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How to Know the World in Opposition to Skeptical
Approaches: The Possibility, Inference, and Theoretical
Position of Scientific Knowledge Within the Popperian-
Lakatosian Framework After the Construction of

Reality
Burak Arici | Bogazigi University

Abstract

This philosophical study focuses on the possibility, inference, and theoretical position
of scientific knowledge with a critique of Popperian and Lakatosian ideas in regards
to the scientific procedure, after a comprehensive investigation of the fundamental
skeptical arguments of philosophy having the potential to undermine the
establishment of scientific knowledge along with a threat to human knowledge
altogether. Albeit the Agrippan Problem, at first, seems to threaten the possibility of
not only scientific knowledge, but human knowledge entirely, it can be solved in
concur with the examination of Cartesian skepticism through the constitution of an
ontological ground upon which reality is constructed; this allows to set basic beliefs —
human knowledge is possible. Subsequently, espousing realist and materialist scheme
of reality, in parallel with basic beliefs posed by the scheme, renders the survey of
scientific knowledge possible, by virtue of the reliance upon sensory experience.
Nevertheless, the attack of inductive skepticism against the scientific methodology by
repudiating inductive inferences in science casts a shadow over the possibility and
inference of scientific knowledge. Yet, the existence of certain, verified, and irrefutable
hypotheses evidently shows the possibility of and by the use induction to some extent,
revealing the impossibility of falsifiability and applying deductive reasoning
demonstrate the inference of scientific knowledge. Furthermore, within a theoretical
framework wherein verified hypotheses —scientific knowledge— are positioned in
the hardcore and updatable hypotheses are located in the protective belt, more

systematic and comprehensive inferences and more accurate predictions can be made.
Keywords: Knowledge, The Agrippan Problem, Cartesian Skepticism, Inductive

Skepticism, The Falsifiability Principle, Scientific Knowledge, Hypothesis, Theory,
Hard Core, Protective Belt
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If we glance at the history of science, it becomes conspicuous that science has changed
our lives drastically over the course of human history. It has been systematically and
scrupulously performed for many centuries by people dedicating themselves to
deciphering abstruse enigmas of reality and that has led humanity to numerous
groundbreaking discoveries.

It is always thought that science is a product or even a branch of philosophy,
but peculiarly, there are also some philosophical arguments, specifically, skeptical
theses implying that science, in fact, cannot be performed and therefore, scientific
knowledge is impossible on the grounds that not only is the knowledge of the world
impossible, but we can never know anything whatsoever. Moreover, even if, the
skeptical argumentation follows, we can know, making a judgment about the certain
and general principles of the world to explain how phenomena take place is
impossible. Nonetheless, if we assiduously examine those skeptical strategies, it can
be argued that scientific knowledge, in the end, is possible and inferable; and its
theoretical positioning with the critique of certain frameworks in the philosophy of
science concerning the scientific procedure can provide more structured and extensive
inferences and more reliable predictions can be made within the context of scientific

theories.

Can we really know?

To begin our quest, first and foremost, we should introduce the skeptical arguments
that we are going to challenge. There are two fundamental philosophical skeptical
problems: Agrippan and Cartesian, each rooted in a distinctive pattern of argument and
the former has an epistemological character, concerning what and how we know,
whereas the latter has a metaphysical or ontological attribute, dealing with the nature
of being.

The Agrippan Problem, which has a very long history and can be traced back to
Pyrrhonist philosopher Sextus Empiricus, questions the possibility of “any”
knowledge with a universal attitude through five modes which are argumentative
strategies for inducing suspension of judgment in the justification of knowledge. The
modes can be epitomized as follows (Williams, 2001):

1. Discrepancy: People can disagree about anything.

2. Relativity: Claims can be relative in any discussion.

3. Infinity: To pursue the justification chain of a claim (Infinite regress).

4. Assumption: To cease the pursuit of justification (Dogmatic assumption).

5. Circularity: To repeat the same assertion (Circular reasoning).
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Knowledge, in the philosophical sense, is simply defined as true justified belief
and certain understanding, as opposed to mere opinion. This is why justification is of
great importance in a claim put forward as knowledge and that is exactly what the
Agrippan Problem deals with: Trying to see whether or not a belief can be justified or
knowledge is possible at all. If we dissect these modes so as to assess them in detail, it
can be, then, realized that the first two modes of the problem are not included in the
search of understanding whether knowledge exists since their examination field is not
related to this, but they, in lieu, try to give best reasons to claims with the presumption
of the existence of knowledge beforehand. The last three modes, in contrast, create the
genuine issue in our investigation by unveiling challenges in the sense of having
foundational knowledge (This is one of the reasons that the Agrippan Problem is also
known as the Agrippan Trilemma). Once someone makes a claim, asking its rationale or
why he or she puts forward this claim is surely a natural and necessary behavior in a
discussion. The real difficulty for the mode of Infinity starts at this point. If the person
who makes the claim gives his or her reason, asking the reason of the reason becomes
ineluctable as a further questioning. If we have an answer to this question, the same
happens once more: asking the reason of the reason of the reason. This questioning
process, as it can be seen, has the potential to continue forever. As a result, that we
cannot have the ultimate justification of an assertion does not allow us to know
anything whatsoever. In comparison, the mode of Assumption has a completely different
feature. It suggests putting an end to the process of infinite regress in order for an
ultimate justification to be possible by means of an assumption, but we encounter
another problem: Statements offered in the justification chain of a claim must
themselves be justified since a justification cannot be based on mere assumptions. This
mode, therefore, cannot be held either as an option giving us knowledge. Lastly, the
mode of circularity offers to justify an assertion by itself. However, reasoning in a circle,
indeed, states poor reasoning due to the fact that a statement, simply, cannot support
itself. This mode, hence, is also eliminated. After all, one who scrutinizes this problem
may come to the conclusion that knowledge is impossible and that this situation, in
fact, encompasses human knowledge altogether. When these modes are analyzed one
by one, as we have just done, the Agrippan Problem may seem quite reasonable
against the possibility of knowledge. Yet, we should continue our inquiry to see if this
is conclusive evidence to be a skeptic.

The Agrippan Problem seems to establish the conclusion that knowledge is
impossible. Quite the contrary, this conclusion brings about a paradox or contradictory
situation that prevents stability in the defense of the argument: We, now, have the

knowledge that knowledge is impossible, which, in turn, makes us withdraw the claim
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that knowledge is impossible, but again, an investigation on knowledge like this leads
us to the conclusion that knowledge is impossible ... and so on. Consequently, the idea
that knowledge is impossible becomes untenable, and this result, as a matter of fact,
shows that knowledge is necessarily possible. Nonetheless, it is not possible to abstain
from the Agrippan Problem, because the concept of knowledge is intrinsically
associated with justification; the Agrippan Problem reckons all the ways of
justification. In summary, we, somehow, know that we know, but we do not know
how we know; because we do not know how we can justify our beliefs. We are,
correspondingly, enforced to base knowledge upon one of the modes in the problem,
particularly one of the last three (the trilemma), since the modes in the trilemma are
not compatible with each other to be held together. When it comes to how to use the
trilemma, finding this requires further research which is inextricably connected to the
Agrippan Problem. We must do an ontological investigation on the grounds of the
inseparable connection between knowledge and reality: We try to justify our beliefs in
a world. This is not simply a language game, and our beliefs correspond to things in
reality. Besides, how the reality in which we live is related to how beliefs are tried to
be justified in accordance with suitable methods. For that reason, we must shed light

on the nature of reality through ontological research.

How this reality is real?

The way we do this research is associated with our next skeptical approach: Cartesian
skepticism. This type of skepticism was introduced by French mathematician and
philosopher René Descartes (1641) whose aim was to construct the absolute reality by
using doubt as much efficaciously as he could. The reason that he valued doubt a lot
was that he thought the absolute reality needs certain ground and cannot depend upon
doubtful phenomena. Cartesian skepticism essentially holds that the knowledge of the
external world is impossible. We cannot even know whether or not the external world
exists. Human beings may be deceived by an evil demon in a way that they cannot
distinguish the real world and the world in which they live. There are also different
versions of the same argument, such as the dream argument and, as a modernized
version, the brain-in-a-vat argument. We may be, in fact, in a dream and not be aware
of this situation or we may be brains in a vat which were removed from our bodies by
a mad scientist making us think that we experience the real world through connecting
the neurons of our brains to a supercomputer which simulates the reality that we
experience (Putnam, 1981). Therefore, we cannot genuinely know anything about the
external world. The argument has seemed compelling so far, but it is far from the

whole story. Once we ponder upon the argument attentively, it can be comprehended
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that Descartes puts forward this problem from the internalist perspective in which one
looks at the world only by the consideration of one’s own vista. This perspective,
however, leads to solipsism —the idea that one can only be sure of one’s own existence.
That results in a predicament from which we cannot escape, but fortunately, the
opposite approach of the internalist perspective, as an alternative, can help us
constitute reality: The externalist approach wherein one looks at the world from a
broader view in relation to the external world. The focal point of this strategy is that
in the case of finding an inseparable and common connection between the internal and
external elements, a transition from the certain to the doubtful area can be made with
the increment of certainty in the doubtful field. In other words, in lieu of being stuck
in the internal world that includes certitude in terms of being sure of one’s own
presence without any knowledge as to the external world, we can come to know the
external world by a transition from the internalist to the externalist perspective.
Luckily, we do have this sort of connection. It is evident that when some changes occur
in the brain, we see a relation between the inner state (thoughts, feelings, perceptions,
behaviors, and so on) and the brain that is connected to the external world which is
independent of our existence and has a material structure, as we experience by
common sense. Conversely, one can affect his or her brain by his or her actions. Yet,
consciousness and the sense of the self, moreover, can wither away with the damage
or demise of the brain. This situation indicates that consciousness and the self are
located in and generated by the brain and that since the external world plays an
essential role in our existence we can make a direct transition from the internalist to
the externalist approach through reducing “mental states and consciousness” to
“material phenomena” -the results of material interactions- without appealing to
supernatural, immaterial factors: We live in a material reality that exists independently
of our existence —materialist and realist understanding of reality.

When we construct reality within this materialist and realist scheme and see the
place of the self, finding a solution to Cartesian skepticism becomes possible with
eschewing solipsism. On the other hand, it is closely wedded to the Agrippan Problem
in respect of the possibility of knowledge, regardless of the constitution of different
ontological structures. That is to say, even if reality were established within a different
scheme, the questions of the possibility of knowledge would remain and become a
subject of the epistemic inquiry operated through the Agrippan Problem with regards
to how beliefs are justified in a different scheme. If, as we saw in the course of
analyzing the Agrippan Problem, knowledge is possible, then we are eventually forced
to depend on knowledge upon the Agrippan Trilemma so as to determine how

knowledge appears because these three modes are the ultimate ways of finding a
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justification for a belief to be knowledge. On the contrary, if knowledge is possible and
we are obliged to depend on the trilemma; without using the simple paradox that
makes us withdraw the claim that knowledge is impossible through which we come
to “know” that knowledge is impossible, how can we possibly reach the conclusion
that knowledge is possible (or any knowledge) by using one of the modes of the
trilemma which do not provide the possibility of knowledge? At this point, we must
realize the fundamental reason behind the Agrippan Problem and along with that,
change our attitude toward the mode that paves the way for justification. The
Agrippan Problem, specifically the trilemma, is the consequence of not adopting an
ontological scheme. When, in other words, there is no ontological ground, as an
anchor, upon which reality is constructed, this situation, basically, causes, as a whole,
an endless questioning process (the mode of Infinity) by not allowing to establish basic
beliefs through regarding those as dogmatic assumptions (the mode of Assumption)
that cannot support themselves (the mode of Circularity) and knowledge,
consequently, becomes impossible. Yet, when we have an ontological scheme by the
acceptance of the mode of Assumption in a way that the endless search of justification
can be forgone by virtue of non-inferentially credible or self-evident basic beliefs that
do not need to be justified, knowledge can be established. In our case, once the realist
and materialist scheme is espoused, the belief that things in reality exist independently
of our existence and comprehension and that matter is the fundamental content in
reality is a self-evident basic belief (or knowledge) on which the rest of human
knowledge is built.

When it comes to how we expand our knowledge, this scheme, necessarily,
suggests, that the most basic way to learn things in the world is surely our sensory
experience on the grounds of the fact that this is the way we interact with reality, but
our bare sense organs do not help us all the time in the context of more sophisticated
investigations such as scientific research. Since sensory experience is used to collect
data from the world, the fundamental tools of science (or the scientific method) are
observation and experiment. Within scientific research, in order to establish scientific
knowledge that stems from an elaborate procedure, in short, hypotheses (basically
proposed views in the purpose of explanation with limited evidence as a beginning
point for further examination), firstly, are constituted about phenomena tried to be
explained and then, a lot of observations and experiments (if possible, data from
different fields of science is used) are performed to see whether or not the results of
those are compatible with each other and what is predicted in hypotheses. Causes and
effects of investigated subjects and general rules of the universe, in this way, are tried

to be demonstrated.

6 Arict | How to Know the World in Opposition to Skeptical Approaches



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

Is science still possible?

Everything, so far, has seemed great in the inquiry of scientific knowledge. Firstly, we
started showing that knowledge is possible by examining the Agrippan Problem —
which holds the opposite view— and later on, after our realist and materialist
construction of reality, we attempted to solve Cartesian skepticism —leading to dark
solipsism— in virtue of non-inferentially credible, basic beliefs that present the
ultimate solution to the Agrippan Problem. We, then, reached the conclusion that
within our ontological framework, the way we know the world is our sensory
experience, but our bare sense organs are not adequate for complicated scientific
research and that the scientific method, in this case, is used to establish scientific
knowledge that is inextricably connected to causality discovered through observations
and experiments to explain how things happen. Yet, Scottish philosopher David Hume
(1740), at this point, objects to the last aforementioned statement by arguing that
induction does not exist, implying that cause and effect relationships cannot be

founded. He states as follow:

“The only connexion or relation of objects, which can lead us beyond the
immediate impressions of our memory and senses, is that of cause and effect;
and that because it is the only one, on which we can found a just inference from
one object to another. The idea of cause and effect is derived from experience,
which informs us, that such particular objects, in all past instances, have been
constantly conjoined with each other: And as an object similar to one of these is
supposed to be immediately present in its impression, we thence presume on
the existence of one similar to its usual attendant. [...] [P]robability is founded
on the presumption of a resemblance betwixt those objects, of which we have
had experience, and those, of which we have had none; and therefore it is

impossible this presumption can arise from probability” (p. 150).

What he, basically, expresses is that we create cause and effect relationships by using
our past experiences. Suppose, for example, that there are two separate billiard balls
on a billiard table and that one of which is moving and hitting the other one. What
would we expect before this happens? Sure, we say, the ball hit by the other one will
move too, but why does it move after this collision? What is the reason behind this
prediction? As a response to it, we also say that it moves, because there is a cause and
effect relationship: This is a natural result. Hume, however, would claim that we, in
fact, do not know whether this will happen, but instead, we assume causality between
them by relying upon past situations we observed in which the ball hit by the other
moved every single time. By contrast, that we assume this causality does not obliterate

the probability of that situation and the very problem as to this probability emerges at
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this point: It is probable, not certain, and correct predictions that come with probability
does not count as knowledge (true, justified belief and certain understanding, as
opposed to opinion). This problem causes inductive skepticism (also known as the
problem of induction) that seems to be against the possibility and inference of scientific
knowledge and this is our last type of skepticism after Agrippan and Cartesian.
Inductive skepticism comprises two general cases (Henderson, 2020): The first one is
what we have just delineated: Causality. The second case is generalizing about the
features of objects by dint of some number of observations. The most classic example
explaining this kind is the inference that all swans are white, by means of the
observation that all the swans that have been seen so far, by an observer making this
inference, were white. The problem concerning the matter of this case of induction is
basically the same: It is probable that the inference that all swans are white is true. We
do not have certainty about it, because observation of a swan that has a different color
can obviously refute it. If induction (inference of a generalized conclusion from
particular instances) is impossible, then how can science be performed in a way of
reaching general and absolute conclusions about the world? Can we not have scientific
knowledge at all?

On this occasion, Austrian-born British philosopher Karl Popper (1963) takes to
the stage and attacks induction by claiming that “Induction, i.e. inference based on
many observations, is a myth. It is neither a psychological fact, nor a fact of ordinary
life, nor one of scientific procedure” (Popper, p. 53) and champions the view that
science can be maintained without induction. Popper’s main concept around which he
constitutes his philosophy, in contrast, is the Falsifiability Principle. According to
Popper, scientific hypotheses and theories have only the potential to be refuted, in lieu
of being confirmed. If a hypothesis is put to severe testing and is not falsified, then it
is said to be, in Popper’s terminology, corroborated. Notwithstanding the positivity of
the term “corroboration” and its evident lexical proximity to the word “confirmation”,
he insists on the idea that corroboration is not a confirmation. Even if a hypothesis or
theory were corroborated one million times, we could not say that it is confirmed and
this does not give us the reason to think that corroborated hypotheses or theories have
better future predictive success, because if it were the case, it would mean induction
(Salmon et al., 1999). In a nutshell, the veracity of scientific hypotheses and theories
cannot be known. If so, how do we reach conclusions in scientific research? He
proposes that “The actual procedure of science is to operate with conjectures: to jump
to conclusions” (Popper, 1963, p. 53). At that point, the question that we should ask is:
If scientific hypotheses and theories that include propositions about reality cannot be

verified, can we then really know anything by means of science? Popper asserts that
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we jump to the conclusion with conjectures, but this sort of conclusion is, indeed, not
knowledge, but an unjustified assumption in the absence of confirmation. We, after all,
are left with nothing to say about how nature is with certitude. Therefore, it is clear
that within the Popperian framework, scientific knowledge does not seem possible.
When it is argued that induction includes probability and that propositions inferred
through induction have the potential to be falsified, considering that knowledge
contains certainty, this makes sense that induction alone cannot be used as the chief
source of the scientific procedure, because all scientific propositions posed by this
method, in the end, would depend only on probabilities and that would cause
instability and chaotic situation in science in the absence of certainty. Hence, we need
further explanations for the scientific methodology and at this stage, a different
viewpoint can provide a way for an explanation.

Even though we have concluded that scientific knowledge is not possible
within the Popperian framework, it can still be held by reason of its main concept: the
Falsifiability Principle. Since verification is impossible, we cannot be certain about the
truth of scientific hypotheses and theories, but in regards to the falsity of those, we can
emphatically be certain. If, in parallel, we have a hypothesis or theory that does not
have the possibility to be rebutted, then the statement that it is absolutely true cannot
be made. In opposition, if a hypothesis or theory could not be falsified by any means,
how would we react to it? Some people, especially proponents of the Popperian
framework, would say that it is impossible, but it is obviously far from the truth. Some
examples, briefly, could be the best way to construe this issue. Consider the fact, from
biology, that all humans have a common ancestor with chimpanzees (Nick Patterson,
Daniel J. Richter, Sante Gnerre, Eric S. Lander & David Reich, 2006). As another similar
example, all humans are primates (Kimbel & Martin, 2013). Here is a more
straightforward one: The Earth is round. Likewise, the universe is older than six
thousand years. These are some examples over which there is no (genuine) doubt
about their veracity and these will never change at all. The question is now: How can
we be that certain? As we have indicated, we cannot conclude a scientific hypothesis
or theory only by finding evidence for it due to the problem of induction and at the
same time, we must put it to severe testing to see whether or not it can be refuted. The
confirmation of a hypothesis (not theory) lies at the heart of this step. If a scientific
hypothesis (that can be tested through observation and experiment) has no potential
to be falsified at all, then it is regarded as a certain, confirmed hypothesis which
becomes scientific knowledge. In the scientific procedure, induction, at first, is used in
the constitution of hypotheses to make probable predictions and if hypotheses are

confirmed, then deduction (the certain way of reasoning without probability) takes
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place to constitute certain conclusions with the use of a confirmed hypothesis. Take
our first example to explain this: All humans have a common ancestor with
chimpanzees. Suppose that after an examination a scientist finds out that the person
he or she examined has a common ancestor with chimpanzees. Then, the scientist
continues his or her research by examining more and more people and reaches the
same conclusion. Afterward, he or she proposes that all humans have a common
ancestor with chimpanzees. What the scientist does here, surely, is to use induction.
However, critically, we should ask whether this is a hasty generalization. At this point,
some requirements, namely, the independency (conducting research independently of
different researchers to see whether reaching the same results is possible), reliability
(being able to see whether research is done by experts), transparency (being able to learn
how research is done from its beginning to its end to see whether there is a
manipulation), and retestability (being able to repeat a test to see whether reaching the
same results is possible) of scientific research become crucial. There is no a decisive
formula of ascertaining when a hypothesis that has evidence can be reckoned as that
which cannot be falsified and turn out to be scientific knowledge, but over the course
of time, after hypotheses are rigorously tested by scientific communities all around the
world (that have, all the time, highly critical manners to hypotheses and theories;
especially when there is a new one), those are verified and become scientific
knowledge in such a natural process. As such, the knowledge that all humans have a
common ancestor with chimpanzees is a product of this sort of process. There are
numerous studies demonstrating evidence from various fields like phylogenetics,
anatomy, paleontology, and so on (Nathan M. Young, Terence D. Capellini, Neil T.
Roach, & Zeresenay Alemseged, 2015), and after a long critical research process,
scientists came to the conclusion that this hypothesis cannot be falsified; therefore, it
is certain. In doing so, we, in a sense, infer scientific knowledge —that is not self-
evident — from self-evident, basic beliefs by means of observations and experiments
and indeed, this shows that knowledge we infer stems from reality like basic beliefs
and we do not invent it, but discover it. This is why scientific knowledge is certain,
unfalsifiable, and unchangeable.

With regards to how deduction takes place for drawing certain conclusions
with the use of inferred knowledge in science, a deductive argument as an example
wherein the knowledge that all humans have a common ancestor with chimpanzees is
used can simply epitomize the situation:

1) All humans have a common ancestor with chimpanzees.

2) Socrates is a human.

= Socrates has a common ancestor with chimpanzees.
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Deduction is the reasoning system where if the premises of an argument are true,
then the conclusion must be true. In our example, we now know that all humans have
a common ancestor with chimpanzees. Instead of examining everybody to see if this
is the case, we have a true premise that tells us so. As a result, knowing that Socrates
is a human proves that he has a common ancestor with chimpanzees. It can be argued,
by way of conclusion, that we are not circumscribed by probabilities and that we can
make certain inferences in science. However, being able to reach certitude does not
mean that we should relinquish hypotheses that contain probable conclusions. These
are of great significance for the inference of scientific knowledge in the scope of

theories.

How scientific knowledge and hypotheses are located in theories

So as to grasp the value of hypotheses in theories, first and foremost, we should clearly
understand the difference between a hypothesis and theory. A hypothesis is an
assumption aiming to explain a particular phenomenon or a reasoned prediction of a
possible causal relation, whereas a theory is a set of explanations that includes verified
and supportive components. An example, in order to elucidate this distinction, can be
given, and to provide integrity for clearer understanding, we can use a related theory
to the knowledge that all humans have a common ancestor with chimpanzees: The
theory of evolution. This theory, fundamentally, posits that changes in the
characteristics of organismal lineages occur over generations, in accordance with
inheritable genetic variations that result in biodiversity and speciation —that is, living
beings change and evolve (Scheiner & Mindell, 2020). These are some main tenets of
the theory. Establishing such tenets (or discovering such principles) requires
comprehensive, fastidious, meticulous, and congruent studies that lead to the fact that
it is unfalsifiable. On the other hand, there are also probable and falsifiable, but
consistent assertions in a theory, known as hypotheses. For instance, a few years ago,
it was thought that the oldest humans (homo sapiens) lived in Eastern Africa
approximately 200.000 years ago, but more recent studies concerning fossil records
have shown that humans lived also in Northern Africa, at least, about 300.000 years
ago (Hublin, J., Ben-Ncer, A., Bailey, S., et al., 2017). As it can be discerned, the former
hypothesis cannot be confirmed, due to the fact that it is falsifiable (and falsified) and
this is also valid for the latter hypothesis because of the same reason. In this sense, we
can define these as updatable hypotheses. Nonetheless, these sorts of hypotheses are still
substantial for us in theories, since albeit we cannot completely rely on them, they help
us come close to the truth and strengthen our predictive power through consistency

and suggestiveness. Within the context of these hypotheses, we can now, for example,
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put forward that homo sapiens may have lived much earlier in subdivided
populations across the continent, not only in Eastern Africa in one population (Eleanov
M. L. Scerni, et al., 2018). Conversely, there can also be verifiable hypotheses that become
scientific knowledge like our example that all humans have a common ancestor with
chimpanzees. Hence, it can be said that scientific knowledge is a verified hypothesis.
However, how can we classify or locate these two different types of hypotheses in
theoretical structures to have a more comprehensive and systematic apprehension of
the explanation of phenomena?

Hungarian philosopher Imre Lakatos (1980), at this point, presents a feasible
solution by the introduction of a novel concept: Research program. He, clearly, describes

what a research program is as follows:

“[TThe typical descriptive unit of great scientific achievements is not an isolated
hypothesis but rather a research programme. [...] Newton's theory of
gravitation, Einstein's relativity theory, quantum mechanics, Marxism,
Freudianism, are all research programmes, each with a characteristic [hard core]
stubbornly defended, each with its more flexible [protective belt] and each with

its elaborate problem-solving machinery” (Lakatos, p. 4-5).

The main concepts that we are going to take into account are, specifically, the
“hardcore” and “protective belt”. According to Lakatos, the hard core consists of its basic
assumptions or axioms that are unfalsifiable cardinal principles, whereas the
protective belt surrounds the hardcore and comprises flexible assumptions open to
criticism. Besides, the hardcore of a research program cannot be forsaken without
abandoning the program entirely. Yet, the problem is that if the hardcore includes
unfalsifiable central tenets, then by giving up the research program, that which is done
is to abandon verified and certain assumptions —knowledge. If it were done, the
hardcore would not consist of unfalsifiable and certain elements. In that case, being
certain and reaching any scientific knowledge could not be guaranteed. Therefore, a
scientific theory should be diligently established in a way that the hardcore includes
only unfalsifiable, certain, and verified assumptions and falsifiable and updatable
hypotheses should be located in the protective belt as consistent, suggestive, and
supportive components. When, in this way, inconsistent or contradictory evidence is
found against an assumption in a theory, the theory can be updated by way of the
revision of hypotheses in the protective belt. Thus, the possibility of the inference of
scientific knowledge can be guaranteed. Furthermore, we can claim, as a result, that
theories can be neither confirmed nor falsified. We cannot confirm, because
assumptions in the protective belt can be refuted; and we cannot falsify, since

assumptions in the hardcore cannot be confuted. As it is the case in our example, the
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tinding that the oldest homo sapiens lived, at least, 300.000 years ago, instead of
200.000 years, does not falsify the theory but causes a revision as to hypotheses in the
protective belt concerning human evolution. Likewise, as a completely consistent and
predicted hypothesis, confirming, by an exhaustive examination, that all humans have
a common ancestor with chimpanzees does not verify the theory either. This
confirmed hypothesis, rather, turns out to be scientific knowledge through its certain
inference after research and becomes a part of the hardcore to perpetually consolidate

the theory and allow different inferences within its theoretical framework.
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Bilim-Felsefe Karsitligi Cercevesinde Ozgiir Irade

Deneyleri
Ibrahim Celik | Istanbul 29 Mayis Universitesi

20. yiizyilin sonu ve 21. yiizyilin basim1 kapsayan doéneme kadar ozgiir irade
tartismalar1 tamamen felsefi bir zeminde yapilmaktaydi. Ancak teknolojinin ve
ozellikle norobilimin gelismesiyle bu tartismalar farkh bir zeminde daha tartisilir hale
gelmistir. Beyin tizerine yapilan arastirmalarin artmasi, daha 6nce felsefi argiimanlarla
tartisilan bircok meselenin artik bilimsel olarak da tartisiimasina yol agmastir. C)rne{gin,
zihin-beden iliskisi {izerinden ilerleyen biling ¢alismalarinin, zihinsel temsil ve alg:
gibi konularin, bilimsel bir yonteme dayanan psikoloji ve norobilim gibi alanlarda
siklikla galisildig1 gozlenir. Ayni sekilde, 6zgiir irade meselesi igin de bu durumun
artik gecerli oldugu ifade edilebilir.

Ozgiir irade problemi, felsefenin ve pratik hayatin birgok meselesiyle derinden
irtibatli oldugu icin bu konuya dair iiretilecek her fikir, farkli diistince sahalarini da
etkileyecektir. Ornegin, insamin 6zgiir oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde buna uygun bir
siyaset teorisi de kurulabilir. Ancak 6zgiir irade problemi felsefe tarihinde ¢okca
tartisiilmasina ragmen, bu problem hakkinda bir ilerleme kaydedildigi, savunulan bir
gorlis degildir (Searle 2020, s.78). Bu sebeple ozgiir irade probleminin diistince
tarihinin en zor problemlerinden biri oldugu soOylenebilir. Genellikle bu gibi
problemlerde ilerleme kaydedilememesinin sebebi iki kutup arasinda bir se¢im
yapamamaktir. Ozgiir irade meselesinde bir taraftan dogal fenomenlerin belirlenimci
acgiklamalara sahip oldugunu diistiniirken -yani her olay ve olgunun belirli nedensel
sebepleri ve zorunlu sonuglari olduguna inanirken- diger taraftansa bir 6zgiirliik
deneyimine sahip oldugumuzu diisiiniirtiz. Ancak 6zgiirliik deneyimine sahip olma
duygusu dogal fenomenler karsisinda belirlenimci agiklamalar getirmeyi imkansiz
kilmaktadir (Searle 2020, s.78). Peki nasil olur da hem 6zgiir oldugumuza inanir hem
de dogada zorunlu nedenselligin oldugunu varsayabiliriz?

S6z konusu o6zgiir irade oldugunda karsilastigimiz bir diger problem ise, bilim
devriminden giintimiize kadar gecen siirede bilimin yiikselen itibar1 ve buna bagh
olarak giiniimiizde bilimsel olmayan higbir ¢alismanin neredeyse gegerli ve faydali
olarak goriilmemesidir. Bilimin bu ilerlemesinden dolay: felsefenin konumu bir
noktada sorgulanir hale gelmistir. Dahasi, bu durum bir bilim-felsefe ¢catismasi ortaya
cikarmistir. Yukarida da deginildigi gibi, artik felsefi meseleler olarak goriilen bir¢ok
mesele ayni zamanda bilimin de konusu haline gelmistir. Ozgiir irade problemi de bu

durumun goriildiigii 6rneklerden biridir. Bu sebeple bu calismada, 6zgiir irade
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tizerine yapilmis bilimsel arastirmalar tizerinden bilim ve felsefe catismasi
tartisilacaktir. Ele alinacak deneylerden bir tanesi 1983 yilinda dizayn edilen Benjamin
Libet deneyidir. Tkincisi ise 2008 ve 2011 yillarinda John Dylan Haynes ve arkadaslar
tarafindan tasarlanan deneylerdir. Bu dogrultuda, birinci boliimde Benjamin Libet'in
deneyi incelenirken ikinci béliimde John Dylan Haynes ve arkadaslar tarafindan
olusturulmus deneyler incelenecektir. Ugiincii béliimde ise, bu deneylerin sonuglarina
Ozgiir irade problemi cercevesinde getirilen elestiriler ele alinacaktir. Son olarak, 6zgtir

irade deneyleri tizerinden bilim ve felsefe catigsmasi tartisilacaktir.

1. Benjamin Libet

Benjamin Libet, 1983 yilinda olusturdugu deneyi ile felsefi bir zeminde tartisilan 6zgiir
irade problemini farkli bir zeminde daha tartismay1 miimkiin kilmistir. Ancak, deney
felsefe ve bilim gevreleri tarafindan sert sekilde elestiriye tabi tutulmustur. Fakat yine
de bu elestiriler Libet'in 6zgiir irade problemine farkli bir yon getirdigini yadsiyamaz.
Deneyin sonucunda ortaya sasirtict bir sonug ¢ikmistir. Bu sonuglarin bir yorumuna
gore insan eylemlerinin Ozglir iradenin sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmadigr iddia
edilmistir. Diger bir deyisle bu deney, insanin her seye 6zgiirce karar veren bir ozgiir
iradeye sahip olmadigini sdyler. Libet'in yorumuna gore, 0zgiir irade istemli bir fiil

baslatamaz, fakat ortaya ¢ikan fiili istemli sekilde kontrol edebilir.

1.1. Libet Deneyi

Libet, kurdugu basit bir diizenekle katilimcilar: deneye kabul etmistir. Katiimcilardan
istenen tek sey istedikleri bir anda parmaklarini ya da bileklerini oynatmalaridir.
Objektif bir veri elde edebilmek icin katilmcilarin parmaklarina EMG
(elektromiyografi) cihazi takilmistir. Bu cihaz katilimcinin parmaginin hareketlerini
olgmek igin kullanilmistir. Deneyin pargasi olan diger bir cihaz ise saat benzeri bir
kadrandir. Katilimcinin karsisina konulan bu kadran tizerinde hizli bir sekilde hareket
eden bir siyah nokta bulunmaktadir. Bu siyah nokta bir tam devrini 2560 milisaniyede
tamamlamaktadir. Katilmcilardan istenen, siyah noktayr Onlerindeki diigmeye
basarak sabitlemeleridir. Ayrica diigmeye basmaya karar verdikleri anda siyah
noktanin nerede oldugunu beyan etmeleri de istenmistir. Bu beyan aslinda
katilimcilarin bir harekete karar verme ami olarak almmaktadir. Deneyin tiglincii
parcasi ve cihazi EEG’dir (elektroensefalogram). Bu cihaz katihmcinin kafasina takilir
ve beyindeki elektriksel aktivite degisimini kaydeder. Katilimci diigmeye basmaya
karar verdigi an beyninde elektriksel bir degisim meydana gelir (Libet 2002, 5.557).

