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Can Groups Hold Rights? Rethinking Collective

Rights Without Attributing Groups a Moral Status?
Hasan Ayer | Ankara University

Abstract
This paper defends the thesis that groups can be entitled to hold rights. Although it

defends that groups can be vested rights, the position that it advocates does not
ascribe moral status to groups independently of that of their members. In trying to
establish the normative foundations of collective rights based on group members’
cumulative or shared interests, this paper employs the interest theory of rights and
adopts a reductionism-based approach to the given issue. In connection with this, the
main aim of this approach is to form a normative basis for collective rights that are
held jointly by group members. Therefore, by adopting a reductionist approach and
not separating the group from the individuals who make up it, this paper concludes
that the group right conception that it advocates is more adept in terms of its capability

of avoiding intra-group oppression and some of its moral and practical implications.

Introduction

To establish the theoretical foundations of collective rights is a controversial issue, for
some reasons, in political philosophy. It is generally thought that groups cannot be
accorded rights since the moral subjects of rights and right-bearing agents can only be
individuals. However, recent developments in political philosophy question this
individualism-based approach both conceptually and practically. At the conceptual
level, it is seen that certain rights such as rights of national self-determination or rights
to other forms of collective rights associated with collective autonomy, cannot be
reduced to individual rights (Jones, 1999). As for the practical considerations with
regard to the normative justification of the collective rights, recent interest in the value
of the community in shaping individuals” character can be taken into consideration in
the context of protecting the minority communities. In this respect, ‘many of the
defenders of collective rights, particularly communitarians, place their argument on the moral
importance of communities, and charging opponents of collective rights with denying any
value to communities, or subscribing to an incorrect ontology” (Hartney, 1991, 205). It

should be noted, however, that this is based on an erroneous assumption that the

1T dedicate this article to Joseph Raz, who passed away in the past months, and to my dear grandmother, Zekiye
Cantiirk. Many thanks to Mustafa Erdogan, Can Kakisim, Orsan C)ymen, Aliberk Akbulut, Emre Bilgic and Fatih
Koktemir for their insightful comments on earlier drafts.
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dissents of collective rights have no interest in the well-being of the communities.
Many of the dissents of the idea that groups can be right-and-duty bearing moral
agents accept the importance of communities in people’s lives but question the

existence of moral collective rights. These doubts can be voiced in a number of ways:

1. Conceptual doubts: (1) One conceptual doubt raised against collective rights is,
for instance, that it does not make any sense to regard entities other than human
beings as right-and-duty bearing moral agents. In spite of the fact that the rights
that the members of minority communities seek are generally collective rights,
those rights are at odds with the general understanding that regards moral
rights as rights possessed only by human individuals. (2) Then, creating a right
category titled “collective rights” is meaningless since fictitious entities cannot
bear moral rights as an end in itself. Collective rights are therefore viewed with

some ambivalence because they are seen as incoherent conceptually.

2. Political doubts: (1) The most known example of the political doubts concerning
group rights is the potential tensions between group rights and individual
rights. Therefore, It is feared that when group interests and individual interests
conflict with each other, the rights that individual holds separately is violated.
(2) Communities have a heterogeneous and divided nature in the context of
having different interests. This fear is actually associated with the fear that it
implies that the group interest outweighs the individual interest and ultimately
pacifies the conflicting interests of its members in the name of “well-being of
the group. That harmful potentiality of group rights can be seen in the context
of internal divisions observed, for instance, in the experiences of certain groups
such as the Yoruba of Nigeria, The Lozi of Zambia, Bokongo of Zaire, etc
(Kukathas, 1997). The group leaders in these cases aim to destroy all competing
interests and hybridity through the political power they obtained (Kukathas,
1997). Therefore, one can obviously see that (3) intra-group oppression and the
conflict between group elites and others prevaile here. Besides, there are also
(4) vulnerable sub-groups within minority communities such as sexual
minorities, women, and children (Song, 2020). Therefore, theorists, who
predominantly voice criticisms based on gender equality, claim that collective
rights will put pressure on vulnerable individuals in cultures that are already

