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Abstract: This article examines the contradictory propositions, a fundamental mode of opposition within the
tasdiqat (assents) section of the classical Aristotelian logical tradition, from both theoretical and historical
perspectives. It aims to delineate their systematic role in the history of classical logic through a structured
framework. Contradictory propositions express the situation where two propositions with the same subject and
predicates differ from each other in terms of both quality and quantity. In this context, the central problem of the
study is to determine between which types of propositions contradiction arises and under what conditions it occurs.
The study adopts not only a descriptive approach but also an analytical and justificatory method supported by
logical examples. The scope of the research is limited to categorical propositions, where contradictory relations
become most apparent; hypothetical and modal propositions are excluded. The analysis systematically addresses
the conditions under which contradiction arises, focusing on aspects such as quality (affirmative/negative),
quantity (universal/particular), specificity (khass), and indeterminate (muhmalah). Methodologically, the study is
based on comparative analysis and textual examination, evaluating the views of logicians from different historical
periods in chronological order. In this framework, the perspectives of classical thinkers such as Abii Nasr al-Farabt
(d. 951), Ibn Stna (d. 1037), al-Ghazalt (d. 1111), and Fakhr al-Din al-Raz1 (d. 1210), along with later logicians
such as Afdal al-Din al-Khiinajt (d. 1248), Athtr al-Din al-Abhart (d. 1265), Nasir al-Din al-TusT (d. 1274), Najm
al-Din al-Katib1 (d. 1277), Sir3j al-Din al-Urmawt (d. 1283), and Shams al-Din al-Samarqgandi (d. 1303), are
examined comparatively.
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Celisik Onermelerin Tanimi ve Aciklamast

Oz: Bu makale, klasik Aristotelesgi mantik geleneginin tasdikat kismidaki karsiolum tiirii olan gelisik 6nermeleri
teorik ve tarihsel boyutlariyla inceleyip klasik mantik tarihindeki yerini daha anlagilir ve sistematik cercevede
ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir. Celisik 6nerme, konu ve yiiklemleri ayni olan iki 6nermenin hem nitelik hem de
nicelik bakimindan birbirlerinden farkli olma durumunu ifade eder. Bu baglamda, ¢alismanin temel problemi
celisikligin hangi tlir 6nermeler arasinda, hangi sartlarda gergeklestigini ortaya koymaktir. Yalnizca tanimlayici
degil, ayn1 zamanda mantiksal ¢éziimleme ve ornekler iizerinden temellendirici bir yaklasim benimsenmistir.
Inceleme, dzellikle celisik iliskilerin belirgin bicimde ortaya ¢iktig1 yiiklemli dnermelerle smirli tutulmus, sarth
ve modal 6nermeler kapsam dig1 birakilmistir. Yiiklemin niteligi (olumlu/olumsuz), niceligi (tiimel/tikel), 6zelligi
(hass) ve niceligi belirsiz (mithmele) olmasi gibi faktorler celisik onermelerin ortaya ¢ikis kosullar agisindan
sistematik bigimde ele alinmistir. Metodolojik olarak, mukayeseli analiz ve metin ¢éziimleme yontemleri esas
almmakta, tarihsel siiregte farkli donemlerde yasamis mantik¢ilarin  goriigleri  kronolojik — sirayla
degerlendirilmektedir. Bu gergevede Ebii Nasr el-Farabi (v. 951), ibn Sina (v. 1037), Gazzali (v. 1111), Fahreddin
er-Razi (v. 1210) gibi klasik donem diislinilirlerinin yani sira, miiteahhir donem mantik¢ilarindan
Efdaliiddin el-Hiineci (v. 1248), Esirtiddin el-Ebheri (v. 1265), Nasiriiddin et-Tts1 (v. 1274), Necmiiddin
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el-Katibi (v. 1277), Siraceddin el-Urmevi (v. 1283), ve Semsiiddin es-Semerkandi (v. 1303) gibi
isimlerin ¢elisik Onermelere dair yaklagimlari da karsilagtirmali bigimde incelenmektedir.
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Introduction

The subject of contradiction (tandqud) in traditional Aristotelian logical literature is handled in
direct connection with categorical, affirmative/negative, singular, determinate, and indeterminate
propositions (Biiylikada, 2021: p. 590). From this perspective, it is necessary to first define the nature
of these types of propositions and subsequently address the relations of opposition among them.

Traditional Aristotelian logic is divided into two primary sections: concepts (tasawwurat) and
assents (tasdigat) (al-Farabi, 2012: p. 1). The foundation of the section on concepts, defined as "speech
that contains no relation whatsoever" (Se’id Pasa, 1998: p. 63), lies in the Five Universals (al-kulliyyat
al-khams), while its ultimate goal and purpose is definition (hadd). The principle of tasdigdt, defined as
"believing in the truth of a complete informative relation" (Se’id Pasa, 1998: 63), is the proposition,
while its objective is the syllogism (giyas/proof). Among these, the section on syllogism is what logic
primarily aims to reach, regarded as its "fruit." In line with this objective, logic first examines concepts,
followed by the propositions formed by the combination of these concepts.

The proposition, which constitutes the foundation of the fasdigdt section, is generally defined as
"speech that has the potential to be true or false" (Ciigen, 2021: p. 76). In classical logic, propositions
consist of at least two terms and the link or links (copula) that connect them. If these two terms consist
of two singular parts—or structures equivalent to singular parts—acting as subject and predicate, it is
called a categorical proposition (al-hamliyyah). If it consists of composite parts acting as an antecedent
and a consequent, it is called a hypothetical proposition (al-shartiyyah). Unlike categorical propositions,
hypothetical propositions are formed not from singular terms, but from the combination of propositions
themselves. Consequently, when a hypothetical proposition is analyzed into its parts, the remaining
elements are individual propositions. However, when these propositions come together, they become
elements of a new proposition and no longer carry the same independent judgment they held in isolation
(Ibn Sina, 2005: p. 21). In the categorical proposition "Man is a living being," "man" is the subject,
"living being" is the predicate, and "is" represents the copula. Conversely, in the hypothetical proposition
"Whenever the sun rises, then it is day," "the sun rises" is the antecedent, "it is day" is the consequent,
and the "whenever... then" particles represent the link.

Categorical propositions are classified according to their quality and quantity. In terms of quality,
they are divided into affirmative and negative; in terms of quantity, they are classified as universal,
particular, singular, and indeterminate. Affirmative propositions are those in which the attribute stated
in the predicate is affirmed of the subject, whereas negative propositions are those in which the attribute
in the predicate is denied of the subject (Emiroglu, 2011: 109). Regarding quantity, a universal
proposition is one established such that the subject term includes all members of a class. Particular
propositions include only a part of a group. Singular propositions refer to a specific individual of a
group. Indeterminate propositions (muhmalah) are those in which the quantity is not specified (Capak,
2012: p. 86-90; Emiroglu, 2011: p. 111; Komiircii, 2010: p. 128). For example, while the proposition
"Man is a living being" is affirmative, "Man is not a stone" is in a negative format. The proposition "All
men are "Man is a living being" is indeterminate.
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The subjects of opposition (al-tagabul), conversion (al-'aks al-mustawt), and contraposition (al-
'aks al-naqid) within the section on propositions are addressed under the title "relations between
propositions" in classical logic books written in Turkish. In Arabic logical works, they are examined
under the heading of ahkam al-qadaya, while in works written by Western logicians, they are studied
under the term [ inférence immédiate, which means immediate inference (Emiroglu, 2011: p. 127; Oner,
1974: p. 83-84). Opposition expresses the state of two propositions being opposed to each other in terms
of quantity, quality, or both. When the quantity and quality states of two propositions are considered,
four situations emerge:

(a) Contrariety (al-tadadd): This is the case where two universal propositions are opposite to each
other in terms of quality. In this respect, both propositions may be false, or one of them may be true
while the other is false. However, both cannot be true simultaneously (Oner, 1974: p. 84-85). For
instance, the situation where both propositions are false can be exemplified as follows: "Every human
is fat" (False) and "No human is fat" (False). The situation where one of the two propositions is true and
the other is false can be exemplified as: "Every human is a living being" (True) and "No human is a
living being" (False).

(b) Subcontrariety (ma tahta al-tadadd): This is the case of opposition between two particular
propositions in terms of quality. Each of these two particular propositions may be true, or one may be
true while the other is false. However, both cannot be false simultaneously. For instance, the situation
where both are true can be exemplified as follows: "Some humans are fat" (True) and "Some humans
are not fat" (True). The situation where one is true and the other is false can be exemplified as: "Some
humans are living beings" (True) and "Some humans are not living beings" (False).

(c) Subalternation (al-fadakhul): This expresses the situation where two propositions that are
identical in terms of quality differ in terms of quantity. Between these two propositions, a true-true
relationship can be established, as well as false-true or false-false relationships. However, a true-false
relationship cannot be established. For example, the false-true relationship can be exemplified as
follows: "Every human is fat" (False) and "Some humans are fat" (True). The true-true relationship:
"Every human is a living being" (True) and "Some humans are living beings" (True). The false-false
relationship: "No human is a living being" (False) and "Some humans are not living beings" (False).

(d) Contradiction (al-tanaqud): This is the case where two propositions with the same subject and
predicate differ in terms of both quantity and quality. A true-false or false-true relationship is established
between these two propositions. Conversely, true-true and false-false relationships cannot be
established. For instance, the following examples can be considered for both relationships: "All humans
are mortal" (True) and "Some humans are not mortal" (False); "Some birds are four-legged" (False) and
"No bird is four-legged" (True).

Objective

The objective of this study is to examine contradictory propositions—one of the modes of
opposition within the fasawwurdat (concepts) section of the classical Aristotelian logical tradition—
through their theoretical and historical dimensions, thereby delineating their place in the history of
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classical logic in a more systematic and intelligible manner. The study aims to determine between which
types of propositions contradiction arises and under what specific conditions it occurs.

Methodology

This study is based on the methods of comparative analysis and textual examination. The scope
of the research is specifically limited to categorical propositions, where contradictory relations become
most apparent; hypothetical and modal propositions are excluded from the analysis.

Findings

The findings obtained in this study reveal that contradictory propositions express a logical
relationship in which two propositions with the same subject and predicate differ from one another in
terms of both quality and quantity, a relationship that becomes particularly distinct within the context of
categorical propositions. It is observed that the conditions for the realization of contradiction are directly
linked to factors such as the quality (affirmative/negative) and quantity (universal/particular) of the
propositions, as well as their status as singular (khdss). The exclusion of hypothetical and modal
propositions has further sharpened the systematic focus of the investigation. Furthermore, the historical
evaluation indicates that while there are continuities and divergences between the approaches of
classical thinkers—such as al-Farabi, Ibn Sina, al-Ghazali, and Fakhr al-Din al-Razi—and those of later
(muta’akhkhiriin) logicians, these differences have significantly contributed to the process of
understanding and systematizing contradictory propositions within the Islamic logical tradition.

Definition of Contradiction

In terms of its lexical meaning, "contradiction" is the Turkish equivalent of the term tandqud,
expressed within the Arabic mufa ‘alah pattern. As a technical term, contradiction was described by Ibn
Stna as "the difference between two propositions in terms of affirmation and negation such that this
difference, by its very essence, necessitates that one of the propositions be true and the other false" (Ibn
Stna, 1938: p. 27, 2005: p. 40, 2013: p. 54; Biiyiikada-Sahin, 2024: p. 47). Subsequent logicians have
generally adopted this description (al-Abhar1, 2024: p. 91; al-KhtinajT: 1389: p. 121; al-Kashsht, 2024:
p. 88; al-Sawt, 1993: p. 121; al-Suhrawardi, 1955: p. 37, 2011: p. 194).