Deney basladiginda ilk farkedilen sey, katilimcinin diigmeye basmaya karar

vermesiyle eylemi gerceklestirmesi arasinda 200 milisaniyelik bir fark oldugudur.
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Ancak bu zaten ongoriilen bir durumdur. Daha ilging olan kisimsa sudur: Katilimci
diigmeye basma karari vermeden 350 milisaniye dnce beyinde bir elektriksel degisim
meydana geldigi goriilmiistiir ve katilimc1 bunun farkinda degildir. Bu aktivite beynin
tamamlayic1 motor alaninda (supplementary motor area) goriilmiistiir (Soon 2008, s.
543). Beynin bu bolgesinde onceden ortaya ¢ikan degisim olgusuna “hazir olma
potansiyeli” (readiness potential) denmistir. Deneyin tartismali noktas: da burasidir.
Deneyden c¢ikarilan temel sonuca gore, bir eyleme karar verilmesinden 350 milisaniye
once o eylem igin karar beyinde halihazirda alinmis olmaktadir. Diger bir deyisle,
bilingli bir eylemi gerceklestirmek icin beyin once bilingsiz bir karar aliyor ve bu
kararin bilince aktarilmasi yaklasik 350 milisaniye siiriiyor. Daha sonra da bu karar:

bilingli olarak yaklasik 200 milisaniyelik bir zaman diliminde gerceklestiriyor.

1.2. Libet Deneyinin Sonuglar1 ve Ozgiir Irade

Libet'in deneyden cikardig1 sonug sudur: Ozgiirce verildigi diisiiniilen bilingli bir
karar daha oOnce beyinde gerceklesen bilingsiz bir karar tarafindan belirlenmis
olmaktadir. Bu sebeple birey bilingli ve istemli bir fiil baglatmamis olur. Ortaya ¢ikan
eylemin asil baslaticis1 beyinde daha 6nce ortaya ¢ikan bilingsiz aktivitedir. Boyle bir
sonug ilk bakista bizi 6zgiir iradenin reddine gotiirebilir. Bunun sebebi ise, bilingli
verildigini sandi$imiz bir kararmn daha o©nceden belirlenmis oldugunu
farketmemizdir. Ote yandan, deneyin sonucu &zellikle hukuki baglamda
sorumlulugun agiklanmasmni bir ¢ikmaza soktugu igin tepki almistir. Fakat Libet'in
kendisi de bu tehlikelerin farkindadir. Bu sebeple 6zgiir iradeyi tamamen iptal etmek
istememistir. Sadece ona farkl bir gorev vererek hayatta tutmustur. Ona gore, her ne
kadar Ozgiir iradenin bilingli bir eylem baslatamadig1 sonucuna ulagsak da, ortaya
¢ikan beyinsel aktivasyonu kontrol etmek bilingli bir stirectir. Bagka bir ifadeyle,
eylemi baslatmak 6zgiir iradenin bir sonucu olmayabilir, ancak onu kontrol etmek
bilingli bir karar gerektirir. Ozgiir iradenin temel gérevi bu bilingsiz sekilde baglayan
eylemleri kabul etmek ya da veto etmektir. Bu sebeple, boyle bir anlayis hukuki

manada bir sorumluluk problemi ortaya ¢ikarmayacaktur.

2. John Dylan Haynes ve Arkadaslar

Benjamin Libet’in ¢alismasi hem bilim diinyasinda hem de felsefe diinyasinda biiytik
bir yanki uyandirmistir. Calismaya her ne kadar sert elestiriler gelse de baz: kisiler
tarafindan benimsenmis ve tekrar edilmistir. Tekrar edilen bu ¢alismalarin en meshur
olanlarindan bir tanesi John Dylan Haynes ve arkadaslar1 tarafindan 2008 yilinda
yapilmistir. Daha sonra Haynes ve arkadaslar1 bu deneyi biraz daha farklilagtirarak

2011 yilinda tekrar etmislerdir ve 2008 yilindaki ¢alismayla benzer sonuglar elde
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etmislerdir. Bu ¢alismalari, Libet'in ¢alismasindan ayiran temel fark ise yine ayni
diizenegin biraz daha karmasik bir diizeyde sunulmasi ve modern tekniklerin
kullanilmasidir. Daha 6nce EEG cihazi ile beyindeki elektriksel degisimler ol¢tiliirken,
bu deneyde daha modern ve daha iyi bir goriintii elde edilebilen fonksiyonel manyetik
rezonans (fMRI) cihazi kullanilmistir. Libet'in deneyinde elestirilen noktalardan biri
EEG cihazinin sinurl bir alanda aktivasyon ol¢timii yapabilme kapasitesiydi. Haynes
bu elestiriden fMRI kullanarak siyrilmaya ¢alismistir. Ancak yine de tam olarak bu tiir

bir elestiriden kagamamustir.

2.1. John Dylan Haynes Deneyi

2008 yilinda gerceklestirilen deneyde, katilimcilar bir ekranin 6niine oturtulmustur.
Ayni zamanda katilimcilarin ontine iki tane buton konulmustur. Katilimcilardan, bu
butonlardan bir tanesinin iizerine sag isaret parmagimni, digerine ise sol isaret
parmagini koymasi istenmistir. Katilimcilardan asil istenen ise istedikleri herhangi bir
anda herhangi bir butona basmalaridir. Bu esnada ontinde oturduklar: ekrandan bazi
harfler 500 ms araliklarla katilimcilara gosterilmistir. Katilimcilardan istenilen bir
diger sey ise bilingli bir sekilde hangi butona basacaklarini karar verdikleri an ekranda
bulunan harfi akillarinda tutmalaridir. Biitiin bu siiregler esnasinda katilimcilarin
beyin aktiviteleri fMRI cihazi ile g6zlemlenmistir.

Haynes ve arkadaslarinin bu ¢alismadaki temel amaci karar verme siireclerinde
etkin olan beyin alanlarini daha net bir sekilde tespit etmektir. Ayrica, Haynes
beyindeki aktiviteleri beynin kendisine ait bir tiir kod olarak gormektedir (Haynes
2013). Bu sebeple fMRI ile yakaladig: aktivitelerin sifresini ¢ozmek istemektedir. Eger
bu sifre ¢cdzme siireci basarili olursa herhangi bir beyin aktivite filmine bakilip kiginin
ne tiir bir karar aldig1 anlasilabilir. Ancak beynin aktivitelerinin sifresini ¢6zme
meselesi suan igin ¢ok basit bir diizeyde yapilabilmektedir. Bu sebeple, simdilik, bu
teknikle Haynes ve arkadaslar1 beynin hangi alanlarinin karar verme stirecinde etkin
olarak rol aldigini gézlemlemeye calismiglardir. {1k olarak katilimcinin verdigi kararin
ve eyleminin sonucunun kodlandig1 alani tespit etmislerdir: Birincil motor korteks
(primary motor area) ve tamamlayict motor korteks (supplemantary motor area).
Calismanin bir diger amaci ise herhangi bir beyin bolgesinin katilimcinin kararimi
onceden kodlay1p kodlamadigini gostermektir. Sonug olarak katilimcinin sag veya sol
butonu se¢me kararinin, bilingli bir sekilde karar vermeden 6nce beyinde iki alanda
kodlandigina ulagilmistir. {lk alan “frontopolar korteks” olarak adlandirilir. Bilingli bir
sekilde karar verilmesinden 7 saniye 6nce bu alanda aktivasyon gerceklesmistir. Ikinci

beyin alani ise parietal lobun bir pargasi olan “precuneus” alanidir.
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2.2. Haynes Deneyi ve Ozgiir Irade

Calismanin sonuglari ise sdyle 6zetlenebilir: Beynin belli motor alanlarinda bilingli bir
karar verebilmek i¢in hazirliklar olmaktadir. Beynin 6zellikle frontopolar korteks ve
parietal korteksinde motor hareketi gerektiren bir karar alinmadan ortalama 7 saniye
once belli degisimler gerceklesmektedir. Bu degisimler fMRI cihaz1 kullanilarak
gosterilmistir. Buradan da su sonug ¢ikarilabilir; 6zellike frontopolar cortex, verilecek
bir kararin biling seviyesine ulasmadan 6nce onu kodlayan beyin bolgesidir (Bode
2011). Ozetle, Haynes deneyinin sonuglari Libet deneyinin sonuglariyla benzer
cikmustir.

Bu deneyin 6zgiir iradenin mahiyeti hakkinda bize neler soyledigi dikkatlice
incelenmelidir. Sadece bu deneyden yola ¢ikarak kesin bir sonuca ulasmak miimkiin
degildir. Ozellikle ufak sayida birkag¢ deneyin 2.500 yildir tartisilan 6zgiir irade
problemine bir ¢6ziim getirecegini diisiinmek makul bir inan¢ olmayacaktir. Ancak en
azindan, Haynes’e gore, Ozgiir iradenin yapisi hakkinda yeniden diisiinmemiz
gerekmektedir. Bu ¢alismalar bu yeniden diisiinmeyi destekleyecek olan baslangi¢
noktalari olabilirler. Ayrica, Haynes’e gore, 6zglir irade problemi tarih boyunca felsefi,
teolojik ve kriminolojik bir¢ok spekiilasyona ugramistir. Yapilmasi gereken ise salt
bilimsel verilerle desteklenen ve en az 20 yil yiiriitiilmesi gerekilen caligsmalardir. Bu
siirenin sonunda ise filozoflar, teologlar ve kriminologlar laboratuvara gagirilacak ve
deneylerin sonuglar1 onlara gosterilecektir. Ona gore 6zgiir irade meselesi boyle bir

yontemle ¢oziime kavusturulabilir (Haynes 2013).

3. Deneylere Yoneltilen Elestiriler

Bilimsel yontemlerle yapilan bu deneylerin sonuclarinin 6zgiir iradenin mahiyeti
hakkinda tam olarak neler sdyledigi bir tartisma konusudur. ik bakista, bu caligmalar
bize 6zgiir iradeyi yadsiyip deterministik bir diinya algis1 sunuyor gibi goziikse de,
bu deneylere hem bilim camiasindan hem de felsefe camiasindan farkli elestiriler
getirilmistir. Getirilen bu elestiriler iki baslik altinda toplanabilir. Bunlardan birincisi,
deneylerin bilimselligine yoneltilir ve kullanilan deneysel yontemlerin zayifliklarma
vurgu yapar. Ikincisi ise, deneylerin sonuglarinin dzgiir iradenin mahiyetiyle iligkisine
yapilan elestirilerdir. Diger bir ifadeyle, ortaya cikan bu sonuglar nasil olur da ozgiir
iradenin 6ziine dair bize bir seyler soyleyebilir?

Oncelikle Libet'in caligmasi teknik anlamda birgok elestiriye maruz kalmistir.
Kullandig1 tekniklerin ve araglarin deneyin gecerliligi i¢in yeterli olmadig iddia
edilmistir. Ornegin, kullandig1 saat benzeri kadranin katilimae igin dikkat dagitict
olmas: deneyin gegerli sayilmasi agisindan biiyiik bir sorundur. Diger taraftan, bilingli

karar alma animnin tespiti i¢in bireyin beyanimnin kullanilmasi, deneye getirilen en
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onemli elestiri sayilabilir, ciinkii bireyin beyan1 ¢ok 6znel bir durumdur ve kontrol
edilebilecek bir olgu degildir. Haynes ise her ne kadar bu teknik kisimlar: gelistirip
daha modern yollarla bir deney dizayn etse de benzer elestirilerden tam manasiyla
kacamamistir. Haynes, calismasinda karar verme anindan 6nce beyinde olusan
degisimle katilimcinin hangi butona basacagini %60 oraninda tahmin edebildigini
iddia etmisti. Bu oran her ne kadar fazla gibi goriinse de, bir¢ok uzman tarafindan
yeterli goriilmemistir. Ornegin, felsefe ve ndrobilim uzmani olan Adina Roskies’e gore
bu oran beynin bilingsiz bir sekilde karar aldigina dair yeterli bir delil sunmaz. Sadece
karar verme anindan once bir takim fiziksel degisimlerin oldugunu gosterir (Smith
2011, s.24). Anlasilacag tiizere, soz konusu deneyler yontemsel olarak yeterli
olmadiklar1 i¢in 6zgiir irade hakkinda bize yeterli miktarda bilgi sunamazlar.
Deneylere getirilebilecek bir diger elestiri ise 6zgiir irade kavraminin tanimiyla
ilgilidir. Buna gore, deneyleri yapan kisiler Ozgiir irade kavramini yanlis
anlamislardir. Bu yanlis anlamanin sonucu olarak deneylerin sonucunda 6zgiir irade
yokmus gibi bir mana ortaya ¢cikmustir. Cikarim yapmak gerekirse Libet ve Haynes’in
perspektifinde bir eylemi 6zgiir kilan Ogeler sunlardir: “eylemi yapmaya karar
vermek, eylemi gerceklestirmek igin ‘irade giicti kullanmak” gibi bir zihinsel eylemin
ortaya ¢ikmasi ya da igebakis (introspection) yontemiyle bu zihinsel eylemin farkinda
olmak” (Sarthan 2020, s.78). Bu ii¢ 6geden herhangi birini igeren bir olgu 6zgiir iradeyi
de igerir. Ancak dzgiir irade farkli sekillerde de tanimlanabilir. Ornegin, yukaridaki
tanima elestiri olarak sdyle bir tanim verilebilir: Ozgiir irade eger kisi kendi istek,
diistince ve amaclarina uygun olarak hareket ederse ortaya ¢ikar. Dolayisiyla, bir
eylem baski altinda yapilmadigi! ya da 6znenin diisiince ve istekleriyle bir biitiin
olarak uyustugu siirece 6zgiir bir eylemdir (Sarthan 2020, s.78). Gortildiigii gibi bu iki
tanim arasinda ciddi farklar vardir. Esas alinan tanima gore deneylerin sonuglar:
tarklilik gosterecektir. Bu sebeple, deneylerden yola c¢ikip birtakim sonuglara
ulagsmadan once 6zgiir iradenin tanimi hakkinda bir uzlasmaya varilmalidir.
Deneylere getirilen baska bir elestiri ise bu deneylerin sonuglarinin farkh bir
perspektiften de yorumlanabilecegidir. Ornegin evrimsel bir perspektiften
yorumlandiginda 6zgiir iradenin reddi s6z konusu olamaz. Bu yoruma gore, bilingli
bir karar verme anindan Once beyinde ortaya ¢ikan aktiviteler beynin evrimsel
gelisiminin bir sonucudur. Insan beyni evrimsel gelisim siirecinde karsilasacagi her

tiirli olay igin hizli karar alma mekanizmalar: gelistirmistir. Bu sebeple karar almadan

1 Olusturulan deneylerin ne kadar 6zgiir bir ortam olusturdugu ya da katilimcilar {izerinde bir baski
olusturup olusturmadig1 deneylere getirilebilecek elestirilerdir. Ancak, Haynes calismasinda 1srarla
katilimailarin rahatlatildigini ve 6zgiir bir sekilde karar aldiklarimi vurgulamistir (Bode 2011, s5.543).
Diger bir ifadeyle, laboratuvarda 6zgiir bir ortam sagladiklarin iddia etmistir.
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once ¢ikan elektriksel aktivite beynin hizli karar almasima yonelik bir hazirlanmadar.
Bu hizli karar alma mekanizmasi, Ozgiir iradeyi devre disi birakacak bir olgu
sayllamaz (Can ve Kiling 2019, s. 392).

Bir bagka yorum ise ruh-beden ikiligini savunan kisiler tarafindan ortaya
atilabilir. Bu elestiriye gore, bilingli bir karar almadan 6nce ortaya ¢ikan aktiviteler
ruhun tasarrufundadir. Bu sebeple bu aktiviteler bilingsiz bir yapidadir. Diger
taraftan, bu gortiise gore, bilingli karar alma ani1 ise bedenin tasarrufundadir. Sonug
olarak, her ne kadar bilingsiz bir sekilde karar alma anindan 6nce bir aktivite varsa da,
bu bizi belirlenimci bir yoruma gotiiremez. Bu agiklama her ne kadar kendi iginde
tutarli olsa da, yukarida bahsedilen deneyler ruh-beden ikiligini halihazirda
reddederler. Bu sebeple bu elestiri ¢ok kabul goren bir elestiri degildir (Can ve Kiling
2019, s. 393).

4. Felsefe ve Bilim Catismasi

O halde bu sekildeki bilimsel ¢alismalar nasil yorumlanmalidir? Bilim devriminden
itibaren teknik bilgimizin artmasindan ve bunun pratik bir karsili§1 da olmasindan
dolayi, bilimin itibar1 giintimiizde bir hayli artmigtir. Bilim o kadar giiglii bir konuma
gelmistir ki neredeyse felsefeye herhangi bir yer birakmamaistir. Hatta felsefe alaninda
yapilanlarin gereksiz ve anlamsiz ¢alismalar oldugunu iddia eden diisiinceler de
vardir. Bundan dolay1 ortada bir bilim-felsefe ¢atismasi varmis gibi goziikmektedir.
Felsefenin bu sekilde geriye atilmasindan dolay: da miihim bir soru giin yiiziine
c¢ikmaktadir: Felsefe boyle bir bilim karsisinda kendisine nasil bir konum
belirlemelidir? Acaba tamamen felsefeyi g6z ard1 edip bilime mi yonelmeliyiz? Yoksa
bir sekilde felsefeyi de kullanmali m1y1z?

Bizim kanaatimize gore, felsefi bir arka plana dayanmadan yapilan biitiin
bilimsel faaliyetlerin temeli bir noktada zayiftir. Temelsiz yapilan bilimsel faaliyetler
nihai olarak gegerli olmayan sonuglar doguracaktir. Bu noktada felsefenin temel
gorevi ise bilimin iizerinde konusacag1 zemini inga etmektir. Bu zemin insas: faaliyeti
cesitli sekillerde olabilir. Ornegin, tamim yapmak bu faaliyet gesitlerinden bir tanesidir.
Herhangi bir kavramin tanimi hakkinda bir agiklik elde etmeden yapilan deneyler
tamamuiyla yaniltict olacaktir. Yukaridaki 6zgiir irade problemi buna bir 6rnektir. Her
ne kadar modern metodlarla ve teknolojilerle dizayn edilse de 6zgiir irade deneyleri
bu haliyle eksiktir. Yaptigimiz bilimsel deneylerin sonuglar1 giivenilir dahi olsalar,
yine de 6zgiir iradenin ne demek oldugunu agiklamadan deney sonuglarini 6zgiir
irade perspektifinden yorumlayamayiz. Dolayisiyla, 6zgiir irade hakkinda felsefi
kavramsal bir arka plan olusturmadan yapilan ¢calismalarin 6zgiir iradenin mahiyeti

hakkinda bir bilgi sunmast miimkiin degildir. Ote yandan, bilimsel faaliyetin disarida
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kaldig saf felsefi bir etkinlik de sorularimiza tam manasiyla cevap veremeyecektir.
Deneysel verilerle desteklenemeyen felsefi argiimanlar, bu donemde sadece
spekiilasyon olarak goriilecektir.

Bunlarla beraber su da ifade edilmelidir ki yillardir karsithk icinde tahayytil
edilen bu iki alan aslinda birbirinden tamamen farkl alanlar degillerdir. Felsefe ve
bilim ayrilmaz iki parcadir. Adeta bir paranin iki ytizii gibidirler. Bunun en temel
sebebi ise bu iki alanin birbirlerini besleyen alanlar olmasidir. Bilimsel bir faaliyet
ancak birtakim kavramlarin agik ve segik olarak ortaya konulmasindan sonra
baslayabilir. Kavramlara bu agiklik ancak felsefi bir analiz sayesinde verilebilir. Ote
yandan, felsefi faaliyet de muhakkak bilimsel verilerden faydalanmak zorundadir.
Aksi takdirde salt felsefi bir etkinlik de eksik olacaktir. Dolayisiyla, kanaatimizce artik
yapilmas: gereken, sadece felsefi veya sadece bilimsel calismalar degil, felsefi
kavramsal bir zemin {izerinde yapilacak olan bilimsel faaliyetlerdir. Bu iki alan bir
problem {izerinde eszamanli ve birlikte ¢alismalidir. Ornegin, Adina Roskies’e gore,
ozgiir irade meselesinde bilimsel ¢alismalar filozoflarin 6zgiir iradeden ne anlagini
daha berrak bir hale getirebilir. Ayn1 zamanda, bilim sayesindeyse, bilingli karar
vermenin ne demek oldugunu ve bunun arkasinda ne gibi fizyolojik stireglerin
yattigin1 da anlayabiliriz (Smith 2011, s.25). Bu sayede felsefi manada daha berrak
¢ikarimlar yapabiliriz.

Hem bilimsel hem de felsefi bir metod olusturmak i¢in daha yolun basindayiz.
Sadece birka¢ deneyden yola ¢ikarak, Ozgiir irade meselesinde, ne determinizmi
kanitlayabiliriz ne de oOzgiir iradeyi savunabiliriz. Ancak son zamanlarda
disiplinlerarasi ¢alismalarin artmasi da umut vericidir. Ornegin, 2011 yilinda “Big
Questions in Free Will” isminde John Templeton kurulusu sponsorlugunda 4.4$%
milyon degerinde 4 yillik bir proje baslatilmistir. Bu projede bilim insanlars, filozoflar
ve teologlarlar 6zgiir irade meselesi tizerinde ¢alismalarini beraberce yiirtitmiislerdir.
Bunun gibi birgok proje ismi sayilabilir. Oniimiizdeki dénemlerde boyle

disiplinlerarasi ¢alismalarin daha da artacag: cok agiktir.

Sonuc¢

Her sey g6z oniine alindiginda agikga goriilmektedir ki Benjamin Libet’in 0zgiir
iradenin mabhiyeti tizerine tasarladig1 deney hem bilim diinyas: hem de felsefe camiasi
agisindan onemli bir tartisma baslatmistir. Her ne kadar deneyin teknik kisimlarina ve
¢ikarilan sonuglara ciddi elestiriler getirilse de bu deney, 6énemli bir problem olan
Ozgiir irade meselesini bilimsel bir zemine tasimay1 basarmistir. Libet'in deneyinin
arkasmdan bir¢ok bilim insan1 onun deneyini gelistirerek yeniden kurgulamigslardar.

Bunlar arasinda John Dylan Haynes ve arkadaslarinin yaptig1 deney 6nemli bir yerde
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durmaktadir. Haynes ve arkadaslari, onceki deneyin teknik kisimlarina getirilen
elestirilerden daha modern teknikler kullanarak kag¢maya c¢alismislardir. Daha
modern teknikler kullanilarak yeniden dizayn edilen bu deneyin sonuglar1 onceki
deneyin sonuglarini destekler nitelikte, hatta ondan daha sasirtici, ¢tkmistir. Fakat yine
de 6zgiir iradenin mahiyeti konusunda onceki deneye getirilen elestirilerden Haynes
ve arkadaslar1 da kacamamuislardir. Baz1 filozoflar Libet ve Haynes'in 0zgiir irade
kavramini yanhs anladiklarmi iddia ederken, bir baska grup da deneylerin 6zgiir
iradenin var olmadigi sonucuna yonelik yeterli ve ikna edici argiimanlar
sunamadiklarini diisiinmektedirler.

Sonug olarak, ozgiir iradenin bilimsel yollarla arastirilmasi ve tartisilmasi hala
canliligini koruyan bir meseledir. Ancak sadece bilimsel faaliyetle bu probleme cevap
verilemeyecegi de aciktir. Felsefenin bu problemlerin disinda tutulmas: kabul
edilemez bir durumdur. Yapilmas: gereken, bu problem cercevesinde bu sorunla ilgili
olan biitiin alanlarin koordineli bir sekilde ¢alisilmasidir. Biz, 6zgiir irade meselesinde
ancak bilim insanlarmin ve filozoflarin beraber c¢alismasiyla ilerleme
katedebilecegimizi diistinmekteyiz. Halihazirda bu yontemle calismalar yapan
birtakim yeni olusumlar bulunmaktadir. Bu olusumlarin ontimiizdeki yillarda
yapacaklar1 yeni projelerin bu tartismalar1 daha ileriye gotiiriip daha sofistike bir

noktada tartisma zemini imkani sunacaklarmi éngormekteyiz.
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Time Dependence of Chance

Ibrahim Hansu | Bogazici University

Introduction

Do I have a non-zero chance of honoring the deadline that I already missed yesterday?
David Lewis would say no: what is past is not chancy anymore (Lewis, 1980). This
view that chance is time-dependent is often considered to be a platitude. Indeed, it fits
very well with the everyday senses of chance and time. A critic of this platitude who
misses deadlines often must reconsider these concepts. For this purpose, Hoefer
objects that such time-dependence assumes an outdated, A-theoretical understanding
of time (2011, p.554). Antony Eagle responds: The time-dependence of chance stands
regardless of what theory of time one accepts, the past is not chancy, simply because
it's not susceptible to causal influence from the present (Eagle, 2014).

First, I argue that the B-theoretical, eternalist account of time is incompatible
with Eagle's default position on the admissibility of information to chance functions.
Secondly, I show that in the eternalist framework, the criterion of susceptibility to
causal influence commits Eagle to a non-chancy future, hence leads to a contradiction.
Showing that Eagle's problems can be avoided by abandoning eternalism, I conclude:
The time-dependence of chance indeed depends on what theory of time one accepts.

§1 provides a brief background of the debate. In §2, I lay out the incompatibility
of Eagle’s position on the admissibility of past information with eternalism and
investigate how susceptibility to causal influence works under eternalism. I then

conclude with the resulting implications.

1. The Debate

According to the Principal Principle (PP), rationality requires us to adjust our
subjective credence about an outcome to our estimate of the objective chance of that
outcome occurring, conditional on all the available information about the chance value
(Lewis, 1980). Lewis gives a sufficient condition that makes a piece of information
admissible: “the sort of information whose impact on credence about outcomes comes
entirely by way of credence about the chances of those outcomes” (Lewis, 1980, p.92).

In this framework, he highlights that past is not chancy:

Suppose the proposition A is about matters of particular fact at some moment
or interval tA, and suppose we are concerned with chance at time t. If ¢ is later

than tA, then A is admissible at t. The Principal Principle applies with A [as
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admissible information]. If X is the proposition that the chance at t of A equals
x, and if A and X are compatible, then
1= C(A1 X NA)=x.

Put contra positively, this means that if the chance at t of A, according to X, is
anything but one, then A and X are incompatible. A implies that the chance at ¢
of A, unless undefined, equals one. What’s past is no longer chancy. The past,
unlike the future, has no chance of being any other way than the way it actually
is. This temporal asymmetry of chance falls into place as part of our conception

of the past as 'fixed' and the future as 'open’. (Lewis, 1980, p.93)

Note that Lewis grants admissibility to information about the outcomes of past events,
and emphasizes that the temporal asymmetry of chance implies an open future. In
response, Hoefer argues that information about past outcomes should be inadmissible
to the chance functions; as they only carry the truth of the outcome, they don't arise
entirely from any credence about the objective chances (2007). He is also in line with

Lewis” emphasis that the temporal asymmetry of chance implies an open future:

Unless one is committed to the ‘moving now’ conception of time, and the
associated view that the past is ‘fixed” whereas the future is ‘open’ (as
propensity theorists seem tobe . . .), there is little reason to make chance a time-
dependent fact in this way. I prefer the following way of speaking: my coin flip
at noon yesterday was an instance of a chance setup with two possible
outcomes, each having a definite objective chance. It was a chance event. The
chance of heads was 1,2. So 1,2 is the objective chance of A. It still is; the coin
flip is and always was a chance event. Being to the past of me-now does not

alter that fact, though as it happens, Inow know A is false. (Hoefer, 2007, p.554)

Hoefer uses strictly B-theoretical language; accordingly, "now" is a relative, relational
term and cannot have any determining effect on an objective property of the world,
such as chance. He later argues that the widely rejected A-theoretical understanding
of time is essential to the concept of propensity (2011). His position on the time-
dependence of chance seems to be derivable by applying modus tollens to Lewis’
implication. If we reject A-theory, we can infer the negation of the time dependence of
chance.

Although Eagle finds the admissibility debate unhelpful, he states that those
who think the past isn't chancy, like Lewis, should be sided with the admissibility of
such information, while those who don’t should hold that information about past
outcomes are inadmissible (Eagle 2014, p.129). His position about the admissibility of

information about future outcomes, on the other hand, is the opposite:
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We can remain convinced that a yet to be tossed coin is fair, and has 0.5 chance
of landing heads, even if we get information from a crystal ball that it will in
fact land heads (which, since we actually have it, will be available
information)......

It’s not plausible to insist in defense of Handfield that the chance would
have to be trivial in this case, no more plausible than insisting that a proposition

is necessary once there is information that it is actually true. (Eagle, 2014, p.131)

Evidently, Eagle takes information about future outcomes to be inadmissible unlike
information about past events, and this commits him to the temporal asymmetry of
admissibility. However, he doesn’t argue from the temporal asymmetry of
admissibility; instead, he reiterates Lewis’ straightforward point to yield the preferred
picture of time irrelevant: "The pastness of past events in itself has no significance; it
is the fact that such events are not susceptible to present causal influence that is
significant" (Eagle 2014, p.155). He also explicitly defends that the time dependence is
consistent with B-theory and eternalism. Accordingly, we don't need an objective
distinction between past and future; the relative futurity and pastness provided by the
B-theory are sufficient for time-dependence (Eagle 2014, p.154). Thus, according to
Eagle, we can simply say that the outcomes in our relative past are non-chancy as they
are not susceptible to change by causal influence, in contrast with the outcomes that
exist in our relative future.

In short, Eagle holds that information about past outcomes should be
admissible for PP, but more importantly, what makes past events non-chancy is not
that they are objectively in the past, it is that they are not susceptible to causal
influence. Chance varies over time and is made trivial by the outcome (Eagle 2014,
p-157).

2. The Inconsistency

Eagle’s default commitment to the temporal asymmetry of admissibility relies on the
notion of necessity. In the crystal ball thought experiment, he argues that a proposition
about a future outcome isn’t necessary once we know it's true; therefore, such
information wouldn’t trivialize the chance (Eagle 2014, p.131). This is plausible unless
it is contrasted with past outcomes under eternalism.

In eternalism, the true propositions about the outcomes in the relative past are
not more necessary or more certain than the propositions about the outcomes in the
relative future. If past and future events exist completely equally, then there shouldn’t
be any categorical difference between the knowledge of their outcomes. A coin-toss

from this morning is in the relative future of yesterday's toss, yet we have no intuitive
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difficulty in assigning them with the same admissibility status. Likewise, tomorrow’s
toss is only in the relative future of this morning’s toss, the same intuition should be
applicable. Therefore, temporal asymmetry of admissibility is incompatible with
eternalism.

One could object, of course, that the ontological equality of things doesn’t entail
equality in our epistemic attitudes towards them. For example, spatially distant things
exist just as spatially near things do, but there can be obvious epistemic differences
between them. This objection collapses quickly because the crystal ball removes the
epistemic difference between future and past events by giving certain knowledge
about the future outcome. In this sense, the visions in the ball are just reliable memories
from the future, and our memories of the past are only crystal balls that look in the
direction of our relative past to give us certain knowledge.

Lewis doesn’t have this immediate problem of compatibility, as he explicitly
states that the temporal asymmetry of chance falls into the "open future" picture of
time (Lewis 1980, p.93), which is mutually exclusive with eternalism (Stoneham 2009).
The only aspect of B-theory that Eagle adopts seems to be some temporal order. He
leaves out the fundamental equality of future and past events regarding the
admissibility of their information, hence the inconsistency. There are two ways of
removing the inconsistency while maintaining that truth doesn't entail necessity: (1)
He can hold that past is chancy, by admitting that mere true propositions about past
events would not trivialize the chances. (2) He can abandon eternalism for A-theory,
which is widely rejected among contemporary physicists and philosophers.

Let's turn to Eagle's main argument that the past is not chancy, simply because
it is not susceptible to causal influence from the present. More intuitively put, past
outcomes have no possibility to be changed by causal influence from the present. The
argument becomes problematic when combined with the ontological equality of past
and future. This equality entails that if we assume that future events are contingent,
then past events are also contingent. We can integrate this eternalistic feature into
Eagle's argument and reformulate the susceptibility to causal influence criterion as
"Resistance to Change Argument” (RCA):

RCA: A contingent outcome is not chancy if we know that the information about

this contingent outcome is true and the outcome has no possibility to be

different than it is as we know now.

Suppose that we have a crystal ball that enables us to look at the outcomes in
our relative future, giving direct and certain information about them. Using this crystal
ball, we know for certain that a coin we'll toss tomorrow will land heads. Now let's see

if this situation meets the condition of the RCA. We know the truth of the contingent
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outcome that coin lands heads, and we know that this outcome will never be any
different than heads. The robustness of the outcome implies that between now and the
time of the toss, the prediction has no possibility to change. Note that we don't have to
assume any sort of determinism or necessity to meet the latter part of the condition, by
only the virtue of the crystal, we just know that the outcome will never be any different
than it is, heads. The condition was met easily, and the RCA committed us to believe
that the future is not chancy, which we don't like. Therefore, we reject RCA.

The problem could be avoided by abandoning eternalism. In an open future
account of time, our magical crystal would still be able to look at the future but would
see nothing there this time, because future outcomes don't exist at all, yet. It is a logical
certainty that what doesn't exist can't be hidden or uncoverable. It would be
unintelligible to say that our crystal ball can also break the logic with magic.

A possible objection could be posed against reformulating Eagle’s view as RCA,
specifically for equating the causal asymmetry with the epistemic asymmetry which
usually accompanies it. Even if the epistemic asymmetry is removed by the crystal, the
causal asymmetry remains. We could concede that the future event is still causally
preceded by the present while the past event is not, but this distinction is emptied by
the fact that the knowledge of our causal destination is fixed once we look through the
crystal ball, regardless of the variables of the causal chain that takes us there. The
knowledge of the future outcome would be as resistant to change by causal influence
as the knowledge of the past. In the end, what makes causal asymmetry significant for
us in the first place is the epistemic asymmetry it often brings.