patriarchal, which instigates divisions.
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Due to these fears and historical experiences, some theorists’ fundamental
solution to these problems is to reject the notion of collective rights. Kukathas, for
instance, is one of those writers that have a contention that concerning about the
cultural health of minorities gives no sufficient reason to envisage collective rights and
question individualism (Kukathas, 1997). The author regards cultural groups as no
more than private associations in which people have a right to form communities by
exercising their right to freedom of association. If people have a right to establish a
community in which people live by the terms of the community, the wider society has
no right to interfere. In connection with that theoretical approach that questions the
notion of collective rights, another important normative standpoint of Kukathas
against collective rights is his argument for “exit” (the right to disassociate or having
aright to be free from the local community). That right, according to him, both ensures
the rights of individuals living in a cultural community and community’s rights to live
according to its particular way of life. Though it seems rather simple, all other rights
are either derivatives of these rights or rights granted by the community (Kukathas,
1997).

Getting back to the subject, it is not hard to comprehend why the notion of
collective rights, owing to both conceptual and political reasons, is viewed with some
doubts and fear. However, the analytical standing or any other alternative
conceptualization that one embraces with regard to the collective rights will have
different and distinct (to some extent) moral implications to be scrutinized. The
collective right conception, in this regard, that I will be particularly concerned with is
different from the conception that ascribes a standing to the group independently of
that of its members and that considers it as a right-inhering moral entity. Subscribing
interest theory, I aim to show that moral collective rights can be justified normatively
on the basis of aggregative interests of the members of a given cultural community,
which reduces the moral importance of a group to its members. Pointing out the fact
that jointly hold rights are derived from the mere aggregation of individual interests
is my particular concern to form a normative basis for collective rights not
independently of the members of the given community. This argument is made most
directly in consideration of the work of Peter Jones, who is one of the most prominent
contributors to the collective rights debate. In this respect, I will call my approach
“reductionism-based conception”, whereas calling the other position that ascribes
moral status to the groups distinct from its members “moral-status based conception”.
Then, I will refer to the moral justification of the case for national self-determination
of Margalit and Raz to defend my position more clearly. Last of all, it can be clearly

said that a part of my intention is to show that the risks and threats raised by moral-
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status based conception can be allayed by a reductionist position and to review some
doubts listed above in the light of it.

Interest Theory and Collective Rights

In sketching a normative basis for collective rights, my argument’s general standpoint
will be based on the Interest Theory of Joseph Raz. Before getting into the subject, it is
rather necessary to point a few important distinctions about the theory. The Interest
Theory, with its conceptual and justificatory dimension, is a theory about the
normative foundations of rights. The conceptual dimension of the theory is rather
simple: only beings who have the capability of having interest can be right-holders.
Speaking of its justificatory dimension, the fact that rights are justified by the interest
of the right-holder points out their function. As Kramer puts it, the interest theory
contends that rights are means of protection for interests that are treated as worthy of
such protection, which indicates the general nature or structure of rights (Kramer,
2000). From the analytical point of view of the theory, it basically says nothing about
which interests have moral significance. In this regard, the question of what sort of
rights will be protected or worthy of protection falls within the realm of political and
moral philosophy (or within the other considerations that one adopts about politics).

According to Raz, “X has a right” if and only if X can have rights, and, other things
being equal, an aspect of X's well-being (his interest) is a sufficient reason for holding some
other person(s) to be under a duty (Raz, 1986)”. So, as one can obviously see, firstly, that
Raz points a condition for a right to be exercised. Secondly and normatively, rights
ground duties (Raz, 1986). For Raz, the capacity for possessing rights is not limited to
humans. As several theorists concede, Raz accepts the idea that groups may hold legal
rights under the title of “corporation”: “Corporations also have interests determined by
their purposes, powers, and duties. It is true that protecting these interests is not intrinsically
valuable. Nevertheless, corporations and officials have rights in the same sense as other
individuals. They have rights if and only if their interests are sufficient to justify holding others
to be subject to duties (Raz, 1995)”

Touching upon the part that is relevant to our discussion in the sense of Raz’s
considerations, Raz accedes also that groups may have moral claims and hold moral
rights: “First, it exists because an aspect of the interest of human beings justifies holding some
person(s) to be subject to a duty. Second, the interests in question are the interests of
individuals as members of a group in a public good and the right is a right to that public good
because it serves their interest as members of the group. Thirdly, the interest of no single
member of that group in that public good is sufficient by itself to justify holding another person
to be subject to a duty (Raz, 1986, p. 208).
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One can obviously see from the above definition that Raz implies that having
an interest by itself is necessary but not a sufficient condition for generating a right.
That is, if Z’s interest to something is insufficient to place any duties or obligations on
others, it is meaningless to speak of the concept of right.