Upon examining the description, it is evident that contradiction occurs between two propositions
rather than between two concepts. Consequently, the relationship between the distinct concepts of
"seeing" and "non-seeing" cannot be designated as a contradiction, as they do not constitute
propositions.

Furthermore, it is understood from this description that a difference between two propositions
solely in terms of structure or quantity cannot be designated as a contradiction. Consequently, it cannot
be asserted that two propositions such as "Ali is hardworking" and "If Ali is not hardworking, he cannot
pass the class"—the first being a categorical proposition and the second being a conjunctive hypothetical
proposition—contradict each other, as they differ in their structural composition. Moreover, for two
propositions such as "All humans are mortal" and "Some humans are mortal," which are identical in
structure (both being categorical) and quality but differ in quantity (the former being universal and the
latter particular), it cannot be said that "they contradict each other." In conclusion, for two propositions
to be in a state of contradiction, they must necessarily differ in terms of quality.

Another noteworthy point in the description of contradiction is the necessity that one of the two
propositions which differ in quality must be true while the other must be false. Propositions that differ
in quality but are both true, as well as those that differ in quality but are both false, cannot be regarded
as contradictory.

For example:

Every human is actually (bi’l-fi /) laughing.
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No human is actually (bi’/-fi /) laughing.

These propositions are considered true when evaluated within the same time and quantity. Indeed,
when we consider a moment ¢ in which all humans are laughing, the first proposition is true; similarly,
at the same moment ¢ where it is accepted that no human is laughing, the proposition "No human is
actually (bi’l-fi‘l) laughing" also becomes true. Consequently, although a difference in quality is
observed between these two propositions, they are not regarded as contradictory because this difference
does not necessitate a contrast between truth and falsehood.

In the same manner:
Every living being is human.
No living being is human.

These propositions are also accepted as false. Although they differ from each other in terms of
quality, a relationship of contradiction cannot be established between them, as this difference does not
necessitate a contrast between truth and falsehood.

Another point that must be addressed in the description is that contradiction must be established
between the essences (dhat) of the two propositions. Consequently, a contradiction cannot be instituted
between the essence of one proposition and the necessary implication (/azim) of the other. For instance,
a relationship of contradiction exists between the propositions "All humans are mortal" and "Some
humans are not mortal." However, if instead of the predicate itself of the first proposition ("All humans
are mortal"), its equivalent necessary implication is taken and stated as "All humans are potentially (bi /-
quwwah) laughing," a relationship of contradiction cannot arise between these two—even if the truth of
the first proposition necessitates the falsehood of the second.

Contradiction in Indefinite Propositions(al-qadiyyah al-muhmalah)

Although the general practice requires that two propositions must coincide in eight specific
conditions for a contradiction to exist, there is no consensus among logicians on this matter. The view
that two propositions must be common in eight circumstances for a contradiction to occur is generally
identified as the position of the earlier (mutaqaddimiin) logicians (al-Kafiyaji, 2024: p. 229), and these
conditions are listed as follows:

a) Unity of Subject: If the subjects of two propositions are not identical, a relationship of
contradiction cannot be established between them. Consequently, both propositions may be
simultaneously true or simultaneously false. For instance, the propositions "Zayd is a student" and
"Ahmed is not a student"—both of which are true—are not contradictory to each other.

b) Unity of Predicate: Similarly, if the predicates of two propositions are different, these two
propositions can be simultaneously true or simultaneously false. For instance, the propositions "Ahmed
is a student" and "Ahmed is not a teacher" cannot be contradictory to each other.

c) Unity of Time: Two propositions, one affirmative and one negative, may both be true at
different times. For instance, while Ahmed is a student, the proposition "Ahmed is a student" is true.
Once Ahmed completes his education and enters professional life, the proposition "Ahmed is not a
student" also becomes true. Therefore, for two propositions to contradict each other, there must be a
unity of time in both.

d) Unity of Relation: When the predicate or the subject of a proposition is attributed to two
different things, these two propositions can be simultaneously true or false. For instance, in the
proposition "Ahmed is a son," the predicate "being a son" is true when related to his "father." However,
when attributed to his friend, the proposition "Ahmed is not a son" also becomes true.

e¢) Unity of Potentiality and Actuality: If the unity of potentiality and actuality is not maintained
in the predicates of the propositions, both propositions may be simultaneously true or false. For instance,
in the propositions "Wine is intoxicating" and "Wine is not intoxicating," if the part "is intoxicating" in
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the first is taken as actual (i ’/-fi ‘]), this proposition is true. Likewise, if the part "is not intoxicating" in
the second proposition is taken as potential (bi’l-quwwah), it is also true. Conversely, if the part "is
intoxicating" in the first proposition is taken as potential, the proposition becomes false; and if the part
"is not intoxicating" in the second is taken as actual, this proposition also becomes false.

f) Unity of Place: Even if two propositions share other common conditions, they may not be
contradictory if they do not maintain unity of place. For instance, the propositions "Zayd is in motion"
and "Zayd is not in motion" seemingly provide unity of subject and predicate and differ in terms of
quality. However, if it is assumed in the first proposition that Zayd is on Earth, this proposition is true.
Yet, if it is assumed in the second proposition that Zayd is on Mars or another planet, then this
proposition also becomes true.

g) Unity of Part and Whole: If two propositions do not maintain the unity of part and whole, they
may be simultaneously true or false. For instance, in the case of two seemingly contradictory
propositions such as "The African is black" and "The African is not black," the first proposition is true
when it refers to the African as a whole. However, in the second proposition, if the reference is not to
the whole but to a part of the whole, such as the palms of the hands or the teeth, the proposition "The
African is not black" likewise becomes true.

h) Unity of Condition: If the unity of condition is not maintained, two propositions that appear to
be contradictory may both be true or false. For instance, the two propositions "White dazzles the eye"
and "White does not dazzle the eye" seem to be contradictory. However, the first proposition is true
when the condition of "whiteness" is met, while the second proposition is also true when the condition
of "whiteness" is not met. Therefore, since the unity of condition between them is not observed, the two
propositions do not contradict each other (al-Abhari, 2001: p. 84; al-Hamawi, 2022: p. 97; al-Sawi,
1993: p. 121; al-Tist, 1988: p. 24; Ibn Hazm al-Andalust, 2018: p. 225-226).

However, some logicians have argued that not all of these eight conditions are necessary and that
a contradiction can exist between two propositions if only a few of them are met. The Second Teacher,
Abi Nasr al-Farabi, states that two propositions will contradict each other if three of these eight
conditions are fulfilled (Capak, 2014; Komiircii, 2017). These conditions are the unity of subject,
predicate, and time (Farabi, 1990: p. 56-57). This is because [1] the state of a specific predicate being
fixed for a subject within the same time and [2] the state of that specific predicate not being fixed for
the same subject within the same time can neither be verified nor falsified simultaneously. Consequently,
the relationship between these two states fulfills the indispensable condition of contradiction: if one
proposition is true, the other must be false, or conversely, if one is false, the other must be true.

Quoting this view of al-Farabi, Shams al-Din al-Samarqand states that he [al-Farabi| evaluates
the unities of condition, and part and whole within the unity of subject; the unities of relation, and
potentiality and actuality within the unity of predicate; and incorporates the unity of place into the unity
of time (al-Samarqandi, 2014: p. 227). He further notes that al-Farabi specifically mentions the unity of
time as a distinct condition, reasoning that as a substituted adverb (circumstance/zarf), it cannot be
included within either the subject or the predicate; rather, adverbs must follow the subject and predicate.
If the unity of time were included within the unity of predicate, it would then be necessary to mention
something else for the time stipulated as a condition in contradiction (al-Samarqandi, 2014: p. 229). It
is highly probable that what al-Samarqandi intends here is that a separate condition of time would need
to be mentioned, distinct from the time already included within the unity of predicate.

Although al-Farabi accepts three conditions regarding contradiction, he states in some of his
works on logic that all these conditions can be reduced to a single condition (al-Farabi, 1971: p. 62).
However, he does not explicitly mention what this condition is. According to Afdal al-Din al-Khiinajt,
who conveys this view of al-Farabi in his work, it is highly probable that this condition is the judgmental
relation (al-nisbah al-hukmiyyah) (al-Khiinaji, 1389: p. 123). This is because a difference occurring in
any of the subject, predicate, or time conditions causes a difference in the judgmental relation. Indeed,
the relation of a predicate to one of two subjects is different from its relation to the other subject.
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Consequently, a difference in the subject entails a difference in the relation. Similarly, the relation
between a subject and one of two different predicates is different from its relation with the other. Thus,
a difference in the predicate likewise necessitates a difference in the relation. Finally, the relation of a
thing with one of two times is different from its relation at another time. In the same manner, differences
in time give rise to differences in relation.

After summarizing al-Farab1's views, al-Khiinaji shares the conviction that the unity of relation
between two propositions—one affirmative and the other negative—is a sufficient condition for them
to be contradictory (al-Khiinaji, 1389: p. 123-124). Accordingly, if a relation established in one
proposition is affirmative and the same relation is judged negatively in another, or conversely, if a
relation established in one proposition is negative and the same relation is affirmative in another, a
contradiction arises between these two propositions. The essential point here is that the same relation
must be the subject of both propositions. Beyond this, no other condition is sought for a contradiction
to emerge.

However, al-KhiinajT states that in cases where a more comprehensive and detailed explanation
is required, some additional conditions must also be considered for a contradiction to occur. Particularly
regarding the contradictions of specific propositions, it is asserted that the following three conditions
must be met together for the contradiction to be valid: (i) the subject and predicate must be the same in
both propositions, (ii) the judgment must pertain to the same time, and (iii) the propositions must differ
in terms of their modal structures (necessary or non-necessary). In addition, if the two propositions in
question are quantified (mahsiirah), then, besides the three conditions mentioned above, the quantities
of the propositions must also differ from one another. In this context, in his concise work titled a/-Mizjaz
ft al-mantiq, al-KhtinajT mentions only these three as the necessary conditions for the realization of a
contradiction (al-Khtinaji, n.d.: 8b). He reports that the unities of part and whole and condition are
included within the subject condition; the unities of relation, place, and potentiality and actuality are
included within the predicate condition; and no other condition is included within the unity of time. In
his other logical work, al-Jumal fi al-mantiq, he only provides the definition of contradiction and does
not address the conditions of contradiction (Cimen Omag, 2017: p. 90).

When these three fundamental works on logic are compared, it can be stated that al-Khiinajt
adopts a flexible approach regarding the necessary conditions for the realization of contradiction and
does not share a strictly fixed conviction. He mentions multiple conditions across his works and was
influenced by al-Farabi and Fakhr al-Din al-Razi—whose views we will examine in more detail later—
concerning the conditions of contradiction.