Another objection could be that our thought experiment doesn’t meet the
condition of RCA in the indeterministic eternalist framework. That is, one could say
that the appearances on the crystal ball would continuously and instantly change
depending on the decisions of the free agents and the consequences of indeterministic
phenomena in the present. Although this concern is plausible, it excludes the
possibility of the kind of crystal ball that gives certain information from the future, the
kind which Eagle also uses in his thought experiment (Eagle, 2014, p.131). The
argument can adequately show Eagle’s inconsistency by using the same kind of crystal
ball, even though such a crystal ball is not necessarily compatible with every form of

eternalism.

Conclusion
Eagle’s positions could not contain eternalism, and they could become coherent only
when eternalism is abandoned. Thus, I have shown that the problem in Eagle's

position arises from his attempt to be compatible with all views in the philosophy of
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time. The upshot of all this is that anyone who wants to contemplate on time-
dependence of chance should indeed pay attention to what conception of time she
prefers.

If eternalism is the correct view of time, then there is no fundamental difference
between past and future; and in that case, if we are comfortable with assigning only
trivial objective chances to past outcomes, then we shouldn’t be comfortable with
assigning any non-trivial objective chances to future outcomes. If we are so eager to
assign objective non-trivial chances to future outcomes, we better get used to the idea
of a chancy past. Perhaps, a coin from 10 years ago still has the disposition to produce

heads with a strength of 0.5; but maybe it is just that we never get to toss it again.
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Bias in Artificial Intelligence
Gamze Biisra Kaya | Bilkent University

SECTION I: Introduction

Artificial intelligence systems are reshaping political and social institutions. Data-
driven decision-making technologies are increasingly used in the justice system,
recruiting, medicine and banking. The application of algorithmic decision-making
technologies in various social contexts causes that many ethical problems have
emerged. Although some people think that artificial intelligence technologies can be
beneficial for the society in terms of justice by avoiding biased decision-making, there
is empirical evidence showing the use of Al systems can often replicate historical bias,
rather than alleviate them (Zimmermann et al., p.4). In the justice system, for instance,
algorithmic decision-making technologies are used to inform decisions about parole,
bail, and prison sentencing and they are biased against historically marginalized
groups (Angwin et al., 2016). As another example, algorithmic decision-making
systems that are used to help to hire decisions are biased based on gender, race, and
age, etc.

These biased outputs coming from Al decision systems generally result from
biased training data and biases in training data are inherited from humans. Since these
biases are inherited from humans to algorithms, they are not just technical issues, and
their solutions cannot be just technical. To better understand why we cannot solve the
problem with technical solutions alone, we can look at ProPublica's study. This study
showed that the algorithm that is used for rating a defendant’s risk of future crime is
more likely to give a high-risk score for a black defendant who is actually low-risk than
a similar white defendant (Angwin et al., 2016). Since this algorithm is fed socio-
demographic information, its outcome is biased against historically marginalized
groups. At this point, removing the socio-demographic information from the data can
be considered as a solution, but removing it from data to decrease the risk of bias
makes data less accurate, which makes outcomes less accurate. To solve this problem,
secondly, enforcing equal impact between black and white people in recidivism
prediction systems can be offered, but if black people have higher re-offending rates
than white people, it causes that white people receive more prison sentences although
they are less likely to re-offend. Still, there is a trade-off between the accuracy of
outcomes and the risk of bias. Optimizing data without considering the social context
that the algorithmic decision-making system used in is not a sufficient solution because

there is a need for ethical discussion about bias and justice. Without these discussions,
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technical solutions are insufficient. Also, since each algorithmic decision- making
technology is used in a different social context, they may require different ethical
discussions and solutions. For this reason, in this paper, I will focus on only
algorithmic decision-making systems that are used in recruiting.

In recruiting process, algorithms are used to screen résumés and evaluate personality
tests. These algorithms are so efficient that 72% of résumés are weeded out before a
person sees them (O'Neil, 2017). The aim of these algorithms is making discrimination
between job candidates, so they are biased in the sense of being discriminatory. For
instance, the résumé screening must be biased in favor of the candidate's
characteristics best suited to the position.

Whether a particular discrimination is unjust and unfair is an ethical and
political question (Coeckelbergh, p.163). The main issue is that the algorithms used in
the recruiting process can be biased in an unjust way. For instance, the algorithmic
decision-making system used by Amazon did not rank candidates for software
developer jobs and other technical positions on a gender-neutral basis because
Amazon’s system was trained to examine applicants by observing patterns in résumés
sent to the company over a 10-year period (Dastin, 2018). Due to the male dominance
in the tech industry, the résumés came mostly from men, which results that Amazon’s
system assumed that men are more suitable and preferable for hiring than women. As
can be seen from this example, the algorithms used for recruitment could develop an
unintended morally wrong bias against historically marginalized groups by inheriting
human bias. To deal with this morally wrong bias, determining what kind of bias that
decision-making algorithms have is important. Because algorithmic decision-making
used for recruiting could be considered as a form of generalization on steroids, any
explanation of discrimination based on the wrongness of generalization would be
particularly relevant to our current concerns (Binns, p.546). At this point, statistical
discrimination account can be used to explain to what extent and under what
circumstances wrong the bias in decision-making algorithms, and what kind of
solutions can be offered for it. Statistical discrimination is used to understand the
characteristics of members by using statistical generalizations concerning groups. For
instance, a business owner thinks that s/he has evidence that women with children are
generally less focused on work than women without children or men, which leads that
s/he declines the job application of a woman with children and accepts the job
application of a less qualified person whom she thinks might be more focused on her
job.

The main purpose of this paper is to identify in which situations and why the

biases of algorithmic decision-making used in recruitment are morally wrong and to
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find a solution to this morally wrong bias. Because algorithmic decision-making
systems are produced by applying rigorous statistical methods, their biased decisions
have a higher degree of epistemic warrant than humans' biased decisions (Castro,
p-409). Some biases of algorithmic decision-making systems based on rigorous
statistical analysis are epistemically reliable and morally permissible. For this reason,
tirstly, I will focus on statistical discrimination. I will argue that although statistical
discrimination is morally right in itself, there are some morally wrong statistical
discriminatory practices due to diverse contingent reasons such as having no sound
empirical basis and having erroneous beliefs. After that, I will explain potential biases
of algorithmic decision-making systems used for the recruitment like in Amazon’s
system include morally wrong statistical discrimination. Amazon’s system's usage of
gender as a proxy originated from erroneous belief, which makes it biased in a morally
wrong way. I will argue that the making decision-making algorithm used in
recruitment should be made blind to gender and race. For this, however, some
necessary conditions should be met in some cases. If a trait is observable or
measurable, closely related to job performance, and using it in the algorithm is morally
permissible, it should be used in the algorithm instead of gender and race. However,
algorithms may adopt proxy attributes that correlate with the socially-sensitive
attributes such as zip codes that can be used for labeling “African American’ (Johnson,
p-12-13). For this reason, this solution is partial. So, making algorithms as much as

possible blind to attributes that correlate with gender and race is important.

SECTION II: Statistical Discrimination

Discrimination, generally, relies on the fundamental distinction between people or
groups of people which the discriminator makes. Some types of discrimination are
instruments of some goals. For instance, young people must be of legal age to take
certain types of actions such as driving a car or drinking alcohol in most countries. It
seems that the discrimination, in this case, is justified since its goal is to discriminate
responsible ones from irresponsible ones based on the reliable assumption that people
over the legal age are more responsible than people under the legal age.

Statistical discrimination is that the discriminator relies on a statistically valid
empirical distinction between people or groups of people (Schauer, p.43-44). It is used
to follow a legitimate end and provides instrumental benefits. In statistical
discrimination, the discriminator’s aim is independent of discrimination. The
discriminator aims to get the most beneficial outcome based on the statistically valid
empirical distinction rather than being hostile to a group or considering a group as

inferior. Although the discriminator consequently discriminated for her aim, the
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underlying aim is actually legitimate, so the distinction takes the role of proxy for
something else. For instance, insurance companies charge young men higher
premiums for car insurance based on the fact that young men are involved in more car
accidents. Here, the companies are not hostile to young men or do not consider them
as inferior. They just make a distinction for the most efficient outcome. To be more
explicit, assume a scenario that there is no statistical evidence that people belonging to
the X race are involved in more car accidents, but insurance companies still charge the
members of the X race higher premiums for car insurance. In this scenario, it is highly
probable that the companies are hostile to members of the X race, so they do not have
a legitimate reason to charge members of the X race higher premiums. However, in the
previous instance, the reason that companies charge young men higher premiums is
not hostility, but the relevant statistical evidence. It seems that statistical
discrimination is not morally wrong in itself. In fact, it is a tool that everyone uses (has
to use somehow) in daily life.

However, some contingent reasons might make the statistical discrimination
morally wrong. Without having a sound empirical basis, making statistical
discrimination based on groundless correlations is unjustifiable. For instance, people
believing astrology thinks that Capricorns are ambitious and a business that wants to
hire ambitious people might prefer people with Capricorn zodiac sign, but there is no
evidence to prove or refute this belief (Schauer, p.47). Such statistical discrimination is
spurious since there is no sound empirical basis. Likewise, it has been observed that
women are not recruited to certain types of jobs due to spurious statistical
discriminations against women seen many times in history. These statistical
discriminations are based on the false belief that being a woman is a statistically
reliable predictor of being worse at dealing with those types of jobs. Therefore,
although statistical discrimination is not morally wrong in itself, it might be morally
wrong due to some contingent reasons such as having no sound empirical basis or

erroneous beliefs.

SECTION III: Morally Wrong Statistical Discrimination in
Algorithmic Decision-Making Systems

Because algorithmic decision-making systems are produced by applying rigorous
statistical methods, their biased decisions have a higher degree of epistemic warrant
than humans' biased decisions (Castro, p.409). In other words, algorithmic decision-
making systems' some biases based on rigorous statistical analysis are epistemically
reliable and morally permissible. However, some biases in algorithmic decision-

making systems stem from morally wrong statistical discrimination. Since I have
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focused on the algorithmic decision-making systems used for the recruitment, I will
explain potential biases of algorithmic decision-making systems used for the
recruitment like in Amazon’s system include morally wrong statistical discrimination
in this part.

Some statistically sound indicators are derived from previous spurious ones
and the soundness of these indicators originate from non-statistically justified
discrimination, which makes that statistical discrimination morally wrong. For
instance, the training data of Amazon’s system was comprised of the résumés coming
mostly from men, which causes that Amazon’s system assumed that being a man is a
significant qualification for that job. That is, for Amazon's system, gender plausibly
could have been a statistically sound indicator and thus proxy of expertise of software
developer jobs and other technical positions. However, the male dominance in the tech
industry is based on past bias and discrimination which were being ground on some
unfair situations and erroneous beliefs. The instances of these unfair situations might
be less educational and economic opportunities for women. The belief that women are
less capable in the tech industry might be an example of erroneous beliefs. (More
reasons for this bias and discrimination can be given and even their truthness can be
discussed. However, this discussion is not directly related to the main claim of this
paper, so I will not elaborate on this and will accept the aforementioned erroneous
belief as one of the reasons for this bias and discrimination.) Briefly, Amazon’s
system's usage of gender as a proxy originated from erroneous belief, which means
that the system includes morally wrong statistical discrimination. So, using the system
for the recruitment process is morally wrong.

Since statistical discrimination that is made by algorithmic decision-making
systems used for the recruitment is based on our erroneous belief, it cannot be said
that it is epistemically reliable and morally permissible. Therefore, biases of the
algorithmic decision-making systems used for the recruitment originate from morally
wrong statistical discrimination and they must be eliminated so that the usage of the

system can be morally acceptable.

SECTION IV: Making Algorithms Blind to Gender and Race

Since the usage of gender as a proxy in algorithmic decision-making systems used for
recruitment leads to unjustifiable statistical discrimination, they must be made blind
to gender. Although the example I mentioned above does not include race as a proxy,
it is possible that algorithmic decision-making systems use race as a proxy of expertise
of any kind of job. Since black people were not preferred for hiring for many years,

algorithmic decision-making systems might assume that being white is a significant
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qualification for the jobs and race might be a statistically sound indicator. For this
reason, algorithmic decision-making systems must be made blind to both gender and
race so that systems can make decisions without having unjustifiable statistical
discrimination against women and black people.

The reason that I offer this solution is that it worked for people. In the 1970s and
1980s, orchestras began using blind auditions, which increased the proportion of
women in symphony orchestras (Goldin & Rouse, p.735-736). In addition, it has been
shown that a similar example exists in algorithms, although not exactly the same.
When a woman’s résumé that is rejected by algorithms is showed as a male’s résumé
to algorithms, it was accepted (O'Neil, 2017).

Yet, making algorithms blind to race and gender might not be possible in all
situations; namely, some conditions should be appropriate for this. There must be a
trait closely related to job performance, and using this trait in the algorithm is morally
permissible. In this way, algorithms can decide whether people are suitable for the job
by evaluating the degree to which they have this trait. Although currently there is no
evidence for this, there might be an imaginary scenario that in some cases gender and
race are correlated with a hidden trait that is closely related to the job performance. In
those cases, since hidden traits cannot be observed or measured, gender and race
would be used as a proxy. It seems problematic, but the unobservability of hidden
traits would force us to do this. Otherwise, it would be impossible to hire the most
qualified person for the job. So, making algorithms blind to gender and race seems
impossible if there would be a hidden trait that is closely related to job performance.
Then, it can be said that using a trait that is correlated with gender or race as a proxy
instead of gender and race (makes algorithms blind to gender and race) requires that
the trait is observable or measurable, closely related to job performance, and using the
trait in the algorithm is morally permissible. Therefore, if a trait is observable or
measurable, closely related to job performance, and using it in the algorithm is morally
permissible, it should be used in algorithm instead of gender and race; namely,
algorithms should be made blind to gender and race.

However, algorithms adopt proxy attributes that correlate with the socially-
sensitive attributes such as zip codes that can be used for labeling ‘African American’
(Johnson, p. 12-13). In that case, making algorithms blind to race is useless because
algorithms still can detect race according to the job candidate’s zip code. So, this
solution might not be useful in all cases, namely, it is a partial solution. For this reason,
making algorithms as much as possible blind to attributes that correlate with gender

and race is important. Yet, it seems impossible to make algorithms blind to all
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in art, art as an open concept.

Definitions are still a central part of the aesthetics, but the increasing number of
definitions in the field of aesthetics have led to an environment that is more chaotic
and unrecognizable more than ever. Thus, in this paper, I will first try to answer why
we did become fixated on producing such definitions and then I'll show if my
reasoning holds, we don’t have to define art to engage with the artworks. Eventually
I'll argue, if that our need to define art comes from a wish to categorize and organize
the artworks, and considering the fact that we fail to do that, then we need to refocus
on the artworks themselves in order to give them back the central position that they
deserve. Then I am going to suggest, to do that we have to follow a scientific approach
in which we primarily consider the elements that are present in the artwork or can be
implied through them so that we can form categories that the definitions promised to
us.

I've never come across any article on the subject of art whose authors justified
the reason why they decided to give a definition, or for that matter I've never thought
about it myself, trying to explain why that particular definition came into existence.
Definitions seemed obvious enough or were thought as axioms which cannot be
inquired further. Nevertheless, a question posed by Gallie made me think otherwise;
in his attempt to understand the nature of art criticism, he sees the emergence of a
definition as inevitable and he tries to follow the reasoning of a few critics who gives
a definition of art in their writings by saying that unless they possess a “concept of art’,
how could they talk about art; about what it is and what it is not? (1956, p. 10).
Although this was only one of the explanations about why aestheticians choose to
define art, it seemed one of the leading reasons because it was the same reason why
we would define anything. So, the main argument to give a definition of art was that
if we don’t possess a ‘concept of the thing’, then we cannot talk about that thing
intelligibly. This is the first point that I want to contest because it seems that our
reasoning to give definitions based on this reasoning seems problematic.

If we interpret the main argument for giving definitions in order to grasp it in

detail, we can divide it into its premises and it can be stated as following:
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a. If you do not know how to limit the thing you are involved in, i.e., if you do
not possess a concept of what you're interacting with, then you lack
knowledge.

b. Limiting a thing is possible through a definition.

c. A lack of knowledge on the nature of the thing, which one is interacting,
implies ignorance and incapability.

d. Consequently, any attempt to involve in any subject must start with a
concise definition of the subject for the reason that the involvement might
be intelligible.

This is a general argument for why we need to define things, and it would be true for
most cases; for example, if I want to play chess then it is a requisite to learn how each
piece moves, i.e., how they are defined in that particular system. In a closed system
such as a game of chess, I need precise definitions of the elements involved and also
the definition of the rules of the game itself so that I would be able to produce
something intelligible. However, to assume that it is always necessary to define what
one is involved in is an extremity because then we take the human mind as a
programmed machine that cannot function with undefined elements, which is
obviously not true. What I try to contrast here is that I need to have the concept of
chess in order to be a player of chess, that is a necessity; however, I do not need to
know what is art to appreciate or to discuss it. Thus, I am justified to demand
definitions and limitations in one and not necessarily in the other. In fact, according to
Kristeller the definitions in the field of ‘aesthetics” are only produced after the 18~
century (1951, p. 497), so there have been people who had achieved to talk about art
without definitions. That doesn’t mean aesthetics didn’t exist until the 18+ century, but
it means the influence of the proper definitions has grown enormously. In other words,
aestheticians started to discuss art based on the definitions they suggested instead of
the specific artworks they had in mind. For example, Formalists might examine several
paintings and come to think that they all have some common elements that distinguish
them as artworks; the colours are applied in a meaningful way, specific techniques are
used etc. But at the end, they expect artworks to transform themselves into the words
as definitions, so when a rival definition attacks Formalists, let's say Emotionalists,
they directly attack to that definition as lacking. Emotionalists might say that the
definition that Formalists suggested lack the essential theme of art, that is the emotion,
and which particular reason led the formalists to give that written account which they
give is never investigated, what matters becomes the lack of a specific word that the
rival theory highly esteems. So, the definitions first failed to contain artworks as they

wished to do, and caused further confusion.
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At this stage, it is pointless also to go through the reasons why or where the
attempts to define art went wrong, but it is obvious that if my reasoning regarding
why we produce those definitions is correct, then we need to stop giving definitions
and return to the artworks without the aid of the definitions as we had already done
in the pre-definitions period. The idea that we do not need definitions, finds itself an
advocate most recently in the article of Lopes who claims that already established
definitions become insufficient in the face of contemporary artworks, which he says
that it has come to that with every new artwork, we need a new definition (2008, pp.
121-22). But even before that, there were people who stand against the definitions,
which one of the most notable names is Morris Weitz. Weitz claimed that art is what
he calls an “open concept” which means the artworks are not static and inanimate objects
that can be contained (1956, p. 32). So, Weitz attacks the idea of a definition on the front
that the set of criteria they suggest will become obsolete quickly, thus we should accept
the art as an open concept. There can be found many other accounts of rejecting the
definitions in the field of art, but it seems the reasons given for such rejections seem to
be mainly based on the insufficiency of these definitions to contain the art works, while
I've tried to criticize the idea by showing that they are unnecessary because the reason
that causes to them exist is taken out of context. If I go back to those premises which I
laid down as the main argument for giving definitions; (a) is clearly false because we
might not have a complete and perfect understanding of the thing, we are interacting
but that does not necessarily imply a lack of knowledge. Also (b) is not necessarily true
because although limiting a subject might be achieved through a definition, it is not a
necessary step in having the knowledge of that subject. Consequently, it is clear that
we do not need definitions to engage with the artworks, but we still need to ask
ourselves for what purpose the definitions are designed to serve so that we could see
whether there is any need that is not satisfied in the absence of the definitions. I already
said, one of the purposes of definitions was to place works of creative expression into
the categories of ‘art’ and ‘not-art’. Eventually, definitions are utilized to compare art
works, in other words to place them into categories of ‘good art’ or ‘bad art’. So, the
definitions appear as an aid in the categorization and comparison. Nevertheless, every
definition brings with itself a different set of criteria than before, so it leads to the
emergence of many sub-categories of the categories mentioned.

What we need to do right now is to go back where we started, in which our
thinking is directed towards the thing that engages with us. Engagement as a word
especially emphasizes a neutrality in the relation between art works and the spectators
because it sounds like that we could only participate in the art work we’re engaging

as long as the art work also engages with us. Engagement thus is an agreement, so the
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future of aesthetics lies in the fact that we recognize this relation of equality and then
choose to engage in the art works by considering their existence not as something we
would grant to them but as something we readily accept without any further inquiry.
But when we attempt to define art, we try to bring our definitions and conceptions to
an art work that is already existing and has a claim of being an artwork, then we miss
the essence, which is the artwork itself, for the sake of tailoring the artwork into the
definitions we create; thus, we introduce irrelevant categories into the field of art,
which are themselves foreign to the art work. So, I argue that if the sincere wish of the
aestheticians who attempted to define the art is to categorize the art works so that it
would make sense to us, then what we need to do at first is to change our perception
of the way that we do categorizing.

If we have agreed that the artworks are dynamic and open systems, then we
could also agree that any set of criteria we produced, would not last for eternity. Also,
I assume that we have agreed on definitions are born out of a desire to understand
artworks through the categorization of them, so what I want to do at the final part of
this paper is to suggest that we should do this categorizing scientifically; that means
we should approach the art work in an observant sense. I think that the art history
shows us the way how to do this; some movements in paintings such as cubism,
impressionism and mannerism, etc. are the epitomes of scientific approach in the field
of art because they group together some limited number of examples so that we can
work them in detail and discuss them within the limits of those categories. In the same
manner, architecture can be labelled as baroque, gothic or modern. But, styles in
painting or labels in architecture constitute only one aspect of categorizations taking
its source directly from the essence of the artwork, the resemblances in the artworks
are inevitable thus we can create many different categories. For example, one can form
a category in music called ‘melancholy’ based on the sombre composition and poignant
rhythms or in literature there can be a category of fantasy novel with a strong female
leads. The examples could be applied to different fields and multiplied in different
ways, but what they have in common is the fact that their primary consideration is
what is open to anyone and the resemblances among them. Consequently, by focusing
on the artwork and on the accounts that centralize the art work, we can still categorize
them, we can still compare them or judge one group as better than the other. It appears
to me that what we only lose is the work of decoding the words when we made that
discussion through the abstract definitions.

I think the account I laid out can be criticized in several ways, and to clarify my
point further I'll attempt to answer some probable objections. The first objection might

be that the styles or categories that lead to different movements in the field of art are
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themselves disputed as much as the definitions of the art. Also, subjective and
personalized methods of categorizing applied to the artworks might complicate or
disrupt the function of categorizing, which was to help us understand the artworks in
a more unified way. This objection is again voiced in the writings of Morris Weitz, as
he already did for the concept of art, he understands style also as an “open concept”. In
his book, The Opening Mind, he takes one example from painting, the style of
mannerism, and after discussing it in detail he concludes that even in this tiny part on
the field of painting there are many disagreements regarding where the mannerism
tirst appeared, when it appeared or which elements make the painting a mannerist
painting (1977, pp. 130-39). It is true that even the most widely accepted categories are
not well-defined in themselves, but they have some particular characteristics that we
can’t mistake them for another movement. For example, I don’t think anyone would
mistake a Cubist painting for a Mannerist one, and that implies the suggested category
succeeds in differing one from another, and thus maintains its function. Also, there can
be many categories as long as the source of them is the art work itself, so in the case of
mannerism there might appear sub-categories that further divides the dispute in order
to solve it. At the end, it seems that since all the differences comes from the observable
elements, they can be resolved through a discussion. Moreover, there need not be a
single and absolute category that is unanimously accepted, but diversity is welcomed
because at the end they all stem from the observable elements of the art work that is
open to anyone unlike the abstract definitions. So, the second objection would be that
what we reached at the end of categorizing through the scientific approach, resembles
very much what we reached through our attempts to define the art, how does this
novel approach help us?

I think that with a quasi-scientific examination of the artworks, we never lose
sight of the essence of the artwork; that means contrary to the abstract definitions, we
at least have the advantage of knowing what we refer to. But more important than
that, the categories based on the artwork itself do not exclude each other; one could
accept many categories in different fields of art and that wouldn’t be contradictory,
while it is very hard to think the same for the definitions of art. Consequently, there
would be no problem in accepting two different categories simultaneously such as; a
subjectively created category, like colour orange in the paintings, and a more general
category such as bronze Greek sculptures in sculpture. Yet, it is hard to imagine an
Emotionalist would agree with an Institutionalist regarding what they should call art.
Finally, last objection to such an approach of categorization might be that even though
such categorization can be made and utilized to a larger scale, it does not really say

anything about the art work itself; it understands art works in a simplistic manner and

42 Parakoz | An Investigation on the Nature of Definitions in Aesthetics



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

shadows the deeper meaning of the art. To that objection I'd say, for those who look
to the artworks with the purpose of finding a meaning in them, a category of ‘meaning’
can be created with the condition that it is based on a literal part of the artwork. To
illustrate that, I can create a category of meaning called ‘Spanish Civil War” and include
in that category Picasso’s Guernica or any other Civil War memorial sculpture in the
Spain for that matter, and I think that it would say about the artwork more than an
abstract theory applied to that artwork. Many other examples can be given, such as
one can create a category of meaning called ‘racial justice’ and include in it the
artworks which suit to that category. Although, these might seem only stating the
obvious, they still might equip us with the knowledge we need in order to lead us to
that deeper meaning.

Definitions, at the end, are reference points, they are concepts of our cumulative
knowledge of the artworks and how we interpret them. In every attempt to engage
with an artwork, we in fact make use of some reference points to compare and evaluate
it, definitions are only a generalized way of doing this. Nevertheless, it seems that we
forget which precedes the other, do the definitions comes first or artworks? I claimed
that we are wrongly led to believe that our engagement with the art works should be
generalized as definitions, and these definitions should guide us in our following
encounters with the artworks. So, at first, I said not only we failed to define art and the
artworks, but our reasoning to form definitions were based on false premises. Then, I
tried to find the reasons why we used the definitions and what purpose they served,
which I concluded they were intended to be a systematic attempt to bring order to the
vast field of art works through categorization. Subsequently, I suggested that if the
intention is to make sense of the art through categorization, we could approach to the
art works scientifically as an art historian would do, but in a more encompassing way.
I suggested we could even form our own categorization as long as the elements and
evidences are directly observable from the artworks. I think such an attitude would
establish the importance of the artwork again and help us put a distance between

ourselves and the chaos caused by the abundance of the definitions.
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Abstract

In this paper, I attempt to analyze Ed Feser’s Aristotelian Argument from his ‘Five
Proofs of the Existence of God” (2017). More precisely, I argue that his argument is
unsound on the grounds of one of the premises, namely the tenth premise, including
a false dilemma. For this purpose, in the first section of this paper I investigate his
notion of hierarchical causation, especially regarding whether his examples reflect a
unitary notion, in order to construct the most defensible characterization of
hierarchical causation. In the second section, I try to argue that there is nothing in this
characterization that prevents one from asserting the existence of symmetrical
instances of hierarchical causation, which will mean that the premise 10 includes a
false dilemma. In the third section I will consider and respond to some possible

objections.

Key Words: Hierarchical causation, metaphysics, change, existence, god, relations,

Feser.

SECTION I: Hierarchical Causation

In his ‘Five Proofs of the Existence of God” (2017) Feser provides what he calls an
Aristotelian argument for the existence of God. The argument comprises two stages.
In the first stage Feser argues that there must be a purely actual actualizer, and in the
second stage that this purely actual actualizer must be God. In this paper, I will argue
that the argument is unsound due to a false premise in the first stage of the argument!.
Although Feser first presents abovementioned argument informally, he also
graciously includes a formal presentation. Here is the formal presentation of the first

stage of the argument (2017, pp. 35-36).

1. Change is a real feature of the world.
2. But change is the actualization of a potential.

3. So, the actualization of potential is a real feature of the world.

1 In my opinion, other objections to either stage of the argument are available, and one can see Oppy’s
On stage one of Feser’s ‘Aristotelian proof (2019) for a notable example. However, I will limit my discussion
to a specific objection to a specific premise.
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4. No potential can be actualized unless something already actual actualizes it (the
principle of causality).
5. So, any change is caused by something already actual.

The occurrence of any change C presupposes some thing or substance S which

changes.

7. The existence of S at any given moment itself presupposes the concurrent
actualization of S’s potential for existence.
8. So, any substance S has at any moment some actualizer A of its existence.

A’s own existence at the moment it actualizes S itself presupposes either (a) the

concurrent actualization of its own potential for existence or (b) A’s being

purely actual.

10.If A’s existence at the moment it actualizes S presupposes the concurrent
actualization of its own potential for existence, then there exists a regress of
concurrent actualizers that is either infinite or terminates in a purely actual
actualizer.

11. But such a regress of concurrent actualizers would constitute a hierarchical
causal series, and such a series cannot regress infinitely.

12. So, either A itself is a purely actual actualizer or there is a purely actual

actualizer which terminates the regress that begins with the actualization of A.

13. So, the occurrence of C and thus the existence of S at any given moment
presupposes the existence of a purely actual actualizer.
14. So, there is a purely actual actualizer.

In the informal statement, Feser makes a distinction among two types of causal
series: the linear and the hierarchical (2017, p. 21). The linear series is extended in time
and the relations within a linear causal series correspond roughly to what we
intuitively consider to be causation. The elements of a hierarchical series, that is,
instances of hierarchical causation (as present in the premise 11 of the argument above)
are such that they can take place in a single moment in time.

This notion of hierarchical causation is crucial for Feser’s argument. Earlier,
historical first cause arguments were undermined by the possibility of infinite series,
because they employed linear causation. But, Feser argues, this is not a possibility for
hierarchical causal series, which makes hierarchical causation crucial for his argument
and worthy of further examination. In characterizing his notion of a hierarchical series,
Feser provides us with two main examples. His first one is a cup of coffee being held
up by a desk, which is in turn held up by the floor, and so on until the series reaches
the Earth (2017, p. 21). The Earth is the first cause in this case, as every intermediary is

said to derive its causal power (of holding up, I presume) from the one that is
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hierarchically prior to it and eventually from the Earth; while the Earth doesn’t have
to be so held up itself?. The intermediary steps, on the other hand, are characterized as
instrumental, which means that they derive their causal power from something else®.

The other main example of hierarchical series provided by Feser concerns the
very existence of the cup of coffee. Feser describes this series as such:

The potential of the coffee to exist here and now is actualized, in part, by the

existence of the water, which in turn exists only because a certain potential of

the atoms is being actualized, where these atoms themselves exist only because

a certain potential of the subatomic particles is being actualized. This is a

hierarchical series—one which, as we have seen, must have a first member.

(2017, p. 26)

In their Has Oppy Done Away With The Aristotelian Proof, McNabb and Devito
characterize Feser’s distinction as being a distinction “between two types of series of
causes that result in change: a linear series of causes and a hierarchical series of
causes.” (2020, p. 728). I disagree with this description, on the grounds that the latter
type does not “result in change” at all. Feser’s argument starts with the observation
that change is a real feature of the world, because his analysis of change as
actualization of potential is useful to him for showing that there are real cases of
potential actualization in the world. But to say that every instance of change is an
instance of potential actualization is not to say that every instance of potential
actualization is an instance of change. We cannot infer from the facts that “For each x,
if x is an instance of change, then it’s an instance of potential actualization” and “x is
an instance of potential actualization”, the conclusion that “x is an instance of change”;
as it would amount to affirming the consequent. Jumping from the observation that all
change is potential actualization to the conclusion that the instances of change and
potential actualization must perfectly overlap is erroneous. We can see this point by
noticing that the paradigmatic examples provided by Feser for the latter kind of
potential actualization, as we have seen above, are obviously not instances of change:
there is nothing changing in them. I think this is pretty apparent, but if one wishes an

argument for this point (that these examples don’t involve change), consider the fact

2 One might wish to say that this picture provided by Feser regarding the relation between the Earth
and objects standing on it is lacking since it doesn’t employ the notion of gravitation; however, I think
this would be missing the point. The purpose of this example, I believe, is to show that a relation as
mundane as holding up is characterized by hierarchical causation.

3 Another example provided by Feser concerns the holding up of a lamp by the chain, the chain by the
fixture on the ceiling, and so on (2017, p. 21). This example is very similar to the one previously
mentioned and gives no new information regarding the nature of hierarchical series, so I will not talk
about it.
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that these relations (such as the cup of coffee’s being held up by the table) are taking
place in a single instance in time. Any acceptable characterization of the notion of
change should mention the gain or loss of an attribute. To say of something that it
gained (or lost) an attribute is to say that it now has (or lacks) an attribute it lacked (or
had) before. Thus, I take it that change requires duration and cannot take place in a
single instance, and consequently, these examples are not instances of change. Thus, it
is wrong to characterize this latter relation as involving change.

But then we have to confront an initial problem about the argument. If this kind
of potential actualization is not a type of change, what use is it to start the argument
by appealing to the observation that there are instances of change in the world? After
all, this second kind of potential actualization might have no instances. An analogy
might clear up my point. Suppose I start by ostensively proving that there are humans
in the world. Suppose that I then explain that humans are a kind of animal. If I then go
on to talk about another species of the kind animal, my initial ostensive proof has no
bearing on the existence of this latter species belonging to the same kind. Similarly,
change might exist, it might be a type of potential actualization; nonetheless, it might
be the case that no other type of potential actualization exists. However, we can try to
charitably investigate whether the kind of relation assumed in the Ilatter
characterization of potential actualization, that is, hierarchical causation, also exists.
Hence, we should examine the information and examples provided to see if it
corresponds to a real relation in the world, and even whether there is a unitary notion
of hierarchical causation in the examples*. If we are successful in constructing a unitary
description of this relation using clearly understandable terms, which also plausibly
corresponds to a feature of reality, I take it that this will not be a vital objection to the
argument.

