitive and nauseous, and that
these properties, being functional properties, are realized, as it happens, by the same structural
property. If the event to be explained is an event of sleeping, then the property of being nauseous,
though realized by the same property, is not causally relevant, and does not explain the event with
regard to its being a sleeping event. The property realized—i.e. the functional property—must
be logically related to that property of the effect in terms of having which it is to be explained.
While the property of dormitivity bears such a relation to the property of sleeping, the property
of being nauesous does not. But if the event to be explained were to be a nausea, the case would
be the converse.

In the course of our examination it becomes more and more clear that to take the relation
of causal relevance as relating properties of causes to properties of effects is usually of crucial
importance. Because, while one property of cause may be relevant to, or makes it intelligible,
why the effect is such-and-such, it may not so for another property of it. It may also be that two
properties of cause are each causally relevant to, or a causally sufficient condition for, or makes
intelligible, the same property of effect, as in the examples earlier given. In those cases, the two
properties can be said to be causally co-relevant properties.

However, two causally co-relevant properties might be both structural (qualitative)
properties. This possiblity takes us out of the mental causation problem, if mental properties are
all functional properties of course.

If two co-relevant properties are both structural (or qualitative), then one of them might be
more specific than, or is identical with, the other. For example, take the property of being red
and the property of being scarlet. This is the relation of determination. Another example for
the same relation is the property of being triangle and the property of being equilateral triangle
(although some kinds of triangles are not mutually exclusive). The property of being red and the
property of being scarlet, as has been shown above, might be co-relevant properties. The relation
of determinate to determinable is arguably a kind of dependence relation. Nothing can be scarlet
without being red, and being scarlet is a sufficient condition for being red. Properties, being
abstract entities, might be said to have logical (or nomological) connections between each other.

Now it might be instructive to discuss the following example. Suppose that a glass breaks
if one sings at more than 70 dB (in the viccinity).” One day someone sings at 80 dB, and

18 The example is from Yablo, Stephen, “Mental Causation,” 259.
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consequently the glass breaks. The singing’s property of being at 80 dB is a sufficient condition
for the breaking of the glass, and, at the same time, it is seemingly a determinate of being at less
than 90 dB. Therefore being at less than 90 dB must also be causally relevant (at least a necessary
condition) to the breaking of the glass. But we know it is not. For we cannot say that the glass
broken because, or despite, the singing was at less than 90 dB. But note that #he property of being
at less than 90 dB is also the property of being between at 90-70 dB or being between at 70-0 dB.
However, disjunctive properties arguably are not determinable properties.'” So being at less than
90 dB is, contra Yablo, not determinable with respect to being at 80 dB, and therefore cannot be
said to be causally relevant on the grounds that the lacter is.

In the second option, two co-relevant properties are identical. For example, temperature is
mean molecular kinetic energy or light is electromagnetic radiation. If either of the properties is
causally relevant, so too is the other. But to say of properties that they are identical, though in one
sense is true, it is misleading. Predicates that express such scientifically identified properties are
formed usually from general names of phenomena such as objects (countable or uncountable),
states, or processes. The same phenomenon that is called by one name in a scientific discipline,
is called by another name in another, or in the same, scientific discipline. So, what are identical
are not properties, but phenomena called by different names in sciences.

If the examination done so far is correct, then it will turn out that if mental properties are
physically realized functional properties, then the identity strategy is not a way of proving mental
properties to be causally relevant, let alone the only way to doing it, notwithstanding what Kim
claims to the contrary. The relation of realization is arguably a kind of dependence relation,
which is the most distinctive thesis of nonreductive physicalism. Thus, on the property exclusion
principle, physical properties by no means exclude mental properties that they realize, on the
grounds merely of their already being sufficient conditions.

Before closing the discussion, there is a point that bears mention. Although mental properties,
being functional properties, are topic-neutral in the sense that they can be realized also by non-
physical substances if any, yet there is a sense in which they are physical properties. For it makes
them part of the physical domain that they are realized by physical properties in that domain. Put
differently and more cautiously, if the realization thesis as described here is correct, then for all
psychological predicates, there can in principle be found, case-by-case at least, physical predicates
or a combination thereof that might truly replace them in appropriate contexts. On this score,
and in a quite broad sense of the term, nonreductive physicalism might be said to be a reductive
theory of the mind. But nonreductive physicalism also defends the thesis that psychological laws
are essentially irreducible to, and therefore autonomous from, physical laws, on account of which
it is a nonreductive hypothesis, in the strict sense of the term.

19 See, John Searle, “Determinables and the Notion of Resemblance,” The Aristotelian Society Supplement 33(1959),
148.
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Conclusion

The heart of our research lies in the fact that the exclusion argument developed by Kim can
exclude events and not properties. For, the principles, which are put together in the argument,
apply to events, not properties. In other words, those are events, not properties, that can be
subjected to the principles in question. If what is at issue is to be the exclusion of properties,
then we need a principle that concerns properties, and we have formulated such a principle
that we have called the principle of property-exclusion, and have shown that mental properties
can be exempt from it in virtue of being realized by, and therefore, dependent upon, physical
properties. An important finding of our research, not novel though it is, is that the relation of
causal relevance should be taken to be relating properties of causes to properties of effects. Our
search of solution, sketchy and non-exhaustive as it is, have shown, I believe, that properties,
which bear some kinds of relation of dependence to causally relevant properties, can themselves
also be causally relevant. In other words, an event, qua being such-and-such, might be given
more than one causally sufficient condition, and therefore more than one causal explanation,
provided they bear a relation of dependence of a kind to one another, being in keeping with
Kim’s principle of explanatory exclusion.?
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oz

Cikarim, en genel anlamiyla, verili 5nermelerden bir sonug dnermesi elde etmektir.
Verili nerme bir tane oldugunda, bu 6nermeden yola ¢ikarak bir sonug énermesi
elde etmeye dogrudan ¢ikarim denir. Verili 6nerme sayisi birden ¢ok oldugunda
ve sonucun elde edilmesi bu verili énermeler arasinda bir baglanti kurmayi
gerektirdiginde ¢ikarima dolayli ¢ikarim denir. Bu calisma, klasik mantikta bir
onermenin esdegeri veya karsitinin dogruluk degerini saptamak Uzere ortaya
konulmus dogrudan ¢ikarimlar ile ilgilidir. Calismanin amaci, tic temel dogrudan
¢ikarim turtinden hareketle yeni dogrudan ¢ikarim tirleri ortaya koymaktir. Buamacgla
oncelikle, iki temel gikarim turi olarak ele alinan dolayli ve dogrudan cikarimlarin
ne oldugu incelenecek, daha sonra mevcut dogrudan cikarim tirlerinin neler
oldugu ele alinacaktir. Ardindan bu dogrudan cikarimlarin kisaltilmis adlandirmalari
tizerinden ikili ve Ugli kombinasyonlari alinacak; elde edilen yeni esdegerliklerin
dort kategorik ©nerme (zerinden sembolik g&sterimleri sunulacak; her bir
esdegerligin sembolik gosteriminin ardina bu sembolik gosterimleri 6rnekleyecek
bicimde 6nerme karsiliklari verilecektir. Boylece dncekilerden farkli olacak sekilde
yeni dogrudan cikarim tirleri ortaya konulmus ve ornekleriyle birlikte aciklanmig
olacaktir. Son adimda, elde edilen yeni dogrudan ¢ikarim tirlerindeki esdegerlik
kurallar sirayla sunulacaktir. S6z konusu yeni dogrudan ¢ikarim tirlerinin sagladig
esdegerliklerin kendi aralarinda zayif ve glicli esdegerlikler olarak bolimlenebilecegi
ileri surlilecektir. Elde edilen sonuglar dogrultusunda yeni esdegerlik kurallarindan
dordlnin zayif, diger dérdiiniin ise glicli esdegerlik kurali oldugu ifade edilecektir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Cikarim, Dondiirme, Tersine Dondiirme, Tersevirme, Esdegerlik

ABSTRACT

Inference is, derived from a concluding proposition from given propositions. There
are two types of inference: the immediate and mediate inferences. The former is
derived when the given proposition is one, whereas the latter is deduced when
the given number of propositions is more than one and obtaining the concluding
proposition requires establishing a connection between these given propositions.
This study is concerned with immediate inferences put forth in classical logic to
determine the truth value of the equivalent of a proposition or its opposite. The aim
of the study is to reveal new types of immediate inference based on three basic types
of immediate inference. For this purpose, mediate and immediate inferences are
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examined first, following which the existing types of immediate inference are discussed. The binary and triple combinations
are taken from the abbreviated names of these immediate inferences. Symbolic demonstrations of the new equivalences
obtained are presented over four categorical propositions and illustrated through propositional responses. Thus, new types
of immediate inference, different from the previous ones, have been introduced and explained with examples. In the last step,
the equivalence rules of the new immediate inference types have been presented sequentially. Arguably, the equivalents
provided by these new types of immediate inference can be bifurcated as weak and strong equivalents. The results obtained
suggest that four of the new equivalence rules are weak, whereas the other four are strong.

Keywords: Inference, Conversion, Obversion, Contraposition, Equivalence

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

According to classical logic understanding, an inference is obtained from a conclusion
proposition from given simple propositions. When the given proposition is one, obtaining a
concluding proposition from that proposition is called immediate inference. When the given
number of propositions is more than one, obtaining the concluding proposition which requires
establishing a connection between these given propositions is called mediate inference. The
mediate inference form, which consists of at least two premises and one conclusion, is called
syllogism. Thus, immediate inference is the relationship between simple two propositions, while
mediate inference, which is an example of syllogism, is the relationship in which a concluding
proposition is derived from the relationship between at least two premises propositions. The
relationship between two simple propositions expressed by immediate inferences can be either
oppositional relations as shown in the square of opposition or an equivalence relation in which
the truth values are preserved. Both types of relations mentioned are handled within the scope
of immediate inferences. Obtaining another proposition that is equivalent to or opposed to a
proposition according to a certain logical rule is an example of an immediate inference process.

This study focuses on immediate inferences put forward to determine the equivalent truth
value or the opposite of a simple proposition in classical logic understanding. It aims to show
that new immediate inference rules can be derived from the binary and triple combinations of
the three types of immediate inference introduced previously, remaining within the context of
classical deductive logic understanding. For this purpose, the differences between immediate
and mediate inferences, which are considered as two main inference types, are examined first,
following which the existing immediate inference types have been discussed.

In immediate inferences, which are established between two propositions, an equivalent
or opposite proposition is obtained from a given proposition. In this study, an examination is
made on the immediate inference rules made over the equivalence relation. In simpler terms,
equivalence is described as the similarity of the proposition given at the beginning and the
proposition obtained in the conclusion in terms of their truth values. However, the fact that two
simple propositions are equivalent in terms of their truth values does not mean that an identity
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or sameness relation can be established between the two propositions in question; equivalence
means that two propositions are equal in terms of their truth values despite differing in various
other respects.

In this study, the new equivalence rules, which are claimed to be derivable from the three
existing immediate inferences, have been examined with their symbolic demonstrations over four
categorical propositions. Following the symbolic demonstration of each equivalence, responses
are provided to exemplify these symbolic demonstrations. Thus, the eight new equivalent
immediate inference rules can be introduced, different from the previous ones. Arguably, the
new equivalences provided by these new types of immediate inference can be bifurcated as weak
and strong equivalence rules. The so-called weak equivalence rule, as opposed to being accidental
equivalence rule, is considered weak because it presents a rule applicable only to a categorical
proposition. However, accidental equivalences are the equivalents of a universal proposition that
corresponds to a particular proposition. There is no transitivity feature in such equivalence rules.
For this reason, the propositional connective “e>” is used to express the equivalence relation
established between the normal, that is, the universal and the universal proposition, and the
propositional connective “—” is used to express the accidental equivalence relation.
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Giris

Klasik mantik ¢aligmalari icerisinde dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirleri, farkli adlandirmalarla yer alsa
da' genellikle déndiirme, ters dondiirme ve tersevirme® olarak ele alinmaktadir. Bu ti¢ dogrudan
¢tkarimin her biri farkli esdegerlik kurallarinit ifade etmektedir. Farkli esdegerlik kurallarina
sahip olmalarina ragmen her ii¢ dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirii de ayni amaca hizmet etmek igin ortaya
konulmustur; bir 6nermenin egdegeri tizerinden ayni dogruluk degerine ulasmak. Bu ¢alismada
da mevcut ii¢ dogrudan ¢ikarim iizerinden gidilerek nasil birbirinden farkli dogrudan ¢ikarim
tiirlerinin ortaya konabilecegi gosterilmeye caligiimaktadir.

1.Cikarim Nedir?