As for Abli Hamid al-Ghazali, he mentions the conditions for the realization of contradiction
differently across various works (al-‘Ajam, 2001: p. 207-208). For instance, in his work titled Mi ‘yar
al-ilm, he specifies eight conditions for a contradiction to occur. However, the conditions he identifies
differ partially from those presented above:

a) Difference in Affirmation and Negation: One of the two propositions must be affirmative and
the other negative. For example, the propositions "The universe is created" and "The universe is not
created" contradict each other because one is affirmative and the other is negative. However, the
propositions "The universe is created" and "The universe is created" do not contradict each other as they
do not differ in terms of affirmation and negation.

b) Unity of Subject: The subjects in two contradictory propositions must be the same. If they
differ, these two propositions do not contradict each other. For instance, the propositions "The universe
is created" and "Allah the Almighty is eternal (gadim)" do not contradict each other because their
subjects are different. Even if the subjects are verbally identical but semantically different, the condition
of unity of subject is still not met. For example, if one says "The ayn is yellow" and "The ayn is not
yellow," where ayn refers to a currency (dinar) in the first and the eye in the second, these two
propositions do not contradict.
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¢) Unity of Predicate: For two propositions to contradict, their predicates must also be identical.
If one of the two predicates is different, these propositions do not contradict. For instance, "Human is
created" and "Human is not a stone" do not contradict because unity of predicate is not maintained. As
mentioned in the section on unity of subject, the use of homonymous concepts must also be avoided in
the unity of predicate.

d) The predicate must not be applied to two different parts of the subject: This refers to the unity
of part and whole mentioned above. If the subject is the same in two propositions but the predicate refers
to one thing in the first and a different thing in the other, these two propositions do not contradict. For
example, the propositions "The thief is to be cut" and "The thief is not to be cut" seemingly contradict.
However, if the predicate in the first refers to the part (the hand), it is true; and if the second refers to
the whole (the human), it is also true. But if both refer to the hand, then the first is true and the second
becomes false.

e) Unity of Relation: This means that the thing to which the relation is made must not be different.
In the propositions "Four is a half" and "Four is not a half," if the predicate "is a half" is related to the
same thing, one must be true and the other false. However, if they are related to different things, both
can be true. For instance, if "Four is a half" means half of eight, it is true; if "Four is not a half" means
half of ten, it is also true. Thus, since unity of relation is not maintained, both are true.

f) Unity of Connection (Nisbah): If the connections in two propositions are different, they do not
contradict. What al-Ghazali intends here is the unity of potentiality and actuality mentioned above.
According to al-Ghazali, if one says "The water in the jug is a thirst-quencher and pure" and "The water
in the jug is not a thirst-quencher and pure," both can be true if the unity of connection is not considered.

g) Unity of Time: If unity of time is not maintained in an affirmative and a negative proposition,
both can be true or false at once. For example, in the statements "The child has teeth" and "The child
does not have teeth," if the same time period is intended, one must be true and the other false. However,
if the first refers to the time after infancy and the second to the period of infancy, then both propositions
are true.

The final condition is unique to propositions with a universal subject. Accordingly, for a
proposition with a universal subject to contradict another—provided all other conditions are met—the
subject of the other proposition must be taken as particular. Otherwise, two particular propositions may
both be true, and two universal propositions may both be false. For instance, two propositions such as
"Some humans are writers" and "Some humans are not writers" can both be true. If the subject is
universal and the other proposition is also taken as universal, both propositions can be falsified; for
example, "No human is a writer" and "Every human is a writer" (Abi Hamid, 2013: p. 135-141).

It should be noted that the eight conditions mentioned by al-Ghazali differ from the eight
conditions generally accepted among logicians. The conditions of unity of place and unity of condition,
which are among the generally accepted requirements, are not included by al-Ghazalt in his work Mi ‘yar
al-‘ilm. This does not imply that he rejects the condition of unity of place; rather, he simply does not
mention it in this particular work. In the logic section written as an introduction to his work on the
principles of Islamic jurisprudence (usii! al-figh), al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm al-usil, as well as in his Mihakk
al-nazar, he discusses the unities of "subject, predicate, relation, part-whole, potentiality-actuality,
place, and time," differing from what he wrote in Mi ‘yar (Abi Hamid, 2011: p. 85-88). He cites these
under six headings, treating time and place under a single heading. However, for some reasons, he does
not mention the "unity of condition" in any of his works on logic (Capak, 2011: p. 136-142).

As for Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, he expresses two different views in various works, much like al-
Farabi. In his primary work generally consulted to ascertain his logical views, al-Mula khkhas fi al-
mantiq wa-al-hikmah, the conditions of unity of subject, predicate, and time appear sufficient for a
contradiction to be valid (al-Razi, 1381: p. 177). The remaining five conditions can be included under
these three. (1) Unity of relation, (2) unity of place, and (3) unity of potentiality and actuality are
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included within the unity of predicate; as for (4) unity of part and whole and (5) unity of condition, they
are included within the unity of subject.

As for the inclusion of the unity of relation within the unity of predicate, the attribution of two
things to two different objects in two propositions signifies that the predicates of these two things are
different. This is exemplified by the concept of "fatherhood" being related to two different individuals
in two separate propositions. When it is said, "Zayd is the father of Ahmed" and "Zayd is not the father
of Khalid," the reason these two propositions do not contradict each other is the difference in predicates
arising from the attribution of the concept of fatherhood to two different people in the two propositions.

The unity of potentiality and actuality also reduces to the unity of predicate. When it is said,
"Wine is not intoxicating while in a state of potentiality" and "Wine is intoxicating while in a state of
actuality," the reason these two propositions do not contradict each other is fundamentally that their
predicates are different in terms of being potential (bi’l-quwwah) and actual (bi’l-fi ‘I).

Unity of place is also considered within the unity of predicate. Indeed, when it is said, "Zayd is
sitting on the ground" and "Zayd is not sitting in the air," the reason these two propositions do not
contradict each other is not because they fail to maintain spatial unity, but rather because they fail to
maintain unity of predicate.

In contrast to the other three conditions, unity of condition and unity of part and whole are
included within the unity of subject. As for evaluating the unity of part and whole within the unity of
subject, if one says "The African is black," referring to the African’s skin—meaning the whole—and
then says "The African is not black," referring to the African’s teeth or palms, the reason these two
propositions do not contradict is not a failure to observe part and whole, but rather a failure to maintain
unity of subject.

Regarding the evaluation of the unity of condition within the unity of subject, the reason is that
when the condition changes, the subject of the proposition also changes. For example, when Zayd
maintains the attribute of writing, we can form the proposition "When Zayd meets the condition of being
a writer, his hand is in motion." Conversely, when Zayd does not possess the attribute of writing, the
proposition "When Zayd does not meet the condition of being a writer, his hand is not in motion" is
verified for him. The subject in the first proposition is Zayd as one who possesses the attribute of
"writing," while the subject in the second is Zayd as one who does not bear that attribute. Therefore,
since the subject in the first proposition and the subject in the second are different, the two propositions
cannot contradict each other. However, if the subject in both propositions possesses that condition, then
one of the two propositions will be true and the other will be false.

While Fakhr al-Din al-Razi stipulates the unities of subject, predicate, and time for the realization
of contradiction in his work al-Mulakhkhas, he asserts in his Ayat wa-al-Bayyinat al-Kabir—differing
from the former—that only the unity of subject and predicate is sufficient for contradiction.
Consequently, here he views the unity of time as part of either the unity of subject or the unity of
predicate (Sahin, 2019: para. 1398).

Alongside Razi, his student Zayn al-Din al-Kashshi (d. 1222?) also maintains this view.
According to Kashshi, these two conditions are sufficient for a contradiction to occur. The remaining
conditions should be included as Razi mentions: the unities of place, relation, potentiality-actuality, and
time within the unity of predicate; and the unities of part-whole and condition within the unity of subject
(al-Kashsht, 2024: 89).

Presumably influenced by Razi’s thought, Athir al-Din al-AbharT also advocates the same view
(al-Abhart, 2022: 85, 2001: 135). Just as the unity of place is included within the unity of predicate, the
unity of time is likewise included within it. Concepts that we perceive as "time" within a proposition
can be evaluated within the predicate. For example,

The moon is that which is eclipsed when the Earth enters between the Moon and the Sun.
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The moon is not that which is eclipsed at the moment of quadrature (tarbi ‘) between the two
luminaries (nirayn)

When these are stated, the times in question are attached to the predicate. Therefore, the unity of
time cannot be mentioned as a separate entity; rather, it is incorporated into the unity of predicate (al-
Abhari, 2001: p. 85).

It is observed that the second of the Imam’s [Fakhr al-Din al-Razi] two different views and this
thought of al-AbharT were subsequently expressed by Qutb al-Din al-Razi as well. According to him,
maintaining the unity of subject and predicate is sufficient for a contradiction. He maintains that the
unity of time should be evaluated within the unity of predicate, just as al-AbharT advocated. For, stating
"Zayd is laughing at night" means "He is a night-laugher." Similarly, stating "Zayd is not laughing at
night" means "He is not a night-laugher." While time is written separately in the first instance, it is
treated together with the predicate in the second example. Therefore, the category of time is evaluated
within the category of predicate.

Furthermore, Qutb al-Din al-Raz1 considers it reasonable to reduce the eight conditions, the two
conditions he advocates, or the three conditions supported by the Imam [Fakhr al-Din al-Razi] and al-
Farab1 in some of their works, to the judgmental relation (al-nisbah al-hukmiyyah). He finds it
meaningful that if the judgmental relation is altered, the remaining conditions are also altered, and
conversely, if the remaining conditions are altered, the judgmental relation is altered as well.

In this case, the question arises: if two conditions or even a single condition are sufficient, why
are these eight conditions presented in detail with examples in various works on logic as necessary for
the formation of a contradiction? According to Qutb al-Din al-Razi, mentioning these in detail is
pedagogically important for those who are beginners in learning logic. This is because providing them
along with examples facilitates the students' work regarding the conversion of syllogisms (al-Tahtan,
1303: p. 166).

Nastr al-Din al-TusT opposed the reduction of these conditions to two and ruled that some of the
conditions mentioned for contradiction are directly linked to the judgment itself. Therefore, the unity of
condition—which was viewed by al-Farab1 and al-Razi as reducible to the subject and predicate—must
be accepted as a distinct condition in its own right. This is because the unity of condition can be included
neither within the subject nor within the predicate. For example, as in the cases: "The sun dries the
clothes if the weather is not severely cold" and "The sun does not dry the clothes if the weather is
severely cold." In these two examples, while the subject is "the sun," the predicate is the verb "dries the
clothes," mentioned affirmatively in the first example and taken negatively in the second. The
expressions "if the weather is severely cold" and "if the weather is not severely cold" in these two
examples function as conditions. However, this condition can belong to neither the subject nor the
predicate (al-Tiist, 1393: p. 180).

The view belonging to al-Tiis1, which asserts that the unity of condition is an independent unity
and cannot be reduced (irca ‘) to either the subject or the predicate, is rejected by Najm al-Din al-Katibi.
Indeed, the example provided to suggest that the unity of condition put forward by the aforementioned
logicians cannot be reduced to the subject and predicate is, in fact, not suitable for the format of a
categorical proposition in which contradiction occurs. Rather, these two examples are mentioned in the
format of a conditional conjunctive (al-shuriitiyyah al-muttasilah) proposition. Had al-AbharT and those
who followed his path on this particular subject claimed that the antecedent (mugaddam) of a conditional
conjunctive proposition is a part of the subject or predicate of the consequent (¢ali), then the objection
raised by al-TisT and the problem in the example he provided could have been directed at al-Farabi. In
this respect, al-Katib1 is of the opinion that the unity of subject and predicate is sufficient for two
propositions to contradict each other (al-Katib1, 2015; 2022: p. 343).

Another condition that must be considered alongside these is that propositions claimed to be
contradictory must also differ from each other in terms of modality. If this condition is not observed,
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two opposing propositions may both be true or both be false, even if they comply with the
aforementioned conditions. For example, while the propositions "No humans are writers" and "Some
humans are writers" oppose each other when they fulfill the conditions mentioned above, they are indeed
contradictory. However, when both propositions are taken within the modality of possibility (imkan),
both become true and thus do not contradict each other. For this reason, the two propositions must
simultaneously contradict each other in terms of their modal structures.

While the aforementioned conditions are valid when the subject of contradiction is between two
singular propositions, an additional condition—that the two propositions must differ in terms of
quantity—is added when the contradiction occurs between two quantified (mahsirah) propositions. For
example, while the propositions "Ali is hardworking" and "Ali is not hardworking" demonstrate the
contradiction between two singular propositions due to the negation between them, the propositions
"Every human is mortal" and "Some humans are not mortal" express the contradiction between two
quantified propositions. The reason for adding the requirement that the two propositions differ in
quantity to the conditions for realizing contradiction in quantified propositions is the possibility that two
particular propositions may both be true, or two universal propositions may both be false, if they do not
differ in quantity. An example of the possibility of both propositions being true if they do not differ in
quantity is as follows:

Some humans are living beings.
Some humans are not living beings.