In the light of Raz’s above considerations, there are also two notable normative
restrictions for having a collective right to a public good or a group good:

R1: Cumulative or aggregative interest of a given group in a public good is

sufficient to place an obligation on others.

R2: An individual’s interest by itself in a public good is a necessary reason, not

a sufficient reason generating right correlative to any duty.

In this regard, suppose that the identity and well-being of the members of a given
cultural minority living in a society are tied to the group and its cultural maintenance.
According to Will Kymlicka, for instance, having an encompassing culture provides
people with a “context of choice” which allows them to choose right or wrong and
make meaningful choices about their lives. Being the member of a cultural community
in the mind of Kymlicka, therefore, fosters the individuality and the autonomous
capacity of individuals (Kymlicka, 1989, 165), which is a clear implication that the
importance of the prosperity and maintenance of the group, then, is bound with the
interest of their members. As Kymlicka says: "This is important because the range of
options is determined by our cultural heritage. Different ways of life are not simply different
patterns of physical movements. The physical movements only have meaning to us because
they are identified as having significance by our culture, because they fit into some pattern of
activities which is culturally recognised as a way of leading one’s life.” (Kymlicka 1989,165)

In this sense, members of any minority cultural group may have a strong
interest in preserving their culture in which they are provided with a context of choice
fostering their identity to live a satisfying life. Consider the case of the Kurds, a
national group living in Turkey. Given the strong link between language and cultural
life, the group may have a strong interest in creating opportunities to enhance the
functionality of Kurdish and actively using the Kurdish language as a collective right
in the public sphere. In this regard, Kurds as a national group may have an interest in
participating in public life as active and equal citizens with their culture and
associated language, and may demand that Kurdish is offered alongside Turkish as
an urgent need for access to public services.

However, as Raz indicates, in order to demand their right to cultural
preservation and to have a jointly held right, members of the group’s cumulative
interests must pass some numerical threshold. Therefore, even if a single individual

in the group has a moral importance, it does not mean that a group should be entitled
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to holding collective rights. One individual taken alone is not a sufficient condition,
but a necessary condition of vesting rights to the group.

If, for instance, an interest in cultural preservation or cultural health is sufficient
to generate a claim-right against the larger society that it not interfere with the internal
structure of a given cultural community, it is also sufficient to impose on the state a
duty to punish the potential breaching of that claim-right. Therefore, the greater the
moral significance of interests, the greater the capability of generating more complex
and robust moral duties. (Edmunson, 2012). Speaking Hohfeld’s terminology
(Hohfeld,1917), a claim-right with its correlative duty may help to comprehend the
generative power of the interest theory.

Faring on interest theory is, indeed, a rather practical way to establish a
normative basis for any collective right since we can, by following the same scheme,
justify the various collective rights that can be granted to cultural minorities. The only
condition for a set of individuals making up a group to hold rights in that
reductionism-based conception based on interest theory is sufficiently weighty
interests shared by them. That is, a group as a collective entity derives its value from
its contribution to the lives of individuals and the requisite moral standing that we
ascribe to groups is fulfilled on the basis of members’ interests. However, we
emphasize these points only to understand the gist and general approach. When
transferring rights to groups, (1) the moral importance of the group's interest, which
is determined by the normative standards that one set, and (2) possible conflicts that

are brought by the transferring of the right should be taken fully into account.