Cikarim, genel olarak, felsefi problemlerin ¢oziimiinde dogrudan etkili oldugu icin
Aristotelesci klasik mantgin temel inceleme konusudur. Aristoteles, arkhe sorununa iligkin
tartismalarda 6ne siiriilen goriislerin gecerliligini denetleme yolu olarak manuga bagvurmakeadir.
Bu amagla manugi, dizgesel hale getirecek sekilde gegerli ¢ikarimlar yapmaya iliskin birtakim

1 Dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirlerinin adlarinin Ingilizceden Tiirkgeye cevirisine iliskin Tiirkce yayin literatiiriinde bir
cesitlilik s6z konusudur. Bu farklilig1 asagidaki tablo iizerinden géstermek hem bu metnin anlagilmasinda hem
de s6z konusu konuyla ilgili Tiirkge literatiirde yasanmasi muhtemel birtakim karigikliklarin dniine gegmek icin

gereklidir.
Ingilizce Adlart Safak Ural ve Teo Griinberg ve Necati .Oner ve
Yiicel Yiiksel Adnan Onart A. Kadir Ciigen
Conversion Déndiirme Evirme Diiz Déndiirme
Obversion Tersine Déndiirme Artgevirme X
Contraposition Tersevirme Devirme Ters Dondiirme

Safak Ural'in kullandigs Tiirkge karsiliklar igin bkz: Temel Mantik, (Istanbul: Cantay Yay., 2017), 67-69. Yiicel
Yiiksel'in kullandigs Tiirkge karsiliklar igin bkz: Gelenekselden Moderne Mantikta Onermeler ve Dogruluk
Degerleri, (Akademi Titiz Yay., 2017), 45. “Déndiirme” ve “Tersine Déndiirme” ifadeleri hem $afak Ural'in hem
de Yiicel Yiiksel'in adi gecen calismalarinda geciyor olmasina ragmen “Tersevirme” ifadesi ilk kez Yiicel Yiiksel'in
Temel Mantik ve Gelenekselden Moderne Mantikta Onermeler ve Dogruluk Degerleri adli kitabinda gegmektedir.
Teo Griinberg ve Adnan Onart'in kullandiklari Tiirk¢e kargiliklar icin bkz: Manuk Terimleri Sozliigii, (Ankara:
Tiirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlar, 1976), 21/47/61. Necati Oner'in kullandig: Tiirkge kargiliklar igin bkz: Klasik Mantuk,
(Ankara: Divan Kitap, 2016), 110-115. A. Kadir Ciigen’in kullandigi Tiirkge kargiliklar icin bkz: Klasik Mantik,
(Ankara: Sentez Yay., 2018), 116-118.

Bu caligmalar disinda, dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirlerini evirme, tersevirme ya da aluklik yoluyla yapilan ¢ikarimlar
seklinde degerlendiren Felsefe Terimleri Sézliigii'niin “gikarim” maddesine de bakilabilir. Bkz: Bedia Akarsu, Felsefe
Terimleri Sézliigii, (Ankara: Tiirk Dil Kurumu Yay., 1975), 40.

Bu caligmada ilgili terimler icin sadik kalinacak Tiirk¢e kargiliklar, $afak Ural ve Yiicel Yitksel'in kitaplarinda yer
verdikleri karsiliklar olacakeir.

2 Dogrudan gikarimlarla ilgili literatiirde Tersevirmenin bir ¢ikarim kurali olarak degerlendirilemeyecegine iliskin
bir tartigma da s6z konusudur. Bu tartismanin kaynag ise bir kuralin ¢ikarim kurali olarak kabul edilmesinde
benimsenen ilkelerin farkliligidir.

Tersevirme (contraposition) ile ilgili tartugmalarin yiiriitildiigi birka¢ kaynak icin bkz. Michael Dummett, The
Logical Basis of Metaphysics (Harvard University Press, 1991), 171.Lloyd Humberstone, The Connectives (The
MIT Press, 2011).

Ancak bu ¢alismada kategorik bir dnermenin dogruluk degerini koruyacak sekilde esdegerligini vermesi nedeniyle
Tersevirme kurali, bir dogrudan ¢ikarim kurali olarak kabul edilmekte ve bu kabul iizerinden yeni dogrudan
cikarim kurallarinin nasil tiiretilebilecegi gosterilmektedir.

88 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021



Halise Avsar

ilkeler ve kurallar biitiinii olarak tasarlamaktadir. Manugin, ¢ikarim kurallari tizerinden ele
alinmasinin nedeni, felsefi problemlere iliskin argiimanlarda diisiincenin isleyis seklinden ve
onun ifade yolu olarak dilden kaynaklanan belirsizliklere ve ¢eligkilere takilmadan gegerli bilgiye
ulagmakur. Bu yolda belirleyici olan, akil yiiriitmenin hataya diismeyecek sekilde islemesidir. S6z
gelimi birinin mantiksal bir hata yapug: séylendiginde, aslinda onun akil yiirtitme kurallarin:
uygulamadan bir ¢ikarimda bulundugu kastedilir. Bu tiirden bir akil yiiriitmeyi saglayan ilke
ve kurallar her ne kadar manugin konusu olsa da, dogru diisiinmenin ilke ve kurallarin: ifade
etmenin yolu dille gerceklesir. Bu agidan ortaya konulan ilke ve kurallar hem manuga hem de
dile iligkin bir diizenleme olarak goriilebilir. Diisiince ve dil arasindaki bu baglantinin éneminin
farkinda olan Aristoteles, manug; dizgelestirirken ¢ikarima biiyiik 6nem atfeder.

Giiniimiiz mantik kitaplarina bakildiginda da mantik icin verilen tanim, genellikle mantigin
gecerli cikarim ilkeleriyle ilgili olan ¢ikarim bilimi oldugu seklindedir.® Cikarim, en genel
tanimiyla verili olan bir veya birden fazla 6énermeden bir veya birden daha ¢ok yeni 6nerme
elde etmektir.* Verili olan dnerme sayisina gore gikarimlar dogrudan (ing. immediate inference)
ve dolayli ¢ikarim (ing. mediate inference) olmak iizere ikiye ayrilmaktadir. Tek bir dnermeyle
yapilan ¢cikarimlara dogrudan, birden ¢ok énermeyle yapilan ¢ikarimlara ise dolayl: ¢ikarim denir.
Bir ¢ikarimin dolayli olmast, ¢ikarim sonunda elde edilen sonucun birden fazla énciile dayanarak
elde edilmesinden kaynaklanir; dolayisiyla sonug, en az iki énciil 6nerme arasindaki iliskiye baglt
olarak dolayli bir bicimde elde edilebilmektedir. Buna gore dolayli ¢ikarimlarda sonu¢ 6nermesi
onciillerden dogrudan elde edilememekte; sonug dolaylt bir bigimde elde edilebilmektedir. Tki
onermeden bir sonucun elde edildigi dolayli ¢tkarim formu Aristoteles manuginin bel kemigini
olusturan ¢ikarim tiiriidiir. Kiyas,® bu yoniiyle bir dolayli ¢tkarim formunun érnegidir. Gegerli
tigiincii kiyas kalibindan Disamis tizerinden bir dolayli ¢ikarim 6rnegine bakalim.

Bazi insanlar meraklidir. MiP
Biitiin insanlar akil sahibi varliklardir. MaS
Bazi akil sahibi varliklar meraklidir. SiP

3 Ougiic Giiven, “Manuk Felsefesinde Temel Tarusmalar®, Felsefi Diigiin Akademik Felsefe Dergisi, Sayt: 7 | Mantik,
2016, 104.

Safak Ural, Temel Mantik (Istanbul: Gantay Yay., 2017), 67.

5  Aristoteles'e gore bilmede amag, bilineni kesin olarak bilmektir. Kesin bilme ise kanitlama yoluyla bilmekeir.
Aristoteles manuginda kiyasin dnemli olmasinin nedeni de kesin bilgiye kanitlamalarla ulagilacag: diisiincesidir. S6z
konusu kanitlamanin temelinde kiyas bulunur. Kiyas yoluyla yapilan kanitlamanin sonucunda kesin bilgiye, baska
bir deyisle bilimsel bilgiye (episteme) ulagilir. Epistemeye ulagilmasi icin kiyasin onciillerinin dogru olmasi gerekir.
Onciillerin dogrulugunun diger bagka énciillere dayandirilmasi, bunlarin da bagkalarina dayandirilmast gerekir.
Bu geriye girisin sonsuzca siirmemesi icin ilksel ve temel dogruluklarin bulundugu varsayilir. Bkz.: Ozgiig Giiven,
"Apagik Olmak Ne Demek?", V. Mantik Calistay: Bildiri Kitabs, Ed.: A. Kadir Ciigen, (Istanbul: Sentez Yayincilik,
2016), 183-184.
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Dikkat edilirse bu érnekee onciillerde gegen kiiciik terim ile biiyiik terim arasinda bir bag
kurarak sonug 6nermesini elde etmek, onciillerdeki orta terimi (Ing. middle term)® yakalamaya
baglidir. “Insan/M” ortak teriminin dolayimi iizerinden iki 6nciil arasinda bir baglantt kurup,
bu ortak terim iizerinden sonug 6nermesine ulagilabilmektedir. Dolayisiyla dolayli ¢ikarimlarda,
onciillerde dogrudan séylenmeyen ancak énciillerin i¢inde sakli olan sonug, ortak terim sayesinde
goriiniir kilinmaktadir. Dogrudan ¢ikarimlarda ise 6nciil sayist ve onciil ile sonug dnermesi
arasindaki iliski dolayl: ¢ikarimlarda oldugundan oldukga farklidir.

Bu ¢alismanin konusu, dediiktif bir sistem igerisinde kalarak, mevcut dogrudan c¢ikarim
tiirleri tizerinden yeni dogrudan ¢ikarim tiitleri ortaya koymakur. Bu nedenle dolayli ¢ikarim
tiirlerinin dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirlerinden farkina deginmekle yetinip yalnizca dogrudan ¢ikarim
tiirlerine odaklanilacakir.

2.Dogrudan Cikarim

Dogrudan ¢ikarim, tek bir 6nermeden yola ¢ikarak bu 6nermeye esdeger veya karg olan
ikinci bir 6nerme elde etmektir. Baska bir ifadeyle,

“Dogrudan ¢ikarimin (immediate inference) esasi dzgiin veya asil énermenin
terimlerini degistirmeksizin bu dnermenin kendisine karsi olan ya da kendisine
esdeger olan bagka bir 6nermeyi sonu¢ olarak yakalamakutir. Bu nedenle dogrudan
¢tkarimlari, 1- Kargi olum (Opposition) ¢ikarimlari ve 2- Esdegerlik (Equivalence)

¢ikarimlari olarak ikiye ayirmak miimkiindiir.””

Bu calismada ortaya konulacak olan yeni dogrudan cikarimlar, esdegerlik ¢ikarimlari
olacakuir. Buna gore esdeger bir dogrudan ¢ikarimda sonug énermesinin dogruluk degeri, verili
olan énermenin dogruluk degerine bagldir.

Dogrudan ¢ikarim tiitleri, genellikle dondiirme (conversiyon) ve tersine dindiirme (obversion)
olarak bilinir.Ugiincii bir dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirii olan tersevirme® (contraposition) ise yirminci
yiizyilda Amerikali mantik¢1 Irving Copi (1917-2002) tarafindan yazilan iinlii ntroduction To
Logic adli kitapta kargimiza ¢tkmaktadir.’

Dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirlerini incelemeye gecmeden once bu tiirden ¢ikarimlarin énemine
deginmek gereklidir.

Dogrudan ¢ikarimlarin énemi, énermede dile getirilen bir diisiincenin farklt bir gekilde

dile getiriliglerine olanak tanimasidir. Bu, ayni zamanda bir énermenin egdegeri bir énerme ile

6 Orta terimin zorunlu oldugu ¢ikarimlarda sonug da zorunlu iken, sonug zorunlu olsa bile ¢ikarimin dayandigt
orta terimin zorunlu olmadigi durumlar s6z konusudur. Aristoteles, orta terimin bir ¢ikarimdaki islevini Ikinci
Coziimlemelerde ele alir. Detaylt bilgi i¢in bkz: Aristotle, “Posterior Analytics: Book I”, in The Complete Works of
Aristotle, Vol.I., Cev: W. A. Pickard, Edit:Jonathan Barnes, (USA:Princeton University Press, 1991), 169-231.

7 Caner Cigekdagi, “Dogrudan Cikarimlardaki Bazi Mantiksal Esdegerlik Iliskileri”, Kilikya Felsefe Dergisi, (2),
2019, 18.