We can now turn to the question of whether there really is a single, unitary
notion of hierarchical causation present in these examples. Firstly, let us examine how
the two main examples differ. The main difference seems to lie in the fact that one is
about the property of entities of being held up by something else (or the holding up
relation between pairs of entities) and the other about the very existence of these
entities. This difference may be more important than Feser assumes it to be, as it is
controversial whether existence is something similar to all the other, more mundane
properties; and indeed, whether it can be said to be a property in the first place. For

instance, it can be doubted whether the existence of something is a property of it, since

4 There is a discussion regarding the objections to the reality of the hierarchical series in Feser’s book
(2017, pp. 60-66), but most of my discussion will be unrelated to the arguments and counterarguments
mentioned there.
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it seems that for anything to have any property at all presupposes that it, in some way
or another, exists (Nelson 2020). Thus, these two examples may not be so analogous as
to pertain to a unitary kind of relation, viz. hierarchical causation.

I am personally of the opinion that it is certainly possible existence turns out to
be best understood as a property. However, even if it turns out that existence is best
understood as a property (and so, is analogous to the property of being held up in
relevant respects), I believe this should at least be argued for, since it is pretty much a
minority view to assert that existence is a property (Nelson 2020, para. 6)°.

Nonetheless, I think this need not be a crucial problem for Feser. The proponent
of his argument can claim that the former example is provided simply for illustrative
purposes and just abandon it. After all, it seems that what really matters for the
argument, what is necessary for the conclusion it’s trying to arrive at, is the sort of
hierarchical causation as present in the second example.

So, let us inspect whether we can find a single unitary notion of hierarchical
causation within the second example. It will be helpful to keep in mind that hierarchical
causation is the relation invoked in answering the question, in Feser’s words,
regarding “what makes it true that the coffee exists here and now, and at any particular
moment that it exists? What keeps it in existence?” (2017, p. 26). The first step in the
second example is the relation between the coffee and the water that makes up the
bulk of it. This is a somewhat odd example, due to its being what one might call a
part-whole relation. Are mereological relations (at least sometimes) instances of
hierarchical causation? A metaphysical picture in which wholes depend on their parts
in order to exist would seem to accommodate for such a reading of hierarchical
causation. But the most charitable option would be to stay neutral on this question and
move on. The next step in this example is the relation between the body of water and
the atoms it is made out of. According to Feser, the potential of distinct quantities of
hydrogen and oxygen of existing as water is actualized, and this is the cause of the
sustained existence of water. Similarly, these atoms’ potential to exist is actualized by
yet another cause, that is the potential of certain subatomic particles to exist in the way
they do, and so on. Let’s focus our characterization only on these last two steps in order
to be able to give a unitary account of the relation in question; since, as we have seen,
the other examples and the previous steps in this example may hinder our efforts to
provide a unitary characterization as they possibly involve quite different relations.

Then, perhaps we can affirm the reality of hierarchical causation.

5 More precisely, it is against the commonly accepted analysis of existence that is endorsed by Russell
and Frege, and is reflected in the Quinean orthodoxy of today’s ontological landscape. For further
discussion, see Berto & Plebani 2015; Nelson 2020.
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Firstly, hierarchical causation certainly seems to be transitive. The subatomic
particles can be understood to be the cause of the body of water, even if they’re not the
very next member in the series. Actually, the whole point of the argument relies on the
fact that hierarchical causation is transitive; if this was not so, the first cause would
only be the cause of the very next entity in the causal series, whereas Feser wants it to
function to be the ultimate cause of all existence, including the cup of coffee. Secondly,
regarding reflexivity, according to Feser, the very characterization of the members of
the series as instrumental amounts to saying that they derive their causal power from
some other entity (2017, pp. 65-66). It seems prima facie reasonable to think that this
rules out their being self-caused, making the relation irreflexive. However, I will try to
challenge this point in the third section, so let’s keep it out of our characterization for
now. Thirdly, regarding symmetricity, we don’t have much information to infer from
the two steps we're focusing on and Feser’s own discussion on the topic. The two steps
can be argued to be asymmetric, as there seems to be some sort of hierarchy between
the entities in question: the subatomic particles are hierarchically prior to the atoms,
and the atoms hierarchically prior to the body of water. But this can be challenged,
why not suppose the bigger parts cause the smaller ones? More importantly, even if
we accept that these two instances of the relation are asymmetric, this doesn’t prove
that the relation is asymmetric as well. It only shows that the relation in question is
non-symmetric (that is, it can have instances that are not symmetric). Would we be
justified in going one step further and claiming it is asymmetric as well? I think not,
and will argue for it in the next section. Finally, the function of this relation is to be
involved in answering the question regarding the sustained existence of entities (as
opposed to, say, their generation).

So let us try to provide a characterization of hierarchical dependence that
doesn’t employ any mysterious metaphysical terms. Thus, hierarchical causation can
be narrowly characterized as a transitive relation in which members depend on other
members for their sustained existence, and don’t derive their causal power to keep
other members in existence directly from themselves but from some other thing. As
we have seen, the existence of change is not sufficient reason to believe that this
relation exists as well. So, how should we answer the question regarding whether it is
real®? I will now attempt to show that even if we accept that it exists, it cannot be used

to justify Feser’s conclusion. Whereas earlier first cause arguments that employed

6 A great discussion that argues that such a causal relation is unnecessary, that things don’t need an
actualizer for their potential to exist after they begin existing can be found in the aforementioned Oppy
paper (2019) and a response to Oppy in the aforementioned paper by McNabb and Devito (2020).
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linear causation were undermined by the possibility of infinite causal series; this one
is undermined by the possibility of causal loops. This will be the subject of the next

section.

SECTION II: Possibility of Symmetricity

Now I can try to show what I claim to be the false dilemma is in the tenth premise of
Feser’s argument, which states: “If A’s existence at the moment it actualizes S
presupposes the concurrent actualization of its own potential for existence, then there
exists a regress of concurrent actualizers that is either infinite or terminates in a purely
actual actualizer” (2017, p. 35).

The false dilemma is this: there is a third option regarding the series’ regress. It
might terminate in a purely actual actualizer, or regress infinitely, or it might also form
a causal loop. This third option, which I will articulate more thoroughly below, is
important because Feser uses the premise 10 in conjunction with the premise 11, which
states that the infinite regress is impossible, to arrive at the conclusion that there must
be a purely actual actualizer in which the series terminates (by modus tollendo
ponens).

This unconsidered third option claims that an entity can be present in its own
hierarchical “family tree”, so to speak. This might seem unintuitive at first, mainly
because our ordinary conception of causation (what Feser calls ‘linear causation”) does
not seem to permit such a situation. However, I will argue there is nothing in Feser’s
hierarchical series that excludes this possibility. If I succeed, this will mean that the
premise 10 is false on the grounds of presenting a false dilemma.

I don’t mean to argue that the world is really this way. To show that the
argument is unsound and that the tenth premise presents a false dilemma, I only need
to prove that this last option is a metaphysical possibility. From our final
characterization of the hierarchical causation relation, this seems to be the case. I will
try to provide some examples to motivate this claim. But first, I will try to clarify my
position by analogy.

What I mean by the third possibility can be best understood as the analogue of
the coherentist theory of epistemic justification from epistemology. Regarding the
structure of epistemic justification, three proposed theories are infinitism,
foundationalism, and coherentism. The infinitist claims that the justificatory structure
of our beliefs forms an infinite regress, each belief being justified by some other belief,
which is in turn justified by yet another belief, and so on for an infinite number of
beliefs. The foundationalist claims all of our beliefs ultimately rest on a set of

noninferential beliefs that are nonetheless able to justify the superstructure beliefs. So,
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the regress present in infinitism is avoided due to the existence of a foundational layer.
This position is analogous to Feser’s own position regarding his hierarchical series.
Finally, the coherentist claims that a belief is justified if it coheres with a set of beliefs.
In other words, the members of a set of beliefs are justified by the other beliefs in their
epistemic vicinity, forming what can be called a web-like structure. A naive form of
coherentism where the chain of justification creates loops (i.e, A justifies B, which
justifies C, which justifies A) can be analogous to the option I am going to present.

There has also been recent work in spelling out similar possibilities in
metaphysical series (Barnes 2018; Thompson 2018). Here I will argue that such a
‘coherentist’ series may be possible in Feser’s hierarchical causation. I will present two
examples analogous to the two main examples given by Feser. In these, I will consider
what is perhaps the simplest way such a causal loop can take place, namely
symmetrical causation, although this is not to exclude the possibility of much more
complicated loops. I hope that if I am successful in persuading the reader that these
instances of symmetrical causation are metaphysically possible instances of Feser’s
hierarchical causation, she will also be convinced that they represent simple instances
of the broader thesis that a coherentist picture of the mentioned series is also possible.
Since, if we grant that a case in which A causes B and B causes A is possible, there is
no reason we shouldn’t extend this to situations where A causes B, B causes C and C
causes A, etc. I also find it possible that these relations form even more complicated
web-like structures.

The first example is this. Consider two celestial bodies and their orbits, say, the
Earth and the Moon. Since each has a certain mass, each of them is the cause of the
other’s staying in that very orbit. If one has the lingering feeling that the Earth is
somehow hierarchically superior in this case simply because it is more massive, one
can also consider the case of binary stars in which the two objects attracting each other
can be of similar masses. This example is analogous to the hierarchical causation
present in Feser’s first example, in which the cup of coffee is supported by the table
and the table by the floor and so on until eventually all turn out to be supported by the
Earth. But unlike Feser’s example, it doesn’t terminate in a single entity that causes the
other entities to have a certain property without needing to be caused to have that
property itself. Rather, the entities are the cause of each other’s having a certain
property.

The second example is this. For Feser, the death of a previously living being is
an example of substantial change (2017, p. 17). That is to say, since living beings are
genuine entities —substances—in virtue of their being alive, their deaths amount to a

change in the ontological landscape of the world: some individual substance goes out
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of existence when something dies. Hence, keeping something alive is causing a
substance's sustained existence. Such concurrent causation of sustained existence is
supposed to be what we mean by hierarchical causation. Now consider a surgical
operation in which two otherwise healthy people are attached to one another such that
person A loses her heart and depends on person B for her circulation, and person B
loses his kidneys and depends on person A for his urination. Both urination and blood
circulation are vital processes for human beings, one cannot survive without them. In
our case, each person keeps living because the other person does. They keep each other
alive and hence are the concurrent actualizers for each other’s potential to keep
existing. I think this is an instance of symmetrical hierarchical causation and shows
that the relation in question is non-symmetric rather than asymmetric.

Of course, the operation is not ethically permissible and perhaps the medical
technicalities (like the amount of blood being too much for a single heart to pump)
may be important. However, at most, the medical technicalities will provide a physical
impossibility. That is, the impossibility of the operation being successful in a world
governed by our physical laws. But it is important to remember that we are looking
for metaphysical possibility as the matter is a metaphysical one. Thus, this isn’t
sufficient reason to reject these examples and the following conclusion that
symmetrical hierarchical causation is possible”.

The examples I have provided for symmetrical hierarchical causation are in line
with our characterization of hierarchical causation from the last section. The members
of the relation depend on other members for their sustained existence, and don’t derive
their causal power to keep other members in existence directly from themselves but

from one of the other members in the series. Thus, these examples illustrate a third

7One might also wish to respond by saying that even if the examples show that there can be symmetrical
cases of hierarchical causation, such as in the surgical operation example, this does not exclude the
possibility of hierarchical series that are of the form described by Feser. For example, even if we accept
that persons A and B cause each other’s sustained existence, each of them also owes their sustained
existence to the atoms that they are constituted out of, and the atoms owe their sustained existence to
the subatomic particles, and so on. But, as I have stated above, the examples aren’t intended to show
that each hierarchical series has to be terminated in this circular fashion. I only propose the examples to
hopefully persuade the reader that they describe possible cases that are in line with our best
characterization of hierarchical causation and have a circular character. It is sufficient to show that this
is a metaphysical possibility in order to undermine the argument which presents only two possibilities
and proceeds by refuting one of them. I find it interesting to note that although this response is unable
to illustrate a fault in my example as it is irrelevant to the intentions behind the example, it may lead to
questions regarding the possibility of causal overdetermination in hierarchical series (both Person B as
an individual and Person A’s own atoms hierarchically cause Person A’s sustained existence).
Inspecting the consequences of permitting overdetermination in hierarchical causation is, however,
beyond the scope of this paper.
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alternative to the two provided by Feser in the premise 10, which in turn makes said

premise erroneous as it implies the two alternatives to be exhaustive.

SECTION III: Two Objections Answered

The causa sui objection:

One can perhaps object to my argument by stating that since hierarchical
causation is a transitive relation, by admitting that there can be symmetrical cases of
it, we must accept that these cases are reflexive as well. In other words, if A
hierarchically causes B and B hierarchically causes A, by the transitive property of
hierarchical causation we can infer that A hierarchically causes A. But this seems like
a causa sui fallacy, nothing can be said to be the cause of itself. However, I think this
objection fails. The notion of causation at hand is very different from the notion of
causation in which the causa sui fallacy is a legitimate concern. The reason why
nothing can be said to be the cause of itself because it would imply that the thing would
exist temporally prior to itself. This is what makes self-causation impossible. But in
hierarchical causation, the relation can take place in a single moment, it need not be
linearly extended in time. Thus, the reflexivity (and self-causation) is not problematic.

The objection from definition; or, alternatively, the “proof is in the name”
objection:

One can also object that the notion of causal series in question must have a first
member due to its definition. After all, even its name is “hierarchical causation”. It
must have a first member if it is to satisfy this hierarchical quality expected of it.
However, I think this objection fails as well. It would be question-begging to assert
that hierarchical series must have a first member because they are defined to be such.
Feser himself considers the notion of question begging as a possible objection to his

argument. He says:

It is also sometimes objected that the argument for a first member of a
hierarchical series begs the question, insofar as characterizing other causes as
instrumental itself presupposes that there is such a first member. But there is
no begging of the question. To characterize something as an instrumental cause
is merely to say that it derives its causal power from something else. There is
nothing in that characterization that presupposes that a series of such causes
cannot regress to infinity or that there must be some cause which has underived
causal power. Even the skeptic can perfectly well understand the idea that a
stick cannot move the stone under its own power, whether or not he goes on to
agree that a regress of such moved movers must terminate in a first member
(2017, p. 65).

54 Sarag | On Feser’s Aristotelian Argqument and Hierarchical Causation



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

I agree with him on the point that our characterization of the hierarchical series and
the members it comprises do not presuppose the existence of a first member on the
condition that by calling the members ‘instrumental” we only mean that they derive
their causal power from something else. But, as we have shown, this quality can be
satisfied by what we have called coherentist causal series. This means that we have to
actually investigate whether alleged instances of hierarchical series in the real world
are such that they terminate in a first member. Thus, to argue that coherentist series
aren’t permissible on the grounds that hierarchical series needing to have a first
member by definition would be fallaciously extending the definition so as to include a
quality that this type of causation doesn’t necessarily have. Hopefully, we can leave

the business of defining entities into existence to the realm of ontological arguments.

SECTION IV: Conclusion

In this paper, we started by examining the first stage of Feser’s Aristotelian argument
for the existence of God and noticed that the jump it makes from the reality of change
to the reality of a special kind of potential actualization (hierarchical causation) is
unwarranted. We tried to charitably reconstruct the account of hierarchical causation
provided by Feser and assumed that it too corresponds to a feature of reality. We
noticed that in this account there is nothing that prevents one from having instances
of causal loops, and tried to motivate this point by providing some examples of
symmetrical causation. If these examples and the argumentation so far has been
successful, this will mean that the premise 10 is false because it fails to acknowledge
the possibility of coherentist causal series. This, in turn, would mean that the argument

is to be rejected (or at least modified) on the grounds of its being unsound.
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Moral Education in Plato’s Laws & Sophocles” Antigone

Ceren Sevin | Bogazici University

Abstract

The following article investigates in what ways Plato’s Laws and Sophocles’ Antigone
are relevant to moral education and tries to reveal what we can best learn about mature
judgement — defined briefly as totality of skills acquired as a result of education— on
the basis of these texts. In Laws, especially in Book II and III, Plato argues for an account
of education that is not factual and that will nurture all virtues. While Laws is relevant
to educating mature judgement in a theoretical level; Sophocles’” play, as a tragedy,
encourages the audience to engage in a both affective and intellectual scrutiny of the
tremendous results of lack of mature judgement. I will argue that Antigone constitutes
a great example for the necessity of proper education Plato advocates in Laws. The
tragic fall of Creon persuades the audience and the readers to acquire the abilities to
critically and self-critically assess a norm by demonstrating the shortcomings of strict
adherence to a norm. To demonstrate this thesis, this paper first examines the
importance given to education in Laws and then, provides an analysis of Antigone
indicating Creon’s simplifying moral principle as the cause of his consequent fall.

Finally, the individual assessments are combined in order to reveal the joint result.

Keywords: mature judgement, education, legislation, tragedy, Plato, Sophocles,

Antigone, Laws.

Mature Judgement: The Aim of Education

Before moving on, this paper is in need of a more detailed explanation of what mature
judgement is and how it is related to education. The aim of education is to “inculcate
the mastery of some subject matter” (Westphal 2003, pp.508). While the subject matter
is clearly variable, there are certain abilities which are necessarily involved in the
mastery. These core abilities can be understood with what Westphal defines as mature
judgement. Here are some of the abilities involved in mature judgement which I will
also point out while assessing the texts: “to discern and define basic parameters of a
problem, to distinguish relevant from irrelevant and more relevant from less relevant
considerations bearing on a problem, (...), to consider carefully the evidence or the
arguments for and against proposed solutions, to accommodate as well as possible
competing considerations bearing on the issue, through these reflections and inquiries
to resolve a problem” (Westphal 2003, pp.508). These qualities are “norms of rational
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inquiry and judgement” that guides our behavior (Westphal 2003, pp.508). In addition,
they are acquired as a “side-effect” of education. This is the main reason why
philosophy of education was considered as a crucial part of moral philosophy in
Ancient Greece. Hence, educating mature judgement is a subtle undertaking and any
investigation of it should involve insights about the acquisition of norms and how they

guide our behaviors.

Plato’s Laws: Legislation & Education

This encompassing understanding of moral philosophy brings into open why one of
the first issues raised in Laws is education and why it continues to be present
throughout the Laws interwoven with the discussions about legislation. Plato defines
education at the beginning of Book II as “the initial acquisition of virtue by the child,
when the feelings of pleasure and affection, pain and hatred, that well up in his soul
are channelled in the right courses before he can understand the reason why” (Plato,
653b). The primary concern of education is not directly imposing the intellectual
conceptions of good and bad, but cultivating our sentiments and habits by means of
music, dancing, literature in a way that “makes us hate what we ought to hate from
tirst to last, and love what we ought to love” (Plato, 653c). So, the proper reactions of
love and hatred inculcated by this kind of cultural education will be the final
determinant in deciding what is good and also what is bad. This will yield in the child
“a keen desire to become a perfect citizen” and lead him/her “to accept right principles
as enunciated by the law” (Plato, 643e-659d) which is utmost important for the well-
being of a polity.

Apart from the cultural education which results in affective acquisition of the
right principles, Plato seems to argue for an education that is undertaken by legislators
for he explicitly states that “anyone who handles the law, (...), is tutoring the citizens”
(Plato, 857e). Likewise, he asserts that in education they must adopt the same
procedure they have adopted in legislation (Plato, 822d). The procedure of legislation
consists of writing preludes that aims not only to explain a given law to citizens and
but also to persuade them that the law is good and that it ought to be followed. The
persuasion should “educate the citizens and insofar as possible, engage them in a
dialogue” (Berges 2009, pp.127). The persuasiveness of the preludes can stem from
their didactic or theoretical characteristics, as well as rhetorical characteristics. So, just
as the affective learning of good and bad in cultural education leads the child to the
“right courses” (Plato, 653b), the persuasion through preambles leads the citizen to
“the paths of virtue” (Plato, 718c). Similarly, just as the person who has no

understanding of the concepts of good and bad but gives appropriate emotional
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responses when necessary is considered more educated than the person who is in the
opposite situation, Plato thinks that the preludes are sufficiently effective if a person
is more inclined to “listen to what the lawgiver recommends” even if he/she does not
attain moral excellence (Plato, 653b-718d). It is crucial to bear these in mind because it
demonstrates that Plato does not claim that this education will be ideal, on the
contrary, he is aware that “no matter how good a program of education he sets up,
people will not become fully virtuous, fully rational agents” (Berges 2009, pp.135).

The cultural education Plato advocates provides us with remarkable insights
about what is involved in acquiring a norm and being governed by a norm. Being
governed by a norm involves “caring to use the norm correctly” (Westphal 2003,
pp-509). In other words, it requires the subject to be critical about both the norm itself
and whether he/she uses the norm in an appropriate context. Cultural education is
mainly concerned with the affective aspect of acquiring a norm. Itis already mentioned
that cultural education inculcates the child’s sentiments in a way that he/she
understands affectively what are the things that are valued in his/her social
environment. In addition, when the cultivated sentiments of love and hatred are
turned towards the subject, they result in the feelings of shame, guilt as well as pride.
In this way, cultural educational forms a self-critical voice in the child even before
he/she grasps why a certain way of acting results in a more or less certain sentiment.
Cultural education accomplishes these by providing the child with “objects of
approval or disapproval” such as pieces of poetry, songs or dances (Westphal 2003,
pp-510). The child engages with these objects constantly and actively so that the norms
are embedded in his/her actions. This habituation enables the child to experience with
the norms, to observe in what situations and to what extents a certain norm is
applicable. So, habituation nurtures the child’s abilities to act accordingly to the norm
and also assess other actions on the basis of the norm. Clearly, Plato is very aware that
without the forming of this critical voice and the habituation of the norms, the
acquisition of norms would be assimilated to simply knowing a norm which would
not be adequately authoritative in guiding one’s behavior.

While the cultural education concerns with the affective aspect of acquiring a
norm, the education that is undertaken by the legislators is concerned with
encouraging the citizens to engage in an intellectual scrutiny of the norms, the laws
they ought to obey. In order to avoid the discussions about whether rhetoric preludes
are manipulative, it should be stressed that the use of rhetoric is entirely compatible
with the expected effects of preludes and it should not be dismissed as propaganda in
a well-governed polity. The most important feature of the preludes, whether they are

rhetoric or not, is that they demonstrate ways of explaining and assessing the norms.
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They consider relevant details bearing on an issue, follow certain lines of inquiry to
reveal arguments for the necessity of the law to regulate that issue and give reasons
for why their proposed solution to that issue deserves obedience. These are, as
mentioned above, the abilities involved in mature judgement. So, making these
preludes known to public is, in fact, educating the citizens” mature judgement. With
this it is apparent that Plato conceives education consisting in developing both
affective and intellectual aspects of normative governance. Without one or the other,

the well-being of the polity would be at risk.

Sophocles” Antigone: Tragedy & Education

In Antigone, Sophocles reveals an internal critique of Creon’s ruling principles by
showing in detail the results of his erroneous and insistent compliance to a simplifying
moral principle. When Creon ascends to the throne and declares his edict concerning
Polyneices’ burial, he states, “But those who wish the city well/ both living and dead,
will be honoured by me” (Sophocles, 210-11). By assimilating all evaluative terms, such
as honourable, just, pious and also their opposites; he posits the well-being of the
polity as the single intrinsic good (Nussbaum 1986, 69-70). For him, the only criteria
in determining whether an action is good or bad is its appropriateness to the well-
being of the polity. Throughout the play, Creon makes two revisions in his ruling
principles, each of which becomes more rigid and more insufficient to understand the
relevant aspects of the problems he is facing. The first occurs while he is debating with
his son, Heamon, about his verdict to punish Antigone to death. During the debate,
Creon states, “It is essential to obey in both small and great matters/ the man the city
appoints, whether his demands are just, / or quite the opposite.” (Sophocles, 666-8).
The second follows almost immediately and he states, “Does not the city belongs to he
who rules?” (Sophocles, 738). While the former is partially open to criticism insofar as
it acknowledges that it is the public who appoints him, the latter leaves no ground to
criticize or intervene Creon’s ruling. Expectedly, Creon interprets any criticism or even
advice addressed towards his ruling as bribery or insubordination. Nevertheless, the
course of events forces him to see his narrow-mindedness and admit that “the best
way to live, (...)/ is in obedience to the customary laws” (Sophocles, 113-4). Creon fails
to rule Thebes in a good way mainly because he uses his principles like an algorithm,
that will produce the correct moral judgements, independently from the occasion. This
“rule-following model” overlooks that using a principle requires “identifying which
principles are appropriate to which occasions” and “which ways of using the relevant
principles are appropriate in those circumstances” (Westphal 2003, pp.25). These

crucial requirements are also matters of mature judgement. If Creon, at any point of
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the play, reconsidered how and how well he uses his principles, he would have
avoided his tragic end. However, his stubbornness leads him to do the opposite, to
revise his principles in a way that results in even more inadequate principles to rule a
polity. His last declaration that the city belongs to its ruler does not contain any
insights whatsoever about how to rule. Judging from a meta-theatrical point of view,
Sophocles uses Creon’s stubbornness as a strategy to demonstrate in depth the
consequences of the lack of critical assessment of principles and self-critical attitude
towards their use. Just as he is incapable of critical assessment, Creon does not give
proper emotional responses to the situations he is confronted with until the end of the
play. It is only when he loses Haemon and Ismene that he gives an emotional response
other than anger. It is this overwhelming feeling of guilt and sorrow that leads Creon
to change his principles. This consequence by itself is enough to show that such

appropriate emotional responses contribute tremendously to acting correctly.

Conclusion

It is remarkable to see that Laws and Antigone share a huge common ground in their
understanding of educating mature judgement. First and foremost, both Plato and
Sophocles are aware that education should initially aim at nurturing the subject’s
abilities to critically and self-critically asses a norm, an issue or a problem. In Laws, first
by the cultural education of the child then by the education through preambles, Plato
tries to give the best possible account of education that will lead citizens to embrace
and assess norms properly. In Antigone, Creon lacks all these abilities of mature
judgement. That is why, although Antigone does not seem to address any issues about
education, by enabling the audience to witness the internal critique of Creon’s ruling
principles; it brings about both an immediate emotional response and also encourages
an intellectual scrutiny in the public to understand what Creon did wrong. In this
respect, while the content of the play constitutes a great example to show the necessity

of educating mature judgement, the play as a tragedy, in fact, actualizes this education.

References

Berges, Sandres (2009). “The Laws: Persuading the Citizens”, Platon Virtue and the Law,
Continuum Studies in Ancient Philosophy.

Nussbaum, Martha (1986). “Sophocles” Antigone: Conflict, Vision and Simplification”,
The Fragility of Goodness, Cambridge University Press, New York.

Plato, Laws. (ed. by John M. Cooper and D.S.Hutchinson), Hackett Publishing
Company, Indianapolis:Cambridge, 2007.

Sophocles, The Theban Plays: Antigone. (tr. Ruth Fainlight and Robert J. Littman), John

61 Sevin | Moral Education in Plato’s Laws & Sophocles” Antigone



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 2009.
Westphal, Kenneth R. (2003). “The Tragic Inspiration of Hegel’s Phenomenological
Method”, Hegel’s Epistemology, Hackett Publishing, Cambridge.
(2003). “Review Essay” (review of Thomas F. Green, 1999, Voices: The Educational

Formation of Conscience).

62 Sevin | Moral Education in Plato’s Laws & Sophocles” Antigone



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021
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Nuryezdan Pekmezci | Bilkent University

Abstract

The reason I choose to argue on the ethics of immigration issues, accompanied by a
historical background on the past relationship of the countries involved is because it
seems as if this matter is overlooked most of the time. Instead, other aspects are
discussed such as the benefits and consequences of immigration on the receiving
country. I support the idea that countries that have inflicted damage upon other
countries in the past have a responsibility in reparations as part of redeeming the
actions of their ancestors. While there are many reparations that can be made, this
essay focuses on immigration as one of the best compensations. By analyzing the
perspectives of four main ethic theories namely: Cosmopolitanism, utilitarianism,
deontology, and nationalism; followed by examples from the present, I emphasize the
importance of making decisions on immigration while considering the historical
events as the past of a country is detrimental to its political, economic, and social
development, which are some of the most common reasons for immigration taking

place.
Key Words: Reparation, historical injustice, damage, immigration, responsibility

Looking at the duties and responsibilities of humankind, immigration is obviously one
of the most discussed topics both in political science, and philosophy in terms of ethical
aspect. According to ethical and moral rules people or states have a moral duty not to
do harm. But what about a moral responsibility to help relieve the harm some people
are experiencing, that might have been induced upon them by the country in talking.
The theories I am going to talk about in detail are cosmopolitanism, deontology,
nationalism, and utilitarianism.

Does a country have more responsibilities because of the actions of its ancestors?
When people desire to migrate to another country, do receiving states have a duty to
accept them? Does preventing harm have the same moral weight as not doing harm
for a country? Do the past actions of the country put more moral responsibility in
accepting immigrants as to countries that have not crossed paths in the past with the
immigrating group? The claims that the present citizens of the exploitative countries
are not responsible for the past and therefore cannot be held accountable for the state

the exploited countries are in today, is a slippery slope argument, as this means they
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deny the goods benefitted from this exploitation and the role of these oppressed
populations in the development of their country. Borders are what define the different
living conditions and circumstances for the populations residing inside them, which
in turn lead to inequality between residents of different countries.

One would argue that since it is not fair for the people living in the present to
endure the consequences brought upon them by the decisions of their ancestors, it
should not be considered ethical to deny their struggle to make their lives better. In
this essay I will argue that countries have a responsibility to provide reparations to the
countries that they exploited and harmed in the past. Regardless of causing harm not
being a legally binding issue, it is in my opinion an ethically and morally binding one.
One of the best ways to compensate is a generous immigration policy that allows the

citizens of these damaged countries to have a better life in a developed state.

Positive vs Negative Duty

One of the main topics argued not only in philosophy but also in international relations
and politics is related to the question whether states have a duty to prevent harm? It is
almost agreed by every state and individual that it is a strict duty not to do harm, but
there is no certain reply to the issue of preventing harm. Firstly, not doing harm has
not been a duty for the states of the world until recently. After World War I, with the
consequences of millions of deaths and poverty, all the states in the world established
the League of Nations to preserve peace. However, the League of Nations was not
successful in its purposes, and World War II started in 1939. The failure of the League
of Nations and loss of so many people’s lives forced the world states to establish
another international organization to maintain peace for good.

Therefore, the United Nations was established at the end of World War II, in
October 1945. With the agreement on the principles and purposes of the articles of the
United Nations, permanent peace was officially aimed. In chapter one which explains
the purposes and principles of the United Nations, in article two the following is
stated: “To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle
of equal rights and self-determination of people, and to take other appropriate
measures to strengthen universal peace” (United Nations Charter, 1945). The second
and similar articles mainly describe that doing harm is no more legal according to
international law, and that it has consequences for states that try to disturb peace.
Although it is argued in terms of ethical aspects that states are not responsible for
preventing harm, since it is not obligatory for them, there are also articles in the United
Nation’s Charter related to this. In the other charters of the United Nation, it is

mentioned that prevention of transboundary harm is legally bounding. (United
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Nations General Assembly, 2001). Consequently, it is obvious that states cannot do
harm, and even though it does not particularly describe the categories of harm,
prevention of transboundary harm is also in the context of the general principles. Thus,
in addition to legal limitations, I think that we, as people, and states as institutions,
ethically even if not legally, have a duty to prevent harm.

The related question I will raise here is: Is the preventing harm discussion linked
to immigration problems? Non-consequentialist theories such as Kantian and
Cosmopolitanism would say yes. The main principle of non-consequentialist theories
is not to treat people as a mean. So, in the case of some people leaving their countries
for some reasons, the country they want to migrate to should accept them, because it
is not about the consequences of accepting immigrants in their country, but rather on
helping people. However, even for a non- consequentialist, there may be some
limitations on accepting immigrants. The reasons of the immigration matter here when
the country, making the decision to accept or refuse immigrants, can determine the
urgency of the case. There may be a country that is dealing with war, aggression or
poverty, and the citizens of the struggling state leave the country to survive, such as
the cases in Syria, Afghanistan, and Libya. Here, according to non-consequentialist
theories, although accepting immigrants would give bad consequences such as
economic and health problems, the decision-maker country should still accept them
by ignoring the results, because it is about preventing harm on innocent people.
However, if the reason for immigration is based on the economic reasons, accepting
them cannot be considered a duty by a non-consequentialist either, because accepting
or rejecting them is not about treating them as an end to a mean. It is not about
preventing harm, so the decision lies within the state’s own initiative.

On the other hand, consequentialist theories may state that countries do not have
to accept immigrants if that act would have bad consequences for the receiving
country. Since the consequentialists think that one action can be called good, if it brings
good results, it can be said that when a state is considering accepting immigrants and
having them in the country also means that there will be significant economic, and
health problems, the country can refuse immigrants because preventing harm is not
found as a duty for them. What I want to state is that for the consequentialist theories,
if preventing harm brings good consequences with itself such as economic benefits,
then the state should do it, there is no duty needed. On the other hand, if the state
accepts the immigrants in exchange of benefits they will bring to the country, and
when it suits them, it disregards the problems that come with them, then why not
accept them in exchange of having done a humanitarian and moral duty in helping

people in need.
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Historical Injustice

Next question is whether reparation is necessary for harm done by ancestors. My
argument is that, regardless of the type of damage inflicted in the past, there should
be a repairment for the victim state. Looking at today’s states and societies, almost all
of them obtained their freedom and standards through hard ways such as war,
violence, aggression, or even genocide. Some victim countries might have got their
compensation, but I believe that there are still reparations due by the harming states.
Nozick also supports my thesis that compensation should be done, even when the
damage was years ago (1974). According to Nozick, and his intergenerational
rectification theory, the compensation should take place, and he thinks that
undertaking of historical repairment is more essential than achieving justice only for
today. (1974).