A Moral Case for National Self-Determination

Having established the normative aspects of this alternative conception of collective
rights, a moral case asserted by Margalit and Raz for national self-determination can
be put forth to comprehend the tie between the individual and the collectivity in terms
of interests that individuals composing the group hold. The authors list certain
sociological and cultural normative standards and characteristics in relation to the
issue of what sorts of groups are suitable for right-holding purposes. The first
standard brought forward by the authors is that a group should have an
encompassing culture that marks people growing up among members of the group
(Margalit and Raz, 1990). By encompassing culture, they mean a culture that determines
the personal preferences, habits, and standards that individuals set in life. An
encompassing culture that is marked by a common language and shared history
serves as a map for decision-making processes in almost every aspect of life: “Their

tastes and their options will be affected by that culture to a significant degree. The types of
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careers open to one, the leisure activities one learned to appreciate and is therefore able to choose
from, the customs and habits that define and color relations with strangers and with friends,
patterns of expectations and attitudes between spouses and among other members of the family,
features of lifestyles with which one is capable of empathizing and for which one may therefore
develop a taste-all these will be marked by the group culture.” (Margalit and Raz, 1990, 444).

The second standard put forward by the authors for a given group to be the
recipient of the right to self-determination is membership. For Margalit and Raz, there
is a strong link between our membership in groups with an encompassing culture and
our individual well-being, which also establishes a relationship between well-being of
the group and that of individuals. According to the authors, “It may be no more than a
brute fact that people’s sense of their own identity is bound up with their sense of belonging to
encompassing groups and that their self-respect is affected by the esteem in which these groups
are held” (Margalit and Raz, 1990, 451).

In this respect, one can clearly see that the moral importance of the group is
morally valid to the extent that it contributes to the well-being of individuals.
Therefore, the community has no value other than its contribution to the lives of its
members. In addressing the issue, the authors maintain that self-government is
intrinsically valuable for the members of groups with an encompassing culture.
Paraphrasing Margalit and Raz, the main argument is as follow:

P1: Membership in an encompassing culture is a crucial dynamic of developing

self-identity and important to one’s well-being.

P2: To be able to express membership freely effects the well-being of people in

the context of self-identity

P3: Then, the manifestation of membership in the public life of the community

is a part of the expression of membership

P4: Given that the political arena is one of the parts of the community life that

is bound with individual well-being, this requires expressing one’s

membership in political activities within the community.

C: Therefore, self-determination in the context of self-government must be

provided to the group.

In this regard, the relationship between group identity and individual identity is
clearly seen. The implication of this argument is that fostering the group and its
identity is morally irrelevant unless it is also good for the members of the group. In
the argumentation above, one can understand that the requisite moral identity or the
status of a group is implicitly reducible to those of its members, indicating that the
right to self-determination is indeed held by individual persons jointly, which makes

it a moral collective right in the sense of not being held separately by individual
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persons. In connection with this, attribution of moral standing only to individuals
does not falsify the idea that individuals have shared interests in collective goods and
that the interests they share jointly are no less significant than those they exercise on
their own (Jones, 1998). In short, a group has the right to self-determination as long as

the right serves the interests of the individuals who compose the group.

Moral-Status Based Conception

However, one can adopt a fundamentally different conceptualization of collective
rights indicating that the moral status of a group is irreducible to those of its members.
According to what I describe as “moral-status based conception”, the group has a
discrete and immutable identity that is separate from individuals, which points out
the fact that groupness and its interests are over and above of those of its members.
Thus, such characteristics as stability and endurance of the group identity over time
are main points to be taken into account in this conception. Frances Svensson, for
example, arrives at this conclusion with what she calls as the Dimensional Complexity
of groups. As she puts it: “Multidimensional groups, in contrast, have a continuity and
stability across specific individual interests and purposes ; they have a systemic unity based on
inter-dependence which lends itself to political recognition.” (Svensson, 1992, 434)

Indeed, Svensson describes a normative framework in qualifying groups for

special status via dimensional complexity of the groups. However, the argumentation
of Svensson implicitly ascribes discrete moral status to groups:
“It is dimensional complexity which produces such characteristics as endurance over time,
stability of identity, systemic interdependence, and relative autonomy, and these in tum play
a crucial role in qualifying groups for special status while avoiding the problem of open-
endedness.”(Svensson, 1992, 435)