8  Yiicel Yiiksel, Gelenekselden Moderne Mantikta Onermeler ve Dogruluk Degerleri, (Akademi Titiz Yay., 2017), 45.
Bkz: Irving Copi and Carl Cohen and Kenneth McMahon, Introduction To Logic (USA: Pearson, 2014), 184-190.
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ayni dogruluk degerini tasimasi anlamina da gelmektedir. Bagka bir deyisle, dogrudan ¢ikarim
kurallari sayesinde bir énermeden o 6nermenin dogruluk degerine esdeger bagka dnermeler
elde edilmektedir. Dogrudan ¢ikarimlarin sagladigs bu olanak, asagida detaylariyla goriilecegi
gibi, kategorik bir énermede, kimi zaman dnermedeki niceleyicileri ve olumlu-olumsuz olma
niteligini ifade eden “a, e, i ve 0”' terim yonetenlerinin (ing. term operator)* degismesiyle, kimi
zaman “degilleme ekleminin”'? kullanimi ve kimi zaman da 6zne-yiiklemin yerinin degismesiyle
gerceklestirilmektedir. Uygulanan bu degisiklikleri su sekilde de ifade etmek miimkiin:

(i) Terimlerin yerini degistirmek,

(ii) Bir terimin tiimleyeniyle yerini degistirmek,
(iii) Onermenin niteligini degistirmek,

(iv) Onermenin niceligini degistirmek,

Bu gibi degi§ikliklere ragmen, dogrudan bir ¢ikarim olmanin geregi olarak, ilk 6nermenin
dogruluk degeri neyse, esdegeri sonug 6nermenin de dogruluk degeri o olur. Mantik acisindan
dogrudan g¢ikarimlarin 6nemi de tam olarak burada yatar; 6nermelerin dogruluk degerlerine
iligkin saptamada, bir énermenin esdegeri tizerinden onun da dogruluk degerine gidilebilecek
tirden bir akil yiirtitme kolayligi saglamasidir. Ancak, dogrudan ¢ikarimlarda 6nermeler
arasindaki esdegerligin bir ozdeglik veya aynilik oldugu disiintilmemelidir. Dogrudan bir
¢tkarimda bagtaki 6nerme ile sonug¢ kisminda ¢ikarsanan énerme arasinda her ne kadar dogruluk
degerleri acisindan bir esdegerlik séz konusu olsa da iki 6nerme 6zdes veya ayni degildir. Bu

bakimdan,

“esdeger iki onermede karsiliklilik iligkisi (karsilikl kosul) vardir ama bu iliski

« »

onlarin “ayni” veya “6zdes” iki 6nerme oldugunu géstermez. Ornegin “p” dnermesi
sadece “p” Onermesine dzdestir ama (pAq) onermesi (qAp) Snermesiyle dzdes
degil, esdegerdir. Ciinkii bir dnerme dzdeslik ilkesi geregi sadece kendisiyle 6zdes

veya ayni olabilir”®.

w:

10 A ve I énermeleri onaylamak, dogrulamak anlamina gelen Latince “affirmo” (ing: affirm) kelimesinin “a” ve “i
harflerinden gelmekeedir. E ve O 8nermeleri de olumsuzlama anlamina gelen Latince “nego”(ing: deny) kelimesinin
“e” ve “0” harflerinden gelmektedir. Bkz: Robert Paul Churchill, Logic: An Introduction, (2nd ed.), (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1990), 144.

11 Terim ydneteni tiimel olumluluk (a), tiimel olumsuzluk (e), tikel olumluluk (i) ve tikel olumsuzluk (o) yonetenlerinin
ortak ad1 olarak ifade edilir. Bkz: Teo Griinberg ve Adnan Onart, Mantik Terimleri Sézliigii, (Ankara: Tiirk Dil
Kurumu Yayinlari, 1976), 130.

12 Degilleme’nin 6nerme eklemleri arasinda sayilip sayilamayacagina Teo Griinberg soyle bir agiklama getirmektedir:
“Onerme eklemleri bir veya birkag basit 6nermeden bilesik 6nermeler elde etmeye yarar. Bunlardan en 6nemlileri
've' (sembolik olarak ‘4"), «veyar (sembolik olarak 'V"), 'ise' (sembolik olarak '—’), ‘ancak ve ancak. ... ise’ (sembolik
olarak ‘<), bir de ‘degil’ (sembolik olarak ’) deyimleridir. Bunlarin ilk dordii, ikiser 5nermeyi birbirine eklemeye
yaradigindan “2-li dnerme eklemleri” durumundadir. ‘Degil’ sdzciigii ise bir tek nermeden bilesik bir dnermeyi
elde etmeye yaradigindan bir “1-li 6nerme eklemi”dir.” Bkz: Teo Griinberg, Anlama, Belirsizlik ve Cok-Anlamlilik,
(Ankara: Giindogan Yayinlari, 1999), 19.

13 Cigekdagt, “Dogrudan Cikarimlardaki Bazi Mantiksal Esdegerlik Mligkileri”, 18-19.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021 91



Dogrudan Cikarimlar Uzerine

Buradaki, yani dogrudan ¢ikarimlardaki esdegerligi, biitiiniiyle ayn1 seyler olmamakla birlikte
Frege'nin “kavramsal icerigi” tizerinden anlagilir kilmak miimkiindiir; 6zne-yiiklemin yerinin
degismesi, 6zne/yiiklemin degillenmesi veya terim ydnetenlerinin degismesi durumunda bile
dnermenin sdylemek istedigi seyin, yani bir bakima énermenin kavramsal iceriginin degismeden
kalmasi s6z konusudur. Burada kavramsal icerikle kast edilen, bir 6nermeden ¢ikarsanabilen
her ne ise ayni varsayimlarla diger 6nermeden de c¢ikarilabilir olandir; bu da iki énermenin
yalnizca mantiksal olarak esdeger olduklart durumda ayni kavramsal icerige sahip olduklarini
soylemektir.'* Buna gore dogrudan bir ¢ikarimda hem basta verilen (“Plataeada Yunanlilar
Persleri yenilgiye ugratt’”) hem de sonugta ¢ikarilan nermede (“Platacada Persler Yunanlilar
tarafindan yenilgiye ugrauldilar”) kavramsal icerik ayni ise bu, bagsta verilen 6nermenin dogruluk
degeri ne olursa olsun sonug énermesinin de dogruluk degerinin onunla ayn: oldugunu ifade
eder. Bu agidan Frege'nin kavramsal icerigi, ctimleler arasindaki manuksal iliskileri belirleyen sey
olarak goriilebilir.”” Ancak manuksal iliskiler yoluyla iki énermenin kavramsal icerigi arasinda
bir farklilik olmadigi sonucuna ulagilmasi, onlarin her yoniiyle 6zdes veya ayni oldugu sonucunu
vermez. Bagsta Frege Begriffsschriffte (1879) kavramsal igerigi ayni olan iki 6nerme arasinda bir
fark gozetmeden “ayni kavramsal icerige sahip onermeler arasinda bir ayrim yapilmasina gerek yok'®
dese de, daha sonra Fonksiyon ve Kavram (1891) baslikli ¢alismasinda “yinletimin [gonderimin]

dzdesliginden diisiincenin ozdesligi ¢ikmaz’"’

ve “anlam ve yonletimi [gonderimi] birbirinden ayirt
etmeliyiz”'® diyerek kavramsal icerigin anlam ve génderim ikilisi iizerinden ele alinmasi gerektigi
seklinde bir fikir degisikligine gitmektedir."” Burada dogrudan ¢ikarimlarin sagladig esdegerlik
ile Frege’'nin kavramsal igerik tizerinden anlatmaya calistigi sey arasinda kurulabilecek benzerlik,

her ikisinde de s6z konusu iki 6nermenin ayni dogruluk degerine sahip olmasidur.

Mevcut dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirlerine bakmaya gecmeden 6nce, dogrudan ¢ikarim kurallarinin
kategorik onermelere uygulanmalar: sirasinda ortaya cikan esdegerlikler bakimindan bir derece
farki oldugunu da belirtmek gerekir. Bu derece farkinin nedeni kimi esdegerlikler arasinda
mantiksal agidan bir esdegerlik saglanirken kimileri arasinda saglanamamasidir. Saglanamayan
kimi durumlarin nedeni ise tiimel bir 6nermeden egdegeri olarak tikel bir ©nermenin
¢tkarsanmasidir. Dolayisiyla, mantiksal olarak esdeger veya denk olmaktan kastedilen tiimelin
tiimele, tikelin ise tikele esdeger olmasidir. Buna gdre mantiksal olarak esdeger olan dogrudan
¢tkarimlar yalnizca “esdeger” olarak nitelenirken, tiimelden tikel bir énermenin ¢ikarildig:
¢tkarimlar esdeger sayilmalarina ragmen giigsiiz olarak goriilmekte ve bu gibi dogrudan

14 Michael Beaney, “Frege”, Dil Felsefesi, Barry Lee (Der.), (Ankara: Fol Yay., 2019), 63.

15  Beaney, “Frege”, 62.

16  Gottlob Frege, “Begriffsschrift”, Cev. P T. Geach, Peter Geach and Max Black (ed.), Translations from the
Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, , (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1960), 3.

17 Gottlob Frege, “Fonksiyon ve Kavram”, Cev. H. Sule Elkatip, Felsefe Tartismalari, Say1:2, (Istanbul:1988), 13.

18  Gottlob Frege, “Fonksiyon ve Kavram”, 14.

19 Beaney, “Frege”, 63., 15. Dipnot ve 5.68. Kavramsal icerigin anlam ve génderim ikilisi iizerinden ele alinmast
gerektigi disiincesinin ilk niiveleri her ne kadar Fonksiyon ve Kavram (1891) baslikli calismasinda goriilse de
ozellikle bu konuya adadigs aligmasi Anlam ve Gonderim Ustiine (1892) baglikli makalesidir.
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cikarimlar “giigsiiz esdegerlik”® veya “arizi”*

olarak ifade edilmekeedir. S6z konusu esdegerlik
bakimindan kargilagilan derece farkliligi, esdeger sayilan iki 6nerme arasindaki semboliin de ne
olacagini belirlemektedir; iki dnerme mantiksal olarak esdegerse aralarina “«»” (ancak ve ancak)
sembolii, giicsiiz esdeger veya arizi esdegerse aralarina “—” (ise) sembolii konur.** Mantiksal
olarak esdeger kabul edilen iki énerme arasina “ancak ve ancak” semboliiniin konulmasinin
nedeni, s6z konusu iki kategorik énermenin, “ancak ve ancak” semboliiniin kurali geregi, “yer
degistirme” ozelligine sahip olmasidir. Oysa “ise” sembolii icin bdyle bir “gecislilik” s6z konusu
degildir, bu nedenle de arizi olan esdeger iki dnerme arasinda “ancak ve ancak” sembolii degil
“ise” sembolii kullanilmaktadir.

3.Dogrudan Cikarim Tiirleri

Déndiirme, kategorik bir 6nermenin 6zne ve yiikleminin yerlerinin degistirilmesiyle elde
edilir.” Bagka bir deyisle dondiirme, bir 6nermeden 6zne ve yiiklemin yerinin degistigi bir bagka
onerme ¢ikarsamaktir.** Bu islem yapildigt esnada dikkat edilmesi gereken en énemli nokta
onermenin ilk halinde 6zne ve yiiklem arasindaki dagiulmig-dagitilmamig®® olma bagmtsinin
degismemesidir. Daha agik bir ifadeyle, énermenin ilk halinde dagiulmamis olan bir terim,
onermeye déndiirme islemi uygulandiktan sonra da dagitilmamig olmali ki bu iki 6nerme egdeger
sayilabilsin. Bununla birlikte 6nermenin olumlu-olumsuz olma ézelliginin, yani niteliginin de
degismemesi gerekir. Buna gore kategorik bir énermeye déndiirme islemi uygulandigi zaman
ortaya ¢tkan sembolik gdsterim asagidaki gibi olmaktadir.

SaP — P1S (Arizi dondiirme)
SeP <> PeS
SiP «» PiS

SoP — X (Déndiirmesi olmaz)

20 Cigekdagt, “Dogrudan Cikarimlardaki Bazt Mantiksal Esdegerlik iligkileri”, 21/23.

21 Calismamuzin devaminda “arizi” ifadesini kullanmayz tercih ettik.

22 Bkz: https://logic-text.eu/2.3.Immediatelnferences.html Metnin devaminda yalnizca meveut dogrudan ¢ikarim
kurallarini anlatirken bu sembollere yer verilecektir. Bunun nedeni metnin devaminda yalnizca bir esdegerlik kurali
iizerinden gidilmeyecek olmasidir.

23 Ural, Temel Mantik, 67.

24 Smith, Robin, “Aristotle’s Logic”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2020 Edition), Edward N. Zalta
(ed.), URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2020/entries/aristotle-logic/>.