As for the case where both propositions are universal, the example of the possibility of them
both being false is as follows:

Every living being is a human.
No living being is a human.
Discussion

When examining the logical position of contradictory propositions, it remains open to debate
whether the classical classification offered by the Aristotelian logical tradition is sufficient. While most
thinkers in the history of thought have largely restricted the relationship of contradiction to quantified
universal and particular propositions, it is observed that some have occasionally transcended this
limitation to include singular and indefinite (muhmal) propositions within its scope. This situation
demonstrates that the concept of contradiction in the logical tradition is handled not through a static
definition, but within a dynamic process shaped by context and explanatory purpose. Furthermore, the
diversity of the conditions for contradiction in various surviving works reveals that this subject is not
merely a technical relationship, but a didactic and methodological issue. Consequently, contradiction
has ceased to be solely a formal logical relationship and has transformed into a matter closely linked
with epistemological objectives.

Conclusion

Contradictory propositions represent the only relationship of opposition among the four types of
opposition in which one is necessarily true while the other is necessarily false. In this respect, the
relationship of contradiction rests on a definitive ground of truth and falsehood. However, restricting
this relationship solely to quantified propositions and excluding indefinite or singular propositions is a
narrowing approach that does not align with the logical integrity of the concept of contradiction. This is
because the relationship of contradiction can be applied not only to universal propositions but also to
particular and singular propositions under certain conditions. The conditions required for propositions
in which a contradictory relationship can be established vary according to the quantitative and qualitative
structure of the proposition. For example, in singular propositions, for contradiction to exist, the two
propositions must first be opposite in terms of quality—meaning one must be affirmative and the other
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negative—and one must be true while the other is false. In contrast, in quantified propositions—such as
universal propositions like "Every human is mortal" and "No human is mortal"—in addition to these
two conditions, the fact that the propositions differ in terms of quantity, meaning one is universal and
the other is particular, is also one of the conditions defining contradiction. In this framework, the
establishment of contradiction between two propositions cannot be explained by a simple relationship
of contrariety. For this relationship to be valid, it is mandatory that the propositions carry a certain set
of logical conditions. However, the scope and nature of these conditions vary among Islamic logicians,
both on an individual basis and at the level of inter-work differences. While some logicians mention
only a few basic conditions when defining contradiction in their works, the same author may propose a
different number and nature of conditions with a more detailed explanation in another work. The reason
for this situation is not only a change in the author's view but also depends on factors such as the level
the work addresses, its explanatory style, and whether it is didactic or argumentative. Nevertheless,
despite differing views on the conditions of contradiction, the fundamental point agreed upon in the
Islamic logical tradition is this: if the judgmental relation (al-nisbah al-hukmiyyah)—that is, the logical
bond expressing the connection between the predicate and the subject—is not common between two
propositions, or if they do not share a judgment regarding the same subject, these two propositions
cannot be characterized as contradictory. It is because contradiction is only possible when opposing
judgments confront each other on the same subject. Otherwise, one cannot speak of a logical tension,
namely a contradiction, between two propositions. In this context, to establish contradiction, the subject-
predicate relations, types of judgment, scopes, and qualities of the propositions must be carefully
analyzed. Otherwise, identifications of contradiction made through superficial similarities undermine
logical accuracy and lead to incorrect inferences.

Recommandations

Contradictory propositions should be evaluated not merely as a simple relationship of contrariety,
but as a unique type of opposition that can be established depending on specific logical conditions. The
fact that different thinkers in the Islamic logical tradition define the conditions of contradiction in
various ways demonstrates that this relationship possesses a flexible structure that can be reinterpreted
according to context. Nonetheless, the common denominator in all interpretations is the principle that
contradiction can only occur between judgments of opposite quality directed toward the same subject.
This finding stands out as the fundamental basis that preserves both the internal consistency of classical
logic and the historical continuity of the concept of contradiction.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris
Celiski konusu, geleneksel Aristoteles¢i mantik literatiiriinde dogrudan yiiklemli nitelik sahibi,
0zel, niceligi belirli ve niceligi belirsiz 6nermelerle baglantili bigimde ele alinmaktadir (Biiyiikada,

2021: 590). Bu agidan 6ncelikle bu tiir 6nermelerin mahiyetlerinin tarif edilmesi daha sonra ise onlar
arasindaki karsitlik iligkilerinin ele alinmasi1 gerekmektedir.

Geleneksel Aristoteles¢i mantik, kavramlar ve 6nermeler olmak {izere iki bdliime ayrilmaktadir
(Farabi, 2012: s. 1). “Tlmiiyle nispet barindirmayan s6z” anlamina gelen (Se’id Pasa, 1998: s. 63)
kavramlar boliimiiniin temeli bes tiimel iken gaye ve amaci ise tariftir. “Haberi tam nispetin dogru
olduguna inanmak” (Se’id Pasa, 1998: s. 63) seklinde tarif edilen tasdikatin ilkesi 6nerme iken amacini
ise kiyas (hiiccet/delil) olusturmaktir. Bunlarin igerisinden mantigin esas ulagsmak istedigi, meyvesi
mesabesinde gordiigii ise kiyas boliimiidiir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda 6nce tasavvurlar/kavramlar daha
sonra tasavvurlarin bir araya gelmesiyle olusan 6nermeler mantikta incelenmektedir.

Tasdikat bolimiiniin temelini teskil eden 6nerme, genel olarak “dogrulanma ve yanliglanmaya
muhtemel s6z”’(Ciigen, 2021: s. 76) seklinde tarif edilmektedir. Klasik mantikta 6nermeler, en az iki
taraf ve bu iki tarafi birbirine baglayan bag veya baglardan meydana gelir. Sayet 6nermeyi olusturan bu
iki taraf konu ve yiiklem seklinde iki tekil parca veya iki tekil par¢a mesabesindeki yapilardan olusursa
bu 6nermeye yiiklemli 6nerme, 6nbilesen ve artbilesen seklinde bilesik pargalardan olusuyorsa buna da
sarthh onermeler denilmektedir. Sartli 6nermeler, yliklemli 6nermelerden ayr1 olarak tekil lafizlardan
degil, tekil lafizlarin bir araya getirdigi onermelerden olugmaktadir. Dolayisiyla sartli onermeler
parcalarina ayrildiginda geriye kalan unsurlar birer nermedir. Fakat bu 6nermeler bir araya geldiginde
yeni bir dnermenin unsuru haline gelirler ve tek basmayken tasidiklar1 hiikkmii, orada tasimazlar. (Ibn
Sina, 2005: s. 21). “Insan canlidir” seklindeki yiiklemli énermede “insan” konu, “canli” yiiklem iken -
dir” ifadesi ise bagi temsil etmektedir. Buna karsin “Her ne zaman giines dogarsa o halde giindiiz olur”
seklindeki sartli onermede “glines dogar” onbileseni, “giindiiz olur” artbileseni “her ne zaman... ise, 0
halde” edatlar1 ise bag1 temsil etmektedir.

Yiiklemli 6nermeler nitelik ve nicelikleri bakimindan kisimlara ayrilir. Nitelikleri bakimmdan
olumlu ve olumsuz olarak kisimlandirilirken nicelikleri bakimindan tiimel, tikel, tekil ve belirsiz olarak
kisimlandirilirlar. Olumlu 6nermeler yiiklemde bildirilen sifatin, konuda onaylandigi onermeler iken
olumsuz 6nermeler yiiklemdeki niteligin konuda onaylanmadigi 6nermelerdir (Emiroglu, 2011: 109).
Nicelik bakimindan tiimel 6nerme, konu olan terimin bir sinifin tiim fertlerini icermesi seklinde kurulan
onermelerdir. Tikel 6nermeler bir grubun bir kismini igeren 6nermelerdir. Tekil dnermeler ise bir grubun
bir ferdine isaret eden onermelerdir. Belirsiz 6nerme ise niceligin belirtilmedigi 6nermelerdir. (Capak,
2012: s. 86-90; Emiroglu, 2011: s. 111; Kdmiircii, 2010: s. 128). Mesela ‘insan canlidir’ 6nermesi
olumlu iken ‘insan tas degildir’ 6nermesi ise olumsuz 6énerme formatindadir. “Biitiin insanlar canlidir”
onermesi tiimel, “Baz1 insanlar canlidir” 6nermesi tikel, “Ali insandir” énermesi tekil, “Insan canlidir”
Onermesi ise belirsiz onermedir.
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Tumel olumlu karsithk ; Tiimel olumsuz

althk

Tikel olumlu karsithk  Tikel olumsuz

Onerme boliimii icerisinde yer alan karsiolum ile diiz ve ters déndiirme konulari, Tiirkge yazilan klasik
mantik kitaplar1 igerisinde Onermeler arasi iligkiler bagligi altinda ele alinirken Arapga mantik
eserlerinde “ahkamii’l-kazaya”, Bat1 mantik¢ilar tarafindan yazilan eserlerde ise dogrudan ¢ikarim
anlamina gelen “I’inférence immédiate” bahsi altina incelenmektedir (Emiroglu, 2011: s. 127; Oner,
1974: s. 83-84). Karsiolum iki dnermenin nicelik, nitelik veya hem nicelik hem de nitelik bakimindan
birbirine kars1 durumunu ifade etmektedir. Iki énermenin nicelik ve nitelik durumlar gdzetildiginde
dort durum karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir:

(a) Karsatlik: Iki tiimel dnermenin nitelik bakimindan birbirine ters olmasidir. Bu agidan her iki
onerme ya yanlis olabilir ya da i¢lerinden biri dogru digeri ise yanlis olabilir. Ama her ikisi dogru olamaz
(Oner, 1974: s. 84-85).

Mesela, her iki 6nermenin yanlis oldugu durum su sekilde 6rneklendirilebilir:

Her insan sismandir. (Yanlis)

Higbir insan sisman degildir. (Yanlig)

Iki dnermeden birinin dogru digerinin ise yanlis oldugu duruma sunlar rnek verilebilir:
Her insan canhidir. (Dogru)

Higbir insan canli degildir. (Yanlis)

(b) Alt Karsitlik: Iki tikel dnermenin nitelik bakimindan birbirine kars1 olma durumudur. Bu iki
tikel dnermenin her biri dogru veya iclerinden biri dogru digeri ise yanlis olabilir. Ama her ikisi de
yanlis olamaz.

Mesela, her iki 6nermenin dogru oldugu durumu su iki 6nerme 6rneklendirebilir:

Bazi insanlar sismandir. (Dogru)

Bazi insanlar sisman degildir. (Dogru)

Iki énermeden birinin dogru digerinin ise yanlis oldugu durum ise su sekilde 6rneklendirilebilir:
Bazi insanlar canlidir. (Dogru)

Bazi insanlar canli degildir. (Yanlig)

(c) Aluklik: Nitelik bakimindan aymi olan iki Onermenin nicelik bakimindan farkli olmasi
durumunu ifade etmektedir. Bu iki 6nerme arasinda dogru-dogru iliski kurulabildigi gibi yanlig-dogru,
yanlig-yanlis iliskisi de kurulabilmektedir. Ancak dogru-yanlis iliskisi kurulamamaktadir.