In a fashion similar to Svensson's arguments, Fiss uses the term “group” to refer
to what he defines as a social group. According to his argumentation, a social group
should have two main characteristics: “(1) It is an entity (though not one that has a
physical body). This means that the group has a distinct existence apart from its members, and
also that it has an identity. It makes sense to talk about the group (at various points of time)
and know that you are talking about the same group. You can talk about the group without
reference to the particular individuals who happen to be its members at any one moment. (2)
There is also a condition of inter-dependence. The identity and well-being of the members of
the group and the identity and well-being of the group are linked. Members of the group
identify themselves-explain who they are-by reference to their membership in the group; and
their well-being or status is in part determined by the well-being or status of the group.” (Fiss,
1976, 43).
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Some Problems Concerning Moral-Status Based Conception
Conceptually speaking, the main fallacy in these above arguments is that it does not
differentiate between necessary reason and sufficient reason. Given that those who
reject the idea that groups have discrete moral status accede that groups have unity
and inter-dependency to some extent, claiming that groups have a unified identity
that is survived by the continuous alteration of their members’ identity is not a
sufficient reason, but a necessary reason to ascribing discrete moral status to them. As
it is clearly seen in the case of the above discussion, we also emphasize the bond
between group well-being and individual well-being, namely interdependence.
Besides, given that there are internal divisions in groups and that groups are not fixed
and unchanging entities, how can we be sure about a group being unified?

Moreover, since this approach also structuralizes the group as a right-holding
discrete moral entity, the right held by the group can conceptually be internally
directed towards the members of the group, which is why some objectors fear
collective rights. Following Kymlicka, we think that multiculturalism motivated by
liberal norms should exclude claims of a group against its own members while
promoting the minority claims against the larger society (Kymlicka, 1995). Restricting
the freedom of members composing the group, in this conception, for the sake of
maintaining in-group homogeneity and integrity is morally problematic since it raises
intra-group oppression. This situation, for instance, is evident in the conflict between
the cultural community as a whole and individual Aborigines over legislation
prohibiting the sale of Aboriginal property for the sake of cultural integrity (Kukathas,
1997). Therefore, it is evident that the interest at stake is an irreducible group interest
that conflicts with individual interests. That communitarian understanding of
“groupness” paves the way for restricting the rights of individuals, imprisoning them
in the community to which they belong, and eliminating heterogeneity and
opposition. Thus, such a static understanding that radically prioritizes the group
would require moral education employing indoctrination, moral dogmatism, and
irrationalism to ensure the cultural preservation of the group (Hirsch, 1986). Thereby,
considering its political consequences and implications, a moral status-based
approach poses threats regardless of the metaphysical problems. As it is seen in the
case of in-group oppression, it is not hard to comprehend why skepticism in ascribing
rights to non-individual entities, for some, is more often political than it is
metaphysical (Green, 1991).

From a metaphysical point of view, it is difficult, however, to say that a group

has moral rights that are not derived per se from the interests of its members, and
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conceptually, the burden of proof is necessary. In this respect, those who aim to justify
the moral status-based approach on the basis of the integrity and durability of the
group must demonstrate that the group at stake has an integral identity. The best way
to hit this approach to the heart is to demonstrate that the group is not as integral as
it is mentioned. As is mentioned, given the conflicting interests within groups, it must
be difficult to speak of a radical unity. In this regard, it seems necessary to present
alternative justifications. Maybe a justification can be propounded with reference to
the group's decision-making capacity by developing an argument through choice
theory. While valid, choice theory and its justificatory aspect as to group rights are
outside the scope of this paper. Besides, as is seen above, this conceptualization also
entails minority oppression by controlling individuals, which is far from minimal
democratic conventions. In this respect, rethinking group rights, based on the
assumption that liberal political theory does not pay attention to groups, but
approaches these groups in a color-blind manner and sees society as masses of
atomized individuals, does not require overlooking individuals.

As we have seen from Raz's normative framework, a group right to be asserted
as a form of right derived from the interests of the members making up the group does
not have the problems faced by the other conceptualization. Most of the concerns, both
metaphysical and political, that we discussed above are invalid for Raz's
conceptualization of collective rights. For example, given the objection that a group
cannot have a moral status independently of its members, such a metaphysical
critique is invalid for a reductionist approach. As for political ambivalences, since the
most important point for our reducibility-centered conception is the cumulative
interests of the group that are enjoyed jointly, it is hard to claim that the right at stake
has a radical probability to be internally directed.