25 Burada dagiulmig-dagitilmamis olma baginusiyla kastedilen sey, verili olan 6nermede yiiklem ile 6zne arasindaki
kapsama veya kapsamama iligkisindeki degisikliktir. Esdegerligin saglanabilmesi bu dagiulmis-dagialmamis olma
baginusinin bagta verilen énermede nasilsa sonug 6nermesinde de ayni olmasini gerektirir. Bazi durumlarda (Ttimel
olumlu kategorik énermede goriilecegi iizere) tiimel bir dagitilmis olma baginusindan tikel bir dagitilmis olma
baginusina gecildigi goriilmekeedir; bu egdegerlikler, bu nedenle, arizi esdegerlikler olarak goriilmektedir.Sozgelimi
“biitiin lavantalar cigektir” gibi bir tiimel olumlu kategorik 6nermede “lavanta” terimi “ci¢ek” terimi {izerine tam
olarak dagitlmistr; oysa esdegeri “bazi cigekler lavantadir” tikel olumlu énermesinde “cicek” terimi “lavanta”
terimine tam olarak dagitlmamistr. Ciinkii biitiin lavantalar ¢igek iken biitiin ¢igekler lavanta degildir. Genellikle
tiimel olumlu énermelerde 6zne yiikleme tam olarak dagitulmis iken, analitik 5nermeler harig, yiiklem ézneye tam
dagiulmamus olur.
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Biitiin insanlar akillidir,-----------—---———- Bazi akillilar insandir.

Hicbir insan ti¢ ayakli degildir.------------ Higbir tig-ayakli insan degildir.
Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.---------c-eeeeeeem Bazi sagliklilar insandir.

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------- X

Tersine déndiirme ise her olumlu 6nermenin, bu 6nermeye esdeger olumsuz bir 6nerme
olarak; her olumsuz 6nermenin ise yine bu énermeye esdeger olumlu bir nerme olarak ifade
edilebilmesidir.?® Buna gore, tersine-dondiirme ile olumlu bir énerme esdegeri olan olumsuz
bir 6nerme haline; olumsuz bir 6nerme ise esdegeri olan olumlu bir 6nerme haline gelmektedir.
Tersine-dondiirmede, déndiirmeden farkli olarak 6zne ve yiiklemin yeri degismemektedir.
Bir diger fark, 6nermenin niteliginin degismesidir. Buna gore kategorik bir 6nermeye tersine-
déndiirme iglemi uygulandi1 zaman ortaya ¢ikan sembolik gosterim asagidaki gibi olmaktadir.

SaP < Sel”

SeP < SaP”’

SiP < SoP’

SoP < SiP”
Biitiin insanlar akillidir,-------------—--———- Hicbir insan akilli-olmayan degildir.
Higbir insan ti¢ ayakli degildir.------------ Biitiin insanlar {i¢-ayakli-olmayandir.
Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.----------meeeee - Bazi insanlar saglikli-olmayan degildir.
Bazi insanlar sagliklt degildir.------------- Bazi insanlar saglikli-olmayandir.

Tersevirmede ise, kategorik 6nermenin niteligi degismeksizin 6zne ve yiiklem degillenerek
yerleri degistirilir.”

SaP & P’aS’
SeP — P’0S’ (Arizi Tersevirme)

SiP — X (Tersevirmesi olmaz)

SoP < P’o§
Biittin insanlar akillidir.--------------- Biittin akilli-olmayanlar insan-olmayandir.
Hicbir insan iti¢ ayakli degildir.------- Bazi ti¢-ayakli olmayanlar insan-olmayan
degildir.

26 Ural, Temel Mantik, 69.
27  Bkz: Yiiksel, Gelenekselden Moderne Mantikta Onermeler ve Dogruluk Degerleri, 45.
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Bazi insanlar saglikhidir.-------------- X

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------- Bazi saglikli-olmayanlar insan-olmayan

degildir.

Bu caligmada yukarida egdegerlik kurallari anlaulan meveut dogrudan cikarim tiirleri
arasinda kendi aralarindaki doniisiimle kurulabilir bir esdegerlik iliskisinin oldugu ve bu
déniisiimiin, 2’li ve 3’lii kombinasyonlar olacak sekilde uygulandiginda ortaya yeni egdegerlik
kurallarina sahip dogrudan ¢ikarim tiitlerinin elde edilecegi iddia edilmektedir. Ortaya konan
yeni esdegerlik kurallarinin uygulanmasiyla, basta verilen 6nermenin dogruluk degerinin
korundugunu gostermek séz konusu iddiay1 gecerli kilacakur. Bu kurallarin denetlenmesi, dort
kategorik 6nerme iizerinden 6rneklere uygulanarak saglanacaktir. One siiriilen kombinasyonlara
ve denetlemelerine gegmeden 6nce tiimel kategorik onermeler ile tikel kategorik énermelerin
ilgili dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirleri tizerinden nasil dénistiirtilebilir olduklarin veya esdegerliklerinin
nasil verilebilir olduklarina bakalim:

Tiimel Olumlu

Kategorik Onerme

1.Tersine Déndiirme

2.Déndiirme

3. Tersine Dondiirme

4. Tersevirme

Biitiin S’ler P'dir.

Hicbir S, P-olmayan
degildir.

Hicbir P-olmayan, S
degildir.

Biitiin P-olmayanlar
S-olmayandir.

Biitiin S’ler P'dir.

Tiimel Ol_L}msuz
Kategorik Onerme

1.Tersine Déndiirme

2. Tersevirme

3. Tersine Déndiirme

4.Déndiirme

Higbir S, P degildir.

Biitiin S’ler
P-olmayandir.

Biitiin P’ler
S-olmayandir.

Hicbir P, S degildir.

Hicbir S, P degildir.

Tikel Olumlu

Kategorik Onerme

1.Tersine Dondiirme

2.Tersevirme

3. Tersine Dondiirme

4.Doéndiirme

Bazi S’ler Pdir.

Bazi S’ler, P-olmayan

degildir.

Bazi P’ler, S-olmayan

degildir.

Bazi P’ler S'dir

Bazi S’ler Pdir

Tikel Olumsuz
Kategorik Onerme

1.Tersine Dondiirme

2.Déndiirme

3. Tersine Déndiirme

4. Tersevirme

Bazi S'ler, P degildir.

Bazi S’ler
P-olmayandir.

Bazi P-olmayanlar

Sdir.

Bazi P-olmayanlar,
S-olmayanlar degildir.

Bazi S'ler, P degildir.

Dikkat edilirse, basta ele alinan kategorik 6nermenin sirastyla, ilgili kutucuklardaki dogrudan
¢tkarim  kurallarina gore esdegerlikleri alindiginda 4. adimda tekrar 6nermenin kendisine
ulagilmakradir. Ilk basta verilen nermenin en son esdegerligi alinmis nermeden elde edilen
sonugla yalnizca dogruluk degeri bakimindan esdeger degil 6zdes de oldugu, yani ilk bagstaki
onermenin bizzat kendisine ulagildigy goriilmektedir. Bu durum bizlere mevcut dogrudan
¢tkarim kurallarinin saglamligini bir kez daha kanitlamakla birlikte, soz konusu egdegerlik
kurallar1 arasinda farkli kombinasyonlarin kurulabilecegini de gostermektedir. Yukaridaki
ornekler denetlendiginde, herhangi bir kategorik énermeye uygulanan esdegerlik kurallarinin
siralar1 degistirilse bile, sonug 6nermesi baglangi¢ dnermesine esdeger olmakradr.
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4. Yeni Dogrudan Cikarim Kurallar:

Yalnizca meveut ii¢ dogrudan ¢ikarimin kendi aralarindaki ikili ve tiglit kombinasyonlarindan
yola ¢ikarak ilk bakista 12 tane dogrudan ¢ikarim tiiretilebilmektedir. Es deyisle, 1.Déndiirme
(D), 2.Tersine Dondiirme (TD), 3.Tersevirme'den (TE) sirastyla ikili ve ti¢lii kombinasyonlari
gdz oniine alindiginda asagidaki liste ile karsilagiimakeadir:

Ikili kombinasyon Uglii kombinasyon
A) (D+TD) G) (D+TD+TE)

B) (TD+D) H) (D+TE+TD)

C) (D+TE) I) (TD+D+TE)

D) (TD+TE) I) (TD+TE+D)

E) (TE+D) K) (TE+D+TD)

F) (TE+TD) L) (TE+TD+D)*

Simdi dogrudan ¢ikarimlarin ikili kombinasyonlarindan tiiretilebilen dogrudan ¢ikarimlarin
gosterimlerine yer verelim. Ancak sembolik gésterimlere gecmeden énce “e” ve “o” harfleri ile
ifade edilen “degildir’in disinda 6nermeye olumsuzluk anlami veren ve bir énerme igerisinde

« 5 »

“olmayan” geklinde dile getirilen “” 7 sembolii hakkinda bir aciklama yapmak gerekir. Metnin
devaminda, “S 7 ve © §” 7 derken iki degerli klasik mantk anlayisi géz oniinde tutularak,“ S’
”bir ¢okluk evrenini ifade etmekten ziyade dogru (D) ve yanlis (Y) gibi klasik iki degerli anlayis
tizerinden ele alinmaktadir. Bagka bir deyisle, sirasiyla bir sey ve o-olmayan’in ifadesi olan “S”
ve “S” klasik iki degerli anlayisin mantiksal uzayini ifade etmektedir; soyle ki, bir 6nermenin
dogruluk degeri olarak D ve Y disinda {igiincii bir degere yer vermeyen bir mantiksal uzay soz
konusudur. Burada mantiksal bir uzayda olmakla, bir 6nerme ve o 6nermenin degilinden s6z
edilirken incelenen énermenin dogruluk degeri dikkate alinmaktadir. Bu noktanin belirtilmesinin
nedeni, S-olmayan® seklinde okunan ve “ §’ 7 seklinde bir gdsterimi olan ifadenin aslinda S
disinda kalan veya S-olmayan bircok seyin var oldugunu ve dolayisiyla da “ (S)’ “nin neden yine
S’in kendisi olmasi gerektigi gibi bir itirazin dniine ge¢meketir. Bu tiirden bir itiraz, bir nermenin
dogruluk degerinin yalnizca D ve Y degerlerinden olugmadigini one siiren ve tigiincii halin
olanaksizlig: ilkesini reddeden goriiselci mantk anlayisi savunucular: tarafindan yapilmakeadir.

28 Meveut dogrudan ¢ikarimlarin ikili kombinasyonu alindiginda 3 iizeri iki olacak sekilde toplamda 9 tane;
ticlii kombinasyonu alindiginda da 3 fizeri 3 olacak sekilde toplamda 27 tane kombinasyon elde edilir. Bu
kombinasyonlardan, ikili kombinasyonlar i¢in en az iki dogrudan ¢ikarimin gectigi kombinasyon sayisi 6, iigli
kombinasyonlar ierisinde de en az iigiiniin gegtigi kombinasyon sayist 6 olur. Boyle bir sinirlamaya gitme nedenimiz
D+D, TD+TD ve TE+TE gibi ikili kombinasyonlarin bagtaki yapiy: veriyor olmasidir; benzer sekilde D+D+D,
TD+TD+TD, TE+TE+TE gibi ii¢lii kombinasyonlarin da bagtaki yapiy1 vermesidir. Diger ii¢lii kombinasyonlarin
elenme nedeni ise yani, D+TD+TD gibi en az iki ayni dogrudan ¢ikarimdan olusan iiglii kombinasyonlarin bu
calismada konu edilmemesinin nedeni ise burada incelenen kombinasyonlarla ayni sonucu veriyor olmalaridir.

29  S-olmayan ve S’nin degili arasindaki fark i¢in Bkz: Ural, Temel Mantk, 70.
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Goriiselci manuk anlayigina gore igerikli bir yapi, yalnizca bigimsel agidan tam anlamiyla
sunulamayacagindan, bir énermenin degilinin degili (¢ift degilleme) kendisi olamaz; ¢iinkii
bu anlayiga gére mantiksal uzay yalnizca iki dogruluk degerinden olusmamaktadir. Bu agidan
goriiselci mantikta klasik manugin aksine tigiincii halin olanaksizlig: ilkesi ve ¢ift degilleme kurals
kabul edilmemektedir.*® Ancak bu ¢alismada, S ve S’ ifadeleri, klasik iki degerli manuk anlayigi
icerisinde kalinarak kullanilmaktadir.

A) DéndiirmeTersine Déndiirme

SaP - P1S (Arizi)---------- PoS’ (Arizi)

SeP PeS PaS’

SiP PiS PoS’

[YeY o Déndiirmesi olmaz----X

Biitiin insanlar akillidir,--~-------cee-—- Bazi akillilar insan-olmayan degildir.

Hicbir insan tig ayakl: degildir.------------ Biitiin ti¢-ayaklilar insan-olmayandir.

Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.-------------—————- Baz1 saglikli olmayanlar insan-olmayan degildir.
Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------- X

Bu kombinasyon esdegerliginde, 6zne ve yiiklem yer degistirip, yiiklem konumuna gecen
oznenin degillendigi goriiliir. Goriildugi gibi ilk kategorik énermede tiimel olumlu yapidaki
onerme, tikel olumsuz yapiya, tiimel olumsuz yapidaki onerme, tiimel olumlu yapiya ve son
olarak tikel olumlu yapidaki 6nerme, tikel olumsuz yapiya doniismiistiir. Tikel olumsuz yapidaki
onermenin ise bu iki kombinasyon kuralinda bir esdegeri yoktur.