Mesela, yanlis-dogru iligkisinin kuruldugu durum su sekilde 6rneklendirilebilir.
Her insan sismandir. (Yanlis)

Bazi insanlar sismandir. (Dogru)

Dogru-dogru iliskisinin kuruldugu durum ise su sekilde drneklendirilebilir:

Her insan canhidir. (Dogru)
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Bazi insanlar canlidir. (Dogru)

Yanlig-yanlis iligkisinin kuruldugu durum ise su sekilde 6rneklendirilebilir:
Higbir insan canli degildir. (Yanlis)

Bazi insanlar canli degildir. (Yanlis)

(d) Celisiklik: Konusu ve yiliklemi ayni olan iki 6nermenin hem nicelik hem de nitelik bakimindan
farkli olmasidir. Bu iki 6nerme arasinda dogru-yanlis ya da yanlis-dogru iligkisi kurulmaktadir. Buna
karsin dogru-dogru ve yanlis-yanls iliskisi kurulamamaktadir.

Mesela asagidaki 6rnekler hem dogru-yanlis hem de yanlig-dogru iliskisi i¢in disiiniilebilir:
Biitiin insanlar 6liimliidiir. (Dogru)

Bazi insanlar 6liimlii degildir. (Yanlis)

Bazi kuslar dort ayaklidir. (Yanlis)

Higbir kus dort ayakli degildir. (Dogru)

Amag

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, klasik Aristoteles¢i mantik geleneginde tasavvurat kisminin karsiolum
tiirlerinden olan ¢elisik 6nermeleri teorik ve tarihsel boyutlariyla inceleyerek klasik mantik tarihindeki
yerini daha sistematik ve anlasilir bir bi¢imde ortaya koymaktir. Calisma, celisikligin hangi tiir
onermeler arasinda ve hangi sartlarda gerceklestigini belirlemeyi hedeflemektedir.

Yontem

Calismada mukayeseli analiz ve metin ¢dziimleme yontemleri esas almmistir. Ozellikle ¢elisik
iligkilerin belirgin bicimde ortaya c¢iktig1 yliklemli Onermelerle sinirlandirilmis, sarth ve modal
Oonermeler kapsam disinda birakilmstir.

Bulgular

Caligmada ulagilan bulgular, ¢elisik 6nermelerin konusu ve yiiklemleri ayni olan iki dnermenin
hem nitelik hem nicelik bakimindan birbirlerinden farkli olma durumu arasindaki mantiksal iliskiyi
ifade ettigini ve bu iliskinin 6zellikle yiiklemli Onermeler baglaminda belirginlestigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Celisikligin gerceklesme kosullarinin, 6nermelerin niteligi (olumlu/olumsuz), niceligi
(timel/tikel) ya da hass olusu gibi faktorlerle dogrudan baglantili oldugu goriilmektedir. Sartli ve modal
Oonermelerin bu kapsam diginda birakilmasi, incelemenin odak noktasini daha sistematik bi¢imde
belirginlestirmistir. Tarihsel degerlendirme ise Farabi, Ibn Sina, Gazzali ve Fahreddin er-Razi gibi klasik
donem diistiniirlerinin yaklagimlariyla miiteahhir mantik¢ilar arasinda siireklilik ve farkliliklarin
bulundugunu, bu farkliliklarin Islam mantik geleneginde c¢elisik Onermelerin anlasilma ve
sistemlestirilme siirecine dnemli katkilar sagladigini gostermektedir.

Celisigin Tarifi

Celigki, sozciik anlami bakimindan Arapga miifa‘ale kalib1 igerisinde ifade edilen tenakuz lafzinin
Tiirkce karsiligidir. Terim anlanu olarak celiski Ibn Sina tarafindan “iki dnermenin olumlu ve olumsuz
olarak farkli olmas1 ve bu farkliligin zatindan dolayi iki dnermeden birinin dogru digerinin ise yanlis
olmas1” (Ibn Sina, 1938: s. 27, 2005: s. 40, 2013: s. 54; Biiyiikada-Sahin, 2024: s. 47) seklinde
betimlenmis ve daha sonra gelen mantikgilar da bu betimi genel olarak kabul etmislerdir (el-Ebheri,
2024: s. 91; el-Hineci: 1389: s. 121; el-Kessi, 2024: s. 88; es-Savi, 1993: s. 121; es-Siihreverdi, 1955:
s.37,2011: s. 194).
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Betim incelendiginde celiskinin iki kavram yerine iki Onerme arasinda gergeklesecegi
goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla birbirinden farkli olan “gdren” ile “gdren olmayan” kavramlar1 arasindaki
iligki, nerme olmadiklar i¢in ¢eliski olarak adlandirilamaz.

Bunun yaninda bu betimden iki Onermenin birbirinden yapi ve nicelik bakimindan farkli
olmalarinin ¢eliski olarak adlandirilmayacagi da anlagilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla “Ali ¢caligkandir” ile “Ali
caligkan degilse sinifi gegemez” seklinde ilki yiiklemli, ikincisi ise bitigik sarth 6nerme olan iki 6nerme,
‘yapi itibariyle birbirinden farkli olmalarindan 6tiirii birbiriyle ¢eligmektedir’ denilemez. Ayrica “Her
insan dlimlidiir”’ ve “Bazi insanlar 6limliidiir” gibi yapi itibariyle yiliklemli 6nerme olmakta ayni hem
de nitelikleri bakimimdan birbiriyle ayn1 ama birinin niceliginin tiimel digerinin ise niceliginin tikel
oldugu iki 6nerme i¢in de “onlar birbiriyle geligirler” denilemez. Sonug olarak iki 6nermenin birbiriyle
celisebilmesi i¢in nitelik bakimindan farkli olmalar1 gereklidir.

Celigkinin betiminde dikkati ¢eken diger nokta ise nitelik bakimindan farkli olan iki 6nermeden
birinin dogru digerinin yanlis olmasimin zorunluluk arz etmesidir. Nitelik bakimindan farkli ama her
ikisi de dogru, buna ek olarak nitelik bakimindan farkli ama her ikisinin de yanlis oldugu 6nermeler
celisik olarak goriilemez.

Mesela,
Her insan bi’l-fiil giiliiciidiir.
Higbir insan bi’l-fiil giilicti degildir.

Onermeleri aym1 zaman ve nicelik bakimindan degerlendirildiginde dogru olmaktadir. Nitekim
biitiin insanlarm giiliicii olduklar1 t animi ele aldigimizda ilk 6nerme dogru iken higbir insanin
giilmedigini kabul ettigimiz aymi t aninda “Higbir insan bi’l-fiil giiliicii degildir” énermesi de dogru
olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla her iki 6nermede her ne kadar nitelik bakimindan farklilik goriilse de bu farklilik
dogruluk ve yanliglik karsitligini iktiza etmediginden dolayi bu iki 6nerme birbiriyle ¢elisen 6nermeler
olarak addedilmemektedir.

Aym sekilde,
Her canli insandir.
Higbir canli insan degildir.

Onermeleri de yanlis olarak kabul edilmektedir. Her ne kadar nitelik bakimindan birbirinden
farkli olsalar da bu farklilik dogru ve yanhs karsithgimi gerektirmediginden otiirii aralarinda celiski
karsitlig1 insa edilememektedir.

Betimde deginilmesi gereken bir diger nokta ise ¢eligkinin iki Onermenin zatlari arasinda
kurulmasi gerektigidir. Dolayisiyla bir nermenin zat1 ile diger 6nermenin lazimi arasinda ¢eligki ihdas
edilemez. Mesela, “Her insan oliimliidiir” onermesi ile “Bazi insanlar 6limli degildir” 6nermesi
arasinda ¢eliski iliskisi s6z konusudur. Fakat ilk 6nerme olan “Her insan Oliimliidiir” 6nermesinin
yiikleminin bizatihi kendisi degil de onun yiiklemine esit 1azimi alinip “Her insan bi’l-kuvve giilendir”
denilirse “Her insan 6liimliidiir” énermesiyle “Baz1 insanlar 6liimlii degildir” énermesi arasinda her ne
kadar ilk 6nermenin dogru olmasi ikinci Onermenin yanlis olmasini gerektirse dahi celiski iligkisi
meydana gelemez.

Niceligi Belirsiz Onermelerde Celiski

Genel uygulama iki 6nerme arasinda geligkinin var olabilmesi i¢in o iki dnermenin sekiz sartta
birlesmeleri seklinde olsa da bu konuda mantik¢ilar arasinda goriis birligi saglanmis degildir. Genel
itibarla iki 6nermenin celisebilmesi i¢in onlarin sekiz durumda ortak olmalar gerektigini savunanlarin
diisiincesi, miitekaddimin mantik¢ilarin goriisii olarak ifade edilmis (el-Kéafiyeci, 2024: s. 229) ve
bunlar su sekilde siralanmistir:
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a) Konu birligi: Eger iki dnermenin konusu ayni1 olmazsa iki 6nerme arasinda celigki iliskisi
kurulmaz. Dolayisiyla her ikisi dogru veya her ikisi yanlis olabilir. Mesela, her ikisinin de dogru oldugu
“Zeyd dgrencidir” ve “Ahmet 6grenci degildir” dnermeleri birbirleriyle celisik degildir.

b) Yiiklem birligi: Aym sekilde iki onermenin yiiklemi farkli ise bu iki énerme ayni anda dogru
da yanlis da olabilir. Mesela “Ahmet 6grencidir” ve “Ahmet 6gretmen degildir” 6nermeleri birbirleriyle
celisik olamaz.

¢) Zaman birligi: Olumlu ve olumsuz iki 6nerme farkl iki zamanda dogru olabilir. Mesela Ahmet
ogrenci iken “Ahmet 6grencidir” 6nermesi dogrudur. Ahmet 6grencilik hayatim bitirip is hayatina
basladig1 anda “Ahmet 6grenci degildir” 6nermesi de dogru olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla her iki 6nermenin
birbiriyle ¢elisebilmesi igin her iki 6nermede de zaman birligi olmalidir.

d) Izafet birligi: Onermenin yiiklemi veya konusu farkli iki seye izafe edildiginde o iki 6nerme
ayn1 anda dogru veya yanlis olabilmektedir. Mesela “Ahmet evlattir” 6nermesinde “evlat olmak”
yiiklemi “babasina” nispet edildiginde dogru olmaktadir. Ancak arkadasina izafe edildiginde ise “Ahmet
evlat degildir” dnermesi yine dogru olmaktadir.

e) Kuvve ve fiil birligi: Onermelerin yiiklemlerinde kuvve ve fiil birlikteligi saglanmadiginda
her iki 6nerme de dogru veya yanlis olabilmektedir. Mesela “Sarap sarhos edendir” ve “Sarap sarhos
eden degildir” onermelerinin ilkinde “sarhos edendir” kismi bi’l-fiil olarak alinirsa bu 6énerme dogru
olmaktadir. Aym1 sekilde ikinci 6nermede “sarhos eden degildir” kismi bi’l-kuvve olarak alinirsa o da
dogru olmaktadir. Bunun tam tersi bi¢imde birinci 6nermede “sarhos edendir” kismi1 bi’l-kuvve olarak
alinirsa bu 6nerme yanlis olmaktadir. Ikinci 6nermede “sarhos eden degildir” kismu ise “bi’1-fiil olarak
alinirsa bu 6nerme de yanlis olmaktadir.

f) Mekan birligi: Iki énerme mekan birlikteligi saglamadiginda da diger sartlarda ortak olsa bile
ayni sekilde celisik olmayabilmektedir. Mesela “Zeyd hareket edendir” ve “Zeyd hareket eden degildir”
onermeleri goriiniirde konu ve yiiklem birligini saglamakta ve nitelik bakimindan da ise farkh
olmaktadir. Ancak birinci dnermede Zeyd’in diinya iizerinde oldugu var sayildiginda bu 6nerme dogru
olmaktadir. Ancak ikinci Onermede ise Zeyd’in Mars’ta veya bagka bir gezegende oldugu
varsayildiginda ise bu 6nerme de yine dogru olmaktadir.

g) Parca ve biitiin birligi: Iki dnerme parga ve biitiin birligi saglamadig1 takdirde aym anda dogru
veya yanlis olabilir. Mesela goriiniirde celisik duran “Afrikal siyahidir” ve “Afrikali siyahi degildir”
seklindeki iki 6nermenin ilkinde Afrikalinin biitiinii kast edildiginde énerme dogrudur. Ancak ikinci
onermede Afrikalmin biitiinii degil de biitiiniin parcasi olan el ayalar1 veya disleri kast edildiginde
“Afrikal1 siyahi degildir” dnermesi de ayni sekilde dogru olmaktadir.

h) Sart birligi: Sart birligi de saglanmadig: takdirde ¢elisik gibi goriinen iki dnerme dogru veya
yanlis olabilmektedir. Mesela “Beyaz gozii kamastirir” ve “Beyaz gozii kamagstirmaz” seklinde iki
onerme celisik olarak goriilmektedir. Ancak birinci 6nermede “beyazlik” sartim1 sagladiginda dogru,
ikinci 6nerme ise “beyazlik” sartin1 saglamadiginda da yine dogru olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla aralarindaki
sart birligine riayet edilmediginden dolay1 iki 6nerme birbiriyle ¢elismemektedir (el-Ebheri, 2001: s. 84;
el-Hamevi, 2022: s. 97; es-Savi, 1993: s. 121; et-Tisi, 1988: s. 24; ibn Hazm el-Endeliisi, 2018: s. 225-
226).