I also agree that rectification of historical injustice may be more important than
having justice today, because states and individuals were able to commit big
international crimes, using violence and harming far more than they could today. For
example, some of the big detrimental crimes such as slavery or colonialism, that are
against humanitarian law, were common to commit by powerful states in the past,
however these kinds of actions cannot be taken nowadays due to legal constrictions
and so many consequences authorized by United Nation’s organs Security Council
and the International Court of Justice. I believe that limiting some actions such as
slavery or colonialism with today’s laws does not make up for the harm done in the
past, as some reasons for the poor conditions of the state experiencing flee are
international conflicts in the past. So, it is a necessity to have compensation for the
victim countries even after many years.

One of the fundamental objections given about historical injustice is that the
actions were taken in the past, and the responsibility belongs to the current
generation’s ancestor. One may even ask whether it is injustice as well to hold people
responsible for the actions they did not take but their ancestors did. A similar question
has been asked by Morris (1984) Kumar and Silver (2004) Kershnar (2004) Meyer (2013)
“how can individuals today have a just claim to compensation owing to what was
done to others in the past when the (potential) claimants may not exist today had past
people not suffered these harms?” Relatedly, the harm was also inflicted many years
ago to a different generation. Why should the state that did harm in the past
compensate for the current generation that are not being harmed in the first place? I
must admit that these are reasonable objections, because punishing some current states
or people for the actions they did not take can be found unjust because it also results

in punishing the innocent.
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The reply I suggest to the first part of the objection, even though the harm was
given in the past, the consequences of the damage are still affecting the current
generation and may continue to influence in a bad way for more years. To give an
example, colonization and slavery are among the most prejudicial harms some states
gave to another, it cannot be said that the result of these harms just affected the people
who were living at that time. When slavery was a case, the men and boys of the victim
country were taken away to serve others under life threating conditions, and detaining
men of the country is not just a physical but also an ethical damage. Being taken away
from their home country mostly without their family to work mercilessly can make the
victim country have no future. So, my point is, if people feel entitled to the wealth their
grandfathers owned then the same should apply for the guilt their grandfathers should
have carried. Inheritance is inheritance, no one gets born with a clean slate.

The response I give to the second part of the objection is that although it may be
found unfair to punish some innocent people or force them to compensate for some
historical actions their ancestors took, I do not think it is injustice because if there is no
repairment even after many years later, there will be injustice for the other innocent
people, who were harmed in history and are still dealing with the consequences of that
big damage. A related question can be asked here, what did these victim countries do
to get harmed by other powerful states except for being weak and unable to protect
themselves?

The reason why there was a huge damage is just because the weak states did not
have financial and military powers, but they had rich resources. This cannot be
claimed as a reason for harming innocent people.

It should be clear that the compensation would not be a revenge. Then, it might
be asked what kind of compensation should take place for the harmed victim
countries? First, here is the main purpose of the compensation matters. According to
International Criminal Law (2005), there are three main aims and principles to keep
peace in the world, and these are holding the harming state accountable for its actions
and getting punished according to articles, the guarantee that the damage would not
be done by any other country again and finally compensating for the damaged
country. According to that, the compensation can be decided by agreement of the
victim state. It might be financial support; it might be taxation as Nozick (1974)
supports and if it is necessary it might be letting the victim country citizens immigrate
to the country accountable. As a result, historical injustice can be repaired in so many

ways.
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Related Theories

Stated before that no theory directly mentions about the duty to prevent harm and
immigration as a way of compensation to historical injustices, there are some theories
such as Cosmopolitanism and Kantian that indirectly support my thesis. On the other
hand, the other theories I will talk about are neither directly nor indirectly supporting
my thesis, however there might be some circumstances where they also see accepting

immigrants as one of the best ways to compensate historical injustice.

I. Cosmopolitanism

Firstly, I will discuss the stance of cosmopolitanism on accepting immigrants to right
injustices done in the past. According to Thomas Pogge (1994) although there are
different ways and different opinions among those who defend Cosmopolitanism,
there is a one shared core idea, namely that all people in the world, regardless of their
race, religion, language, or political affiliation, are citizens of a single community,
namely the community of the world (p. 90). Cosmopolitanism is about having a moral
community rather than sharing a country, political perspective, or religion.

An example given for the immigration issue, cosmopolitanism supports the idea that
even if a country does not have a past of harming, the country from where the
immigrants is coming, they have a moral responsibility of taking care of them as these
people even though from the different nationality are part of the world. So, if some
people in the world are suffering from something such as war, violence, or hunger and
if the solution is to move in another place in the world, cosmopolitanism would defend
it under any circumstance including if it were a means for repairing damage done in
the past. Thus, cosmopolitanism does not specifically mention about either that states
have a duty to prevent harm or compensation of historical injustice, it can come up
with a practical solution for the immigration issue because the main principles of the
theory of Cosmopolitanism is related to immigration as a compensation of historical

injustice.

II.  Utilitarianism

Secondly, preventing harm and making up for mistakes of one’s ancestors by taking
care of immigrants does not directly find support in utilitarianism. Utilitarianism
states that actions are morally permissible if and only if they produce at least as much
net happiness as any other available action. Looking at utilitarianism from a different
perspective, it can be said that utilitarianism does not consider the relationship
between people when there is an issue. The only thing it considers is that the happiness

of the majority. So, on the preventing harm issue, utilitarianism would see it as a duty
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for the states or individuals if it maximizes the benefit of the majority, and similarly,
on the immigration issue, utilitarianism is not concerned with whether there is
historical justice or not. For example, the number of people who want to migrate to
another country is less than the number of people in that country, and most of the
country that considers allowing immigrants or does not see immigration as a negative
case; then utilitarianism would basically say that allowing immigrants as a way to
mend the past actions of a certain country, is the wrong answer. Thus, I can clearly say
that utilitarianism is not working on practice because it does not care about the issue
it only cares about the happiness of the majority. For the immigration problem,
utilitarianism mainly disregards people in the problem, they can be anyone.
Accordingly, it does not regard the relationship between them either. Therefore, there
may some harm or damage in the past, some people might have been suffered a lot,
however; there is no obligation for any country for reparation if it declines the total
happiness in the receiving country. The only way utilitarianism would be okay with
helping immigrants is helping to solve the problem that made these people immigrate

in the first place thus yielding the most happiness.

III. Deontology

Thirdly, deontological, and therefore Kantian perspective, as one of the non-
consequentialist theory, on the ethics of actions could be interpreted as supportive to
the duty of preventing harm and immigration not only to rectify mistakes made in the
past to the country where these immigrants originate from but to all immigrants.
Deontology as a theory only focuses on the will of the actions rather than
consequences. Kant (1975) says that “A good will is good not because of what it effects,
or accomplishes, not because of its fitness to attain some intended end, but good just
by its willing, i.e. in itself” (p.10). Deontological perspective would not support the
idea that countries, which did harm in course of history, should allow the immigrants
in their territories because accepting them has good consequences for the people who
want to migrate instead only because this serves to these people and is therefore
considered a good act.

Contradicting to the utilitarianism theory that the consequences a certain action
has on the overall happiness of the people should be taken into consideration before
deciding to make the decision and that only actions yielding the greatest happiness
should be considered ethical. Which means utilitarianism ignores individual rights
and happiness that leads to the treatment of people as a mean and not as an end in
themselves. However, deontological aspect would support the immigration issue

because it is the right thing to do. Considering, Kant’s theory about an action being
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morally ethical only if there is no ulterior motive or hidden agenda behind those

actions.

IV. NATIONALSM

Fourthly, from the perspective of nationalism the idea of preventing harm and
accepting immigrants to pay for harm done in the past is almost inexistent.
Nationalism is oriented towards developing and maintaining the national identity
based on shared characteristics such as culture, language, race, religion, political goals,
or beliefs in a common ancestry. In other words, in terms of nationalism, the territorial
state may be explained as a political unit which means that having the idea of
belonging to particular ethnic or origin and actively being responsible for protecting
its traditions and cultures.

Nations and belonging to a nation, as known as having a national identity, can
be described as having a common ethnicity and origin whether voluntarily or not.
According to Berlin (1979) and Smith (1991), “one's nation takes precedence over rival
contenders for authority and loyalty.” In relation to the immigration issue, it is morally
acceptable to deny immigrant entry in your country, because, obviously, the citizens
of the nation do not have some common characteristics, such as language, culture,
religion, etc. with the people who want to migrate to one’s country as your duties are
towards one’s own citizens not everyone in the world. Thus, the immigration issue can
be directly refused by a nationalist because it is not an obligation to help people from
another group and especially if helping the other group brings negativities with itself.

Nationalism opposes to my main argument that from the aspect of past events,
leading to immigration (for which the receiving country is responsible) and why these
countries have a greater moral responsibility to take in the immigrants to make up for
the past compared to countries whose history does not cross with the immigrating
group. For example, in the 19t century, France colonialized Africa, and it also damaged
some countries, however, when people from these countries want to migrate to France
because of the historically affected reasons, French policies on immigration are hostile
regardless of the past and an excuse for not taking responsibility would be that the
French of the present do not have to be held responsible for the mistakes of their
ancestors.

My response to this claim is that today’s people may not do harm right now,
however; their state harmed another state or another group of people in the past. So,
modern-day nationalists also have responsibilities and obligations for reparation of
the mistakes in the history because these people are member of the nations and being

a member of a nation brings some responsibilities and these people should try to repair
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the historical damage as obligations of their nation. For instance, Germany is to this
day trying to compensate for its wrong doings in the past by applying more open
policies to the immigrants even if the country where are the immigrants stemming
from did not suffer from violence induced by Germany.

Lastly, my go to theories will be cosmopolitanism and deontology. If I were to
choose my favorite theory to build my argument, I would choose deontology as it is
one of the few theories that considers every individual and not the population as a
whole, for in my opinion individualism should be part of the human rights as every
person counts only for himself and should not be sacrificed for the benefit of others
and the theories supporting only the opinions and happiness of the majority should
not be considered morally ethical. For a cosmopolitan, even though not doing harm is
a primary duty for himself, helping is like a charity work for him, it is not a strong
obligation.

Consequently, according to all these four theories not harming is a duty, on the
other hand, helping people is not an obligation for the humanity. However, there is a
bigger picture.

There is no obligation for a state to accept immigrants, because only not doing
harm is a state’s obligation, however; the reason why the immigrants want to go may
be because of the harm inflicted by these countries in the past. Easiest and most
obvious example can be given from slavery or exportation concepts. In the past, some
countries used and exploited another one for their benefits which set the oppressed
country’s economy and well-being into regression thus resulting into a bad economical
state which is one of the most common reasons for immigration. So, I side with
cosmopolitanism and deontology instead of nationalism and utilitarianism even in the
absence of a specific support on immigration as, at least, it does not make it moral for

countries to oppose to the issue.

Historical Injustice & Immigration

Citizens of a country might be facing poverty and to survive, they may have to move
to another country. The reason of the poverty may be owing to lack of resources and
technology which also leads to no job opportunities, education, and health problems.
I find all these reasons interrelated. For example, when there is lack of job
opportunities in a country due to the lack of resources, that might have been exploited
by other states in the past or the country might be poor of resources by nature, so
citizens are expected to work in service industry, but service industry requires
technology or natural resources to run a factory and there are so many countries in the

world that do not have these raw materials. Relatedly, these situations cause health
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problems which can be life risking such running out of clean water or inability to find
basic medical drugs. In these kinds of situations, the government itself and the citizens
of it get poorer every single day, and at some point, they must migrate to another
country for the continuation of the next generation.

Looking at the historical injustice again, countries can have poverty problems
right now because of the colonialization in the past. When colonialist states abuse
another country for their benefits, it is highly possible that the damaged country would
have to live under narrow circumstances for years. Both consequentialist and non-
consequentialist theories would find it just to accept immigrants in these situations.
Moreover, although a state does not struggle with poverty, the citizens of the country
would still want to migrate. Citizens would just leave their own country for better life
conditions, better job opportunities or better education systems, mentioned before,
then the response the consequentialist and anti-consequentialist would give would be
different. However, what I want to focus on is that there are countries in need and their
citizens want to migrate to the other countries because of urgent or non-urgent reasons
and if there is any relation coming from the historical damage, then, both
consequentialist and anti- consequentialist theories must accept those immigrants
because it be a reparation for the historical injustice. If people want to migrate to the
countries that harmed them in the past, and these victim countries still rely on them
economically, then then the wrongdoing states do not have any option except
accepting them.

In addition, when colonizing countries were exploiting other weak states, they
did not just use their natural resources for their benefit but also, they integrated their
culture and language in the countries harmed. Consequently, when the people of the
state, that was harmed years ago, want to move to the countries, that did the damage,
they have less excuses not to accept them because people would adapt to the countries
easily since they are familiar with the culture and know the language. Collste also
support my point by stating that “immigrants from former colonies who share a
language and culture with the receiving nation will not pose this alleged threat” (2015).
The United Kingdom'’s colonization in India caused both physical and ethical damage
while integrating their own culture. In the current world, the countries that were
colonialized by the United Kingdom use English as their official language. Pakistan
and India can be given as most famous examples here. So, when Indian citizens want
to immigrate to the United Kingdom, because of the historical damage, the United
Kingdom has a historical responsibility to accept them and it already accepted some

of them.
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My point is that if some states exploited other people to maximize their benefit
in the past, and used violence to do it, there should be a compensation for these
damages even if the reparation takes place after many years and accepting these
damaging countries’ citizen as migrants can be one of the best ways of compensation.

Another objection can be given here, why is accepting immigrants the best way
to compensate and if the compensation is necessary for all damaged people, should
wrongdoing countries accept the whole population? Although this objection looks like
sound because it may not be possible for the countries to accept whole population of
damaged country to repair the historical injustice, I found this challenge tricky.
Technically, all of them need compensation, and if it is necessary, they must accept
them all. Although, I do not think that countries would face these kinds of problems,
the generous immigration policy is one of the main current issues especially in the
Europe, and I support that countries should be generous about accepting immigrants
to rectify the historical injustice. Although, the countries cannot accept the whole
damaged country, being generous about immigration policy would indirectly help the
people who could not migrate. When immigrants move to Europe to work, they also
send money to the relatives living under poor conditions in their home country, and it
be financial repairment of historical injustice, poverty. For example, according to
different estimations, remittances from Algerian workers in France in the 1960s
enabled between 1.25 and 2 million Algerians to subsist (Naylor, 2000).

Another challenge which is related to brain drain is raised by Goran Collste that
“if a generous immigration policy means that they lose many educated citizens, it
looks more like a continuation of the old colonial regime than a means of compensation
for former exploitation” (Collste, 2015) and this objection is also supported by Brock,
highly educated professionals as well as workers in the most active phase of their lives
leave their poor home country to work in a developed nation is detrimental to
development (Brock, 2009).

To answer this objection, I want to take the attention to the reasons of the brain
drain. Most of the educated people are leaving their home country because of war and
staying means they are putting their survival to risk. In these cases, I argue that it is
not a true brain drain if these educated people are to be killed in their own country
which would be a drain for humanity on top of that of their country but allowing them
to migrate somewhere where they would be safe would diminish these consequences.
As a result, brain drain should not be considered a bad part of migration since those
educated people are humans too and have a right to live.

However, this response may not make people satisfied because there are many

brain drain cases without any survival risk. In this scenario, I still support my
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argument because to talk about brain drain as a compensation for former exploitation,
numbers should be checked. Exploitation can be a case if a great number of people
leaves their countries as brain drain, and it is a rare situation. In addition, exploitation
takes place by force, on the other hand, educated people lives their country voluntarily.
However, I must admit that people are right to see it as a former exploitation since
compensation can be abused easily. Here, I can suggest that to prevent using educated
people as doing compensation, there can be a lottery to accept immigrants. With this
lottery, which is like Green Card, not only talented people but also others can be
accepted as immigrants, relatedly, the former exploitation and discrimination would
not be a case anymore.

Consequently, what I want to explain in my thesis was that compensation is
needed for the past wrongdoings to make the harmed people better off. Although it is
said a lot that compensation may make the current generation of the defacers worst
off, it is not the significant point. The main purpose to do repairment is to make
sufferers live under better conditions.

In conclusion, immigration should be considered a mean of reparation from
countries with an exploitative history to the countries having been exploited. After
analyzing the purpose and charters of the United Nations in addition to philosophical
theories, it becomes clear that there is ground for support of facilitated immigration
policies. Mentioned that after the World War II, Germany tried to compensate about
its wrongdoings by paying in construction when it did not have the resources to pay
otherwise. Now it is the term of other countries to follow this example and redeem the
deeds of their ancestors, accept that they should carry a part of the responsibility for
the poor conditions most of their ex-colonies are nowadays.

Regarding problems that immigrations is bound to bring to the developed
countries, it is true that it will not be easy to deal with, but not impossible. According
to Miller, immigration will endanger the preservation of the national language of the
receiving nation and pose a threat to things people value like “its public and religious
buildings, the way its towns and villages are laid out” (Miller, 2005: 39; see also Walzer,
1983:39). Yet often it is the immigrants who embrace the culture and language of the
country the immigrate to instead of the vice versa not to mention that what it is talked
about here is the immigrants from countries that were once colonized and are therefore
tamiliar with the culture and the language of the hosting country. Also, diversities are
what make people better so living together with other nationalities.

In addition, reparations are to be considered a moral and social obligations.
Taking responsibility by just acknowledging the harm inflicted does not make the lives

of the those involved and suffering any better. Immigration on the other hand is
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showing regret by actions. Thus, doing something to improve those lives. Last but not
least, I think all human beings should be granted the possibility to live to their full
potential and ask for better living conditions and it is the humanitarian duty of these

who one better off, to aid in making this process easier.
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Translation from English to Turkish
Soru Paradoksu | The Paradox of the Question

Ned Markosian | University of Massachusetts, Amherst
Cev. Meltem Alkur | Hacettepe University

Bir zamanlar diinyanin 6nde gelen filozoflarinin bulundugu biiyiik ve uluslararas bir
konferans sirasinda mucizevi bir sekilde bir melek belirdi ve soyle dedi “Size Tanr1'min
bir elgisi olarak gonderildim. Size dilediginiz bir soruyu sorma hakk: verilecek ama
tek bir soru! Ben de bu soruyu dogru cevaplayacagim. Ne sormak istersiniz?”
Filozoflar tahmin edilecegi iizere ¢ok heyecanlandi ve sorulacak en iyi sorunun ne
olacagina dair hemen tartismaya basladilar. Ancak konuyu tartismak igin daha ¢ok
zaman gerektigi cok gecmeden anlasildi. Bu nedenle filozoflar melegin tekrar gelip
gelemeyecegini sordu. Melek yardimseverdi ve ertesi giin yine ayni saatte gelecegini
sOyledi. Ancak filozoflar1 uyardi “hazirlikli olun, tek bir kez boyle bir sansiniz olacak.”

Toplantida bir araya gelen biitiin filozoflar bunu takip eden yirmi dort saatte

gesitli sorular 6nererek ve sorularin degerlerini tartarak ¢ilginlar gibi ¢alistilar. Diinya
genelinden diger filozoflar da soru onerilerini fakslayarak ve mail atarak konuya dahil
oldular. Bazilar1 tipki su soru gibi pek ¢ok insanin bilmek isteyecegi pratik bir soru
sormaktan yanaydi:
(S1) Yagy, arabanin motoru sicakken mi yoksa sogukken mi kontrol etmek daha iyidir?
Ancak digerleri, onlara gercekten onemli ve 6ziinde ilging bir konuya dair bir seyler
ogrenme firsat1 veren boylesine nadir bir firsatin bos yere kullanilmamasi gerektigini
sOylediler. Biraz tartistiktan sonra bunun dogru oldugu konusunda genel olarak
hemfikirdiler.

Filozoflar yine de, gercekten 6nemli ve 6ziinde ilging hangi konuyu soruda ele
almalar gerektigi hususunda sagkindilar. Sorun, bu miitkemmel firsattan en iyi sekilde
yararlanmak icin sorulacak en iyi sorunun hangisi olacagmi Onceden bilmeleri
gerektigiydi. Bir oneri ise soyle bir soru ile sinsice iki soru sormay1 denemekti:

(52) Bizim igin sorulacak en dogru soru ne olurdu ve bu sorunun cevabi nedir?
Fakat bu Oneri de melegin sadece tek bir soru alacagini acik¢a soylediginin
belirtilmesiyle hemen reddedildi.

Diger Oneri ise, sorulacak en iyi sorunun ne oldugunu sorabilecekleri buna
benzer bagka bir firsat1 melegin baska bir giin de vermesi umuduyla S2'nin i¢indeki
sorulardan ilkini sormakti. Bu soruyu sormalar1 ve bu oneriyi uygulamalar1 halinde
ne oldugunu bildikleri en iyi soruyu soracak firsati belki de hi¢ elde edemeyecekleri

gerekgesiyle bu oneri de reddedildi.
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Bir siiredir su soruyu sormalar1 gerektigi konusunda giderek uzlagan bir grup
vardr:

(S83) Bizim igin sorulabilecek en iyi sorunun cevabi nedir?

Bu sekilde en azindan ilgili cevapta yer alan tiim gerekli bilgiye sahip olacaklar:
tartisildi. Ancak sonucunda, S3’e cevap olarak, sorunun ne oldugunu bilmedikge
hicbir anlam ifade etmeyecek ‘yedi” ya da ‘evet’ gibi bir cevap alma ihtimaline dair
siipheler dogmaya baslada.

Filozoflarin zamani daralirken sonunda zeki genc bir mantik¢i biiyiik bir
cogunlukla ¢cabucak kabul edilen bir 6neride bulundu. Soru soyleydi:

(S4) 11k kismu size sorabilecegimiz en iyi soru, ikinci kismi da bu sorunun cevabi

olan sirali ikili nedir?
Neredeyse herkes (unutmaymn bunlar bahsettigimiz filozoflar) bu kiiglik bulmacay1
¢6zmenin en dogru yolunun bu oldugu konusunda hemfikirdi. 54’11 sorarak filozoflar
hem en dogru soruyu hem de bu sorunun cevabini 6grenmeyi garantilerlerdi.
Dakikalar melegin geri donmeye soz verdigi zamana dogru ilerlerken diinyanin dort
bir yanindan filozoflar hararetli bir beklenti i¢cindeydji; biiyiik bir kutlama ve alkislama
vardi. Filozoflar onemli ve miikemmel seyler Ogrenme ihtimali oldugu igin
heyecanliydi. Ayrica tek bir soru sorma haklar1 varken en iyi soruyu ve bu sorunun
cevabini bulma problemini boylesine zeki bir sekilde ¢ozdiikleri i¢in kendilerinden
memnundular.

Sonra melek geldi. Filozoflar ciddi bir sekilde S4'ii sordular ve melek piir dikkat
dinledi ve sonra su cevabi verdi:

(C4) 11k kism1 bana az dnce sordugunuz soru, ikinci kismi size verdigim cevap olan
sirali ikidir.

Melek bu cevabi verir vermez ortadan kayboldu ve filozoflar1 kendi saglarini baslarim
yolar bir halde birakt:.

Yukarida bahsedilen hikaye bizi ¢oziilmesi gereken baska bir bulmacayla
basbasa birakir. Filozoflar S4’ti sorduklarinda bu soru, bu olagan dis1 durumda
sorulacak en ideal soru gibi goriiniiyordu. Ancak anlasildig {izere, 54 hig de sorulacak
dogru bir soru degildi. (Arabanin yagini motor sicakken mi yoksa sogukken mi
kontrol etmeli sorusunu sormalari ¢ok daha iyi olurdu.) Oyleyse bulmaca iste bu:

Nerede yanls yapildi?

1

1 Bu konuyla ilgili tartismalaridan dolay1 Mark Aronszajn ve Donald Turner'a ve bulmacanin dayandig:
sakay1 bana anlatan Donald Turner'a minnettarim.
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Translation from English to Turkish
Soru Paradoksu Uzerine:

Theodore Sider | Rutgers University
Cev. Meltem Alkur | Hacettepe University

Ned Markosian (1997) filozoflarin bir melege tek bir soru sorma firsatinin oldugu bir
hikdye anlatir. Filozoflar hangi sorunun yamtlanmasinin en yararli olacag:
konusundaki bilgi eksikligini gidermek i¢in su konuya deginirler:

(54) x = sorulacak en iyi soru ve y = bu soruya verilecek cevap olan (x,y) siral

ikilisi nedir?
(Bir sorunun iyiligini, cevabinin insan irkina ne kadar faydali oldugunun dl¢iilmesiyle
anlayacagim. Markosian'in hikayesinde tek bir soru olarak sayilmayan 'en iyi soru
nedir ve bu sorunun cevabi nedir' ifadesinin S4'te neden tek bir soru olarak sayilmasi
gerektiginin belirsiz olduguna dikkat edin. Ancak bu soru meselesini hesaba
katmamiza gerek yok, bulmacay1 yeniden ifade edebiliriz: filozoflara soru sormalar:
icin (ingilizce) 15 saniye verin.

S4’e cevap olarak melek sOyle der: ‘sordugunuz sorudan ve su anda size
verdigim cevaptan olusan sirali ikilidir” - bir diger ifadeyle,

(C4): sirahi ikilisi (S4, C4)

Ancak C4 apacgik faydasizdir. Markosian'in dedigi gibi bulmaca, filozoflarin yararh bir
sey 0grenme arayisinda nerede yanls yapildigini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir.

Tespite, "melek" in bir sahtekar oldugunu belirterek baslamaliyiz. Ciinkii
filozoflarin sorusuna yanlis cevap verdi! Tam aksini diistinelim— C4'iin S4'e dogru
yanit oldugunu varsayalim. O halde, S4 aslinda sorulacak en iyi soruydu ve A4 bu
sorunun cevabiydi. Ancak bu, S4’iin sorulacak en iyi soru olmadigini1 anlamina gelir.
A4'in 54'ln cevabi oldugunu 6grenmek ise yaramaz; filozoflarmn bir arabanin yagim
degistirmenin en iyi yolunu sormalar1 daha iyi olurdu.

Bunun neyi kanitlayip neyi kanitlamadigina dikkat edin. A4'tin 54 i¢in dogru
cevap olmadigini kanitlar; S4in sorulacak en iyi soru olmadigimi kanitlamaz. S4, sirali
ikili gerektirir; S4'e verilecek yanhs cevap, elemanlardan en az birinin hatali oldugu
bir sirali ikili olacaktir. Yani A4’tiin elemanlarindan biri hatalidir. C4'tin ilk eleman,
sorulacak en iyi sorunun 54 oldugunu soyliiyor; ikinci ise A4'lin S4'iin cevabi
oldugunu sdyliiyor. Bunlardan biri yanhstir. Ikincisinin yanhs oldugunu zaten

gordiik. Yine de, heniiz ilkinin de yanlis oldugu sonucuna varamayiz.

1 Ned Markosian, Earl Conee ve 6zellikle Rich Fieldman’a bu konudaki yorumlar: i¢in tesekkiir etmek
istiyorum.
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Ancak 54’tin en iyi soru olmadig1 konusunda tartismaya devam edebiliriz. Tam
aksini diisiinelim. Oyleyse bir cevabi olmalidir (cevabi olmayan bir soru, filozoflarin
sormasi igin ¢ok zayif bir se¢im olacaktir - yag degisimini sormalar1 daha iyidir). Bu
cevaba X diyelim. X, S4 ve S54'iin cevabindan olusan siral1 bir ikili olmalidir. Yani X =
(Q4, X). Bazilari, X'in kendisini igerdigi gerekgesiyle boyle bir X'in olamayacagini iddia
edebilir?. Bu tiir seyleri miimkiin kilan tutarli kiime teorileri oldugu igin belki de
tizerine diistintilmemis bir argiiman olurdu. Neyse, bizim bu soruyu ¢6zmemize gerek
yok ciinkii tartismaya su sekilde devam edebiliriz: Eger X, S4'tin cevabi ise ve X bir
cevap olarak ise yaramazsa, 54, en iyi sorudur. Bu nedenle indirgeme varsayimimiz
celigkilidir.

Bu, filozoflarin S4'ii sorarak biiyiik bir hata yaptiklarini gostermez. Dogrusu 54,
sorabilecekleri en iyi soru degildir. (Dahasi, bir oOnceki paragraftaki mantig:
tekrarlayarak bunu bilebilirlerdi.) Fakat miikemmel bir ¢6ziim bulamadiklar: icin
onlara karst bu kadar sert olamayiz. Sorulacak en iyi soruyu bulmak ve bu soru
tizerinde hemfikir olmak kesinlikle esi benzeri goriilmemis felsefi bir zafer olurdu.

Melekle yasanan felaketin 1s1§1nda, S4'tin yalnizca kotii bir soru olmaktan daha
da kotiisii oldugu iddia edilebilir: o sorulabilecek neredeyse en kétii soruydu. Ancak
bu mevzu bahis sebepten kaynaklanmayacakti. Daha 6nce de belirttigim gibi hata,
soruya yanlis cevap verdigi i¢in kismen "melek" e aittir. Soyledigimiz her seye ragmen,
54 son derece makul bir soru olabilir. 54in "temelsiz" bir cevab1 oldugu argiimanu:

X: (54,X)

S4'tin sorulacak en iyi soru oldugu varsayimina baghydi. Bu varsayim distiigiinde
S4’e verilen cevap ¢ok bilgilendirici olabilir. S6yle bir formiil olacak:

X: (5)Y)

Burada S en iyi soru ve Y ise cevabidir. X ve Y farkli sorulara (sirasiyla S4 ve S) cevap
olduklar: i¢in birbirinden ¢ok farkli olabilir ve bu ytizden X ¢ok yararh bir cevap
olabilir.

S4'tin sormak icin aptalca bir soru oldugu hususunda filozoflarin bilgeligine
yonelik bagka bir meydan okuma var. S4'iin faydali bir cevabi olabilecegi argtimanu,
S4'tin en iyi soru olmadig1 varsayimina baglidir, ¢iinkii bu durumda S4'tin cevabi suna
benzer olabilir:

(‘Diinyadaki a¢lik sorununun ¢6ziimii nedir?’, Y)

Ancak her ikisinin de cevabmin diinyadaki a¢hga ¢6ziim oldugu goz Oniine

alindiginda, 'Diinyadaki aglik sorununun ¢oziimii nedir?' nasil S4'ten daha iyi bir soru

2 Daha dikkatli bakildiginda sirali giftlerin kiimelere indirgenmesi durumunda X kendisini gegisli
kapanisinda igerecektir.
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olabilir? Eger dyleyse S4, 'Diinyadaki aclik sorununun ¢oziimii nedir?' sorusundan
daha iyi bir soru gibi goriiniiyor. Ciinkii bunun cevabini 6grenirken sadece diinyadaki
aclik sorununun ¢oziimiinii degil, ayn1 zamanda ek bir sey de 6greniyoruz: diinyadaki
ac¢liga dair sorulabilecek en iyi sorunun ne oldugunu.

Daha dikkatli bir sekilde bakildiginda burada S4'tin oldukga kétii bir soru
oldugu argiimani var. Aksini diisiinelim, S4'tiin sorulmas: makul bir soru oldugunu
varsayalim. O zaman bir cevabi olmalidir. Ciinkii cevabr olmayan herhangi bir soru
sormak tamamen gereksizdir. O zaman (bir ve tek) en iyi soru diye bir sey olmalidur.
Ciinkii bu soru, 54'tn cevabi olan sirali ikilinin ilk kismi olacaktir. Buna S diyelim.
Onceki paragraftaki akil yiiriitme sebebiyle, S4'iin en az S kadar iyi bir soru oldugu
goriiliiyor. Yani sonug olarak S en iyi tek soru degil; en iyi ihtimalle, iyi bir sorudur -
daha iyisi olmayan sorulardan biridir.

Bu, filozoflarin asagidaki satirlarda S4'ti daha iyi bir hale getirmis olabilecegini
gosteriyor:

S5: Sorabilecegimiz en iyi sorularin birinden ve yanitlarinin birinden olusan
sirali ikili nedir?

Bu tiir bir sorunun tek bir cevabi yoktur, aksine bir¢ok cevabi vardir; cevaplarindan
bazilarmin yararli sirali soru ikilileri ve cevaplari olmasi umulabileceginden, S5
tilozoflarin sorabilecegi iyi bir soru gibi gortinebilir.

Bununla birlikte, S5’e dair ilging bir gergek, benim igin sorunun gercek
paradoksu olan ve benim nasil ¢ozecegimi bilmedigim baska bir paradoks
yaratmasidir. Bunun daha asina oldugumuz semantik paradokslardan birinin bir
cesidi olup olmadigini bilmiyorum. S5, ya en iyi sorulardan biridir ya da degildir; ama
her iki varsayim da celiskiye yol agar. {lk olarak S5'in en iyi sorulardan biri oldugunu
varsayalim. En iyi tek soru bu olamaz. Ciinkii o zaman tek cevabi ise yaramayan,
temellendirilmemis bir sirali ikili olacaktir:

X: (85, X)

Bu nedenle, "Diinyadaki aglik sorununun ¢oziimii nedir?" gibi "ilk kisimdaki"
sorularla herhalde baglantili olmalidir. (Eger en iyi sorularin tiimii S5 gibi olsaydi, bu
sorularin tiim cevaplari ise yaramazdi.) Ancak simdi sorun su ki, S5'i sormanin bir
tehlikesi var: S5'in muhtemel cevaplarindan biri faydasiz, temellendirilmemis bir siral
ikilidir. Birinci dereceden sorularda boyle bir sorun olmadigindan sonugta S5 en iyi
sorulardan biri gibi goriinmez. Oyleyse, S5'in en iyi sorulardan biri olmadig
seklindeki diger varsayimi ele alalim. O zaman bdyle bir tehlike yoktur: S5'e verilen
bir cevabin ilk kismi1 en iyi sorulardan biri olmasi gerektiginden bu nedenle artik S5
olamaz ve boylece S5'e verilen bir cevabin temellendirilmemis olma tehlikesi yoktur.