B) Tersine Déndiirme Déndiirme

SaP SelP? P’eS

SeP SaP’ P’1S (Arizi)

SiP SoP”’ Déndiirmesi olmaz

SoP SiP’ P’iS

Biitiin insanlar akillidir.-----------mnemeem- Hicbir akilli-olmayan insan degildir.
Higbir insan ii¢ ayakli degildir.------------ Bazi ii¢-ayakli olmayanlar insanlardir.

30  Goriisel mantik, ilk kez Brouwer tarafindan 1907 yilinda ortaya konulmustur, ilk bigimsel gelisimi ise 1930 yilinda
Arend Heyting tarafindan verilir. Detayli bilgi icin bkz: Joan Moschovakis, «Intuitionistic Logic», The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2021 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/
archives/fall2021/entries/logic-intuitionistic/>.Ayrica bkz: Leila Haaparanta, The Development of Modern Logic,
(Oxford University Press, 2009), 641-653.
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Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.-------------eeeenmv X
Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------- Bazi saglikli olmayanlar insandir.

Bu kombinasyon esdegerligine gore, dzne ve yiiklemi bir énceki gibi yer degistirmesine
ragmen bu kez degillenen unsur 6zne konumuna gegen yiiklemdir. Ayrica tiimel olumlu yapidaki
onermelerin tiimel olumsuza; olumsuz yapilarin ise ister tikel ister tiimel olsunlar olumlu yapilara
déniistiigii anlagilmakeadir.

C) DéndiirmeTersevirme

[P I PiS (Arizi)------------- X Tersevirmesi olmaz

SeP PeS S0P’ (Arizi)

SiP PiS X Tersevirmesi olmaz

SoP--—m— Déndiirmesi olmaz---------- X

Biitiin insanlar akillidir.-~--------—-~-——-———- X

Hicbir insan ti¢ ayakli degildir.---------- Bazi insan-olmayanlar {i¢-ayakli olmayan
degildir.

Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.-------------me - X

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.-------------- X

Bu kombinasyonda tek bir kategorik énermenin esdegeri elde edilmektedir. Bu durum
yalnizca tiimel olumsuz yapidaki dnermeler icin gegerlidir: Bu yapilarda, 6zne ve yiiklem yer
degistirmeksizin degillenmekte ve tiimel olumsuz yapidaki onerme tikel olumsuz yapiya
déntismektedir. Ancak elde edilen esdegerlik arizi olmasi yoniiyle giigsiiz bir egdegerligi ifade
etmektedir. Yine de bu kombinasyon tizerinden esdegeri alinabilen tek yap1 olmast bakimindan
onem tagimakeadir. Bunun nedeni, tek bir kategorik énerme icin gegerli olsa bile, o 6nermenin
dogruluk degeri degismeksizin, belirli bir kurallilik 6lciisiinde, baska bir sekilde ifade
edilebilmesidir.

D) Tersine Dondiirme Tersevirme

SaP SeP’ PoS’ (Arzi)

SeP SaP’ PaS’

SiP SoP”’ PoS’

SoP SiP? X Tersevirmesi olmaz

Biitiin insanlar akillidir.---------eeeeeee - Bazi akillilar insan-olmayan degildir.
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Hicbir insan ti¢ ayakli degildir.------------ Biitiin ti¢-ayaklilar insan-olmayandir.
Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.--------------—---- Bazi saglikli olmayanlar insan-olmayan degildir.
Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------- X

Yukarida A esdegerlik kuralinda doért kategorik onermeye D+TD iglemi uygulandiginda
elde edilen sonug ile burada (D esdegerlik kuralinda) TD+TE islemi uygulandiginda elde edilen
sonug aynidir. Bu durum, bu iglemlerin (D+TD ve TD+TE) dogru bir bicimde uygulandiginda
bizi “ulagilabilir sonuglar” kiimesine gotiiren fonksiyonlar oldugunu gostermektedir.

E) Tersevirme Dondiirme

SaP P’aS S1P’ (Arizi)

SeP-ereeeeeeee P’0S’ (Ar1zi)--m-mmmmemmmmmmem e X Dondiirmesi olmaz

SiP X X

SoP P’oS’ X Déndiirmesi olmaz

Biitiin insanlar akillidir.--------------—-———- Bazi insan-olmayanlar akilli-olmayandir.
Hicbir insan ti¢ ayakli degildir.------------ X

Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.---------------—- X

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------ X

Bu kombinasyonda tek bir kategorik 6nermenin denkligi elde edilmektedir. Bu durum
yalnizca tiimel olumlu yapidaki énermeler icin gegerlidir: Bu yapilarda, 6zne ve yiiklem yer
degistirmeksizin degillenmekte ve yapi, tikel olumlu yapiya déntismektedir. Burada da upks
Cde oldugu gibi elde edilen esdegerlik bile arizi olmasi yoniiyle gligsiiz bir esdegerligi ifade
etmektedir. Arizi olsa da, Cde kargilagilan duruma benzer sekilde bu kombinasyon iizerinden
esdegeri alinabilen tek yap1 olmasi bakimindan énem tagimakeadir.

F) Tersevirme Tersine Dondiirme

SaP P’aS P’eS

LY P’oS’ (Artzi) P’1S (Arizi)
Y] R — X (Tersevirmesi olmaz)----------- X

SoP P’oS’ PiS

Yukarida B esdegerlik kuralinda dért kategorik 6nermeye TD+D islemi uygulandiginda elde
edilen sonug ile burada (F esdegerlik kuralinda) TE+TD islemi uygulandiginda elde edilen sonug
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aynidir. Bu durum, bu iglemlerin (TD+D ve TE+TD) dogru bir bicimde uygulandiginda bizi
“ulagilabilir sonuglar” kiimesine gtiiren fonksiyonlar oldugunu gostermektedir.

Simdi de mevcut dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirlerinin ti¢lii kombinasyonlara bakalim:

G) DéndiirmeTersine DondiirmeTersevirme

(P} P1S (Arizi) PoS’ SoP” (Arizi)
SeP PeS Pa$S’ SaP’

SiP PiS PoS’ SoP”’

) Déndiirmesi olmaz X X

Biitiin insanlar akillidir.--------me-eeeeeeeem Bazi insanlar akilli-olmayan degildir.
Higbir insan tg ayaklr degildir.------------ Biittin insanlar ti¢-ayakli olmayandir.
Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.~--------------—--- Bazi insanlar saglikli-olmayan degildir.
Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------- X

Bu kombinasyon esdegerligine gore, tikel olumsuz yapilar disinda kalan ifadelerde 6zne ve
yiiklem yer degistirmeksizin yiiklemin degillendigi; tiimel olumlu yapidaki énermenin tikel
olumsuz yapiya, tiimel olumsuz yapidaki 6nermenin tiimel olumlu yapiya ve tikel olumlu yapidaki
dnermenin tikel olumsuz yapiya déndiigii goriilmekeedir. Dolayisiyla bu kombinasyonda olumlu
yapilarin olumsuz yapilara, olumsuz yapilarin ise olumlu yapilara doniistiigii agiga ¢tkmakeadir.

H) Déndiirme Tersevirme Tersine Dondiirme

SaP PiS X (Tersevirmesi olmaz)------------ X

SeP PeS S’oP’ (Arizi) S’ 1P(Ar1zi)
SiP PiS X (Tersevirmesi olmaz)----------- X
SoP--m-mee e Doéndiirmesi olmaz X X
Biitiin insanlar akillidir, ~~--------—-—————— X

Higbir insan tg ayaklr degildir.------------ Bazi insan-olmayanlar ti¢-ayaklidir.
Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.~--------------——-- X

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------ X

Bu kombinasyon denkligine gore yalnizca tiimel olumsuz yapinin esdegeri bir yapinin elde
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edilebildigi goriilmektedir; 6zne ve yiiklemin yerleri degismezken 6zne degillenmekte ve tiimel
olumsuz yapi, tikel olumsuz yapiya doniismektedir.Burada da tupki C ve E esdegerlik kuralinda
oldugu gibi elde edilen esdegerlik, arizi olmasi yoniiyle giicsiiz bir egdegerligi ifade etmektedir.
Arizi olsa da, bu kombinasyon iizerinden esdegeri alinabilen tek yap1 olmasi bakimindan énem
tasimaktadir.

I) Tersine DéondiirmeDoéndiirme Tersevirme

SaP SelP’ P’eS S’oP (Arizi)
SeP SalP’ P’iS X (Tersevirmesi
olmaz)

SiP SoP’ X Déndiirmesi olmaz--------- X

SoP SiP? PiS X (Tersevirmesi
olmaz)

Biitiin insanlar iki-ayaklidir.-------------eeeeo- Bazi insan-olmayanlar iki-ayakli degildir.
Higbir insan {i¢ ayakli degildir.---------------—- X

Bazi insanlar sagliklidir. X

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------------ X

Bu kombinasyon denkligine gore yalnizca tiimel olumlu yapinin bir esdegeri elde edilebildigi
goriilmektedir; dzne ve yiiklemin yerleri degismezken 6zne degillenmekte ve tiimel olumlu
yapy, tikel olumsuz yapiya déniismektedir. Burada da upki C, E ve Hde oldugu gibi elde edilen
esdegerlik, arizi olmasi yoniiyle glicsiiz bir esdegerligi ifade etmektedir. Arizi olsa da yine bu
kombinasyon tizerinden esdegeri alinabilen tek yap: olmasi bakimindan énem tagimaktadir.

I) Tersine DondiirmeTersevirme Dondiirme

SaP SelP’ PoS’ X (Déndiirmesi
olmaz)

SeP SaP’ Pa$’ S’ 1P(Arizi)

SiP Sol”’ PoS’ X (Déndiirmesi
olmaz)

SoP SiP’ X (Tersevirmesi olmaz)---X

Yukarida H esdegerlik kuralinda dért kategorik 6nermeye D+TE+TD islemi uygulandiginda
elde edilen sonug ile burada (I esdegerlik kuralinda) TD+TE+D islemi uygulandiginda
elde edilen sonu¢ aynidir. Bu durum, bu iglemlerin (D+TE+TD ve TD+TE+D) dogru bir
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bicimde uygulandiginda bizi “ulagilabilir sonuglar” kiimesine gdtiiren fonksiyonlar oldugunu
gostermekeedir.

K) Tersevirme Déndiirme Tersine Déndiirme

SaP P’aS S'1P’ (Arizi) S’oP (Arizi)
)S) S S NN VN7 ) P —— X (Déndiirmesi olmaz)---------------- X
StP--emeeeeeee- X (Tersevirmesi olmaz)----X: X
SoP P’oS’ X (Déndiirmesi olmaz)---------------- X

Yukarida I esdegerlik kuralinda dért kategorik 6nermeye TD+D+TE islemi uygulandiginda
elde edilen sonug ile burada (K esdegerlik kuralinda) TE+D+TD iglemi uygulandiginda
elde edilen sonug¢ aynidir. Bu durum, bu iglemlerin (TD+D+TE ve TE+D+TD) dogru bir
bicimde uygulandiginda bizi “ulagilabilir sonuglar” kiimesine gotiiren fonksiyonlar oldugunu
gostermektedir.

L) Tersevirme Tersine Dondiirme Déndiirme

SaP P’aS P’eS SeP”’

) P’oS’ (Arizi) P1S SiP’ (Arizi)
S1P-meeeee e X (Tersevirmesi olmaz) X X

SoP P’oS’ P’iS SiP’
Biitiin insanlar akillidir.----------=--o-oo-- Hicbir insan akilli-olmayan degildir.
Hicbir insan ti¢ ayakli degildir.------------ Bazi insanlar ii¢-ayakli olmayandir.

Bazi insanlar sagliklidir.-------------ooeo- X

Bazi insanlar saglikli degildir.------------ Bazi insanlar saglikli-olmayandir.

Bu kombinasyon esdegerlige gore esdegerligi arastirilan yapilardan tikel olumlu énermeler
hari¢ 6zne ve yiiklemlerin yerleri degismeksizin yiiklem degillenmekte; olumlu yapidaki
onermeler olumsuz yapidaki onermelere, olumsuz yapidaki 6nermeler ise olumlu yapidaki
onermelere doniismektedir.

Simdiye kadar yapilan tiim incelemeler dogrultusunda dikkat ¢eken énemli bir bagka nokta
Arizi bir egdegerligin daha sonra hangi egdegerlik kuralina gore esdegeri alinirsa alinsin sonug
onermesinin Arizi kalmay: stirdiirdtigtidiir.