Fakat mantikgilar arasindan bu sekiz sartin tamaminin zorunlu olmadigini, i¢lerinden birkaginin
saglandif1 takdirde iki 5nerme arasinda ¢eliskinin var olacagini savunanlar da ¢ikmustir. Ikinci gretmen
Ebl Nasr el-Farabi, bu sekiz sartin icerisinden {igii yerine geldigi takdirde iki dnermenin ¢elisecegini
belirtmektedir (Capak, 2014; Komiircii, 2017). Bu sartlar ise konu, yiliklem ve zaman birligidir (Farabi,
1990: s. 56-57). Ciinkii [1] ayn1 zaman igerisinde bir konu hakkinda belirli bir yiiklemin sabit olmasi
ile [2] ayn1 zaman igerisinde ayn1 konu hakkinda belirli bir yliklemin sabit olmamas1 durumlar1 ayni
anda hem dogrulanamaz hem de yanliglanamaz. Dolayisiyla bu iki durum arasinda da ¢eligkinin olmazsa
olmaz sart1 olan bir 6nermenin dogru olmasi ve diger onermenin yanlis olmasi veya tam tersi bigimde
bir 6nermenin yanlis olmasi ve diger dnermenin ise dogru olmas iligkisi gerceklesmektedir.
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Farabi’nin bu gorlisiini alintilayan Semsiiddin es-Semerkandi, onun sart ile parca ve biitiin
birlikteligini konu birligi igerisinde, izafet ile bi’l-kuvve ve bi’l-fiil birlikteligini ise yiiklem birligi
icerisinde degerlendirdigini, mekan birlikteligini ise zaman birlikteligi igerisine dahil ettigini ifade
etmektedir (es-Semerkandi, 2014: s. 227). Zaman birlikteligini ise Ozellikle ayr bir sart olarak
zikrettigini, bunun nedeninin ise onun zarf olmasi itibariyle ne konu ne de yiiklem igerisine dahil
edilmesinin miimkiin oldugunu bilakis zarflarin yiiklem ve konudan sonra gelmesi gerektigini
belirtmektedir. Sayet zaman birlikteligi yiiklem birlikteligi icerisinde dahil edilirse bu takdirde celiskide
sart olarak kosulan zaman igin bagka bir seyin zikredilmesi gerekir (es-Semerkandi, 2014: s. 229).
Semerkandi’nin buradan kastinin yiiklem birlikteligi icerisinde dahil edilen zamanin diginda ayri bir
zaman sartinin daha zikredilmesi gerektigi seklinde olmasi yliksek ihtimaldir.

Farabi celiski konusunda ii¢ sart kabul etmesine ragmen bazi mantik eserlerinde bu sartlarin
hepsinin tek bir sarta dahi irca edilebilecegini belirtmektedir (Farabi, 1971: s. 62). Fakat net bicimde bu
sartin ne oldugundan séz etmemektedir. Farabi’nin bu goriisiinii eserine tagiyan Efdaliiddin el-
Hiineci’ye gore bu sartin hiikkm1 nispet olma ihtimali oldukg¢a yiiksektir (el-Htneci, 1389: s. 123). Zira
konu, yiiklem ve zaman sartlarindan birinde meydana gelen farklilik, hitkm1 nispette meydana gelecek
farkliliga neden olmaktadir. Nitekim bir yliklemin iki konudan birine nispet edilisi diger konuya nispet
edilisinden farklidir. Dolayisiyla konudaki farklilik, nispetteki farkliligi da beraberinde getirmektedir.
Bir konunun farkli iki yiiklemden birine nispet edilisi de digerini nispet edilisinden farklidir. Boylelikle
yiiklemdeki farklilik da aym sekilde nispetteki farkliligi gerektirmektedir. Son olarak bir seyin iki
zamandan birine nispet edilisi de o seyin digerine farkli bir zamanda nispet edilisinden farklidir. Ay
sekilde zamandaki farkliliklar da nispet farkliliklarin1 dogurmaktadir.

Farab1’nin goriislerini 6zetledikten sonra Hiineci, biri olumlu digeri olumsuz olan iki 6nermenin
birbiriyle ¢eligebilmesi i¢in, aralarindaki nispet birliginin yeterli bir sart oldugu kanaatini paylasir (el-
Hiineci, 1389: s. 123-124). Buna gore, eger bir dnermede kurulan nispet olumlu ise ve ayni nispet bagka
bir dnermede olumsuz bi¢imde hiilkme baglanirsa ya da bunun tersi bicimde bir 6nermede kurulan nispet
olumsuz ise bagka dnermede ise ayni nispet olumlu olursa bu iki 6nerme arasinda celiski dogar. Burada
esas olan, her iki onermede de aymi nispetin konu edilmesidir. Bunun disinda celiskinin ortaya
c¢ikabilmesi i¢in bagka herhangi bir sart aranmaz.

Ancak Hineci, daha kapsamli ve ayrintili bir agiklama yapilmasi gerektigi durumlarda, ¢eliskinin
olusabilmesi i¢in bazi ilave sartlarin da dikkate alinmasi gerektigini belirtir. Ozellikle 6zel dnermelerin
celisikleri s6z konusu oldugunda, celiskinin gecerli olabilmesi i¢in su ii¢ sartin birlikte saglanmasi
gerektigi ileri siiriiliir: (i) her iki 6nermede konu ve yiiklemin ayni olmasi, (ii) hitkkmiin ayn1 zamana
iligkin olmas1 ve (iii) onermelerin modal yapilar1 bakimimdan (zorunlu ya da zorunlu olmayan)
farklilasmasi. Buna ek olarak, eger s6z konusu iki 6nerme nicelik bakimindan belirli (mahsura) ise, bu
durumda yukarida zikredilen ii¢ sartin yan1 sira, nermelerin niceliklerinin de birbirinden farkli olmasi
gerekir. Bu baglamda Haneci, muhtasar mahiyette kaleme aldig1 el-Miicez fi’l-mantik adl1 eserinde
celisigin gerceklesmesi igin gerekli sartlar olarak sadece bu iiglinden s6z eder (el-Hineci, t.y.: 8b).
Burada konu sart1 icerisine parga ve biitiin ile sart birlikteliginin dahil oldugunu, yiiklem sart1 igerisine
ise izafet, mekan ile kuvve ve bi’l-fiil birlikteliginin déhil oldugunu zaman birlikteligine ise bir sartin
dahil olmadigini aktarmaktadir. Bir diger mantik eseri olan el-Ciimel fi’l-mantik adli eserinde ise
yalnizca celisigin tarifini yapmakta, celisigin sartlarina ise deginmemektedir (Cimen Omag, 2017: s.
90).

Bu ii¢ temel mantik eseri mukayese edildiginde Hlineci’nin ¢elisigin saglanabilmesi i¢in gerekli
sartlar konusunda esnek davranip kesin degismez bir kanaat paylasmadigi, eserlerinde birden ¢ok sarti
zikrettigi ve ¢elisigin sartlar konusunda Farabi ve ileride goriislerini daha detayli bigimde ele alacagimiz
Fahreddin er-Razi’den etkilendigini ifade edebiliriz.

Ebl Hamid el-Gazzali’ye gelince o, geligskinin saglanma sartlarini ¢esitli eserlerinde farkli olarak
zikretmektedir (el-Acem, 2001: s. 207-208). Mesela Mi‘yarii’l-ilm adli eserinde ¢eligkinin
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gerceklesmesi i¢in o, sekiz sart belirtmektedir. Fakat onun zikretmis oldugu sartlar yukarida arz edilen
sartlardan kismen farklidir:

a) Iki &nermeden birinin olumlu digerinin ise olumsuz olmasi. Ornegin “Alem sonradan
yaratilmistir” ve “Alem sonradan yaratilmis degildir” dnermelerinden biri olumlu digeri ise olumsuz
oldugu icin bu iki onerme birbiriyle ¢elismektedir. Ancak “Alem sonradan yaratilmigtir” ve “Alem
sonradan yaratilmigtir” 6dnermeleri birbiriyle olumlu ve olumsuz olarak farkli olmadiklari igin birbiriyle
¢elismemektedir.

b) Konu birligi: Celisen iki nermede konular bir olmalidir. Sayet birbirinden farkli olursalar bu
iki onerme birbiriyle ¢elismez. Mesela “Alem sonradan yaratilmigtir” ile “Allah-u Teala kadimdir”
onermelerinde konular birbirinden farkli oldugu igin bu iki 6nerme birbiriyle ¢elismemektedir. Lafzen
ayn1 fakat manen birbirinden dahi farkli olsalar bu iki 6nermede yine de konu birligi sart1 saglanmis
degildir. Mesela “Ayn, saridir” ve “Ayn, sar degildir” denilse bu iki 6nermenin birinde “ayn” ile para
birimi olan dinar ikincisinde ise goz kast edilse bu iki 6nerme ¢elismez.