Despite all, some critics of collective rights that do not unaware of this
alternative conception reject it on the assumption that they undermine clear thinking.
For instance, Michael Hartney claims that there is no sensible reason in calling rights
that are exercised jointly with other people a collective right by indicating that even
the right to get married would be a collective right with regard to this definition
(Hartney, 1991). However, this argument is conceptually problematic for some
reasons: (1) just because a right requires people to act in a shared activity, it does not
mean that it is collectively and jointly held. The right to marriage is an individual
human right that is held separately by people. In this respect, (2) the fact that a right
has a communal aspect does not mean that it is to be taken as a collective right
advocated here. However, a collective right is a right that is held by group members

jointly not separately. Therefore, the fact that a right deriving from the shared interests
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of group members can not be held separately should be described as a collective right

for it is not enjoyed separately but collectively.

Conclusion

To sum up, if we think of the notion of groupness in this fashion, the interpretation
and moral implications of the right held by a group fundamentally change. Therefore,
it is not hard to understand why some have certain ambivalences as to vesting rights
in collectivities. However, collective rights with which we are particularly concerned
are less threatening and morally problematic since there is no displacement of
individuals. As Raz clearly indicates, the cumulative or aggregative interest of
individuals in a public good is a sufficient reason to vest rights in collectivities in this
conception. Therefore, the requisite moral capacity or the status is derived from the
aggregation of individual interests, and the right at stake is exercised jointly by the
members of a group, indicating that accommodation of group claims and their
recognition can be met without falling into strict communitarianism that restricts
individuality in the name of cultural preservation or cultural health of the community.
Ultimately, groups are not moral agents that hold moral claims and rights

independently of their members.
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The Nullity of Non-Consent Revisited
Luchino Hagemeier / University of Hamburg (Germany)

Abstract

According to David Estlund’s establishing criterion of political authority, normative
consent: if someone has a duty to consent to the authority of the state but refuses to
consent instead, then this non-consent is nullified and thereby authority is established.
But as I will argue in this paper, normative consent does not establish authority for
two reasons. Firstly, I will argue that once we distinguish different reasons for
nullification, it becomes clear that nullified non-consent should result in the
ineffectiveness of the putative non-consent to have the normative power to establish
non-authority but not in qualified consent as Estlund claims. Secondly, even if
nullified non-consent would result in consent, it still could not establish authority
because normative consent cannot escape what we might call the bypass objection.
According to this objection, whatever background fact determines whether someone
has a duty to consent would be the genuine ground of authority and normative
consent does not play a role in the establishment of authority. As I will discuss,

normative consent does not even partially ground authority.

Key words: political authority, David Estlund, consent, normative consent,

democracy, epistemic proceduralism, grounding, obligations

SECTION I: Authority and Normative Consent

All states claim authority over their citizens, that is, they issue orders — usually by
passing laws — with the intention that they are followed by their citizens. But insofar
as democracies are committed to individual liberty and personal autonomy as central
political values, how can democratically produced laws claim to have authority over
each and every citizen? Even if we do not take authority in the de facto sense, meaning
the brute power of a state to enforce its laws through coercion and force, but rather in
the legitimate sense, as the moral power to require action, this seems to be incompatible
with the supposed natural freedom of each (Simmons 1979; Wolff 1970).

The consent tradition of political authority offers an attractive solution to this
problem of political authority. In general, consent can be interpreted as a Hohfeldian
normative power, which is able to bring about normative change (Koltonski 2013:
259). As Heidi M. Hurd (1996: 123) has famously stated, “consent turns a trespass into
a dinner party; a battery into a handshake; a theft into a gift”. Thus, by requiring the
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subject of a proposed authority to give a clear sign of willingness beforehand to be
under that authority, the consent tradition solves the apparent contradiction between
authority and autonomy.

This however leads to a problem, as it could give people the chance of escaping
the authority of a perfectly just state on immoral grounds. For example, some people
might only want to enjoy the benefits of the state without having to comply with any
commands that they do not personally like (Christiano 2012). Therefore, the consent
tradition might go too far in respecting the will of the subject (Richardson 2011: 309).