Bir tablo ile bu yeni esdegerliklerin hangi kategorik nermeler i¢in gegerli olup olmadiklarini
su sekilde gosterebiliriz:
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SaP SeP SiP SoP
A RN \ \ X
B \ v X v
C X v X X
D v v \ X
E v X X X
F \ \ X RN
G \ v v X
H X v X X
I \ X X X
i X \ X X
K \ X X X
L \ v X \

Yukaridaki tablodan ikili kombinasyonlarin A ve D egdegerlik kuralindan elde edilen
sonuglarin, ayni oldugu goriilmekeedir. Uygulanan adimlar her ne kadar farkli olsa da, 6nemli
olan s6z konusu kategorik 6nermenin ilk hali ile son hali arasindaki kuralliliktir. Benzer sekilde
B ve F kombinasyonlar: da ayni sonucu vermektedir. Ayni esdegerlik kuralini ifade etmeleri
nedeniyle bu ikili kombinasyonlardan yalnizca birini saydigimiz zaman kombinasyon listesi
12°den 10’a diismektedir.

Ayn1 sonuglart veren bagka ikililer iiclii kombinasyondan elde edilen “H ve 1”7 ile “K
ve I” esdegerlik kurallaridir. Bunlardan ayni sonuglart verenlerden birini (mesela I ve Ky1)
eledigimizde say1 10’dan 8¢ inmektedir. Bu durumda meveut dolayl: ¢ikarim kurallarinin ikili ve
tiglii kombinasyonlarr alinarak daha 6nce elde edilmemis sonuglari veren 8 yeni esdegerlik, yani
dogrudan ¢ikarim kurali ortaya konulmaktadir. Bunlar sirastyla ikili kombinasyondan elde edilen
A/D, B/E, C ve E esdegerlik kurallari ile ticlii kombinasyondan elde edilen G, L, H/i ve /K
esdegerlik kurallaridir. Bu sekiz yeni egsdegerlik kurali arasinda hem yalnizca bir kategorik nerme
icin sonug vermeleri hem de arizi esdegerlikler olmalari nedeniyle C, E, H/ Tile /K esdegerliklerine
“zayif esdegerlik kurallart” diyebiliriz. Buna gore A/D, B/F, G ve L esdegerliklerini de birden
fazla kategorik onerme icin bir kurallilik ortaya koyacak bicimde sonuglar vermeleri nedeniyle

“giiclii esdegerlik kurallar1” seklinde adlandirabiliriz.

Bu ¢alismada ortaya konulmus yeni esdegerlik kurallarini 6zetlemek gerekirse, sirastyla ikili ve
tiglii kombinasyonlardan elde edilen yeni dogrudan ¢ikarim kurallari asagidaki gibi agiklanabilir.

1. A/D esdegerligi, bir kategorik o6nermenin sirasiyla Déndiirme ve Tersine
Déndiirme’sinin veya Tersine Dondiirme ve Tersevirme’sinin alinmastyla elde edilen
onerme ile arasinda kurulan esdegerliktir. Bu esdegerlik kuralinda 6zne ve yiiklem
yer degistirip, yiiklem konumuna gegen 6zne degillenmekte; tiimel olumlu yapidaki
onerme, tikel olumsuz yapiya, timel olumsuz yapidaki 6nerme, tiimel olumlu yapiya
ve son olarak tikel olumlu yapidaki énerme, tikel olumsuz yapiya déniismektedir. Bu
esdegerlik kuralinda egsdegeri olmayan tek kategorik 6nerme tikel olumsuz yapidaki
(SoP) 6nermedir.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 55, 2021 103



Dogrudan Cikarimlar Uzerine

104

. B/F egdegerligi, bir kategorik onermenin sirastyla Tersine Déndiirme ve

Déndiirme’sinin veya Tersevirme ve Tersine Dondiirme’sinin alinmastyla elde edilen
onerme ile arasinda kurulan egdegerliktir. Bu esdegerlik kuralinda 6zne ve yiiklem yer
degistirmesine ragmen bu kez degillenen unsur 6zne konumuna gegen yiiklemdir.
Ayrica tiimel olumlu yapidaki 6nermeler tiimel olumsuza; olumsuz yapilar ise ister
tikel ister tiimel olsunlar olumluya déniismektedir. Bu esdegerlik kuralinda esdegeri
olmayan tek kategorik 6nerme tikel olumlu yapidaki (S1P) 6nermedir.

. C egdegerligi, yalnizca tiimel olumsuz bir kategorik dnermeye sirastyla Déndiirme

ve Tersevirme islemlerinin uygulanmasiyla elde edilen tikel olumsuz &nerme ile
arasinda kurulan esdegerlik kuralini ifade eder. Bu esdegerlik kuralina gére, 6zne ve
yiiklem yer degistirmeksizin degillenmekte ve tiimel olumsuz yapidaki 6nerme tikel
olumsuz yapiya doniismektedir. Bu esdegerlik yalnizca tiimel bir 6nermeden tikel bir
onermenin elde edilmesinden ibaret bir esdegerlik kurali olmast nedeniyle zayif bir

esdegerlik kuralidir.

. E egdegerligi, yalnizca tiimel olumlu bir kategorik 6nermeye sirastyla Tersevirme ve

Déndiirme islemlerinin uygulanmasiyla elde edilen tikel olumlu énerme ile arasinda
kurulan esdegerlik kuralini ifade eder. Bu esdegerlik kuralina gore, 6zne ve yiiklem yer
degistirmeksizin degillenmekte ve yapy, tikel olumluya déniismektedir. Bu esdegerlik
kurali da tipki C egdegerlik kuralinda oldugu gibi, yalnizca tiimel bir 6nermeden tikel
bir 6nermenin elde edilmesinden ibaret bir egsdegerlik kurali olmasi nedeniyle zayif

bir esdegerlik kuralidir.

. G esdegerligi, bir kategorik 6nermenin sirasiyla Déndiirme, Tersine Dondiirme ve

Tersevirme’sinin alinmasiyla elde edilen 6nerme ile arasinda kurulan egdegerliktir. Bu
esdegerlik kuralinda 6zne ve yiiklem yer degistirmeksizin yiiklemin degillendigi; tiimel
olumlu yapidaki 6nermenin tikel olumsuz yapiya, tiimel olumsuz yapidaki énermenin
tiimel olumlu yapiya ve tikel olumlu yapidaki énermenin tikel olumsuz yapiya
dondiigii goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu kombinasyonda olumlu yapilarin olumsuz
yapilara, olumsuz yapilarin ise olumlu yapilara déntistiikleri agiga ¢tkmaktadir. Bu
esdegerlik kuralinda egsdegeri olmayan tek kategorik 6nerme tikel olumsuz yapidaki
(SoP) onermedir.

. L egdegerligi, bir kategorik énermenin sirastyla Tersevirme, Tersine Déndiirme ve

Déndiirme’sinin alinmasiyla elde edilen 6nerme ile arasinda kurulan esdegerlikeir.
Bu esdegerlik kuralina gore ozne ve yiiklemlerin yerleri degismeksizin yiiklem
degillenmekte; olumlu yapidaki énermeler olumsuz yapidaki énermelere, olumsuz
yapidaki 6nermeler ise olumlu yapidaki énermelere déniismektedir. Bu esdegerlik
kuralinda esdegeri olmayan tek kategorik 6nerme tikel olumlu yapidaki (SiP)
onermedir.

. HA esdegerligi, yalnizca tiimel olumsuz bir kategorik 6nermenin sirasiyla Dondiirme,
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Tersevirme ve Tersine Dondiirmesinin veya yine sirasiyla Tersine Dondiirme,
Tersevirme ve Dondiirme’nin alinmasiyla elde edilen tikel olumlu 6nerme ile arasinda
kurulan esdegerlik kuralini ifade eder.Bu esdegerlik kuralina gére, 6zne ve yiiklemin
yerleri degismezken 6zne degillenmekte ve tiimel olumsuz yapi, tikel olumsuz yapiya
déniigmektedir. Bu egdegerlik yalnizca tiimel bir énermeden tikel bir énermenin

elde edilmesinden ibaret bir egdegerlik kurali olmasi nedeniyle zayif bir esdegerlik
kuralidir.

8. I/K egdegerligi, yalnizca tiimel olumlu bir kategorik énermenin sirastyla Tersine
Déndiirme, Dondiirme ve Tersevirme'sinin veya Tersevirme, Dondiirme ve Tersine
Déndiirme’sinin alinmasiyla elde edilen tikel olumsuz énerme arasinda kurulan
esdegerlik kuralini ifade eder. Bu esdegerlik kuralina gére 6zne ve yiiklemin yerleri
degismezken o6zne degillenmekte ve tiimel olumlu yapi, tikel olumsuz yapiya
doniismektedir. Tipkt H/I esdegerligi gibi bu esdegerlik de yalnizca tiimel bir
onermeden tikel bir nermenin elde edilmesinden ibaret bir esdegerlik kurali olmast
nedeniyle zayif bir esdegerlik kuralidur.

Sonug

Gegerli gikarimlarda bulunmak dogru adimlarla yapilan akil ytirtitmeyi, bu akil yiirtitmelerin
diizgiin bir sekilde saglanmasi ise birtakim ilke ve kurallara uymayr gerektirir. Aristoteles
agisindan diisiincede hataya diismemek ve dolayisiyla gegerli ¢ikarimlarda bulunmak icin aklin
uymasi gereken birtakim ilkeler (6zdeslik, celismezlik, tigiincii halin imkansizligs ve iki degerli
dogruluk) ve kurallar (¢ikarim kurallart) vardir. Bu ilke ve kurallar, dilin tasidigt belirsizliklerden
kaynaklanan kimi sorunlarin giderilmesini saglamakta, béylece diistincenin diizgiin bir bigimde
isleyisi gibi onun ifade yolu olan dilin de daha diizgiin kullanimina olanak saglamasi agisindan
onemlidir.

Bu ¢alismada Aristoteles’in gegerli ¢ikarim yapmak adina ortaya koydugu kurallarin nasil
tiiretilebilecegini gostermek amaclanmigtir. Bu amagla mevcut dogrudan c¢ikarim tiirlerine ek
olarak, eldeki dogrudan ¢ikarim tiirleri arasinda ikili ve ticlii kombinasyon yaparak yeni dogrudan
ctkarim kurallarinin tiiretilebilecegi gosterilmeye calistlmigtir. Yapilan incelemeler sonucunda
A/D, B/E C, E, G, L, H/I ve I/K olarak ifade edilebilecek sekiz yeni dogrudan gikarim kurali
ortaya konmustur. Bunlardan A/D, B/E G ve L esdegerlikleri birden ¢ok kategorik 6nerme igin bir
esdegerlik kurali sunmalari nedeniyle “giiglii esdegerlik kurallar”; C, E, H/I ve 1/K esdegerlikleri
ise yalnizca tek bir kategorik 6nerme icin bir esdegerlik kurali sunmalari nedeniyle “zayif esdegerlik
kurallar1” olarak adlandirilmistir. Tek bir kategorik dnermeye uygulanabilmeleri nedeniyle zayif
esdegerlik kurali olarak adlandirilan bu yapilar, bir énermenin dogruluk degeri korunacak
sekilde, s6z konusu 6nermenin bagka bir ifadesini vermeleri bakimindan 6énem tasimaktadir.
Bu, genel olarak ilgili calismada ileri siiriilen egdegerlik kurallarinin tiimii i¢in gecerlidir. Mevcut
esdegerlik kurallarinin Aristoteles tarafindan gecerli ¢cikarimlar yapmak adina ortaya kondugu
dikkate alindiginda, bu ¢alismada ileri siiriilen yeni esdegerlik kurallarinin da ayni amaca hizmet
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edecek sekilde kullanilabilir olmast bu ¢alismanin pragmatik yaninit gostermektedir. Dolayistyla
bu caligmada ileri siiriilen dogrudan ¢ikarim kurallart bir ¢ikarimin gecerliligini denetlemede
islevsel niteliktedir. Boylece, yeni esdegerlik kurallari 6ne stirmekle, mantiksal akil yiirtitmelerde
yapilan, yapilmakta olan ve yapilmasi olast hatalarin 6niine gegmek hedeflenmektedir.

Iddia, dogrudan ¢ikarim kurallarinin yukarida sunulanlarla sinirlt oldugu degildir; aksine,
gesitli agilardan yaklagildiginda manugin ve dilin, bir 6nermenin dogruluk degeri degismeksizin
esdegeri bir ifadesini verecek sekilde bagka yeni dogrudan g¢ikarim kurallarini da tiiretmeye
olanak verir bir yapida oldugunu gostermektir. Bu durum, klasik dediiktif manuk anlayisi
icerisinde kalindiginda bile mantik ve dilin yeni kurallar tiiretmedeki verimliligini gdstermesi
agisindan dikkat ¢ekicidir. Mantigin temel arastirma konusunun birtakim ilkeler ve akil yiiriitme
kurallart uyarinca yapilan gegerli ¢ikarimlari dil Gizerinden ortaya koymak oldugu géz 6niine
alindiginda, bu ¢alismada 6ne siiriilen yeni esdegerlik kurallarinin yalnizca gegerli ¢ikarimlar elde
etme siirecinde kolaylik saglamakla sinirli kalmadigi, ayni zamanda bu kurallari ifade ederken
kullanilan dile de bir diizen getirdigi goriilmektedir.
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bilginin paylasimina katkida bulunmaktir.