¢) Yiiklem birligi: Iki &nermenin ¢elisebilmesi icin yiiklemlerinin de bir olmas: gerekir. Eger iki
yiiklemden biri farkliysa bu iki énerme ¢elismez. Mesela “Insan yaratilmistir” ve “Insan tas degildir”
onermelerinde yiliklem birligi saglanmadigi i¢in bu iki 6nerme ¢elismez. Konu birliginde belirtildigi gibi
yiiklem birliginde de es sesli kavram kullanimindan sakinilmasi gerekir.

d) Yiklem, konunun iki farkli pargasia yiliklenmemelidir. Bu, yukarida arz edilen parga-biitiin
birligine isaret etmektedir. Sayet iki nermede konu bir ise ama yiiklemin birinde bir sey, digerinde ise
farkl bir sey kast ediliyorsa bu iki 6nerme birbiriyle ¢elismez. Mesela goriiniirde “Hirsiz kesilendir” ve
“Hirsiz kesilen degildir” seklindeki iki énerme birbiriyle ¢elismektedir. Ancak birinci dnermedeki
yiiklem parga olan ele nispet edildiginde dogru, ikinci 6nerme ise biitiin olan insana nispet edildiginde
yine dogrudur. Ancak birinci 6nermede nispet ele ikinci onermede de yine ele nispet edildiginde birinci
onerme dogru, ikinci 6nerme ise bu sefer yanlis olmaktadir.

e) lIzafet birligi, kendisinde izafet yapilan seyin farkli seyler olmamasidir. “Dért yarimdir” ve
“Dort yarim degildir” 6nermelerinde eger yiiklem olan ‘yarimdir’ aym seye izafe edilirseler i¢lerinden
biri dogru iken digeri muhakkak yanlis olmalidir. Fakat farkli seylere izafe edilirseler her iki 6nerme de
dogru olabilir. Mesela “Dort yarimdir” derken eger sekizin yaris1 olma kast edilirse bu 6nerme dogrudur.
“Dort yarim degildir” derken eger on sayisinin yarisi olma kast edilirse bu énerme de dogru olmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla her iki 6nermede izafet birligi saglanmadigi i¢in her ikisi de dogru olmaktadir.

f) Nispet Birligi: Sayet iki onermede nispetler farkli ise bu iki 6nerme birbiriyle ¢elismez.
Gazzali’nin burada kast ettigi, yukarida zikredilen bi’l-kuvve ve bi’l-fiil birlikteligidir. Gazzali’ye gore
eger “Testideki su, susuzlugu gidericidir ve temizdir” ve “Testideki su, susuzlugu giderici ve temiz
degildir” derken her iki Onermede nispet birligi dikkate alinmazsa bu iki &nerme de dogru
olabilmektedir.

g) Zaman Birligi: Biri olumlu digeri ise olumsuz iki 6nermede sayet zaman birligi saglanmazsa
bu iki 6nerme ayn1 anda dogru da yanlis da olabilir. Mesela “Cocuk dise sahiptir” ve “Cocuk dise sahip
degildir”’ denildiginde eger aynm1 zaman dilimi kast ediliyorsa bu iki énermeden biri dogru, digeri ise
yanlis olmalidir. Ancak birinci 6nermede bebeklikten sonraki zaman, ikinci 6nermede ise bebeklik
donemi kast edilirse bu takdirde bu iki 6nerme de dogru olmaktadir.

Son sart, konusu tiimel olarak alinan dnermeye has bir sarttir. Buna gdre konusu tiimel olan
onermenin diger sartlar yerine geldiginde baska bir dnermeyle celisebilmesi i¢in diger dnermenin
konusunun tikel olarak alinmasi gerekir. Aksi takdirde iki tikel 6nerme dogru, iki tiimel onerme ise
yanlis olabilmektedir. Mesela “Bazi insanlar yazicidir” ve “Bazi insanlar yazici degildir” gibi iki 6nerme
de dogru olabilmektedir. Konusu tiimel oldugunda diger nermenin konusu da tiimel olarak alinirsa her
iki 6nerme de yanliglanabilmektedir. Mesela “Hicbir insan yazici degildir” ve “Her insan yazicidir” gibi
(Ebl Hamid, 2013:s. 135-141).
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Dikkat edilirse Gazzali’nin zikretmis oldugu sekiz sart, mantik¢ilar arasinda genel kabul géren
sekiz sarttan farklidir. Genel kabul goren sartlar arasinda zikredilen mekéan birligi sarti ile sart birligi
sart1 Gazzali tarafindan Mi ‘yarii ’[- ‘ilm adli eserine dahil edilmemektedir. Bu, mekan birligi sartin1 kabul
etmedigi anlamina gelmemektedir. Bilakis o, sadece bu eserinde mekan birligini anmamaistir. Fikih usulii
eseri olan el-Mustasfd min ilmi’l-us@l adl1 eserin giris kismina yazdigi mantik boliimde ve Mihekkii’n-
nazar adli eserinde, Mi’yar’da yazdiklarindan farkli olarak “konu, yiiklem, izafet, parca-biitlin, bi’l-
kuvve- bi’l-fiil, mekan ve zaman” birlikteliginden bahsetmektedir (Eb Hamid, 2011: s. 85-88). Bunlar
alt1 baglik altinda zikretmekte, zaman ile mekani tek bir baslik altinda ele almaktadir. Fakat nedense
mantiga dair yazmis oldugu higbir eserinde “sart birlikteligi”nden s6z etmemektedir (Capak, 2011: s.
136-142).

Fahreddin er-Razi’ye gelince o da Farabil de oldugu cesitli eserlerinde farkh iki goriisii dile
getirmektedir. Razi’nin mantik goériislerini temin etmek i¢in genellikle miiracaat edilen temel eseri olan
el-Miilahhas fi’l-mantik ve’l-hikme adli eserinde o, geligskinin gecgerli olabilmesi i¢in konu, yiiklem ve
zaman birligi sart1 yeterli goriinmektedir (er-Réazi, 1381: s. 177). Diger geri kalan bes sart, bu ii¢ sartin
altina dahil edilebilmektedir. (1) Izafet birligi, (2) mekan birligi ve (3) bi’l-fiil ve bi’l-kuvve birligi,
yiiklem birligi icerisine (4) parca ve biitiin ile (5) sart birligine gelince onlar ise konu birligi igerisine
dahil edilmektedirler.

[zafet birliginin yiiklem birligi igerisine dahil edilmesine gelince, iki énermede iki seyin farkli iki
seye izafe edilmesinin o iki seyin yiliklemlerinin farkli olmas1 anlamina gelmesidir. Mesela, “babalik”
kavraminin iki 6nermede farkli iki seye nispet edilmesinde oldugu gibi. “Zeyd, Ahmet’in babasidir” ve
“Zeyd Halit’in babas1 degildir” denildiginde bu iki dnermenin birbiriyle ¢elismemesinin nedeni iki
onermedeki babalik kavraminin iki farkli kisiye nispet edilmesiyle dogan yiiklemlerin farkliligidir.

Bi’l-kuvve ile bi’l-fiil birligi de yiiklem birligine donmektedir. Zira “Sarap bi’l-kuvve
halindeyken sarhos edici degildir” ve “Sarap bi’l-fiil halindeyken sarhos edicidir” denildiginde bu iki
Onermenin birbiriyle ¢elismemesinin nedeni temelde bi’l-kuvve ve bi’l-fiil olmalar1 bakimindan her iki
onermenin yiiklemlerinin farkli olmasidir.

Mekan birligi de yliklem birligi icerisinde telakki edilir. Nitekim “Zeyd yerde oturandir” ve “Zeyd
havada oturan degildir” denildiginde bu iki onermenin g¢elismemesinin nedeni her iki Gnermenin
mekansal birlikteligi saglamamasi1 degil bilakis yiiklem birlikteligini saglamamasidir.

Sart birlikteligi ile parca ve biitiin birlikteligi ise diger ii¢ sartin aksine konu birlikteliginin
icerisine dahil olurlar. Parga ve biitiin birlikteliginin konu birlikteliginin icerisinde degerlendirilmesine
gelince, mesela “Afrikali siyahtir” denildiginde Afrikalinin derisi yani tamami kast edilip “Afrikali siyah
degildir” denilip Afrikalinin digleri veya el ayalari kast edilirse bu iki 6nermenin ¢gelismemesinin nedeni
her ikisinde parca ile biitline riayet edilmemesi degil, bilakis her ikisinde konu birlikteliginin
saglanmamasi olur.

Sart birlikteliginin konu birlikteliginin i¢erisinde degerlendirilmesine gelince, bunun nedeni sart
farklilastiginda dnermedeki konunun da degismesidir. Ornegin Zeyd yazi yazma vasfin siirdiirdiigiinde
onun i¢in “Zeyd yazict olma sartin1 sagladiginda eli hareketlidir” 6nermesini kurabilmekteyiz. Buna
karsin Zeyd yazi yazma vasfin1 kazanmadiginda ise “Zeyd yazici olma sartim1 saglamadiginda eli
hareketli degildir” 6nermesi de onun i¢in dogrulanmaktadir. Birinci dénermedeki konu “yazicilik” vasfini
kazanan Zeyd iken ikinci 6nermedeki konu, “yazicilik” vasfini tasimayan Zeyd’dir. Dolayisiyla birinci
onermedeki konu ile ikinci 6nermedeki konu birbirinden farkli oldugu icin iki dnerme, birbiriyle
celisememektedir. Ancak her iki 6nermede konu, o sart1 tasidiginda iki 6nermeden biri dogru, digeri ise
yanlis olacaktir.

Fahreddin er-Razi el-Miilahhas adli eserinde geligskinin saglanabilmesi i¢in konu, yiiklem ve
zaman birligini sart olarak kosarken bu eserinden farkli olarak Aydt ve Beyyindtii’l-Kebir adl1 eserinde
sadece konu ve yiiklem birliginin ¢eliskinin saglanabilmesi i¢in yeterli olacagim ileri siirmektedir.
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Dolayisiyla burada zaman birligini de ya konu ya da yiiklem birligi icerisinde gormektedir (Sahin, 2019:
prg. 1398).

Razi’yle beraber bu goriisii onun 6grencisi olarak goriilen Zeynuddin el-Kessi (v. 12227?) de
devam ettirmektedir. Kessi’ye gore de celiskinin olabilmesi icin bu iki sart yeterlidir. Geri kalan diger
sartlar Razi’nin de zikrettigi sekilde mekan, izafet, bi’fiil ve bi’l-kuvve ve zaman birligi yiiklem birligi
icerisine diger iki sart olan parga ve biitiin ile sart birliginin ise konu birligi igerisine dahil olmas1 gerekir
(el-Kessi, 2024: s. 89).

Muhtemelen Razi’nin bu diisiincesinden etkilenmis olmali ki Esirliddin el-Ebheri de aynmi goriisii
savunmaktadir (el-Ebheri, 2022: s. 85, 2001: s. 135). Mekan birligi, yiliklem birliginin igerisine dahil
olurken ayni sekilde zaman birligi de yliklem birliginin icerisine dahil olmaktadir. Bizim zaman olarak
onerme icerisinde telakki ettigimiz kavramlar yiiklem icerisinde degerlendirilebilmektedir. Mesela,

Ay, yerkiirenin Ay ile Giines arasina girdiginde tutulandir.
Ay, iki nireyn arasindaki terbi‘ aninda tutulan degildir.

Denildiginde burada s6z konusu olan vakitler yiikleme ilismistir. Dolayistyla ayr bigimde zaman
birliginden s6z edilememekte ve yiliklem birligine dahil olmaktadir (el-Ebheri, 2001: s. 85).

Imam’m farkl iki gériisiinden ikincisini ve Ebheri’nin bu diisiincesini daha sonra Kutbuddin er-
Razi’nin de dile getirdigi goriilmektedir. Ona gore de ¢eliski icin konu ve yiiklem birliginin saglanmasi
yeterlidir. Ona gore zaman birligi aym1 Ebheri’nin savundugu gibi yiiklem birligi icerisinde
degerlendirilmelidir. Zira “Zeyd gece giilendir” demek “O, geceleyin giilendir” demektir. Ayn sekilde
“Zeyd gece giilen degildir” demek “O, geceleyin giilen degildir” demektir. Burada zaman ayr1 bigimde
yazilirken ikinci Ornekte yliklemle birlikte ele alinmaktadir. Dolayisiyla zaman kategorisi, yliklem
kategorisi icerisinde degerlendirilmektedir.

Ayrica Kutbuddin er-Razi, Hineci’nin sekiz sartin ya da kendisinin savundugu iki sartin veyahut
da Imidm’m bazi eserlerde Farabi’nin de bazi eserlerinde savundugu ii¢ sartin hiikkmi nispete
indirgenmesini de makul karsilamaktadir. Hiikmi nispetin tahrif olmasi halinde diger geri kalan sartlar
da tahrif olmasinin geri kalan sartlarin tahrif olmas1 halinde hiikkmi nispetin tahrif olmasin1 da anlamlh
gormektedir.