Ancak bu tehlike ortadan kalktiginda S5'in neden en iyi sorulardan biri olmayacaginm
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gormek zordur. S5'e verilecek bir cevap, muhtemelen bize verilecek birinci dereceden
en iyi sorulardan birinin cevabi olacaktir. Bu sebeple S5'in bu birinci dereceden
sorudan daha az kaliteli bir soru oldugunu goérmek zordur.

Oyleyse, sorunun paradoksu budur: S5'in tutarl bir sekilde sorulacak en iyi
sorulardan biri olmasi beklenemez, ancak en iyi sorulardan biri olmamasi da
beklenemez. Melegin olasiligini reddetmek bir ¢6ziim degildir, ¢linkii melegin varlig:
paradoksu yaratmak igin gerekli degildir: mevcut meleksiz durumda, sadece cesitli
sorularm cevaplanmasimin degerini diislinmemiz gerekiyor. Kimisi en iyi sorular gibi
seyler oldugu fikrini reddedebilir: Belki de her soru icin daha iyisi vardir. Ancak boyle
bir sonucu a priori yollarla kabul etmeye mecbur kalabilecegimize inanmak giigtiir.
Dahasi, eger yukarida onerdigim gibi paradoksu yeniden ifade edersek, melek soru
igin belirli bir siire verdiginden insanlarin Ingilizce olarak ifade edecegi sinirli sayida
pek ¢ok soru olur.

Boyle bir melekle karsi karsiya kalirsak ne yapmaliy1z? Kimileri sadece
paradoksal S5'ten kaginmaya yeltenir. Paradoks, sorunun sorulmastyla degil yalnizca
sorunun varligiyla olustugu igin bu tepki mantiksiz goriiniiyor. Yine de, eger ben
hikayedeki filozoflar arasinda olsaydim, sdyle bir sey 6nerirdim:

S6: Bize sOylenmesinin en yararli olacagr gercek Onerme (veya gercek
onermelerden biri) nedir?

Asil hikayede, filozoflar sunu sormakta tereddiit ettiler:

S3: Sorulacak en iyi sorunun cevabi nedir?

Ciinkii S3"iin, onlar igin hicbir sey ifade etmeyecek "yedi" gibi bir cevabi olabilir. S6'nin
boyle bir tehlikesi yoktur. Ciinkii anlamini agikliga kavusturmak igin yeterli bilgi
icermeyen herhangi bir Onerme, bize sOylenmesi en yararli olacak gercek

onermelerden biri olmayacaktirs.

3 56'y1 saglamlastirmak adina cevabinin gereksiz bir bi¢cimde verilmesini onlemek i¢in muhtemelen
sOyle ifade edilmelidir, "bilmeniz icin en yararh olacak 6nerme" veya "su anda diisiindiigiim 6nerme"
deyin. Belki de, onerinin "genel kabul gormiis ad1" talep edilmelidir. Bu zorluk S6'ya 6zgii degildir;
"Diinyadaki aglik sorununun ¢oziimii nedir?" sorusu aksi bir cevapla "diinyadaki aghk sorununun
¢ozlimiidiir" seklinde yanitlanabilir.
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Translation from English to Turkish
Cokkiiltiirciilik Kadinlar icin Kotii miidiir? | Is

Multiculturalism Bad for Women?

Susan Moller Okin | Stanford University
Cev: Eren Asl Tekin, Faruk Tayyip Yalgin | Bilkent University

Gectigimiz birkag on yila kadar, go¢menler ve yerli halklar gibi azinliklarin, cogunluk
kiiltirlerine asimile olmalari beklenmistir. Bu asimilasyona yonelik beklenti,
simdilerde, genellikle baskic1 bir beklenti olarak nitelendirilmektedir ve ¢ogu Batili
tilke, kalicr kiiltiirel farkliliklara daha duyarli olan yeni politikalar iiretme arayis:
icerisindedir. Bu politikalarn uygunlugu baglamlara gore cesitlenmektedir: Ingiltere
gibi, oturmus dini kurumlari -kiliseleri- olan ve dini egitime devlet destegi saglayan
tilkeler, azinliklara ait dini okullara da devlet destegi saglama taleplerine kars
direnmekte zorlanmaktadir; Fransa gibi kat1 bir sekiiler kamusal egitim gelenegine
sahip olan iilkeler ise, azinlik dinlerinin gerektirdigi kiyafetlerin devlet okullarinda
giyilmesine izin verme konusunda zorluk yasamaktadir. Yine de bir mevzu, giincel
tartismada neredeyse fark edilmemis olmasina ragmen, tiim baglamlarda yineleniyor:
Azmlik kiiltiirlerinin veya dinlerinin talepleri, liberal devletler tarafindan en azindan
resmi olarak kabul goren toplumsal cinsiyet esitligi normlariyla catistiginda ne
yapilmali (her ne kadar bu normlar, bu devletler tarafindan pratikte ihlal edilmeye
devam edilse de)?

Ornegin, 1980'lerin sonunda, Fransa’daki Magripli kadinlarin, ergenlik sonrasi
geng kadinlar icin uygun kiyafet olarak kabul edilen geleneksel Miisliiman
basortiisiiyle okula gidip gidemeyecegi hakkinda kamuoyunda yogun bir tartisma
basladi. Sekiiler egitimin giiglii savunuculari, bazi feministlerle ve asir1 sag
milliyetcilerle beraber, bu pratige kars1 durdu; eski solcularin cogunluguysa, esneklik
ve kiiltiirel cesitlilik icin gerekli olan cokkiiltiircti (multiculturalist) talepleri, bu
taleplere karsi cikanlari irkeilik ve kiiltiirel emperyalizmle suclayarak destekledi.
Fakat bu tartismalarin yasandigl zamanlarda kamuoyu, bir¢ok Fransiz Arap ve
Afrikali go¢men kadin igin oldukga biiytiik bir 6nemi olan ¢ok eslilik problemine kars1
sessizdi.

1980’ler boyunca, Fransiz hiikiimeti, go¢gmen erkeklerin tilkeye birden ¢ok es
getirmesine sessizce miisaade etmisti, Oyle ki simdilerde Paris’te yaklasik 200.000 ¢ok
esli aile bulunmaktadir. Bagortiisiiyle ilgili resmi kaygilarin, toplumsal cinsiyet
esitligini saglamaya yoOnelik bir motivasyondan kaynaklaniyor olabilecegi

diistinceleri; ¢ok eslilige yonelik miisamahakar bir siyasetin benimsenmesinin
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kadinlara ytikleyecegi yiiklere ve azmlik kiiltiirlerinden olan kadinlarin bu konudaki
uyarilarina ragmen, Fransiz hiikiimetinin ¢ok eglilife yonelik bu miisamahakar
siyaseti hizlica benimsemesiyle ortadan kalkt1 (1). Cok eslilik konusunda higbir etkili
politik muhalefet olusmadi. Fakat muhabirler nihayet kadinlarla roportaj yapmay1
basardiklarinda, hiikiimetin yillar once ogrenebilecegi bir seyi kesfettiler: Cok
eslilikten etkilenen kadinlar, Afrika’da bu durumu kaginilmaz ve hemen hemen hig
tolere edilemez bir uygulama olarak goriirken, Fransa baglaminda ise bunu
katlanilmaz bir dayatma olarak degerlendiriyorlardi. Apartmanlarin asir1 kalabalik
olmas: ve kadinlarin kendilerine ait 6zel alanlara sahip olamamalari; ¢ok esli aileler
icinde biiytik diismanliklara yol agti1 gibi, hem kadinlar hem de onlarin ¢ocuklar:
arasinda siddetin ortaya ¢ikmasina sebep oluyordu.

Kismen 20-30 kisilik ailelerin refah devletinin smirlarim1 zorlamas: sebebiyle,
Fransiz hiikiimeti, son zamanlarda, ¢ok esli evliliklerde yalnizca tek esi tanimaya ve
diger tiim evlilikleri feshetmeye karar verdi. Fakat bu durumda diger tiim eslere ve
cocuklara ne olacakt1? Hiikiimet, kadinlarin ¢ok eglilikle ilgili goriislerine uzun stiredir
aldiris etmemis olmakla beraber, simdiyse kadin ve c¢ocuklarin, bu ihtiyatsiz
politikalar dolayisiyla savunmasiz hale gelmelerinin sorumlulugunu almaktan
kaginmakta.

Fransa'nin ¢ok eglilige toleransi, feminizm ile kiiltiirel gesitliligin korunmasina
iliskin ¢okkiiltiircti kaygilar arasinda artan gerilimi 6rneklemekte. Bana kalirsa biz -
ozellikle kendini politik olarak ilerlemeci ve baskinin her tiiriine kars1 gorenlerimiz-
feminizm ve cokkiiltiirciiliigiin birbiriyle bagdastirilabilecegini ve ikisinin de iyi seyler
oldugunu varsaymakta fazla aceleci davrandik. Bunun yerine ben, ikisinin arasinda
dikkate deger bir gerilim olabilecegini savunacagim -yani, feminizmle, azinlik
kiiltiirlerine 6zgii grup haklar1 olmasi gerektigini savunan gokkiiltiirciiliik arasindaki
gerilim.

Argtimanimin odagi ve argiimanimda kullanacagim terimleri agiklamak
isterim. “Feminizm” derken, kadinlarin; biyolojik cinsiyetlerine bagh olarak
dezavantajli bir sekilde konumlandirilmamasi, erkeklerle ayni insanlik onurunu
paylasmasi ve hayatlarini erkekler kadar 6zgiirce secilmis ve tatmin edici bir sekilde
yasayabilmeleri i¢in lazim olan imkanlara sahip olabilmeleri gerektigi inancini
kastediyorum. “Cokkiiltiirciiliigiin” tanumlanmasi ise daha zordur, fakat burada
cokkiltiirctiliigiin  beni ilgilendiren tarafi; azmbk kiiltiirlerinin veya yasam
bigimlerinin, mensuplarmin bireysel haklarinin garanti altina alinarak yeterince
korunmadig1 ve buradan hareketle de azinlik kiiltiirlerinin ve yasam bi¢imlerinin,
“0zel grup haklar” veya belirli ayricaliklarla korunmasi gerektigi iddiasidir ki bu

iddia, esasen liberal demokrasiler baglaminda ortaya konulmaktadir. Ornegin,
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Fransa’daki ¢ok eglilik meselesinde, ¢ok egli evlilikler yapabilmek, agik bir sekilde,
azinliklara mahsus olarak verilen bir haktir ve niifusun kalan kismi igin gegerli
degildir. Diger meselelerde azinliklar; kendilerini yonetme, giivence altina alinmig
politik bir temsile sahip olma veya herkes igin gecerli olan hukuktan muaf olma
haklarini talep etmektedirler.

Yukarida anlatilanlar gibi grup haklar igin talepler artmakta —yerli halklardan,
azinliktaki etnik veya dini gruplara ve eski somiirge {iilkelerinden gelen insanlara
kadar pek ¢ok azinlik bunu talep ediyor (en azindan, bu insanlar iilkelerini zamaninda
somiiren devletlere goctiiklerinde boyle haklar talep ediyorlar). Will Kymlicka gibi,
kiiltiirel azinliklarin kendilerine 6zgii haklara sahip olmas: gerektigi fikrinin ¢agdas
ve Oncii savunuculary; azinliklarin, “hayatin kamusal ve mahrem alanlarini kapsayan
ve azinliklara mensup olan insanlarin, sosyal, egitimsel, dini, keyfi ve ekonomik
yasamlarmi anlamlandirmalarina” imkan taniyan “toplumsal kiiltiirlere” sahip
olduklarmi ileri siirmektedirler (2). Azinhiklara mensup insanlarin yasaminda
toplumsal kiiltiirler ¢ok temel ve genis bir role sahip oldugu icin ve boyle kiiltiirler
yok olma tehlikesiyle karsi karsiya kaldig1 icin; bu kiiltiirler, azinliklara 6zel haklar
verilerek korunmalidir. Azinliklara 6zgii grup haklar1 olmasi gerektigini savunanlarin
argtimani temel olarak boyledir.

Azinliklara grup haklar: verilmesi fikrinin baz1 destekgileri, “liberal bir toplum
icinde, (kendi mensuplarimin) haklarina aldiris etmeyen kiiltiirlerin bile” (3); azinlik
konumunda olmalarinin, bu kiiltiirlerin varliginin devamini tehlikeye atmasi
durumunda, onlara 6zgii bazi haklarin ya da ayricaliklarin taninmas: gerektigini
savunur. Digerleriyse, tiim azinlik kiiltiirel gruplarimin 6zel haklar1 olmas: gerektigini
savunmaz, fakat bunun yerine bunun gibi gruplara -liberal olmayip kendi
mensuplarinin bireysel haklarini ihlal eden ve onlar1 grubun inanglarma ya da
normlarma uymaya zorlayanlara bile- liberal bir toplum iginde “karisilmamas1”
gerektigini savunur (4). Iddialarin her ikisi de, temel bir liberal deger olan ve grup
haklarmin bireysel haklar1 golgede birakmamasini gerektiren bireysel 6zgtirliik
tikrine acgik¢a aykiridir; bu yiizden simdi bunlarin feministler i¢in olusturdugu
sorunlara deginmeyecegim (5). Fakat cokkiiltiirciiliigiin baz1 savunuculari, azinliklara
grup haklar1 verilmesi gerektigine iliskin savunularimi kendi iginde liberal olan
azinliklarla sinirlandirdilar (6). Feministler, yani kadin ve erkegin ahlaki anlamda
esitligini destekleyen herkes, bu kisitlamalarla bile olsa, azinliklara 6zgii haklar olmasi

gerektigi diistincesine siipheci yaklagmalidirlar ki ben de bunu savunacagim.
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Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kiiltiir

Kilttrlerin biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu, toplumsal cinsiyetle iligkili uygulamalar ve
ideolojilerle kaplanmigtir. Oyleyse, bir kiiltiiriin erkeklerin kadimlar iizerindeki
kontroliinti ¢esitli yontemlerle (resmi olmasa bile, aile i¢i yasamin mahrem kisminda)
kolaylastirdigini ve destekledigini varsayalim. Ve ayrica, o kiiltiire mensup olan ve
kadinlara kiyasla daha giiclii bir konumda olan erkeklerin; grubun inanglarimni,
pratiklerini ve ¢ikarlarini belirleyip ifade eden bir pozisyonda olmasinin yeterince agik
bir cinsiyet esitsizligi oldugunu da varsayalim. Boyle kosullar altinda, azimliklarin
kendilerine 6zgii haklara sahip olmasi, hem potansiyel olarak hem de bir¢ok gercek
durumda, feminizme aykiridir. Azmliklarin boyle haklara sahip olmasi, esasen bu
azimnlik kiiltiirtine mensup kadinlarin, erkeklerle ayni insanlik onuruyla ve hayatlarini
en az onlar kadar Ozgiirce segilmis bir sekilde yasayabilme kapasitelerini
smirlandirmaktadir.

Liberal iilkelerdeki azinliklarin kendilerine 6zgii haklara sahip olmas: gerektigi
tezinin savunuculari, iki sebepten 6tiirii bu basit elestiriyi yeterince ele almamislardar.
Ik sebep, kiiltiirel gruplara yekpareymis gibi yaklasmaya -bu gruplarin birbiri
arasindaki farkliliklara, gruplarin kendi igerisindeki farkliliklara kiyasla daha ¢ok
onem vermeye- olan yatkinliklari. Ozel olarak, azinlik gruplar, iginde var olduklar
toplumlar gibi (az veya ¢ok) cinsiyet¢i (gendered) olduklarini ve bu gruplarda kadinlar
ile erkekler arasinda oldukga biiytik bir gii¢ ve avantaj farkinin oldugunu ¢ok az kabul
etmis veya neredeyse hi¢ etmemislerdir. Ikinci olarak, aziliklarin kendilerine 6zgii
haklar1 olmas1 gerektigi fikrinin savunuculari, hayatin mahrem alaninda neler
olduguna ¢ok az dikkat etmis veya neredeyse hi¢ dikkat etmemislerdir. Bu fikrin en
iyi savunularmin bazilari, bireylerin “kendilerine ait bir kiiltiire” ihtiya¢ duyduklarmy;
yalnizca boyle bir kiiltiir igerisinde onlarin 0Ozgiiven ve Ozsaygt anlayis
gelistirebileceklerini ve ne tiir bir hayatin kendileri i¢in iyi olduguna karar verebilme
kapasitesini elde edebileceklerini ileri stirmiislerdir. Fakat bu tiir arglimanlar, hem
kiiltiirel azinliklarin, mensuplarindan biiriinmesini talep ettigi farkli rolleri hem de
kisilerin kendilik hisleri ile kapasitelerinin ilk olarak olustugu ve kiiltiiriin icinde
aktarildig ev ici veya aile hayatini genel anlamda ihmal etmislerdir.

Bu kusurlari, grup ici farkliliklara ve mahrem alan meselelerine 6nem vererek
diizelttigimizde, kiiltiir ve toplumsal cinsiyet arasindaki, her biri ayni zamanda basit
olan elestirilerin ne kadar gii¢lii de olabilecegini vurgulayan iki baglant1 goz oniine
geliyor. Ilk olarak, kisisel, cinsel ve {iremeye dair (reproductive) hayat alam, cogu
kiltiir i¢in bir odak noktas1 ve ¢ogu kiiltiirel uygulama ile kuralda kendini gosteren
baskin bir tema. Dini veya kiiltiirel gruplar genelde, “sahsi konularla ilgili hukukla” -

evlilik, bosanma, ¢ocugun velayeti, aile miilkiiniin boliistimii/kontrolii ve miras gibi
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konularla- 6zel olarak ilgileniyorlar (7). “Kiiltiirel pratiklerin” savunulmasmin,
cogunlukla, kadmnlarin yasamlari tizerinde, erkeklerinkine kiyasla ¢ok daha biiytik bir
etkisi olmasi1 muhtemeldir; ¢linkii kadinlarin zaman ve enerjilerinin ¢ok daha biiytik
bir ¢cogunlugu, hayatin kisisel, ailevi ve tiremeye dair (reproductive) yanin1 korumaya
ve slirdiirmeye harcanmaktadir. Elbette, kiiltiir yalnizca aile i¢i diizenlemelere iliskin
degildir, fakat bu diizenlemeler ¢cogu ¢agdas kiiltiiriin odagindadir. Nitekim kiiltiiriin
biiyiik bir kisminin uygulamaya konuldugu, korundugu ve genglere aktarildig: yer ev
hayatidir. Bunun sonucunda, evdeki sorumluluklarin ve giiclin dagilimi, hem
kamusal hem de mahrem yasamla ilgili kurallarin koyuldugu ve diizenlemelerin
yapildigy, kiiltiirel yasamin daha kamusal kismina kimlerin katilacagin ciddi sekilde
etkiler.

Ikinci olarak, cogu kiiltiiriin temel amagclarindan biri, erkegin kadin tizerindeki
kontroltidiir (8). Ornegin, Yunan ve Roma antik déneminin, Yahudilik, Hristiyanlik ve
Islam’in kurulus mitlerini diisiinelim: tiim bu mitler, kadinin kontrol edilmesini ve
madunlastirilmasini mesrulasgtirma girisimleriyle doludur. Bu mitler; kadinin
tiremedeki roliinii inkdr eden, tiremeyi erkeklere mal eden, kadini asir1 derecede
duygusal, giivenilmez, seytani, cinsel anlamda tehlikeli varliklar olarak nitelendiren
ve annelerin ¢ocuklarinin tizerindeki haklarmi tanimay: reddeden fikirlerin belirli
kombinasyonlarindan olusur (9). Zeus'un kafasindan ortaya ¢ikan Athena’yi, insan bir
anne olmadan biiytitillen Romulus ve Remus'u diisiinelim. Veya erkek bir Tanri
tarafindan yaratilan Adem’i ve daha sonra (dykiiniin, en azindan Incil’deki iki
versiyonuna gore) bu Tanri tarafindan, Adem’in bir pargasindan yaratilmis olan ve
zayiflig1 Adem’1 dogru yoldan saptiran Havva'y: ele alalim. Kadinlarin tiremedeki
oncelikli roliinii gormezden gelen, Yaratilhis kitabindaki su sonu gelmez “babalik”
anlatilaring; bir zamanlar Musevilikte kendine yer bulan, hala Islam diinyasinin birgok
boliimiinde uygulanan ve -illegal olarak- ABD’deki Mormonlarin da uyguladig: cok
eslilik i¢in One siirtilen metinsel mesrulagtirmalar: bir diisiinelim. Tek tanricilifin
tarihinde cok dnemli bir déniim noktasi olan Ibrahim’in hikayesini de ele alalim (10).
Tanri, [brahim’e “onun” ¢ok sevdigi oglunu kurban etmesi emrini verir. Ibrahim de
Ishak’in annesi Sare’ye hi¢ sormadan ve hatta bundan bahsetmeden, Tanr1’nin ondan
yapmasini istedigi seyi yapmaya hazirlanir. [brahim’in Tanr1'ya olan mutlak itaati,
tiim bu ti¢ dinde de onu, inancin esas ve temel 6rnegi yapmuistur.

Kadini kontrol etmeye iliskin giiglii istek -ve kadinlarin, erkeklerin kendi cinsel
diirtiilerini kontrol etmekte zorlanmasindan sorumlu tutulmasi, suc¢lu bulunmasi ve
cezalandirilmasi- Yahudilik, Hristiyanlik ve [slam’in daha ilerlemeci ve reforme
edilmis versiyonlarinda onemli ol¢lide yumusatilmis olsa da; bu dinlerin daha

Ortodoks (orthodox) ve koktenci versiyonlarinda daha giiglii bir sekilde kalmustir.
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Dahasi, bu durum sadece Batili ve(ya) tek tanrili kiiltiirlere mahsus degildir. Daha
onceden Batili giicler tarafindan fethedilmis veya somiirgelestirilmis ulus devletlerin
gelenekleri ve kiltiirleri -yani Afrika, Ortadogu, Latin Amerika’daki ¢ogu halkin
gelenekleri ve kiiltiirleri- de dahil olmak iizere diinyadaki ¢ogu gelenek ve kiiltiir ciddi
Olctide ataerkildir. Onlarin da, kadinlarin cinsellik ve tireme kabiliyetini erkegin
kontrolii altina almay1 hedefleyen toplumsallasma oOrtintiileri, rittielleri, evlilik
gelenekleri, miilk sahipligini ve kaynaklarin kontroliinii diizenleyen bagska kiiltiirel
pratikleri vardir. Bunlar gibi cogu uygulama, kadinlarin erkeklerden bagimsiz olarak
yasamayl, bekar kalabilmeyi, lezbiyen olarak yasayabilmeyi ya da g¢ocuk sahibi
olmamayz tercih edebilmesini neredeyse imkansiz hale getirmistir.

En tartismali gelenekleri -kadin siinneti, ¢ocuk evliligi veya mecburi evlilikler,
cok eslilik gibi- uygulamaya koyanlardan bazilari, bu geleneklerin, kadinlarin kontrol
edilebilmesi i¢in zorunlu oldugunu savunmus ve bunlarin, erkeklerin 1srariyla devam
ettigini agikca kabul etmislerdir. New York Times'in muhabiri Celia Dugger ile olan bir
roportajda, Fildisi Sahili ve Togo’da kadin siinnetini uygulayanlar; bu uygulamays,
“kadinin evlilik 6ncesi bekaretini ve evlilik sonras: sadakatini; cinselligi evlilige iliskin
bir ylikiimliliige indirgeyerek, garanti altina almaya yardimac olan bir uygulama”
olarak tanimlamislardir. Bir kadin stinnet¢inin dedigine gore, “[bir] kadinin hayattaki
gorevi, cocuklarma bakmak, evi ¢ekip cevirmek ve yemek yapmaktir. Eger, kadin
siinnet olmamis olsaydi, kendi cinsel zevki hakkinda diistinebilirdi (11).” Kadin
stinneti yasagina iliskin kanunun, mahkeme karariyla gegersiz kilindigr Misir’da ise,
bu uygulamanin savunuculari, “kadin siinneti, bir kadinin cinsel arzusunu zaptederek
onu daha evlenilebilir yapar” demislerdir (12). Dahasi, bunun gibi baglamlarda, cogu
kadinin evlilige karsi ekonomik olarak bir alternatifi bulunmamakta. Cok esli
kiiltiirlerdeki erkekler de, bu uygulamanin kendi kisisel ¢ikarlariyla bagdastigim ve
kadini kontrol etme amach oldugunu agikc¢a kabul etmislerdir. Yakin zamanlarda
yapilan bir roportajda Mali’den Fransa’ya go¢gmiis bir go¢men, “Esim hasta oldugunda
ve benim bagka bir esim olmadiginda, benimle kim ilgilenecek? [Bir] es tek basina bir
sorun. Birden ¢ok es oldugundaysa, kibar olmaya ve sana iyi davranmaya mecbur
kalirlar, eger uygunsuz sekilde davranirlarsa, onlar1 baska bir es almakla tehdit
edersin.” demistir. Kadinlar ise, goriiniise gore, ¢cok esliligi epey farkh bir sekilde
degerlendirmekte. Fransiz-Afrikali go¢men kadinlar, ¢ok esliligi iyi bulduklar:
iddiasin reddettikleri gibi, bu konuda onlara herhangi bir tercih hakki sunulmadiginm
ve Afrika’daki kadinlarin da ge¢miste ¢ok esliligi hos gormedigini ifade etmektedirler
(13). Cocuk evlilikleri ve mecburi evlilikler ile ilgili olarak ise sunlar sdylenebilir: Bu
tiir uygulamalar yalnizca evlendirilen kiiciik kizlarmn ve gen¢ kadimnlarin kiminle

evlenebilecegini kontrol etmeye yoOnelik degillerdir. Bu uygulamalar, kadinlarin
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evlendiklerinde bakire olduklarindan emin olunabilmesini sagladig1 gibi, evlenen
kadin ile erkegin arasinda biiyiik bir yas farki olusturdugundan, erkeklerin kadinlar
tizerindeki hakimiyetini artirir.

Latin Amerika’nin ¢ogunda, Giineydogu Asya’nin kirsal bolgelerinde ve Bat
Afrika’nin bazi kisimlarinda yaygin olan; tecaviize ugrayan kadinlarin, onlara tecaviiz
eden kisiyle evlenmesini tesvik eden ve hatta zorunlu kilan uygulamay1 da diisiinelim.
Bu kiiltiirlerin ¢ogunda —Latin Amerika’daki on dort tilkenin kiiltiirti de buna dahil
olmak tizere-, tecaviiz eden kisi, kurbamiyla evlendigi (ve hatta bazi durumlarda)
sadece evlenme teklif ettigi takdirde, yasal olarak sugsuz ¢ikarilmakta. Acikga, tecaviiz
bu kiiltiirlerde oncelikli olarak kadinin kendisine yonelik bir siddetli saldir1 olarak
goriilmemekte, bunun yerine kadinin ailesine verilen bir zarar ve ailenin serefine
siirtilen bir leke olarak algilanmakta. Dolayisiyla, tecaviiz eden kisi, tecaviiz ettigi
kisiyle evlenerek, ailenin onurunu onarmaya yardimci olabilmekte ve "hasarli bir
esyaya" doniiserek evlenilemez olan kizlarini, ailenin elinden ¢ikarabilmesine imkan
taniyabilmekte. Bu barbar kanun, Peru’da, 1991 yilinda daha da kétiistiyle degistirildi:
toplu tecaviiz durumunda tecaviiz edenler, iglerinden biri tecaviiz edilen kisiye
evlenme teklifi ettigi takdirde sugsuz c¢ikarilabiliyor (feministler bu kanunun
ylrirlitkten kaldirilmas: igin miicadele etmekte). Perulu bir taksi siiriiclisiiniin
sOyledigine gore: “Evlilik, tecaviizden sonra yapilacak dogru ve uygun seydir.
Tecaviize ugramis bir kadin, kullanilmis bir esyadir. Kimse onu istemez. En azindan
bu kanunla, bu kadin bir es bulacak. (14)” Bir kadin igin, kendisine tecaviiz eden
erkekle evlenmeye zorlanmaktan daha kotii bir alin yazisi hayal etmek zor. Fakat baz1
kiltiirlerde gercekten de daha kétiileri var. Kendilerine tecaviiz edildigini soyleyen
kadinlarin, Islam'da ciddi bir giinah olan zina sugundan, yani evlilik dis1 cinsel iligki
sugundan sik stk mahk(m edildigi Pakistan ve bazi Arap iilkeleri buna Ornek
olusturabilir. Kanunlar, boyle bir kadinin kirbaglanmasma ya da hapsedilmesine
hiikmediyor ve kiiltiir, kadinin, akrabalar1 tarafindan, ailenin onurunu kurtarmak
kaygisiyla oldiirtilmesine veya intihara zorlanmasina géz yumuyor (15).

Bu nedenle, temelini kiiltiirden alan ¢ogu gelenek, kadinlar1 kontrol etmeyi;
ozellikle de cinsel anlamda ve ¢ocuk sahibi olma ile ilgili konularda, onlar1 erkeklerin
cikar ve isteklerinin kolesi haline getirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Dahasi, bazen “kiiltiir”
veya “gelenekler”, kadmin kontrol edilmesiyle o kadar yakindan iligkililerdir ki,
neredeyse aymn seylerdir. Yemen’deki daglarda yasayan kiiciik bir Yahudi Ortodoks
toplulugu hakkinda son zamanlarda yayimnlanmis bir haberde, -ne ironiktir ki bu
haberin baslig1 feminist bir bakis agisiyla atilmis: “Yemen’'in kii¢iik Yahudi cemaati,
karma gelenekleri sayesinde gelisiyor”-bu kiiglik ¢ok esli tarikatin yash liderinin soyle

dedigi bildirilmis: “Biz Ortodoks Yahudiler, geleneklerimize ¢ok diiskiintiz. Eger
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Israil’e gidersek, kiz ¢ocuklarimiz, eslerimiz ve kiz kardeslerimiz tizerindeki kontrolii
kaybederiz.” Ogullarindan biri de eklemis: “Bizler, Miisliimanlar gibiyiz;
kadmlarimizin yiizlerini agmasma izin vermeyiz. (16)” Boylece, kadinin esareti,
“bizim geleneklerimiz” ile neredeyse es anlaml olarak sunulmustur. (Bu haberin
bashigini yalnizca, cinsel kolelik gercegine karsi kor olmak agiklayabilir; Nitekim
boyle bir haber eger cinsel kolelikten farkli bir tiir koleligi devam ettiren bir toplum
hakkinda olsaydi, bu haberin, boyle bir bashga sahip olmas: diisiiniilemezdi bile.)
Neredeyse diinyadaki tiim kiiltiirlerin belirgin birer ataerkillik ge¢misi olsa da, bazi
kiltiirler —Batil1 liberal kiiltiirler ve bagka bazi kiiltiirler- bu ge¢mislerinden, diger
kiiltirlerden daha fazla uzaklastilar. Tabii ki, Batili kiiltiirlerde hala cinsiyet
ayrimcilig1 ¢ok gesitli bigimlerde uygulaniyor. Bu kiiltiirlerde kadinlarin giizel, ince ve
gen¢ olmasina ¢ok daha fazla vurgu yapilirken, erkeklerin ise entelektiiel basarilarina,
becerilerine ve kuvvetlerine vurgu yapiliyor. Bu kiiltiirlerde, kadinlardan, aileleri igin
yapilmasi gereken isin yarisindan fazlasini, ekonomik anlamda herhangi bir karsilik
beklemeden tistlenmeleri bekleniyor. Hem de bu kadinlarin halihazirda maagh bir is
icin ¢alisip calismadigina bakilmaksizin. Muhtemelen hem bu yiizden hem de is
yerlerinde maruz kaldiklar1 ayrimci uygulamalar sebebiyle, kadinlarin fakir olma
olasiliklari, erkeklerinkinden kat be kat daha yiiksek. Ayrica kadinlar, erkekler
tarafindan uygulanan yogun bir (yasadisi) siddetin hedefi oluyorlar, ki bunlarin iginde
cinsel siddet de var. Fakat ayn1 zamanda, daha liberal olan kiiltiirlerin mensubu olan
kadinlara, yasalar, erkeklerin sahip oldugu ozgiirliiklerin ve yararlanabildikleri
firsatlarin aynilarimi kadinlarin da elde edebilmeleri icin gereken teminati verebiliyor.
Buna ek olarak, boyle liberal kiiltiirlerin parcast olan ¢ogu aile, bazi koktendinci
istisnalar disinda, kiz ¢ocuklarina; onlarin erkek ¢ocuklardan daha degersiz oldugu ve
hayatlarmnin ev isleriyle simirlandirilacagi diisiincelerini asilamiyor; erkekler ile
cocuklara hizmet etmeye mecbur olduklarmi ve cinsellikleriyle ilgili olumlu tek seyin;
onlarin cinselliklerinin evlilikle, erkeklerin keyiflerine hizmet etmekle ve iireme
amacini gergeklestirmekle simirli oldugunu ima etmiyor. Bu durum, gordiigtimiiz
tizere, aralarinda Avrupa ve Kuzey Amerika’ya gocmenlerin geldigi tilkeler de olmak

tizere, diinyanin bir¢ok farkh kiiltiirtindeki kadinlarin durumundan farkl.

Azinliklara Ozgii Haklar

Boyleyken, ¢ogu kiiltiiriin ataerkil oldugunu ve yine kendilerine 6zgii haklar talep
eden kiiltiirel azinliklarm, tamami olmasa da cogunun, kendilerini cevreleyen
kiiltirden daha ataerkil oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Boyle bir durumda, liberal
devletlerdeki kiiltiirel cgesitlilikle ve azinliklarin kendine 6zgii haklariyla ilgili olan

literatiirde, kadinlar tizerindeki kontroliin kiiltiirel agidan 6nemine iliskin 6rneklerin
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goze carpmasi pek de sasirtici degildir. Fakat bu ¢arpici 6rnekler, nadiren agikca ele
alinmastir (17).