Felsefe Arkivi — Archives of Philosophy felsefenin tiim alanlarina iliskin konulari kapsar. Derginin hedef
kitlesini akademisyenler, arastirmacilar, profesyoneller, 6grenciler ve ilgili mesleki, akademik kurum
ve kuruluslar olusturur.

EDITORYAL POLITIKALAR VE HAKEM SURECI
Yayin Politikasi

Dergiye yayinlanmak Uzere gonderilen makalelerin icerigi derginin amac ve kapsami ile uyumlu
olmalidir. Dergi, orijinal arastirma niteligindeki yazilari yayinlamaya 6ncelik vermektedir.

Genel ilkeler

Daha 6nce yayinlanmamis ya da yayinlanmak lizere baska bir dergide halen degerlendirmede
olmayan ve her bir yazar tarafindan onaylanan makaleler degerlendirilmek tizere kabul edilir.

On degerlendirmeyi gecen vyazilar iThenticate intihal tarama programindan gecirilir. intihal
incelemesinden sonra, uygun makaleler Editor tarafindan orijinaliteleri, metodolojileri, makalede
ele alinan konunun 6nemi ve derginin kapsamina uygunlugu acisindan degerlendirilir.

Bilimsel toplantilarda sunulan 6zet bildiriler, makalede belirtilmesi kosulu ile kaynak olarak kabul
edilir. Editor, gonderilen makale bicimsel esaslara uygun ise, gelen yaziyi yurticinden ve/veya
yurtdisindan en az iki hakemin degerlendirmesine sunar, hakemler gerek gérdugi takdirde yazida
istenen degisiklikler yazarlar tarafindan yapildiktan sonra yayinlanmasina onay verir.

Makale yayinlanmak tizere Dergiye gdnderildikten sonra yazarlardan higbirinin ismi, tim yazarlarin
yazili izni olmadan yazar listesinden silinemez ve yeni bir isim yazar olarak eklenemez ve yazar sirasi
degistirilemez.

Yayina kabul edilmeyen makale, resim ve fotograflar yazarlara geri gonderilmez.
Yazarlarin Sorumlulugu

Makalelerin bilimsel ve etik kurallara uygunlugu yazarlarin sorumlulugundadir. Yazar makalenin
orijinal oldugu, daha 6nce baska bir yerde yayinlanmadigi ve baska bir yerde, baska bir dilde
yayinlanmak lzere degerlendirmede olmadigi konusunda teminat saglamalidir. Uygulamadaki telif
kanunlari ve anlagmalari gézetilmelidir. Telife bagh materyaller (6rnegin tablolar, sekiller veya biytk
alintilar) gerekli izin ve tesekkurle kullanilmalidir. Baska yazarlarin, katkida bulunanlarin ¢alismalar
ya da yararlanilan kaynaklar uygun bicimde kullaniimali ve referanslarda belirtilmelidir.
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Gonderilen makalede tim yazarlarin akademik ve bilimsel olarak dogrudan katkisi olmalidir, bu
baglamda “yazar” yayinlanan bir arastirmanin kavramsallastirilmasina ve dizaynina, verilerin elde
edilmesine, analizine ya da yorumlanmasina belirgin katki yapan, yazinin yazilmasi ya da bunun
icerik acisindan elestirel bicimde gézden gecirilmesinde gérev yapan birisi olarak gorilur. Yazar
olabilmenin diger kosullari ise, makaledeki calismay planlamak veya icra etmek ve / veya revize
etmektir. Fon saglanmasi, veri toplanmasi ya da arastirma grubunun genel stipervizyonu tek basina
yazarlik hakki kazandirmaz. Yazar olarak gésterilen tim bireyler sayilan tim o6lcutleri karsilamalidir
ve yukaridaki 6lcttleri karsilayan her birey yazar olarak g&sterilebilir. Yazarlarin isim siralamasi ortak
verilen bir karar olmalidir. Tim yazarlar yazar siralamasini Telif Hakki Devir Formunda imzali olarak
belirtmek zorundadirlar.

Yazarlik icin yeterli Slcutleri karsilamayan ancak calismaya katkisi olan tiim bireyler “tesekkiir /
bilgiler” kisminda siralanmalidir. Bunlara érnek olarak ise sadece teknik destek saglayan, yazima
yardimci olan ya da sadece genel bir destek saglayan, finansal ve materyal destegi sunan kisiler
verilebilir.

Butiin yazarlar, arastirmanin sonuclarini ya da bilimsel degerlendirmeyi etkileyebilme potansiyeli
olan finansaliliskiler, cikar catismasi ve ¢ikar rekabetini beyan etmelidirler. Bir yazar kendiyayinlanmis
yazisinda belirgin bir hata ya da yanlislik tespit ederse, bu yanhshklara iliskin dizeltme ya da geri
¢cekme icin editor ile hemen temasa ge¢me ve isbirligi yapma sorumlulugunu tasir.

Hakem Siireci

Daha 6nce yayinlanmamis ya da yayinlanmak lizere baska bir dergide halen degerlendirmede
olmayan ve her bir yazar tarafindan onaylanan makaleler degerlendirilmek tzere kabul edilir.
Gonderilen ve 6n kontrolii gecen makaleler iThenticate yazihmi kullanilarak intihal icin taranir.
intihal kontroliinden sonra, uygun olan makaleler bas editér tarafindan orijinallik, metodoloji,
islenen konunun 6nemive dergi kapsamiile uyumlulugu agisindan degerlendirilir. Editor, makaleleri,
yazarlarin etnik kdkeninden, cinsiyetinden, cinsel yoéneliminden, uyrugundan, dini inancindan ve
siyasi felsefesinden bagimsiz olarak degerlendirir. Yayina génderilen makalelerin adil bir sekilde ift
tarafli kor hakem degerlendirmesinden ge¢melerini saglar.

Secilen makaleler en az iki ulusal/uluslararasi hakeme degerlendirmeye gdnderilir; yayin karari,
hakemlerin talepleri dogrultusunda yazarlarin gerceklestirdigi diizenlemelerin ve hakem sirecinin
sonrasinda bas editor tarafindan verilir.

Hakemlerin degerlendirmeleri objektif olmalidir. Hakem slreci sirasinda hakemlerin asadidaki
hususlari dikkate alarak degerlendirmelerini yapmalari beklenir.

- Makale yeni ve 6nemli bir bilgi iceriyor mu?

- Oz, makalenin icerigini net ve diizgiin bir sekilde tanimliyor mu?
- Yontem butinlikll ve anlasilir sekilde tanimlanmis mi?

- Yapilan yorum ve varilan sonuglar bulgularla kanitlaniyor mu?

- Alandaki diger calismalara yeterli referans verilmis mi?

- Dil kalitesi yeterli mi?
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Hakemler, gonderilen makalelere iliskin tim bilginin, makale yayinlanana kadar gizli kalmasini
saglamali ve yazar tarafinda herhangi bir telif hakki ihlali ve intihal fark ederlerse editére
raporlamalidirlar. Hakem, makale konusu hakkinda kendini vasifli hissetmiyor ya da zamaninda
geri donis saglamasi mimkiin goriinmiyorsa, editdre bu durumu bildirmeli ve hakem siirecine
kendisini dahil etmemesini istemelidir.

Degerlendirme stirecinde editor hakemlere gézden gecirme icin gdnderilen makalelerin, yazarlarin
6zel mulku oldugunu ve bunun imtiyazl bir iletisim oldugunu acikca belirtir. Hakemler ve yayin
kurulu Uyeleri baska kisilerle makaleleri tartisamazlar. Hakemlerin kimliginin gizli kalmasina 6zen
gosterilmelidir.

TELIF HAKKINDA

Yazarlar dergide yayinlanan calismalarinin telif hakkina sahiptirler ve calismalari Creative Commons
Atif-GayriTicari 4.0 Uluslararasi (CC BY-NC 4.0) olarak lisanshdir. CC BY-NC 4.0 lisansi, eserin ticari
kullanim disinda her boyut ve formatta paylasilmasina, kopyalanmasina, ¢cogaltiimasina ve orijinal
esere uygun sekilde atifta bulunmak kaydiyla yeniden diizenleme, donistiirme ve eserin Uzerine
insa etme dahil adapte edilmesine izin verir.

ACIK ERISiM iLKESI

Dergi acik erisimlidir ve derginin tiim icerigi okura ya da okurun dahil oldugu kuruma Ucretsiz olarak
sunulur. Okurlar, ticari amag haricinde, yayinci ya da yazardan izin almadan dergi makalelerinin tam
metnini okuyabilir, indirebilir, kopyalayabilir, arayabilir ve link saglayabilir. Bu BOAI acik erisim tanimiyla
uyumludur.

Derginin acik erisimli makaleleri Creative Commons Atif-GayriTicari 4.0 Uluslararasi (CC BY-NC 4.0)
olarak lisanslidr.

iISLEMLEME UCRETI

Derginin tiim giderleri istanbul Universitesi tarafindan karsilanmaktadir. Dergide makale yayini ve
makale suireglerinin yiritilmesi lcrete tabi degildir. Dergiye gonderilen ya da yayin icin kabul edilen
makaleler icin islemleme Ucreti ya da génderim Ucreti alinmaz.

ETIiK
Yayin Etigi ilke ve Standartlar

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, yayin etiginde en yuksek standartlara baglidir ve Committee
on Publication Ethics (COPE), Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ), Open Access Scholarly
Publishers Association (OASPA) ve World Association of Medical Editors (WAME) tarafindan
yayinlanan etik yayincilik ilkelerini benimser; Principles of Transparency and Best Practice in
Scholarly Publishing bashgr altinda ifade edilen ilkeler icin adres: https://publicationethics.org/
resources/guidelines-new/principles-transparency-and-best-practice-scholarly-publishing

Gonderilen tiim makaleler orijinal, yayinlanmamis ve baska bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde
olmamaldir. Yazar makalenin orijinal oldugu, daha 6nce baska bir yerde yayinlanmadigi ve
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baska bir yerde, baska bir dilde yayinlanmak lizere degerlendirmede olmadigini beyan etmelidir.
Uygulamadaki telif kanunlari ve anlasmalari gozetilmelidir. Telife bagh materyaller (6rnegin
tablolar, sekiller veya buyuk alintilar) gerekli izin ve tesekkirle kullaniimalidir. Baska yazarlarin,
katkida bulunanlarin ¢alismalar ya da yararlanilan kaynaklar uygun bicimde kullanilmali ve
referanslarda belirtilmelidir.

Her bir makale en az iki hakem tarafindan cift kér degerlendirmeden gecirilir. intihal, duplikasyon,
sahte yazarlik/inkar edilen yazarlk, arastirma/veri fabrikasyonu, makale dilimleme, dilimleyerek
yayin, telif haklari ihlali ve ¢ikar catismasinin gizlenmesi, etik disi davranislar olarak kabul edilir.

Kabul edilen etik standartlara uygun olmayan tim makaleler yayindan cikarilir. Buna yayindan
sonra tespit edilen olasi kuraldisi, uygunsuzluklar iceren makaleler de dahildir.

Arastirma Etigi

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy arastirma etiginde en yliksek standartlari gozetir ve asagida
tanimlanan uluslararasi arastirma etigi ilkelerini benimser. Makalelerin etik kurallara uygunlugu
yazarlarin sorumlulugundadir.

- Arastirmanin tasarlanmasi, tasarimin gozden gecirilmesi ve arastirmanin yuritilmesinde,
buttnlik, kalite ve seffaflik ilkeleri saglanmalidir.

- Arastirma ekibi ve katilimcilar, arastirmanin amaci, yontemleri ve 6ngérilen olasi kullanimlari;
arastirmaya katilimin gerektirdikleri ve varsa riskleri hakkinda tam olarak bilgilendirilmelidir.

- Arastirma katilimcilarinin sagladigi bilgilerin gizliligi ve yanit verenlerin gizliligi saglanmalidir.
Arastirma katihmailarin 6zerkligini ve sayginhgini koruyacak sekilde tasarlanmalidir.

- Arastirma katihmcilari gonulli olarak arastirmada yer almali, herhangi bir zorlama altinda
olmamalidirlar.

- Katihmcilarin zarar gérmesinden kaginiimaldir. Arastirma, katimcilari riske sokmayacak sekilde
planlanmalidir.

- Arastirma bagimsizligiyla ilgili acik ve net olunmali; ¢ikar catismasi varsa belirtilmelidir.