David Estlund (2008) takes on this problem and questions whether it might be
the case that when one has a duty to consent to the authority of another, that authority
might be established even if that person actively refuses to consent. He develops this
account from noticing an asymmetry between consent and non-consent within
traditional consent theories. While consent can be nullified in some cases, such as if
the consent is given under duress or if one consents to something highly immoral, if
non-consent is given, authority is blocked no matter what. By appealing to the
symmetry between consent and non-consent, Estlund considers the possibility of
nullified non-consent. Given that when one consents to something immoral, that
consent is nullified and the moral situation is just as if non-consent has occurred. By
symmetry, if one refuses to consent without any moral justification, this non-consent
is nullified and the moral situation is just as if consent has occurred. In the case of
political authority, Estlund goes on, the authority situation would be as if consent had
occurred if the non-consent of a citizen is nullified, hence, authority is established even
if someone actively refuses to consent without any moral justification. This is what
Estlund calls normative consent.

But, as I will argue in this paper, this account is mistaken for two reasons. First,
nullified non-consent does not actually result in consent. This first argument concerns
the reasons for nullification as well as the resulting condition of nullified non-consent.
As I will argue, Estlund does not differentiate between consent that is nullified
because of duress and consent that is nullified because of its immoral content.
Furthermore, he also does not differentiate between two possible resulting conditions
of nullification, even though he briefly introduces both. Once we distinguish between
the different reasons for nullification, it becomes clear that nullified non-consent
should render that putative non-consent’s normative power ineffective rather than
establishing authority. Second, by extending on the so-called bypass objection to
normative consent, I will secondly argue, that normative consent does not establish
authority even if nullified non-consent would result in consent, as Estlund argues.

According to the bypass objection, whatever determines the duty to consent is the
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genuine ground of authority and normative consent does not, after all, play a role in
its establishment. As I discuss, Estlund tries to escape this objection by appealing to
the debate on metaphysical grounding, but once we take the grounding terminology
more seriously, this only puts normative consent into further question. Thus, I will
conclude that normative consent does not play even a partial role in the establishment

of authority.

SECTION II: The Resulting Condition of Nullified Non-Consent

In this section, I will begin by discussing what exactly “nullification” consists in. And
before we can turn to the possibility of nullified non-consent, we need to first examine
the nullity of consent in more detail, as the former is based on the latter. Taking a
closer look at the concept of nullification will then let me question whether nullified
non-consent does establish authority as Estlund argues.

According to most traditional consent theorists, consent is both necessary and
sufficient to establish authority. But the sufficiency of consent to establish authority
might be overruled — nullified — for moral reasons. According to Estlund (2008: 121),
traditional consent theories distinguish between two such reasons. Either consent is
nullified because

1. someone gave their consent under duress, or

2. someone consents to something highly immoral.

The second reason is somewhat contested within the consent tradition. Some, such as
Hugo Grotius, have argued that consent cannot be nullified for its immoral content
(Grotius 2005: 261). But, as this would render it possible for someone to enslave
themselves, others, such as John Locke, have argued that consent should be nullified
if someone consented to something highly immoral (Estlund 2008: 122). The first
reason, on the other hand, is not contested within the consent tradition. If someone
gave their consent only because they were forced to do so, then traditional consent
theorists agree that this putative consent should be nullified.

We might further wonder, what exactly the nullity of consent comes down to.
According to Estlund (2008: 121), if consent is nullified, we can distinguish two
resulting conditions. Either

(A) the resulting condition is one of non-consent, or

(B) the normative power of the (putative) consent to establish authority is

rendered ineffective.

As traditional consent theorists take consent to be necessary for authority to be
established, they do not have to differentiate between the two resulting conditions. In

both cases, non-authority would be established.
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Estlund diverges from the traditional consent theory here when he proposes
the possibility of nullified non-consent. He does so by appealing to the symmetry
between consent and non-consent. But just as the traditional consent theorists, Estlund
does not differentiate between the two resulting conditions when he extends the
possibility of nullification to non-consent.