Gilintimiiz Britanya’sindaki cesitli gogmen gruplarmmin ve romanlarin yasal
haklarina ve kiiltiir temelli hak iddialarina iliskin 1986 yilinda yayinlanan bir makale,
kadinlarin rollerinin ve statiilerinin, “kiiltiirlerin ¢atistigin1” gosteren “¢ok net birer
ornek” olduklarini iddia etmistir (18). Sebastian Poulter bu makalesinde, bahsi gecen
azinliklarin, kiiltiirel farkliliklarindan 6tiirti 6zel bir yasal muamele gorme taleplerini
ele almaktadir. Bu taleplerin yalnizca birkagi toplumsal cinsiyetle ilgili degildir.
Ornegin Miisliiman bir 6gretmenin, Cuma giinleri 6gleden sonra namaz kilabilmek
icin izinli sayilmasi ve roman c¢ocuklar igin, onlarin daha “gezgin” yasam
bicimlerinden dolayi, diger ¢ocuklara gore okula devamsizhik kurallarinin
gevsetilmesi gibi. Lakin bu 06zel bir yasal muamele gorme taleplerinin biiytik
¢ogunlugu, toplumsal cinsiyet esitsizliklerini agiga c¢ikaran Orneklerdir: Cocuk
evlilikleri, zorlama ile gerceklestirilen evlilikler, kadinlar aleyhine diizenlenmis
bosanma kurallari, ¢ok eslilik ve kadin siinneti gibi. Bahsi gecen makalede ele alinan
adli vakalarin neredeyse tamami; kadinlarin veya kiz ¢cocuklarinin, bireysel haklarinin
kendi kiiltiirel gruplar: tarafindan ihlal edilmesiyle ortaya ¢ikmistir. Siyaset filozofu
Amy Gutmannin kisa zaman 6nce kaleme aldig1 “Siyasal Etikte Cokkiiltiirciiltik
Meselesi” isimli makalede verilen 6rneklerin tam yaris; ¢ok eslilik, kiirtaj, cinsel taciz,
kadin stinneti ve tesettiir gibi toplumsal cinsiyet konulariyla ilgilidir (19). Bu duruma,
yerel (subnational) diizeydeki ¢okkiiltiirliiliik sorunlarina iliskin literatiirde sik sik
rastlanmaktadir. Yine, bu duruma kadinlarin insan haklarinin, “kiiltiirel uyusmazlik”
gerekgesiyle cesitli tilkelerin liderleri tarafindan sik sik reddedildigi uluslararasi
arenada da rastlanmaktadir (20).

Benzer sekilde, ABD’de kiiltiirel azinliklara mensup bireyler ile ilgili olan ceza
davalarindaki “kiiltiirel savunmalarin” ¢ok biiyiik bir boliimii toplumsal cinsiyetle;
ozel olarak da, kadin ve ¢ocukla tizerindeki erkek tahakkiimii ile ilgilidir(21). Kiiltiir
one siiriilerek yapilan savunmalar, yer yer, erkekler arasinda meydana gelen
ongortilebilir siddet olaylarinda ya da hayvanlarin dini ritiieller ¢ercevesinde kurban
edilmelerinde kullanilmaktadir. Lakin bu tiir savunmalar, ¢ogunlukla, davalinin
kendi kiiltiirtinde kadinlarin erkeklerle ayni degerde olmadigini, kadinlarin madun
oldugunu ve asil -belki de yegane- gorevlerinin erkeklere cinsellikleriyle ve ev islerini
yapmalariyla hizmet etmek oldugunu ileri siirdiigii baglamlarda kullanilmaktadir.
Kiltiir one siirtilerek yapilan savunmalar en basarili sekilde su dort gesit davada
kullanilmistir: Kadinlar1 kagirip onlara tecaviiz ederek evlenen Hmong erkeklerinin,
bu uygulamanin kendi kiiltiirlerinde zij poj niam (tutsak etme yoluyla evlenme) adiyla

yeri oldugunu 6ne siirdiigii davalarda; Asyali ve Ortadogulu erkeklerin, zina eden ya
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da kendilerine hakir davranan eslerini katletmelerine iliskin davalarda; kocalarimin
kendilerini aldatmasindan duyduklar1 utancin, kiiltiirel arka planlarindan dolay:
onlar1 ¢ocuklariyla birlikte intihar etme eylemine sevk ettigini iddia eden ve
cocuklarmni dldiirdiikleri halde intihar etmeyi basaramayan Cinli ve Japon annelerin
davalarinda ve kadin stinnetlerine iliskin davalarda —kadin stinneti 1996’da ABD’de
sug statiisiine alinmis olsa da makalenin yazildig: tarihte, Fransa’da en azindan belli
kiiltiirlere mensup insanlar i¢in legaldi. Boyle davalarin bazilarinda, zanlinin veya
davalmin kiiltiirel arka plan1 hakkinda bilirkisilerin verdigi tanik ifadeleri, bu kisilerin
kasitlariin kiiltiirel bir pencereden degerlendirilmesine sebep olmus, bu yolla da
onlara verilen cezayr ciddi Ol¢iide azaltmis ya da bu kisileri dogrudan beraat
ettirmistir. Yakin zamanlarda agilan ve ses getiren bir davada, Irak'in kirsal
bolgelerinden ABD’ye go¢miis bir gogmenin, 13 ve 14 yaslarindaki iki kizini, 28 ve 34
yaslarindaki iki arkadasiyla evlendirdigi ortaya ¢ikmisti. Evliligin gerceklesmesinin
ardindan yasca biiyiik olan kiz, 20 yasindaki erkek arkadasiyla ka¢mis ve kizin babasi
da kizim1 bulabilmek igin polisten yardim istemisti. Polisler kizi bulduklarinda;
cocuklarin babasi ¢ocuk istismariyla, evlendirildikleri adamlar ve biiyiik kizin erkek
arkadas: ise resit olmayan biriyle cinsel iliskiye girmekle suglanmislardi. Irakh
babanin ve kocalarin savunmasi, en azindan kismen, kendi kiltiirlerindeki evlilik
uygulamalari tizerinden yapilmist: (22).

Bu orneklerin gosterdigi gibi, saniklar veya davalilar her zaman erkek olmak
zorunda olmadig1 gibi magdurlar da kadin olmak zorunda degil. New York'ta,
kendisini aldattig1 igin esini doverek oOldiiren Cinli go¢gmen adam da, kocasmin
kendisini aldatmasinin ailesine yasattig1 utang yiiziinden ¢ocuklarin1 suda bogan ve
kendisini de bogmaya calisan California’daki Japon go¢gmen anne de kiiltiirel arka
planlar1 {izerinden kendilerini savundular ve bu sekilde daha az ceza almay:
basardilar (birinci derece yerine ikinci derecede cinayet ya da taksirle oliime sebep
olmak suglarindan mahktim oldular). Oyle gériiniiyor ki, kiiltiiriin 6ne siiriilmesi; ilk
olayda erkegin, ikinci olayda ise kadinin lehineydi. Fakat gercekte boyle bir asimetri
yoktur. Tki olayda da, kiiltiiriin dikte ettigi mesaj ayn1 derecede toplumsal cinsiyet
yanlilig1 barindirmaktadir: Kadinlar (ve ikinci olayda ¢ocuklar), erkeklere gore ikincil
bir konumdadir ve evli ¢iftten herhangi birinin baska insanlarla yatip kalkmasmin
sucunu ve utancini tasimalidirlar. Aldatma durumunda kim suglu olursa olsun, bunun
cefasmi kadin ¢ekmektedir: Kadin; ilk olayda, utang verici sadakatsizligi ytiztinden esi
tarafindan vahsice dldiiriilerek cefa gekerken, ikinci olayda ise kocasinin sadakatsizligi
yliziinden utanmaya itilerek ve basarisiz olarak damgalanarak intihara ve ¢ocuklarini
oldiirmeye siiriiklenmis, bu sekilde de kocasinin sugunun cefasini ¢ekmistir. Yine,

geng veya yash fark etmeksizin kadinlarin her seyden 6nce kocalarinin cinselligine
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hizmet etmeleri, kendilerini kocalarina saklamalar1 ve kocalarina sadik olmalar:
gerektigi diislincelerine ve bu gerekliliklere uymanin biyiik bir fazilet oldugu
iddiasina kiiltiirel farklar 6ne siiriilerek yapilan savunmalarda sikga rastlanmaktadir.
Son zamanlarda, biiyiik Olciide feministlerin 1srariyla, Batili ¢ogunluklarin
kiiltirlerinde, kadinlara kars: gaddar davranmayi mesrulastirlastirmak icin kullanilan
bahanelerin gecersizlestirilmesi i¢in ciddi miktarda g¢aba sarf edildi. Amerikal
erkeklerin, eslerini sadakatsizliklerinden dolay1 kiskanarak oldiirdiiklerinde veya
onlar1 bir tiir “tutku cinayetinin” kurbani yaptiklarinda, isledikleri suclardan
neredeyse her zaman daha az sorumlu tutulduklar1 hala hatiralardadir. Bunun yam
sira, kisa zaman onceye kadar, bakire olmayan ve kendilerine tecaviiz eden kisilere
direnmeyen kadinlar, direnmek onlar igin tehlikeli olacak olsa bile, gerceklesen
tecaviizden sorumlu tutuluyorlardi. $imdi ise bu durumlar bir dereceye kadar degisti
ve kiiltiirel farklar kullanilarak belli uygulamalarin mesrulastirilmasi artik kusku
uyandirmaya basladi. Bu kusku, kismen, son zamanlarda elde edilen kazanimlar:
korumaya iligkin endigelerden kaynaklaniyor. Bagka bir endise kaynag ise, kiiltiirel
farklarin bahsi gegen sekillerde kullaniminin, azinlik kiiltiirlerinin olumsuz tarafina
asir1 sekilde dikkat gekerek, onlar iizerindeki algiy1 ¢arpitma ihtimalinin bulunmasi.
Fakat en 6nemli endise kaynagy, kiiltiirel farklarin erkek ve —bazen de- anne siddetini
mesrulastirmak i¢in kullaniminin, azinhk kiiltiirlerine mensup kadinlarin ve
cocuklarin yasalar tarafindan esit sekilde korunma hakkini ihlal ediyor olmas: (23).
Ataerkil bir kiiltiirden Birlesik Devletler’e —veya bagska bir liberal Batili devlete- gelen
bir kadmn, neden erkek siddetinden diger kadinlardan daha az korunmali ki?
Gergekten de, azinlik kiiltiirlerinden olan pek ¢ok kadin, kendilerine zulmedenlere bir

cifte standart uygulanmasina tepki gostermistir (24).

Liberal Savunma
Belli kiiltiirlere ait uygulamalarin kadinlari kontrol altina almaya ve onlar
madunlagtirmaya yonelik oldugunu gosteren biitiin bu delillere ragmen, ¢okkiiltiircii
bir sekilde azinliklarin kendilerine mahsus haklar1 olmasi gerektigini savunan higbir
onemli isim, toplumsal cinsiyet ve kiiltiir arasindaki bu sorunlu baglantilar1 veya
cokkiiltiirciiliik ile feminizm arasinda sik¢a yasanan ¢atismalari ne dogrudan ne de
yeterli bir sekilde ele aldi. Will Kymlicka’nin argiimanlari, bu anlamda tipik bir
ornektir:

Kymlicka'nin azinliklara mahsus haklar verilmesine dair argiimanlari, bireysel
haklar tizerine insa edilmistir. Kymlicka, bu azinliklara verilebilecek ayricaliklar: ve
korumay1 yalnizca kendi iginde liberal olan kiiltiirlere vermeyi savunmaktadir. John

Rawls'in izinden giden Kymlicka, bir insanin hayatinda 6zsayginin ne kadar hayati
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bir 6nemi oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Ona gore, bir insan icin dili ve tarihiyle “zengin
ve giivenli bir kiiltiirel yapinin” mensubu olmak, o kisinin hem 6zsaygisinin hem de
kendi hayatini nasil yagsayacagiyla ilgili kararlar verebilme kapasitesinin gelisebilmesi
i¢cin ¢ok 6onemlidir (25). Dolayisiyla, kiiltiirel azinliklarin kendilerine mahsus haklara
sahip olmalar1 gerekir, nitekim aksi takdirde kiiltiirleri yok olma tehlikesiyle karsi
karstyadir ve muhtemelen bu durum o kiiltiiriin mensuplarmin 6zsaygisini azaltir ve
ozgtrliiklerini kisitlar. Kisacasi, azinliklarin kendilerine mahsus haklara sahip olmasi;
onlarin, cogunluktaki grupla esitlenebilmelerine imkan tanur.

Kymlicka'nin argiimaninda o6zgtirliigiin degeri énemli bir rol oynamaktadir.
Dolayisiyla, kiiltiirlerinin biiyiik bir tehlikeyle ytizlestigi istisnai durumlar haricinde,
kendilerine mahsus haklar talep eden azinliklar, kendilerini gozle goriiliir bir sekilde
liberal olan prensiplere gore yonetmeli; ne mensuplarinin temel hak ve 6zgiirliiklerini
kisitlamali ne de onlara biyolojik cinsiyetleri, irklar1 ya da cinsel tercihleri iizerinden
ayrimcilik yapmalidir (26). Bu gereklilik, azinliklara mahsus haklar verilmesi fikrini
liberal bir bakis acisindan tutarli bir sekilde mesrulastirabilmek igin ¢ok onemlidir.
Ctinkii “kapali” yahut ayrimcr bir kiiltiir, liberalizmin bir geregi olan bireysel gelisim
baglamini mensuplarma saglayamaz ve kolektif haklarin bireysel haklardan 6nemli
tutulmas:t da baskici alt kiiltiirlerin liberal toplumlarda var olmasimna, hatta bu
kiltirlerin liberal toplumlar tarafindan desteklenmesine sebep olabilir. Kymlicka
soyle diyor: “Insanlara, miras aldiklari sosyal rolleri sorgulama haklarinin
verilmemesi, onlari memnun olmadiklar1 ve hatta baski altinda olduklar1 bir hayatt
yasamaya mahktm eder.” (27).

Kymlicka'nin da kabul ettigi {izere, azinliklarin kendilerine mahsus haklar
edinebilmeleri i¢in liberal olmalarinin mecbur kilinmasi, “en iyi cemaatin (community),
kendilerinin benimsedikleri hari¢ tiim diger dini, cinsel veya estetik pratikleri
yasaklayan cemaat oldugunu diisiinen ve cgesitli siyasi, dini egilimlerden olan
koktencilerin” de kendilerine mahsus haklar elde etmelerini imkansizlastirtyor.
Cunkii boyle koktenci kiiltiirlerin desteklenmesi ve 6ne ¢ikarilmasi, “bir kiltiirtin
parcasi olmay1 isteyisimizin temel sebebiyle uyusmuyor, yani bu kiiltiirlerin anlamh
bireysel tercihler yapabilmemize imkan taniyisiyla.” (28). Fakat yukarida verdigim
orneklere bakilirsa, Kymlicka'nin liberal kiiltiirleri koruyan yaklasimi; onun
zannettiginden ¢ok daha az azinlik grubunun kendilerine mahsus haklar talep
etmelerini mesru kiliyor. Pek ¢ok kiiltiir, kendi inanglarini ya da uygulamalarmi
bagkalarina dayatmasa da ve kadinlarin temel medeni ve siyasi ozgiirliiklerine sayg:
gosteriyor gibi goriinseler de; 6zellikle mahrem alanlarda, hicbir sekilde kadinlarin
erkeklerle ayni Ozgiirliikleri tatmasina izin vermiyor ve onlara erkeklerle aym

diizeyde saygi gostermiyor. Az ya da ¢ok, simdi ya da ge¢miste, basta dini
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hassasiyetleri agir basanlar, gegmise —antik metinlere ya da saygi duyulan geleneklere-
¢ok bagh olanlar ve bu metin ve geleneklerden ¢agdas diinyada hayatlarimizi nasil
yasamamiz gerektigine dair kurallar ¢ikaranlar olmak tizere; neredeyse tiim kiiltiirler,
kadinlar tizerinde tahakkiim kurmustur ve onlar1 ayrimciliga maruz birakmustir.
Bazen daha ataerkil azmlik kiiltiirleri, daha az ataerkil ¢ogunluk kiiltiirlerin
baglamlarinda var olmuslardir, bazen de bunun tam tersi s6z konusu olmustur. Her
iki durumda da, iki kiiltiiriin ne kadar ataerkil oldugu ve daha az ataerkil olabilmek
icin ne kadar istekli oldugu, bu kiiltiirlere mahsus haklarin gerekcelendirilebilmesi
icin hayati faktorler olarak ele alinmalidir —tabii biz kadinlarin erkeklerle esit olmasi
gerektigi diistincesini ciddiye almaya basladigimizda.

Yukarida agiklandig tizere Kymlicka, kadinlara; onlar1 egitim alma, oy verme
ya da resmi bir makama gelebilme haklarindan mahrum birakarak agik¢a ve resmi
olarak ayrimcilik uygulayan kiiltiirleri olan azinliklarin, kendilerine mahsus haklar
elde etmeyi hak etmedigini diisiintiyor (29). Fakat genelde, yukarida belirtilen
orneklerin aksine, bu tiir ayrimailiklar, cok daha istii kapali sekillerde uygulanirlar.
Pek ¢ok kiiltiirde kadinlar, mahrem alanlarda, gercek veya sembolik baba figiirleri
tarafindan, yash kadinlar araciligiyla ya da onlarin isbirligiyle siki sikiya kontrol edilir.
Kadinlarin temel medeni hak ve 6zgiirliiklerinin resmi olarak koruma altina alindig:
pek cok kiiltiirde, kadinlara yonelik ev icinde uygulanan ayrimalik; onlarin tercih
haklarin1 kisitlamakla kalmaz, esenliklerini ve hatta hayatlarmi ciddi derecede
tehlikeye atar (30). Sert veya yumusak olusu fark etmeksizin, bu tiir cinsiyet
ayrimciliklarinin genelde cok gticlii kiiltiirel kokenleri vardar.

Dolayisiyla, her ne kadar Kymlicka agiktan ayrimclik uygulayan kiiltiirleri
benimseyen azinliklara da kendilerine mahsus haklar verilmesine hakli olarak itiraz
etse de, onun ¢okkiiltiirciiliik lehindeki argiimanlari, baska baglamlarda kabul ettigi
belli olgular1 hesaba katmamaktadir. Ornegin, yukarida bahsedildigi iizere, kadinlarin
madunlagtirilmasinin mahrem alanlarda ve gayriresmi bir sekilde gerceklestiriliyor
olmast ve gilinlimiizdeki hicbir kiiltiirtin, ¢ogunluk veya azmbik kiltirti olup
olmadiklar: fark etmeksizin, mahrem alanlarda Kymlicka'nin kriterleri kullanilarak
yapilacak bir “cinsiyet ayrimcilifi yapmama” testini gecemeyecek olmasi gibi (31).
Liberal bir zeminin tiizerinde kiiltiirlerin kendilerine mahsus haklar elde etmesi
gerektigi fikrini savunacak olanlar, dolayisiyla, kiiltiirlerin pekistirdigi, mahrem
alanlarda uygulanan bu tiir ayrimciliklar1 da goz ardi etmemelidir. Ciinkii birinin
Ozsaygiya sahip olabilmesi ve kendine deger verebilmesi igin, elbette ki isleyen bir
kiltiiriin bir parcas1 olmaktan daha fazlasina ihtiyaci vardir. Bununla birlikte, birinin
“miras aldig1 sosyal rolleri sorgulayabilmesi” ve kendi hayatini nasil siirdiirmeyi

istedigiyle ilgili secimler yapabilmesi ic¢in, o kisinin iginde yasadigi kiiltiiriin
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korunmasi da yeterli degildir. Ozsaygimizin ve kendimize deger verme
kabiliyetimizin gelisebilmesi i¢in, en azindan i¢inde yasadigimiz kiiltiirtin korunmasi
kadar, bizim o kiiltiirdeki yerimiz de onemlidir. Miras aldigimiz toplumsal rolleri
sorgulama kabiliyetimizin gelismesinde ise, bizim kiiltiiriimiiziin belli toplumsal rolleri
bize dayatiyor ya da dayatmiyor olusu da, en az bu kiiltiiriin korunmasi kadar miithim bir
meseledir. Bir kiiltiir ne kadar ataerkilse,, kiz ¢ocuklarinin bahsi gecen her iki alanda
da —yani, 6zsayg1 ve toplumsal rolleri sorgulayabilme kabiliyeti alanlarinda- saglikli

bir gelisim gosterme imkani o kadar tehlike altindadir.

Coziimiin bir parcas1?

Oyleyse, feminist bir perspektiften, azinliklara mahsus haklar vermenin “¢dziimiin bir
parcast” olup olmadig1 net bir sekilde sdylenemez. Bu haklarin verilmesi, sorunu
agirlagtirabilir de. Daha ataerkil bir azinlik kiiltiirtiniin daha az ataerkil bir cogunluk
kiiltiiriiniin baglaminda var oldugu durumda, 6zsayg: ya da ozgiirliik {izerinden,
azinliga mensup kadimnlarin da bu kiiltiirtin korunmasindan faydalanabilecegi savi
ortaya atilamaz. Gergekten de, bu kadinlar, igine dogduklari kiiltiir yok olsaydi ve bu
sekilde bu kiiltiirtin mensuplar1 daha az cinsiyet¢i olan gevrelerindeki kiiltiire entegre
olsalardi, daha iyi bir hayat siirebilirlerdi. Ya da, bu kiiltiir, kadin-erkek esitligini —en
azindan ¢ogunluk kiiltiirtinde saglandig1 kadar- saglamaya calisacak yonde kendini
degistirseydi, o azinlik kiiltiirtiniin mensubu kadinlar i¢in daha iyi olabilirdi. Bu
baglamlarda bagka degerlendirmeler de yapilmali ve bunlar da hesaba katilmal1 tabii
ki. Ornegin eger s6z konusu azinlik korunmasi gereken farkl bir dili konusuyorsa ya
da irklarindan dolay1 ayrimciliga maruz kaliyorsa, bu meselelerde farkl bir yaklasim
sergilemek gerekebilir. Fakat kadinlarin tercih imkanlarimi kisitlayan ve onlarin
esenliklerine zarar veren bir kiiltiiriin farkh bir bakis agisiyla degerlendirilebilmesi,
farkli bir muameleyi hak edebilmesi i¢in kadinlara bu zararlarin verildigini gosteren
kanitlara denk ve aksi yonde agir basan dnemli etkenler olmalidir.

Yukarida ele alinan ornekler, kiiltiirler tarafindan benimsenen ve kadinlarin
tizerinde bask1 olusturan bazi uygulamalarin, mahrem alanlarda sakh kaldigini bize
gosteriyordu. Irakli adamin ¢ocuklarii evlendirmeye ¢alismasiyla ilgili davada, eger
baba devlet gorevlilerine ¢ocuklarinin kactigini haber vermemis olsaydi, kizlarinin
icinde bulundugu zor durum muhtemelen giin yiiziine ¢ikmayacakti. Bir baska
ornekte, ABD Kongresi 1996 yilinda kadin siinnetini bir sug¢ olarak tanimlayan bir
diizenleme yaptiginda; bazi ABD’li doktorlar, kadin siinnetinin “bir doktor, aile ve
cocuk tarafindan degerlendirilmesi” gereken mahrem bir konu oldugunu 6ne siirerek,
bu diizenlemenin gayri mesru oldugunu iddia etmislerdi (32). Kadinlarin hedefi

oldugu boyle istismarlarin glindeme gelebilmesi ve devletin koruyucu bir
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miidahalede bulunmas: igin gercekten de soyle ya da bodyle olaganiistii olaylarin
gerceklesmis olmasi gerekebiliyor.

Dolayisiyla, kadinlar1 hedef alan ve mahrem alanlarda kiiltiirel bir temel
tizerinde uygulanan ayrimcilik, ¢ogu zaman afise olmayacak. Bu ylizden de
mahkemeler kadmlarm haklarini muhafaza edemeyecek, siyaset bilimciler boyle
uygulamalar1 parmakla gosterip onlarin kadimnlarin fiziksel ve zihinsel sagligim
bozmaya yonelik haksiz ve illiberal uygulamalar olduklarinmi agiklayamayacaklar. Bu
sartlarda, azinliklara, kendi kiiltiirlerini koruyabilmeleri igin 6zel haklar vermek, o
azinliktaki erkeklerin lehine olsa da kadinlarin pek de lehine olmayabilir.

Oyleyse, azinliklara belli haklar verilmesini savunan, liberal nitelikte
arglimanlar kurulurken, bahsi gecen azinlik gruplarinin igindeki esitsizlikler dikkatli
bir sekilde irdelenmelidir. Cinsiyet esitsizliklerinin incelenmesine ise, bu tiir
esitsizlikler pek de goz oniinde olmadigindan ve kolaylikla fark edilemediginden,
bilhassa onem gosterilmelidir. Dahasi, kiiltiirel anlamda azmlik olan gruplarin
ihtiyaglarina ve iddialarina karsilik verebilmek icin gelistirilen politikalar, bu
gruplarin niifuz sahibi olmayan mensuplarmin da temsil edilme ihtiyacina duyarh
olmalidir. Eger liberalizmin temel ilkeleri konusunda tutarhi bir tavir takinilacaksa,
kiiltiirel azinliklarin haklarina gosterilen ilgi, bu azmliklarin mensuplarinin
esenliklerini korumak ve artirmak igin de gosterilmelidir. Bu gruplarin kendini lider
ilan eden ve hep yash ve erkek olan mensuplarmin, grubun tiim mensuplarinin
cikarlarmi temsil ettigini varsaymak icin hi¢bir makul gerekge yoktur. Kadinlar, (yash
kadinlar toplumsal cinsiyet esitsizligini yaratan diizeni bir sekilde muhafaza etmeye
calisir hale geldiklerinden) 6zellikle de geng kadinlar, kendi azinlik gruplarimin haklar
elde edebilmeleri i¢in yapilan miizakerelerde hakiki bir sekilde temsil edilmedikleri
stirece, mensubu olduklar1 azinliklara mahsus haklar verilmesi, bu kadinlarin

menfaatine olmak yerine onlara zarar verebilir.

Notlar ve Referanslar

1. International Herald Tribune, 2 February 1996, Haberler kismu.

2. Will Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), s. 89, 76. Ayrica bkz. Kymlicka,
Liberalism, Community, and Culture (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1989). Ayrica
belirtilmelidir ki Kymlicka, bir yere kendi istekleri dogrultusunda go¢ edenlere
mahsus genis ve kalic1 haklar taninmasini desteklemiyor.

3. Avishai Margalit and Moshe Halbertal, "Liberalism and the Right to Culture,"
Social Research 61, 3 (Giiz, 1994): 491.

96 Okin's "Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women?" trans. by Tekin and Yalcin



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

97

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

Ornegin, Chandran Kukathas, "Are There any Cultural Rights?" Political Theory
20, 1 (1992): 105-39.

Okin, "Feminism and Multiculturalism: Some Tensions," Ethics (1998).

. Ornegin, Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community, and Culture and Multicultural

Citizenship, Ozellikle 8. Boliim. Kymlicka, azinliklarin kendi iglerinde liberal
olmasi gerektigi kuralmi “ulusal azinliklar” denilen gruplara uygulamiyor,
fakat burada onun teorisinin bu yoniinii ele almayacagim.

Ornegin Krit Singh, "Obstacles to Women's Rights in India," in Human Rights of
Women: National and International Perspectives, ed. Rebecca J. Cook (Philadephia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1994), s. 375-096, 6zellikle 378-89.

Erkeklerin bu yoneliminin kokenlerini burada tartisamam. Lakin sunlari,
(feminist teorisyenler Dorothy Dinnerstein, Nancy Chodorow, Jessica Benjamin
ve onlardan once gelen Cizvit antropolog Walter Ong’a miiteakiben)
sOyleyebilirim ki bu durum kadmnlarin ebeveynlikteki oOncelikli roliiyle
yakindan ilgili. Ayrica, bu durumun babaligin (eski zamanlardaki)
belirsizligiyle de ilgili oldugu agik. Eger bu meseleler, yukarida bahsettigim
yonelimin temelindeyse; bu yonelim insan yasamiyla ilgili kaginilmaz bir olgu
sayillamaz. Bunun yerine, bu yonelim, feministlerin degistirmek konusunda
oldukga istekli oldugu olumsal bir faktor olarak gosterilebilir.

C)rneg“;in bkz. Arvind Sharma, ed., Women in World Religions (Albany: SUNY
Press, 1987); John Stratton Hawley, ed., Fundamentalism and Gender (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1994 ). 133

Bkz. Carol Delaney, Abraham on Trial: Paternal Power and the Sacrifice of Children
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, forthcoming 1997). Hikayenin
Kur'an’daki versiyonunda, Ibrahim’in kurban etmeye hazirladigi oglunun
Ishak degil Ismail olduguna dikkat edilmeli.

New York Times, 5 Ekim 1996, A4. Yash kadinlarin boyle kiiltiirlerde bunlar:
surdliirmedeki rolii olduk¢a Onemli ve karmasiktir, burada bu mesele
irdelenemez.

New York Times, 26 Haziran 1997, A9.

International Herald Tribune, 2 February 1997, Haberler kismu.

New York Times, 12 Mart 1997, A8.

Bu uygulamaya iligskin bir tartisma igin Henry S. Richardson, Practical Reasoning
About Final Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), ozellikle s.
240-43, 262-63, 282-84.

Agence France Presse, 18 Mayis 1997, Uluslararas1 Haberler kismu.

’ ”

Okin's "Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women?" trans. by Tekin and Yalcin



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

17

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.

32

. Fakat bkz. Bhikhu Parekh's "Minority Practices and Principles of Toleration,"
International Migration Review (Nisan 1996): 251-84, burada Parekh kadinlarin
statlisiinii degersizlestiren bazi kiiltiirel uygulamalar1 dogrudan ele aliyor ve
elestiriyor.

Sebastian Poulter, "Ethnic Minority Customs, English Law, and Human Rights,"
International and Comparative Law Quarterly 36, 3 (1987): 589-615.

Amy Gutmann, "The Challenge of Multiculturalism in Political Ethics,"
Philosophy and Public Affairs 22, 3 (Yaz, 1993): 171-204.

Mahnaz Afkhami, ed., Faith and Freedom: Women's Human Rights in the Muslim
World (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1995); Valentine M. Moghadam,
ed., Identity Politics and Women: Cultural Reassertions and Feminisms in
International Perspective (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1994); Susan Moller
Okin, "Culture, Religion, and Female Identity Formation" (yaymnlanmamis
taslak, 1997).

Bu durumu en iyi ele alan, yakin zamanlarda yaymlanmis ve bahsettigim
davalara atif yapan bir eser igin bkz. Doriane Lambelet Coleman,
"Individualizing Justice Through Multiculturalism: The Liberals' Dilemma,"
Columbia Law Review 96, 5 (1996): 1093-1167.

New York Times, 2 Aralik 1996, A6.

Bkz. Coleman, "Individualizing Justice Through Multiculturalism."

Ornegin bkz. Nilda Rimonte, "A Question of Culture: Cultural Approval of
Violence Against Women in the Asian-Pacific Community and the Cultural
Defense," Stanford Law Review 43 (1991): 1311-26.

Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community, and Culture, s. 165.

Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community, and Culture, s. 168-72, 195-98.

Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, s. 92.

Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community, and Culture, s. 171-72.

Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, s. 153, 165.

Ornegin, bkz. Amartya Sen, "More than One Hundred Million Women Are
Missing," New York Review of Books, 20 Aralik 1990.

Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1990), s. 239-62.

.New York Times, 12 Ekim 1996, A6. Halk radyosunda da burada yazanlara

benzer goriisler ifade edilmisti.

Elizabeth Beaumont’a arastirmamdaki yardimindan dolay1 ve ilk taslaklarimdan

birine yaptig1 yorumlardan dolay: tesekkiir ederim.

98

’ ”

Okin's "Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women?" trans. by Tekin and Yalcin



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #2 | 2021

Kitap Incelemesi:

Bir Hayat1 Kurtarmak: Diinyadaki yoksullugu sona

erdirmek icin iizerinize diiseni nasil yapmalisiniz?:
Meltem Alkur | Hacettepe University

1946 yilinda Avustralya’da diinyaya gelen Peter Singer, Princeton Universitesi
profesorti, filozof ve hayvan haklar1 savunucusudur. Sahip olunan kaynaklarin
ihtiyac1 olanlar icin en etkili bir sekilde nasil kullanilacagina odaklanan efektif
alturizm akiminin en bilinen temsilcilerindendir? 2009’da ilk versiyonu yayinlanan
Bir Hayati Kurtarmak (The Life You Can Save) adli kitabini; Kitlik, Refah ve Ahlak
(Famine, Affluence, and Morality)® adli makalesinden hareketle yazmistir. Dort ana
baslik altinda 10 boliimden olusan Bir Hayat: Kurtarmak adli eserin ana fikri, asir1
yoksulluk i¢inde yasayan insanlar1 neden 6nemsememiz ve onlara yardim etmemiz
gerektigidir. Ayrica etkili bir sekilde yardim ederek yoksulluk i¢inde yasayanlarin
hayatlarini iyilestirmenin ve hatta kurtarmanin kolayligina dikkat ¢ekmektedir.
Benimsedigi yalin dil ve giinliik hayattan verdigi ornekler, sadece felsefe meraklilar:
i¢in degil, konuyla ilgili pek ¢ok okuyucu igin de kitab: anlasilir kilmaktadr.