Bu durumda mademki iki sart veya tek sart yeterliyse neden bu sekiz sartin teferruath bigimde
cesitli mantik eserlerinde ornekleriyle birlikte ¢eliskinin olusabilmesi i¢in gereklidir sorusu aklimiza
gelmektedir. Kutbuddin er-Réz1’ye gore bunlarin ayrintili olarak zikredilmesi, mantig1 6grenmeye yeni
baglayanlar i¢in pedagojik agidan 6nemlidir. Ciinkii onlarin drnekleriyle birlikte zikredilmesi kiyaslarin
dondiiriilmesi konusunda 6grencilerin iglerini kolaylastirmaktadir (et-Tahtani, 1303: s. 166).

Nasiriiddin et-Tls1 bu sartlarin ikiye indirgenmesine karsi ¢ikmig ve celiski icin zikredilen
sartlardan bazilarinin, dogrudan hiikmiin kendisi ile baglantili olduguna hiikmetmistir. Dolayisiyla
Farabi ve Razi’'nin zikrettigi konu ve yiikleme raci olarak goriilen sart birligi, basl basina bir sart olarak
kabul edilmelidir. Ciinkii sart birlikteligi ne konu ne de yiiklem igerisinde kabul edilebilmektedir.
Mesela, “Glines, hava siddetli soguk degilse elbiseyi kurutur” ve “Giines, hava siddetli soguksa elbiseyi
kurutmaz” 6rnegindeki gibi. Bu iki 6rnekte konu “giines” iken yiiklem ise birinci 6rnekte olumlu olarak
zikredilen “elbiseyi kurutur” ikinci 6rnekte ise olumsuz olarak alinan “elbiseyi kurutmaz” fiilidir. Bu
iki 0rnekte gecen “hava siddetli soguksa” ve “hava siddetli soguk degilse” ise sart mesabesindedir. Fakat
bu sart ne konuya ne de yilikleme ait olabilmektedir (et-Tasi, 1393: s. 180).

Tasi’ye ait olan sart birlikteliginin miistakil birlik oldugunu onun ne konu ne de yiikleme irca
edilemeyecegi gorlisii, Necmiiddin el-Kétibl tarafindan reddedilmektedir. Nitekim yukaridaki
mantik¢ilar tarafindan 6ne siiriilen sart birliginin konu ve yiikleme dénemeyecegi i¢in verilen 6rnek,
aslinda celiskinin meydana geldigi yiiklemli 6nerme formatina uygun degildir. Bilakis o iki 6rnek,
bitisik sartli 6nerme formatinda zikredilmektedir. Sayet Ebheri ve bu konu 6zelinde onun yolunu takip
edenler bitigik sartli Gnermenin onbitisenin, artbitisenin konusunun veya yiikleminin parcasi oldugunu
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iddia etseydiler Tisi’nin zikretmis oldugu itiraz ve verdigi drnekteki sorun, Farabi’ye yonelebilirdi. Bu
acidan Katibi iki Onermenin celigebilmesi i¢cin konu ve yiiklem birlikteliginin yeterli olacagi
gorilisiindedir (el-Kétibi, 2015; 2022: s. 343).

Bu sartlarla birlikte dikkat edilmesi gereken diger sart ise ¢elisik oldugu iddia edilen 6nermelerin
birbirlerinden modalite bakimindan da farkli olmalar1 gerektigidir. Zira bu sarta riayet edilmediginde
birbirine yukaridaki sartlarda uyuldugu halde muhalefet eden iki dnerme ya dogru ya da yanlig
olabilmektedir. Mesela “Tiim insanlar yazan degildir’ ile “Bazi insanlar yazandir” birbirlerine
yukaridaki sartlar1 barindirdiginda muhalefet etmekte dolayisiyla bu iki onerme c¢elisik olmaktadir.
Fakat her iki 6nerme imkan modalitesinde alindiginda her ikisi de dogru olmakta dolayisiyla birbiriyle
celismemektedir. Bu nedenle iki Onermenin ayni zamanda modalite bakimindan da ¢elismesi
gerekmektedir.

Celiski konusu iki 6zel 6nerme arasinda oldugunda zikredilen sartlar gegerliyken iki niceligi
belirli 6nerme arasinda oldugunda ise bunlara bir de nicelik agisindan iki 6nermenin farkli olmasi sarti
da eklenmektedir. Ornegin “Ali caliskandir” ve “Ali caliskan degildir” Onermeleri aralarindaki
olumsuzlama dolayisiyla iki 6zel dnerme arasindaki geliskiyi gosterirken “Her insan olimlidiir” ve
“Baz1 insanlar 6liimlii degildir” 6nermeleri ise iki niceligi belirli dnerme arasindaki geliskiyi ifade
etmektedir. Niceligi belirli 6nermelerde ¢eliskinin saglanma sartlari igerisine iki 6nermenin nicelikte
farkli olmasinin eklenmesinin nedeni, nicelikte farkli olmadiginda iki tikel 6nermenin dogru olma iki
tiimel Onermenin ise yanls olma ihtimalidir. Sayet iki 6nerme nicelikte farkli olmazsa onlarin dogru
olma ihtimalinin 6rnegi soyledir:

Bazi insanlar canlidir.

Bazi insanlar canli degildir.

Iki 6nerme tiimel oldugunda ise onlarin yanlis olma ihtimallerinin 6rnegi ise su sekildedir:
Her canli insandir.

Higbir canli insan degildir.

Tartisma

Celigik onermelerin mantiksal konumu ele alinirken Aristoteles¢i mantik geleneginin sundugu
klasik tasnifin yeterli olup olmadig: tartismaya agiktir. Diisiince tarihindeki ¢ogu diisiiniir ¢elisiklik
iligkisini ¢ogunlukla niceligi belirli tiimel ve tikel onermelerle sinirlandirirken bazilarimin bu smirlamay1
zaman zaman asarak 6zel ve niceligi belirsiz (miihmel) 6nermeleri de kapsam i¢ine almaya ¢alistiklar
goriilmektedir. Bu durum, mantik geleneginde ¢elisiklik kavramimin duragan bir tanim iizerinden degil,
baglama ve agiklama amacina gore sekillenen canli bir siire¢ igerisinde ele alindigimi gostermektedir.
Ayrica giiniimiize ulasan farkli eserlerde celisiklik sartlarinin gesitlilik géstermesi, bu konunun yalnizca
teknik bir iligki degil didaktik ve metodolojik bir mesele oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Dolayisiyla
celisiklik yalnizca formel bir mantiksal iliski olmaktan ¢ikip epistemolojik hedeflerle yakindan
baglantili bir meseleye donilismiistiir.

Sonug¢

Celisik onermeler, dort karsiolum tiirii arasinda yalnizca biri dogruyken digerinin mutlaka yanlis
oldugu tek karsitlik iliskisidir. Bu yoniiyle ¢elisik iliskisi, kesin bir dogruluk-yanlislik zeminine dayanir.
Ancak bu iligkiyi yalmizca niceligi belirli nermelerle sinirlamak, niceligi belirsiz ya da 6zel dnermeleri
kapsam dis1 birakmak, celiski kavraminin mantiksal biitiinliigline uygun diismeyen daraltici bir
yaklagimdir. Ciinkii ¢elisiklik iliskisi, yalnizca tiimel 6nermelere degil, belirli sartlar altinda tikel ve 6zel
onermelere de uygulanabilir. Celisik iligkinin kurulabilecegi 6nermelerde aranacak sartlar, Gnermenin
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niceliksel ve niteliksel yapisma gore degisiklik gostermektedir. Ornegin 6zel onermelerde, gelisikligin
varlig1 i¢in Oncelikle iki dnermenin nitelik bakimindan zit olmas1 yani biri olumlu, digeri olumsuz
olmasi ve birinin dogru, digerinin yanlis olmas1 gereklidir. Buna karsin niceligi belirli 6nermelerde —
ornegin “Her insan 6liimlidiir” ve “Higbir insan 6liimlii degildir” gibi tiimel 6nermelerde— bu iki sarta
ek olarak, onermelerin nicelik bakimmdan da farkli olmasi, yani biri tiimel digeri tikel olmasi da
celisikligi tanimlayan sartlardan biridir. Bu ¢ergevede, iki onerme arasinda c¢elisikligin kurulabilmesi,
basit bir karsitlik iligkisiyle agiklanamaz. Bu iligkinin gegerli olabilmesi i¢in, 6nermelerin belirli
birtakim mantiksal sartlar1 tasimasi zorunludur. Ancak bu sartlarin kapsami ve mahiyeti, islam
mantik¢ilart arasinda hem kisi bazinda hem de eserler aras1 diizeyde degiskenlik gostermektedir. Bazi
mantikgilar, eserlerinde gelisikligi tanimlarken yalnizca birkag temel sarttan s6z ederken, ayni yazar
baska bir eserinde daha ayrintili bir agiklamayla farkli sayida ve nitelikte sartlar one siirebilmektedir.
Bu durumun nedeni yalnizca yazarin goriis degistirmesi degil, ayn1 zamanda eserin hitap ettigi seviye,
aciklama tislubu, 6gretici veya tartismaci olmasi gibi faktorlere de baglidir. Bununla birlikte, ¢elisikligin
sartlar1 konusunda farkli goriisler bulunsa da, islam mantik geleneginde iizerinde uzlasilan temel nokta
sudur: Eger iki 6nerme arasinda hitkmi nispet, yani 6nermenin yiiklemle konu arasindaki baglantisin
ifade eden mantiksal bag ortak degilse, yani ayni1 konuya iliskin olarak bir yargi paylagsmiyorlarsa, bu
iki onerme c¢elisik olarak nitelendirilemez. Ciinkii c¢elisiklik, ancak ayni konu tlizerinde zit hiikiimlerin
kars1 karstya gelmesiyle miimkiindiir. Aksi takdirde iki 6nerme arasinda mantiksal bir gerilimden, yani
celismeden soz edilemez. Bu baglamda, ¢elisikligin kurulabilmesi i¢in Onermelerin konu-yiiklem
iligkileri, yarg tiirleri, kapsamlar1 ve nitelikleri dikkatle analiz edilmelidir. Aksi halde yiizeysel bir
benzerlik iizerinden yapilan celisiklik tespitleri, mantiksal dogrulugu zedeler ve yanlis ¢ikarimlara
neden olur.

Oneriler

Celisik onermeler yalnizca basit bir karsitlik iliskisi degil, belirli mantiksal sartlara bagl olarak
kurulabilen 6zgiin bir karsiolum tiirii olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Islam mantik geleneginde farkli
diisiiniirlerin ¢elisiklik sartlarini farkli bi¢imlerde tanimlamalari, bu iligkinin esnek ve baglama gore
yeniden yorumlanabilir bir yapiya sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, tiim yorumlarda
ortak payda, celisikligin ancak ayni konu iizerine yonelen ve zit nitelikteki hiikiimler arasinda
gerceklesebilecegi ilkesidir. Bu tespit, hem klasik mantigin i¢ tutarliligini hem de ¢elisiklik kavraminin
tarihsel stirekliligini koruyan temel esas olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Beyan ve Aciklamalar
1. Arastirmacilarin katki orani beyani: Birinci yazar %100
2. Cikar catismasi: Herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atigsmasi bulunmamaktadir.

3. Etik Raporu: Arastirmada herhangi bir canliya ait veri kullanilmadigindan dolayi etik kurul
onay1 gerektirmemektedir.

4. Arastirmanin Modeli: Arastirma makalesidir. Bu c¢aligmada arastirma yoOntemi olarak
mukayeseli analiz ve metin ¢oziimleme yontemleri kullanilmistir. Konuya yonelik kitaplar, makaleler
ve ansiklopedi maddeleri incelenmis ve bazi bulgulara ulagilmistir
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