- insan deneklerile yapilan deneysel calismalarda, arastirmaya katiimaya karar veren katiimcilarin
yazili bilgilendirilmis onayi alinmalidir. Cocuklarin ve vesayet altindakilerin veya tasdiklenmis
akil hastaligi bulunanlarin yasal vasisinin onayi alinmalidir.

- Cahsma herhangi bir kurum ya da kurulusta gerceklestirilecekse bu kurum ya da kurulustan
calisma yapilacagina dair onay alinmalidir.

- Insan 8gesi bulunan calismalarda, “yéntem” béliimiinde katimcilardan “bilgilendirilmis onam
alindiginin ve calismanin yapildigi kurumdan etik kurul onayi alindigi belirtilmesi gerekir.

”

DiL
Derginin dili Tiirkce ve Amerikan ingilizcesi'dir.
YAZILARIN HAZIRLANMASI VE YAZIM KURALLARI

Aksi belirtiimedikce gdnderilen yazilarla ilgili tim yazismalar ilk yazarla yapilacaktir. Makale
gonderimi online olarak ve http://felsefearkivi.istanbul.edu.tr adresinden erisilen http://dergipark.
gov.tr/login tzerinden yapilmalidir. Gonderilen yazilar, makale turtini belirten ve makaleyle ilgili
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detaylari iceren (bkz: Son Kontrol Listesi) kapak sayfasi; editére mektup, yazinin elektronik formunu
iceren Microsoft Word 2003 ve Uizerindeki versiyonlari ile yazilmis elektronik dosya ve tiim yazarlarin
imzaladigi Telif Hakki Devir Formu eklenerek gonderilmelidir.

1. Galismalar, A4 boyutunda, 12 punto Times New Roman harf karakterleriyle ve 1,5 satir aralik
Olcls ile ve iki yana yasli olarak hazirlanmalidir. Dipnotlar var ise, bu sinirlar icinde kalmaldir ve
10 punto ile yazilmahdir.

2. Calismalarin baglica su unsurlari icermesi gerekmektedir: Tiirkce baslk, 6z ve anahtar kelimeler;
ingilizce baslik 6z ve anahtar kelimeler; ana metin béliimleri, kaynaklar, tablolar ve sekiller.

3. Giris béliminden 6nce 250 kelimelik calismanin kapsamini, amacini, ulasilan sonuclari ve
kullanilan yéntemi kaydeden Tiirkce ve ingilizce 6z yer almalidir. Calismanin ingilizce bashg
ingilizce 6ziin tizerinde yer almalidir. ingilizce ve Tiirkce &ézlerin altinda calismanin icerigini
temsil eden, 5-10 adet Tiirkce, 5-10 adet ingilizce anahtar kelime yer almalidir.

4, Arastirma makalesi bolimleri su sekilde siralanmalidir: “Giris”, “Amag ve Yontem’, “Bulgular’,
“Tartisma ve Sonug’, “Kaynaklar”. Derleme ve yorum vyazilari icin ise, ¢alismanin dneminin
belirtildigi, sorunsal ve amacin somutlastinldigi “Giris” bolimunin ardindan diger bolimler
gelmeli ve calisma“Tartisma ve Sonu¢’, “Kaynaklar” ve “Tablolar ve Sekiller” seklinde bitirilmelidir.

5. Yayilanmak Uzere gonderilen makale ile birlikte yazar bilgilerini iceren kapak sayfasi
gonderilmelidir. Kapak sayfasinda, makalenin bashgi, yazar veya yazarlarin bagli bulunduklari
kurum ve unvanlari, kendilerine ulasilabilecek adresler, cep, is ve faks numaralari, ORCID ve
e-posta adresleri yer almalidir (bkz. Son Kontrol Listesi).

6. Dergide yayinlanan yazilarin tim sorumlulugu ve belirtilen gérisler yazarlara aittir; istanbul
Universitesi bir sorumluluk ytiklenmez.

7. Yayin kurulu ve hakem raporlari dogrultusunda yazarlardan, metin tzerinde bazi diizeltmeler
yapmalari istenebilir.

8. Dergiye gonderilen calismalar yayinlansin veya yayinlanmasin geri génderilmez.

Kaynaklar

Derleme yazilari okuyucular icin bir konudaki kaynaklara ulasmayi kolaylastiran bir arag olsa da, her
zaman orijinal ¢calismayi dogru olarak yansitmaz. Bu ylizden miimkiin oldugunca yazarlar orijinal
calismalar kaynak géstermelidir. Ote yandan, bir konuda cok fazla sayida orijinal calismanin kaynak
gosterilmesiyerisrafina neden olabilir. Birkag anahtar orijinal calismanin kaynak gosterilmesi genelde
uzun listelerle ayni isi gorur. Ayrica glinimuzde kaynaklar elektronik versiyonlara eklenebilmekte ve
okuyucular elektronik literatiir taramalariyla yayinlara kolaylkla ulasabilmektedir.

Kabul edilmis ancak heniiz sayiya dahil edilmemis makaleler Early View olarak yaymnlanir. Genel bir
kaynaktan elde edilemeyecek temel bir konu olmadikca “kisisel iletisimlere” atifta bulunulmamalidir.
Eger atifta bulunulursa parantez icinde iletisim kurulan kisinin adi ve iletisimin tarihi belirtilmelidir.
Bilimsel makaleler icin yazarlar bu kaynaktan yaziliizin ve iletisimin dogrulugunu gosterir belge almalidir.

Referans Stili ve Formati

Makaleler icin kullanilacak referans sistemi“Chicago Manual of Style (CMOS) olmalidir. Ayrintili bilgi
icin: https://www.chicagomanualofstyle.org/tools_citationguide/citation-guide-1.html
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Kaynaklarin dogrulugundan yazar(lar) sorumludur. Tim kaynaklar metinde belirtilmelidir. Kaynaklar
asagidaki 6rneklerdeki gibi gosterilmelidir.

Ornekler:
iR: ik referans, SR: Sonraki referans, K: Kaynakca

Kitap

iR Ayhan Bicak, Tarih Felsefesinin Olusumu (istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari, 2004), 280.

SR Bicak, Tarih Felsefesinin Olusumu, 25.

K Bicak, Ayhan. Tarih Felsefesinin Olusumu. istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari, 2004.

iR J. J. C. Smart ve Bernard Williams, Utilitarianism. For and Against (Cambridge: Cambridge Press,
1973),9.

SR Smart ve Williams, Utilitarianism. For and Against, 82.

K Smart, J. J. C. ve Williams, Bernard. Utilitarianism. For and Against. Cambridge: Cambridge Press,
1973.

iR Stanley M. Honer, Thomas C. Hunt ve Dennis L. Okholm, Invitation to Philosophy. Issues and Options
(Belmont: Wadsworth Pub Co., 1999), 20.

SR Honer, Hunt ve Okholm, Invitation to Philosophy, 35.

K Honer, Stanley M., Hunt, Thomas C. ve Okholm, Dennis L. Invitation to Philosophy. Issues and
Options. Belmont: Wadsworth Pub Co., 1999.

iR Frank Cunningham vd., Philosophy: The Big Questions (Toronto, Ontario: Canadian Scholars Press,
2003), 15.

SR Cunningham vd., Philosophy, 30.

K Cunningham, Frank, LaLonde, Daniel, Neelin, David ve Peglar, Kenneth. Philosophy: The Big
Questions. Toronto, Ontario: Canadian Scholars Press, 2003.

Soyadi tasimayan yazarlar (6rn. Kung Fu Tse) kaynakcada ilk isminin bas harfi altinda yazilir. Ornegin
Kung Fu Tse, K harfinden kaynakcaya girmelidir. Soyadi almis yazarlar kaynakcaya soyadlariyla girilir
(6rn. Popper, Karl).

Ceviri Kitap

iR Nigel Warburton, Felsefe Okuma Rehberi, cev. Ahmet Fethi Yildirnm (istanbul: Alfa, 2016), 8-9.
SR Warburton, Felsefe Okuma Rehberi, 12.

K Warburton, Nigel. Felsefe Okuma Rehberi. Ceviren Ahmet Fethi Yildirim. istanbul: Alfa, 2016.

Hazirlayani/Derleyeni/Editorii Olan Kitapta Kitap Boliimii

iR Cengiz Cakmak, “Kader insani Sugla Yargilar: ‘Kader ve Karakter’ Uzerine Deginiler’, Dar Kapidaki
Mesih: Walter Benjamin ve Politik Felsefesi icinde, Der. M .Ertan Kardes (istanbul: ithaki Yayinlari, 2017), 79.
SR Cakmak, “Kader insani Sucla Yargilar:'Kader ve Karakter’ Uzerine Deginiler”, 83.

K Cakmak, Cengiz. “Kader insani Sucla Yargilar: ‘Kader ve Karakter’ Uzerine Deginiler” Dar Kapidaki
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Mesih: Walter Benjamin ve Politik Felsefesi. Derleyen M .Ertan Kardes, 79-87. istanbul: ithaki Yayinlari,
2017.

Kitap icindeki Ons6z, Sunus, Giris vb. Kisimlar

iR Hakki Hiinler ve Solmaz Zelyiit Hiinler, Alasdair Maclntyrein Ethik’in Kisa Tarihi adl kitabina sunus
(istanbul: Paradigma Yayinlari, 2001), XVII.

SR Hiinler ve Zelyit Hiinler, sunus, XVI.

K Hiinler, Hakki ve Zelyit Hiinler, Solmaz. Alasdair Macintyre'in Ethik’in Kisa Tarihi adli kitabina sunus,
I-XXIV. istanbul: Paradigma Yayinlari, 2001.

Elektronik Olarak Yayimlanmis Kitap

iR Benedict de Spinoza, The Ethics [Part ] Erisim 2 Temmuz 2019, http://www.gutenberg.org/9/1/919/,1.E.2.
SR Spinoza, The Ethics [Part ], 1.E.9.

K Spinoza, Benedict de. The Ethics [Part I]. Erisim 2 Temmuz 2019. http://www.gutenberg.org/9/1/919/.

Online basvurulmus kitaplar icin URL ya da veritabaninin adi verilir. Eger sayfa numarasi yoksa,
bolim ya da kisim basligi referans verilebilir.

Telif Dergi Makalesi

iR Cengiz Cakmak, “Asadan Bécege: Politik Yargi ve Felsefe,” Felsefe Arkivi 43 (2015), 17.
SR Cakmak, “Asadan Bocege,” 17-18.

K Cakmak, Cengiz. “Asadan Bocege: Politik Yargi ve Felsefe!” Felsefe Arkivi 43 (2015): 17-23.

Ceviri Dergi Makalesi

iR Reinhard Kleinknecht, “Olay ve Gerceklik Zamani,’ cev. M. S. Geng, Kutadgubilig Felsefe-Bilim
Arastirmalari Dergisi 11 (2007), 20.

SR Reinhard, Kleinknecht, “Olay ve Gerceklik Zamani,” 22.

K Kleinknecht, Reinhard. “Olay ve Gerceklik Zamani” Ceviren M. S. Geng¢. Kutadgubilig Felsefe-Bilim
Arastirmalari Dergisi 11 (2007): 17-44.

Elektronik Dergi Makalesi

iR Ahmet Emre Dagtasoglu, “Antik Yunan Felsefesinde “Fantasia’nin Epistemolojik Roli,’ fisf (Felsefe
ve Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi) 17 (2014 Bahar): 266. Erisim 24 Haziran 2019.

SR Dagtasoglu, “Antik Yunan Felsefesinde,” 266-268.

K Dagtasoglu, Ahmet Emre. “Antik Yunan Felsefesinde “Fantasia’nin Epistemolojik Rolu.” fisf (Felsefe
ve Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi) 17 (2014 Bahar): 266-287. Erisim 24 Haziran 2019.

Online bagvurulmug makaleler icin URL ya da veritabaninin adi verilir. E§er mevcutsa DOI (Digital
Object Identifier) numarasini belirtin.

Tez
iR Ali Suat Gézcli, “Zaman Sorunu: Simdici ve Ebediyetci Anlayislari’, (Doktora tezi, istanbul
Universitesi, 2016), 28.
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SR Gozci, “Zaman Sorunu: Simdici ve Ebediyetci Anlayislar’, 40.

K Gozci, Ali Suat. “Zaman Sorunu: Simdici ve Ebediyetci Anlayislan” Doktora tezi, istanbul
Universitesi, 2016.

Ansiklopedi Maddesi

iR Ahmet Cevizci, “Mutluluk,’ Felsefe Sézliigii, (Istanbul: Paradigma Yayinlari, 2010), 1130.

SR Cevizci, “Mutluluk,” 1131.

K Cevizci, Ahmet.“Mutluluk! Felsefe S6zliigii: 1130-1131. istanbul: Paradigma Yayinlari, 2010.
Kitap Tanitimi

iR Aruz ibisi Temelli, “Siyaset Felsefesi,’ Kutadgubilig. Felsefe-Bilim Arastirmalari, 29 (2016), 370.
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