Bir Hayat: Kurtarmak kitabinin Argiiman boliimiinde Singer, basit ama ilging bir
ornekle konuya giris yapar. Ise giderken bir goletin yanindan gectiginizi varsayimn. Saat
daha erken ve hava serin ancak bir ¢ocugu golette oynarken gordiiniiz. Yaklastikca
orada ¢irpinan ve sudan ¢tkamayan ¢ok kiigiik bir cocuk oldugunu fark ettiniz. Etrafta
hi¢ kimse yok. Cocuk basini suyun tizerinde birkag saniyeden fazla tutamiyor. Eger
golete girip cocugu cekip ¢ikarmazsaniz bogulacak gibi goriiniiyor. Golete girmek ¢ok
kolay ama girerseniz birkag giin 6nce aldiginiz ayakkabilariniz mahvolacak ve takim
elbiseniz 1slanip ¢camura bulanacak. Cocugu sorumlu birine teslim edip kiyafetlerinizi
degistirene kadar da ise ge¢ kalacaksimiz. Ne yapmalisiniz? Bu senaryo ile
karsilagtigin1 varsayanlarin ¢ogu hi¢ diistinmeden ¢ocugu kurtaracagini, insan
hayatinin bir ¢ift ayakkabidan ya da ise birka¢ saat ge¢ kalmaktan ¢ok daha degerli
oldugunu soyler. Ancak istatistikler bu ve benzeri olaylarn her giin yiizlerce kez
yasandigini gostermektedir. 2017 yilinda 5 yas altt 5,4 milyon ¢ocuk ¢ogunlugu
onlenebilir ve tedavi edilebilir sebeplerden 6tiirti hayatini kaybetmistir. Bu noktada

Singer carpici veriler ve Orneklerle giyim, konser, tatil, yeni araba gibi gercekten

1 Singer, Peter. (2009). The Life You Can Save: How to do your part to end world poverty. Washington: The
Random House Publishing Group.

2 Daha detayl bilgi i¢in yazarin TED konusmast: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Diuv3XZQXyc

3 Singer, Peter. (1972). Famine, Affluence, and Morality. Philosophy and Public Affairs. 1(3), 229-243.
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ihtiyactmiz olmayan seylere para harcamaktansa etkili bir yardim kurulusuna bagis
yaparak bir ¢ocugun hayatini kurtarmanin miimkiin olduguna dikkat ceker. Bu
ornekler ihtiyag halinde ve kisiyi kurtaracak tek kisi biz isek kisiye yardim etmemiz
gerektigi sezgisini ortaya ¢ikarir. Ancak ahlaki sezgilerimiz bizi yaniltabilecegi icin
asagidaki onciillerden olusan akil yiiriitmeyi 6ne siirer.

Birinci 6nciil: Yiyecek, barmak ve tibbi bakim yetersizliginden ac1 ¢gekmek ve

olmek kottdiir.

Ikinci 6nciil: Onemli olan herhangi bir seyi feda etmeden kétii bir geyin

olmasini engellemek elinizde ise bunu yapmamak yanhstir.

Ugtincii 6nciil: Etkili hayir kurumlarina bagista bulunarak yiyecek, barinma ve

tibbi bakim eksikliginden kaynaklanan ac1 ve 6liimii neredeyse hicbir seyden

odiin vermeden 6nleyebilirsiniz.

Sonug: Bu nedenle, etkili hayir kurumlaria bagis yapmazsaniz, yanls bir sey

yapiyorsunuz demektir.

Singer'in ulastig1 sonug bagkalar1 igin ¢ok sey yapmamaizi gerektirir. Aslinda bu,
Thomas Aquinas’in savundugu geleneksel bir ahlak goriistidiir. Aquinas’in yarn sira
Singer’in bu dnciiller iizerine kurulu etik durusu Yahudilik, Hristiyanlik ve Islam gibi
diinyada onde gelen dinlerin yoksula yardim etme 6gretileriyle de ortiismektedir. Bu
dinlerin kutsal kitaplarinda yoksullara yardim edilmesi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadar.
Goriildiugi tizere ihtiyac1 olanlara yardim etme konusu yeni bir konu olmamakla
beraber “hayir” ve “hayirseverlik” (filantropi) kavramlarinin bu onctiller gercevesinde
gluntimiizde yeniden tanimlanmas: gerekebilir.

Insan Dogas: boliimiinde Singer, bireylerin daha cok yardim etmemesinin
psikolojik nedenlerini ve onlar1 daha ¢ok yardim etmeye neyin tegvik edebilecegi
sorusunun cevabini arar. Ona gore, bireyleri yardim etmekten alikoyan bes faktor
sunlardir: Teshis edilebilir kurban, dar gorisliiliik, gereksizlik, gorev dagilimi, adalet
duygusu. Bu faktorlerle miicadele edilmeli ‘bagis kiiltiirii” olusturulmalidir. Bagis
kiltirtnt olustururken agiga ¢ikarma, sayilardaki giic: taahhiitler ve bais topluluklari,
kendi basina gibi metodlar benimsenebilir. Ayrica etkili bagis kiltiirtiniin
olusturulmasinda sosyal medyanin giicii de goz ard1 edilmemelidir.

Bagisa Dair Gergekler’de yazar, bir hayati kurtarmanin neye mal olacagini ve
hangi organizasyonlara bagis yapmamiz gerektigini sorgular. Bir ¢ocugun hayatinm
kurtarma bedeli savastiklar1 problem nedeniyle organizasyondan organizasyona
degisebilir. Yine de bagis1 etkili bir sekilde kullanacak organizasyon tespit edilmeli,
gercekten bu bagislarla degisim yaratan ve en uygun maliyetli hayir kurumlari tercih
edilmelidir. Against Malaria Foundation, Helen Keller International, Project Healthy
Children’s etkili hayir kurumlarindan birkagidir.
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Bags Icin Yeni Bir Standart adli boliimde Singer ilk olarak ebeveynlerin cocugu
ve bagkalarinin ¢ocugu ikilemine deginir. Elbette her insan hayati esit derecede
degerlidir ancak ebeveynlerin kendi ¢ocuklarmin temel ihtiyaglarini bagka ¢ocuklarin
ihtiyaglarindan once karsilayacagini kabul etmedikge yaygmn bir 6dev ahlaki da
olmayacaktir. Ancak ebeveynlerin diger ¢ocuklarin temel ihtiyaglarinin 6tesinde kendi
¢ocuklarma oOncelik vermesi onlara litks bir hayat temin etmesini hakhi ¢ikarmaz.
Gergekgi bir standart benimseyen Singer ekonomik olarak sikint1 yasamayan kisilerin
yillik gelirlerinin %5’ini bagislamalarin1  onerir. Bu yeni etik durusa uyum
saglayanlarin tiiketim aligkanlarinin degisecegini ve bu durusun hayatlarma yeni bir
anlam katacagini soyler. Golette bogulan ¢cocugu kurtarmak ve efektif bir kurulusa
bagista bulunarak bir ¢cocugu kurtarmak ayni sonucu verecektir.

Peter Singer, gerek istatiksel verilerle gerek verdigi orneklerle higbir fikrini
teoride birakmamis uygulamaya gegirmistir. Bu agidan Bir Hayat: Kurtarmak, kiiresel
yoksullugu engellemek ve vyoksulluk icinde yasayan insanlarin hayatlarmi
degistirmek isteyenler i¢in bagvurulmasi gereken bir kaynak niteligindedir. Ayrica,
Singer'in kurdugu ve kitabiyla ayni adi tasiyan bir organizasyon mevcuttur. Site
tizerinden kitabin nasil hayata gecirildigine, yapilacak bagislarin kag kisinin hayatini
degistirecegine kolayca erisilebilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, kitaba erisim {icretsiz
olup okuyucular e-kitab1 sevdikleriyle paylasmaya tesvik edilmektedir. The Life You
Can Save kitab1 Bir Hayat: Kurtarmak adli gevirisi ile Bilkent 6grencileri ve Efektif
Alturizm Tirkiye gonilliilerinin ortaklasa calismasiyla Dr. Tufan Kiymaz'in

editorliiglinde ¢ok yakin zamanda okuyucuyla bulusacaktr.
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Book Review:

Revising The Land Ethic After 30 Years: J. Baird

Callicott’s “In Defense of the Land Ethic”

Callicott, ]. Baird (1989). In Defense of the land Ethic: Essays in
Environmental Philosophy. State University of New York Press.
Efe Aytekin | Bilkent University

Land ethic as a theoretical framework finds itself on various levels, primarily in terms
of its insistence upon the worthiness of human-land relations as a novel philosophical
project, while setting forth a groundbreaking effort to dismiss conventional ways of
reasoning about human beings, animals, the land and the way they interact from an
ethical point of view. Philosophy professor Callicott's book, for this very reason, aims
to enlighten the potentials of a land ethic that does not fall into the error of
anthropocentrism. Western philosophy has no doubt failed to provide a reasoning
scheme that take inanimate objects into consideration, even though their existence is
required for a sustainable environment. Ethical humanist scholars whose philosophy
has been deeply influenced by Kant's moral framework, for instance, excitedly cherish
the property of being a human with regards to our cognitive capabilities that both
animals and non-living -yet fundamental- components of ecology lack. By extended
cognitive capabilities, the liberal notion that human beings are rational has been
implied. Humane moralism on the other hand, as Callicott puts it, represents a
utilitarian school of thought in which most animal liberationists gather around -
prioritizing sentiments over cognition.

These are what Callicott covers in the first two chapters of the book. He refers
to Bentham as the founding father of utilitarianism and puts Kant forward,
emphasizing his deontological ethics. In a sense, for Callicott, the intellectual tension
between sentimentalists and deontologists portrays the entirety of Western
philosophy in the recent centuries, within a philosophical context in which we puzzle
our brains on some essential questions: Do animals bear moral rights? What are the
basics of moral regulations between human beings and animals - if there are any?

The book, with all respect to the way it presents Kantian and Benthamian ethics,
operates as an informative piece on the overall philosophies of Kant and Bentham as
well. Those who are not familiar with these great philosophers, specifically the way
they process metaphysics, are enabled to follow through easily. This can be attributed

as one of the key strengths of the book, since it allows creating links between
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philosophers, their metaphysics, perspectives on ethics and most importantly,
generating an environmental philosophy with a coherent set of principles.

Before we move forward to the land ethic, perhaps a more detailed description
of ethical humanism and humane realism is needed. Ethical humanism asserts that
non-human animals do not bear moral rights due to their incapableness of complex,
rational decision-making and linguistic capabilities. Such hierarchy manifests itself as
a dichotomy between higher animals and lower animals. On the contrary, human
beings qualify as such - therefore, they deserve moral considerability for the sake of
their so-called cognitive development. Humane moralists object fiercely, suggesting
that not even all human beings fulfil such criteria. Human infants and people with
serious mental disorders with severe cognitive impairments, beyond any doubt, are
deprived of these privileges ethical humanists are all agog. Utilitarian response to
ethical humanism is based on the living beings' capability of feeling pain and pleasure,
which in return pushes us to conceptualize animals as worthy of moral consideration.
Callicott reminds, however, that sentimental faculty does not reflect itself as a black or
white phenomenon. It rather emerges as a spectrum as studies clearly show.
Utilitarians being aware of this end up proposing another relational hierarchy, making
a distinction between higher animals and lower animals.

Callicott, at this point, appeals to infinite regress: there is no plausible
explanation for appreciating the very first premises. It seems arbitrary to insist on
reason or sentiments as the founding blocks of morality. Moreover, one will suddenly
realize that neither deontologists nor utilitarians possess a sophisticated perspective
on ecological sustainability. Land ethic emerges as a response to the apathy towards
the very essential components of our world. Rocks, lands, seas, oceans, agricultural
zones and many other elements of our environment are in fact matters of life and
death. The long-term welfare of our biotic communities depends on a highly complex
ecological system. Consider the following example: some wild animals cause nothing
but suffering, and constantly produce failure in terms of maximizing pleasure and
happiness. This reasoning would be compatible with utilitarian ethics, yet one cannot
even imagine the amount of damage brought to our ecosystem in case the wildlife
disappears.

Therefore, land ethic may be a powerful alternative to utilitarianism and
deontology. It is predicated on a naturalistic metaphysics rather than a priori
rationalism. Prioritization of (i) integrity, (ii) stability and (iii) beauty of the biotic
community is placed at the very forefront of the theory. Interdependency of human
beings, non-human animals, non-animal living beings and inanimate objects play a

crucial role. Ethical constructs such as moral responsibility and moral consideration
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are not assessed on particulars such as those of utilitarian and deontology. In this
sense, as Callicott also highlights, land ethic can be considered as a Humean school of
thought. All of these objections and new opinions are proposed on metaethical
grounds which will not be analyzed in-depth in this paper. I will focus on how brand-
new normative ethics look like in relation to land ethic, as Callicott did. At this point
let's keep in mind that land ethic does not happen to be a monolithic perspective.
Conscious of this, Callicott goes on by looking beneath the surface and one by one
examines various land ethic theorists. His main focus revolves around Alpo Leopold,
a non-recognized ecologist from the early 20th century.

First, he reminds us that social norms and regulations evolved as a consequence
of natural selection. Social restraints, therefore, can be assumed to have an
evolutionary function. Survival and reproductive advantages gained via membership
in a community, on average, are greater than advantages lost with being subject to
ethics, or some other system of social limitations. If an individual animal is subject to
ethical or other socially related behavioral limitations, then he is also, necessarily, a
member of a community. This is because without the advantage of being a member of
a community or cooperative group dealing with life's struggle in common, the
individual animal in question would become disadvantaged. Restricted behavior and
his genes would be eliminated from the species' gene pool due to further natural
selection. From a strictly naturalistic point of view, then, to be a community is
equivalent to being subject to ethical limitations, or any system of moral-like restraints,
or any system with limitations on individuals' behaviour to an extent that social
organization is maintained. Leopold, taking this reasoning into account, urges us to
realize that we are members of a human community as well as an ecological
community, in Callicot's terms. Enlarging the boundaries of our community to include
nonhuman natural entities as beneficiaries of mora obligations without imposing those
upon them -which would be absurd- is, in summary, what has been proposed by
Leopold, Callicott and land ethic theorists.

Callicott does wonders providing a philosophical discussion revealing the
potentials of a holistic land ethic. Objections against ethical humanism and humane
moralism are deliberated wisely and clearly. The book goes beyond the classical
themes that centre around environmental ethics, and the philosophical foundations of
each school of thought are processed. From undergraduate students to philosophy
academics, Callicott's work acts as a strong reference guide to philosophical

opportunities and challenges I briefly covered in this piece.
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Interview:

Sandrine Berges

Sandrine Berges completed her doctorate at Leeds University in 2000 and she worked
in Leeds and St. Andrews universities before she joined Bilkent University Department
of Philosophy. Her main areas of interest are aesthetics, social and political philosophy,
and philosophy of history. Dr. Berges, who is the author of three book, namely “Plato
on Virtue and the Law”, “Mary Wollstonecraft’'s A Vindiciation of the Rights of
Woman”, and “A Feminist Perspective on Virtue Ethics”, has also translated Sophie de

Grouchy’s Letters on Sympathy from French.

1. Can you tell us about your philosophical work?
I work on the history of practical philosophy (mostly ethics and politics), and I

focus mainly on texts by women writers.

2. In what ways have women been omitted from the history of philosophy?

So many! In the first instance, although women were always doing philosophy,
their works didn't receive the same treatment as works by their male
counterparts. They were less likely to be printed — so we have a lot of
manuscript texts — and if they were published, the books were sometimes of
lower quality (for instance Margaret Cavendish's printed books are full of
typos). Women's works were then less likely to be translated, reprinted,
collected, re-edited, reviewed, commented on, and all the things needed to win
a place in history. Finally, until very recently their books weren't listed on
syllabi and they weren't considered part of the canon of the history of
philosophy.

3. Why do you think women were omitted? Was this omission conscious or

unconscious?
It has to be a bit of both. A lot of women philosophers in the 17t and 18"
century preferred to write anonymously. But this was because they knew that
their reputation would suffer if they wrote in their own names. As one woman
I work on, Manon Roland, said: if the work is good, they'll say you didn't write
it, if it's bad, they'll drag your name in the mud.
But there was also an underlying assumption that women couldn't do

philosophy. This meant that even if the odd woman managed to catch the
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attention of a male philosopher, he still wouldn't think of including her work in
any list or collection or talk about it alongside books written by men. In his
autobiography, John Stuart Mill says that his partner Harriet Taylor wrote On
Liberty with him, but he didn't put go as far as putting her name on the cover.

All this is still true to some extent. People readily associate the idea that
a philosophy book is great with the thought that it was written by a man - a
'great man'. On top of that we now have to deal with centuries of prejudicial
build-up: how can a book be great if no one talked about it in the last two

centuries?

4. What do you think are the effects of this historical omission on today’s

philosophy?

People - students, teachers, and the general public - tend to assume there were
no women philosophers in the past. Speaking from my own experience, this can
be quite debilitating for a woman student. You might feel exhilarated at first,
thinking that you are doing something new, that no woman has done before.
But very quickly you find out that something's not right. You see that while
there are many other female students, very few of your senior teachers are
women. And so you think: that's why there aren't women philosophers. We're
just not good enough. And it doesn’t matter how you disguise it — saying that
philosophy is too aggressive, or not practical enough for women. At the end of
the day, that's what it feels like: that we're not good enough. So it's really
important to bring back the women philosophers of the past into the limelight,
make it clear that we've always been here, and that we can do this as well as

any man.

5. Why and how are things changing now?

106

Many reasons, I suspect. One is that a bunch of people, mostly but not
exclusively women, have decided to do something about the way women are
erased from the history of our discipline, and how it affects everyone down the
line. Also, historians of philosophy have grown out of the very analytic way of
doing history. What we used to do was pick one famous author, say, Descartes,
read their texts as if they were our contemporaries, show how wrong they were,
and then name a famously bad theory after them ('Cartesian dualism'). Now we
have a bit more freedom to explore the past writings and read them at least in
part in their contexts, and we are discovering new texts. Some of these are by

women. Finally, the fact that so many old texts are now archived on the internet
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makes it a lot easier to recover them. Before you would have to travel to
archives, figure out what was there, then transcribe it yourself. Now you go to
a site like Gallica or the British Library or even Google, and you'll probably find
what you're looking for.

A different way things are changing is that by introducing texts by
women in syllabi and research, we engage with a greater variety of
philosophical problems, which is beneficial for all philosophers, not just
women. One important one is education: what does education contribute to
human progress and development? How does education fit in with politics/
morality? This is one of the topics that women writers would turn to more often
than men (perhaps because they were the ones in charge of educating children,

and also because often they were denied a good education).

6. In what ways are your projects contributing to the change?

I'm part of several groups who work on the Recovery Project, that is the project
of recovering works by women philosophers and introducing their texts in
teaching and research. The biggest one is on Wollstonecraft. There's a large
group of scholars from philosophy and other disciplines researching
Wollstonecraft, so I've edited volumes and organised conferences. There's a
great conference series called "Wollapalooza", which has been part of APSA for
the last few years but will probably become independent). We've also created a
Mary Wollstonecraft Philosophical Society with a website where we advertise

all our events (www.marywollstonecraftphilosophicalsociety.com)

I'm also working on Wollstonecraft's French contemporaries: moral and
political philosophers of the French Revolution. This work has the added
benefit that the period itself is often left out of teaching and research. So far, I've
translated one book by Sophie de Grouchy, and I'm writing a short book on
Olympe de Gouges for the Cambridge Elements collection. And I've got a big
book on the women philosophes of the French Revolution that should be out

sometime next year.

7. What do you hope to achieve in an ideal scenario?

107

Ultimately, I'd like it to be the case that when women students join a philosophy
course, they don't feel left out, or as if they don't belong. I want every student
to feel that they have someone they can look back to in the history, that no one
is looking at them thinking that they don't belong, or that they won't succeed

because no one who looks like them has succeeded before. This means that we
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can't stop at women. We need to cast the net further and include philosophers
from different parts of the world — not just England, Germany and France, and
different religions and ethnicity — you don't need to be white or a Christian to
be a philosopher. This is happening already: many fascinating philosophers
have been recovered, and their texts are being prepared for teachers and

researchers.

8. Can you tell us about SWIP-TR?

108

Before I came to Turkey, I was following the growth of the US and UK societies
for women in philosophy with some interest. They seemed to be helping
women in academic philosophy overcome some problems that had everything
to do with being a woman. After ten years or so, there were branches of SWIP
worldwide, and I felt that we should have something like that here. But nothing
really happened until Saniye Vatansever joined the philosophy department at
Bilkent, and then we were in a position to form an informal society. We're four
years old now and have had three annual conferences and a mentor system,
where students or junior faculty can ask advice from other women. We have a
website: swip-tr.weebly.com where you can find all the info and join.

One of our latest projects is to team up with a project based at The New
School in NYC called The New Historia. We're collecting biographies of Turkish
and Ottoman women, written by Turkish scholars. It's not just women
philosophers, but women who've contributed to human knowledge in any way.
The biographies will be part of an enormous database that's being put together
at The New School. But we're also investigating a more local output for our part
of the project, so watch this space and get in touch via SWIP-TR if you're

interested in participating.
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Soylesi:

Sandrine Berges

Eski Cag felsefesi ile ahlak ve siyaset felsefesi lizerine arastirmalar yapan Sandrine
Berges, Bilkent Universitesi Felsefe Boliimii'ne katilmadan énce Leeds ve St. Andrews
{iniversitelerinde gorev yapmustir. Doktorasimi 2000'de Leeds Universitesi'nde
tamamlamstir. Baglica ilgilendigi alanlar estetik, toplumsal ve siyasal felsefe, tarih
felsefesidir. “Plato on Virtue and the Law”, “Mary Wollstonecraft’s A Vindiciation of
the Rights of Woman”, “A Feminist Perspective on Virtue Ethics” kitaplarmin yazar
olan Dr. Berges, Sophie de Grouchy’s Letters on Sympathy eserini Fransizcadan

cevirmistir.

1. Felsefe tizerine calismalarinizdan bahsedebilir misiniz?
Basta etik ve siyaset olmak {izere pratik felsefe tarihi ile ilgileniyor ve agirlikli

olarak kadin yazarlarin metinlerine odaklanryorum.

2. Kadinlarin eserleri felsefe tarihinde nasil yok sayilmistir?
Bunun pek ¢ok yolu var! Ik olarak, her ne kadar kadinlar her zaman felsefe
yapiyor olsalar da, eserleri erkek meslektaslarinin eserleriyle aynt muameleyi
gormedi. Eserlerinin basilma olasiliklar1 ¢ok daha diistiktii, -bu yiizden bugiin
elimizde ¢ok sayida el yazmasi metin var-, ve e§er yayimlanmislarsa, basimlari
bazen ¢ok daha diisiik kalitede oluyordu. Ornegin Margaret Cavendish'in basili
kitaplar1 yazim hatalariyla doludur. Kadinlarin eserlerinin gevrilme, yeniden
basilma, talep gorme, yeniden diizenlenme, incelenme ve yorumlanma
olasiliklar1 ¢ok daha diisiiktii. Dolayisiyla, tarihte bir yer kazanmak igin
gereken her seyden yoksunlardi. Sonug olarak, yakin zamana kadar kadin
yazarlarin kitaplar1 miifredatlarda yer almiyordu ve felsefe tarihinin bir pargasi

olarak gortilmiiyorlarda.

3. Sizce kadinlar neden yok sayilmistir? Bu yok sayma kasitl olarak mi yoksa

bilingsiz olarak m1 yapildi?
Her ikisi de etkili olmug olmali. 17. ve 18. yiizyildaki pek ¢ok kadn filozofun
isimlerini gizleyerek yazmay1 tercih ettigini biliyoruz. Bunun nedeni, kendi
adlariyla yazmalari durumunda itibarlarinin zarar gorecegini bilmeleriydi.

Eserleri iizerinde ¢alistigim kadinlardan biri olan Manon Roland'in da dedigi
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gibi: Eger ortaya koydugun eser iyiyse, onu senin yazmadigin soylerler, fakat
kotiiyse, bu kez adin1 yerden yere vurmaktan asla geri kalmazlar.

Ancak kadinlarin felsefe yapamayacagina dair yerlesmis bir onyarg: da
vardi. Yani, istisnai bir sekilde bir kadin erkek bir filozofun dikkatini ola ki
¢ekmis olsun, filozof asla kadinin eserlerini ¢calismalarinda kullanmayi, onlara
koleksiyonunda yer vermeyi ya da hakkinda konusmay1 aklina dahi getirmez,
onlarin admi erkekler tarafindan yazilan diger eserlerle birlikte anmazd:.
Otobiyografisinde John Stuart Mill On Liberty’i esi Harriet Taylor ile birlikte
yazdigini, ancak kitabin kapagina adimi koyacak kadar ileri gitmedigini
sOyliiyor.

Bu ve benzeri durumlarin tamami hala bir dereceye kadar gecerliligi
koruyor. Insanlar, bir felsefe kitabinin harika oldugu fikrini, onun bir adam -
'biiyiik bir adam' tarafindan yazildig1 diisiincesiyle iligkilendiriyorlar. Ustelik
artik yiizyilardir siiregelen yerlesmis bir 6nyargi ile de miicadele etmek
zorundayiz: Son iki yiizyilda kimse ondan bahsetmemisse eger insanlar1 o

kitabin harika olduguna nasil ikna edebilirsiniz ki?

4. Sizce bu tarih boyunca siiregelen yok saymanin giiniimiiz felsefesine etkileri

nelerdir?
Insanlar - yani 6grenciler, 6gretmenler ve halkin iginden kimseler - gegmiste hig
kadin filozof olmadigini varsayma egilimindedir. Kendi deneyimlerime gore
konusacak olursam, bu durum bir kadin 6grenci i¢in oldukca heves kirict
olabilir. Her ne kadar ilk basta daha 6nce hicbir kadinin yapmadig1 yeni bir sey
yaptigimiz1 diistinerek kendinizi cogskulu hissetseniz de, sonrasinda ¢ok hizli bir
sekilde bir seylerin yolunda olmadigini1 anlarsiniz. Simifinizda pek ¢ok kadin
ogrenci vardir olmasina ancak sizi egitmek i¢in orada olanlarin ¢ok azinin kadin
oldugunu gortirsiiniiz. Boylece, sadece felsefe yapacak kadar iyi olmadiklar:
i¢in kadin filozoflarin olmadig1 diistincesine kapilirsiniz. Kimi zaman felsefenin
¢ok saldirgan oldugunu, kimi zaman da kadinlar icgin yeterince pratik
olmadigini sdyleyerek gercek hislerinizi saklamaya calisirsiniz, ancak giiniin
sonunda bas basa kaldigimiz sey gercek hislerinizdir: “Demek ki felsefe igin
yeterince iyi degiliz.” Bu yiizden ge¢misin kadin filozoflarini yeniden ilgi odag:
haline getirmek, her zaman burada oldugumuzu ve bunu her erkek kadar iyi

yapabilecegimizi agikga belirtmek ¢ok 6nemlidir.

5. Peki simdi bir seylerin degistigine neden ve nasil tanik oluyoruz?
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Samirim pek c¢ok nedenden bahsedebiliriz. ik olarak, kadinlarin felsefe
tarihinden silinmesine karsi seslerini yiikseltmeye karar veren ve tamami
olmasa da biiyiik bir cogunlugu kadinlardan olugan bir grup insan, bu
durumun felsefe ile iliski igerisindeki herkesi nasil etkiledigini ortaya koymak
istedi. Ayrica, felsefe tarihgileri, tarihi analitik bir bilim olarak gormeyi
oziimsemislerdir. Eskiden olsa yapacagimiz sey Descartes gibi tinlii bir filozof
segmek, eserlerini sanki bir ¢agdasimizin eserleriymis gibi derinlemesine
okumak ve biitiin hatalarini ortaya koyduktan sonra kotii bir teori olarak
tinlenmesine izin verecek bir ismi, mesela Kartezyen Dualizm gibi, layik
gorerek o eseri kaderine terk etmekti. Oysa gilinimiizde, artik eski eserleri
kesfetme ve dahasi, onlar1 kendi baglamlarinda degerlendirme konusunda gok
daha Ozgiiriiz; ve daha once hi¢ olmadigi kadar bu tiir yeni eserler
kesfediyoruz. Bu kesiflerin bazilar1 da kadinlar tarafindan yaratilmis eserler
oluyor. Son olarak, gilinlimiizde ¢ok fazla eserin arsivlenmis bir sekilde
internette ulagilabilir olmas1 onlarin geri kazandirilmasini ¢ok kolaylagtirtyor.
Onceden, argivlere gitmeniz, orada neler oldugunu arastirip aradiginizi
bulmaniz ve sonra onun bir kopyasini kendinize yazmaniz gerekirdi. Simdi ise
Gallica’da, British Library’de veya hatta Google’da yapacaginiz aramalarla dahi
aradiginiz seyi tam olarak bulmaniz ¢ok muhtemeldir.

Bu degisimlerin sadece kadinlar i¢in degil biitiin filozoflar igin faydah
bir diger yonii de kadimnlar tarafindan yazilan eserlere miifredatlarda ve
arastirmalarda yer verilmesinin felsefenin pek ¢ok problemine dair yanitlar1 ve
sorular1 inanilmaz Olglide cesitlendirmesidir. Ornegin, ‘Egitim insanhigin
ilerlemesine ve gelismesine ne katkida bulunur? ve ‘Egitim siyaset/ahlakla nasil
ortiisiiyor?” gibi sorular ile egitim meselesi kadin yazarlarin erkeklerden daha
sik ilgilendigi konulardan biridir -belki de gocuklar1 egitmekten sorumlu

olduklar1 ve ayrica cogu zaman iyi bir egitim almadiklari igin.

6. Projeleriniz degisime ne tiir katkilar sagliyor?
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Kadin filozoflarin eserlerini geri kazandirmak ve metinlerini egitim ve
arastirmalar icin tanitma amaciyla yiriitiilen Geri Kazandirma Projesinde
calisan birkag gruba iiyeyim. Bunlarin en biiyiigii Wollstonecraft tizerine. Hem
felsefeden hem bagka disiplinlerden Wollstonecraft'n arastiran biiytik bir
akademisyen grubu var, ben de bu nedenle ilgili kitaplarda editorlitk yaptim
ve konferanslar diizenledim. Son birka¢ yildir APSA'min bir parcasi olan
ancak gelecekte biiyiik ihtimalle bagimsiz hale gelecek "Wollapalooza" adli

harika bir konferans dizisi var. Ayrica, bir Mary Wollstonecraft Felsefe
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Toplulugu da kurduk ve tiim etkinliklerimizin tanitimimi yaptigimiz bir web

sitesi de var. (www.marywollstonecraftphilosophicalsociety.com)

Ben Wollstonecraft'in Fransiz ¢agdaslari tizerine de ayrica ¢alisiyorum,
yani Fransiz Devriminin ahlak ve siyaset felsefecilerini. Bu ¢alismanin ilave
faydasi, donemin bizzat kendisinin egitim ve arastirmaya genellikle dahil
edilmemis olmasidir. Su ana dek, Sophie de Grouchy'nin bir kitabini ¢evirdim
ve Cambridge Elements derlemesi icin Olympe de Gouges tizerine kisa bir kitap
yaziyorum. Ve Fransiz Devriminin kadin filozoflar1 iizerine ontimiizde yil

cikmasi gereken bir kitabim da var.

7. [deal bir senaryoda neyi bagarmay: umuyorsunuz?

En nihayetinde, kadin o6grenciler bir felsefe dersine katildiginda onlarin
dislanmis ve oraya ait degilmis gibi hissetmemelerini istiyorum. Her 6grencinin
tarihte geriye dontip bakabilecekleri 6rnek kisiler bulundugunu hissetmelerini
istiyorum. Ve istiyorum ki onlara benzeyen hi¢ kimsenin daha once bagarili
olmadigr diisiincesine kapilmasinlar ve onlara buraya ait degilmis goziiyle
bakan hi¢ kimsenin olmadigini hissetsinler. Bu, kadinlar1 durduramayacagimiz
anlamina gelir. Ag1 daha da ileriye tagimaliy1z ve sadece Ingiltere, Almanya ve
Fransa'dan degil, diinyamin farkli yerlerinden, farkli dinlerden ve etnik
kokenlerden filozoflar1 dahil etmeliyiz. Filozof olmak igin beyaz veya
Hiristiyan olmaniza gerek yoktur. Bu siire¢ halihazirda yasamiyor: birgok
etkileyici filozof literatiire yeniden kazandirildi ve onlarin metinleri

ogretmenler ve arastirmacilar i¢in hazir hale getiriliyor.

8. Bize SWIP-TR den bahsedebilir misiniz?
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Tiirkiye'ye gelmeden 6nce ABD ve Ingiltere’deki felsefe kadin topluluklarmnin
bliytimesini kismen ilgiyle takip ediyordum. Onlar kadinlarin akademik
tfelsefede kadin olmakla ilgili baz1 sorunlarin1 asmalarmma yardim ediyor
gibiydi. Yaklagik on yil sonra, diinya capinda pek ¢cok SWIP subesi acild1 ve
burada da boyle bir sey olmas: gerektigini hissettim. Ama Saniye Vatansever
Bilkent Felsefe boliimiine gelene kadar bu konuda bir sey yapilmasa da
sonrasinda gayri resmi bir topluluk olusturacak duruma geldik. Su an dort
yasindayiz ve halihazirda ti¢ tane yillik konferansimiz ve 6grencilerin veya
geng Ogretim tiyelerinin diger kadinlardan tavsiye alabilecegi bir danigsmanlik
sistemimiz bulunuyor. Tiim bilgileri bulabileceginiz ve katilabileceginiz bir

web sitemiz var: swip-tr.weebly.com.
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En son projelerimizden biri, NYC'deki The New School'da The New
Historia adli bir proje igin ortak bir calisma ytriitmek. Tiirk ve Osmanl
kadmlarmin Tiirk akademisyenler tarafindan yazilan biyografilerini
topluyoruz. Proje sadece kadin filozoflar1 degil, insanligin bilgi birikimine bir
sekilde katkida bulunan tiim kadinlar1 kapsiyor. Biyografiler, The New
School'da toplanan biiyiik bir veritabaninin parcasi olacak. Ama ayni zamanda
projedeki kendi boliimiimiiz i¢in daha yerel bir ¢iktiy1 da arastirtyoruz, bu

ylizden bu alani izleyin ve katilmak isterseniz SWIP-TR ile iletisime gegin.
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