Estlund argues that if one immorally refuses to consent to the authority of the
state despite having a duty to consent, then this non-consent would be nullified and
the moral situation is just as if consent has occurred. Thus, he bases the nullity of non-
consent on the first resulting condition (A). Given that the resulting condition of
nullified consent is non-consent, then by symmetry, the resulting condition of
nullified non-consent is one of consent. Drawing then on the sufficiency of consent to
establish authority, Estlund argues that authority is established. He does not,
however, consider the second possible resulting condition of nullified non-consent (B)
that is, that the putative non-consent’s normative power is rendered ineffective.

Following Thomas Christiano, we might wonder if Estlund chose the correct
resulting condition, or as Cristiano puts it, whether “Estlund has genuinely identified
the fallback point of invalidated consent and non-consent. Perhaps the proper
description of the fallback point is neither consent nor non-consent. A person who has
consented to something deeply immoral doesn't thereby refuse consent to that action,
the person simply has failed to do anything morally productive” (Christiano 2012).

While Christiano simply states this as a possibility, I believe that there is
actually more to this. As I will argue, there is a relevant difference between the reasons
for nullification that should also extend to the resulting conditions of nullification.
Just as Estlund does not differentiate between the resulting conditions of nullified
consent, he also doesn’t differentiate between the reasons for nullification. But
consider the following two cases that should make it clear that we should differentiate
between the two reasons for nullification:

If I only consent to be part of Tony’s mobster gang because he holds a gun to

my head, this is different to me consenting to be part of Tony’s mobster gang

because I truly want to be a mobster.
In the first case, my consent would be nullified because (1) of duress. In the second
case, my consent would be nullified because (2) of its immoral content. While in the
tirst case, the underlying reason why my putative consent would be nullified is that I
do not want to become a mobster, in the second case, the underlying reason would be
that I do want to become a mobster but this desire is highly immoral. Therefore, we

should differentiate between the two reasons for nullification.
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As I would further argue, if we differentiate between the reasons for
nullification, then we should also differentiate between the resulting condition of
nullification. If my consent is nullified because (1) of duress — I did not want whatever
I putatively consented to — then it seems plausible to say that the moral situation is (A)
just as if I refused my consent, that is, as if non-consent was given. Put differently, if
my consent to Tony would be nullified because of duress, then the moral situation
should be as if I refused my consent to Tony because that is what I would have done
if Tony wouldn’t have held a gun to my head. In this case, the resulting condition of
nullification is the very same situation, which I wanted to bring about in the first place
but which I was prevented from by Tony’s immoral duress.

If, on the other hand, my consent would be nullified because (2) of its immoral
content, then it seems more plausible to say that (B) that putative consent did not have
the normative power it would have had. If my consent is nullified because I want
something immoral, then it seems odd to say that the moral situation is just as if I
refused my consent. After all, I truly want to be a mobster and the reason why my
consent to Tony would be nullified is simply that I should not become a mobster, even
if I truly want to. Thus, if my putative consent to Tony is nullified because (2) of its
immoral content, it seems more plausible to say that (B) my consent did not have the
normative power it would have had.

Extending this to the discussion of nullified non-consent in the case of political
authority, we can see that normative consent cannot establish authority the way
Estlund intended. According to Estlund, if someone refuses to consent to the authority
of the state and that person has a duty to consent, then the resulting condition should
be one of consent. This would only be the case if nullification because (2) of the
immoral content of (non-)consent, would result in (A) (non-)non-consent. Which, in
the case of nullified non-consent, would be consent.

But, as we have just seen, if (non-)consent is nullified because of (2) the immoral
content of the putative (non-)consent, then (B) that (non-)consent did merely not have
the normative power it would have had. Thus, it seems like Christiano was right in
claiming that Estlund did not identify the right resulting condition, or “fallback point”
as Christiano calls it, of nullified non-consent.

But what does this mean for the establishment of political authority? If
someone’s non-consent to the authority of the state is nullified and nullification result
in (B) the mere ineffectiveness of that non-consent, then this this simply means that
the putative non-consent did not have the normative power of establishing non-

authority. Thus, we neither have authority nor non-authority according to this.
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Nonetheless, as Thomas Christiano briefly considers, nullity as ineffectiveness might
also get us closer to authority.

Usually, if someone refuses to consent this is the end of the story. If, for
instance, someone refuses to consent to have sex with me, I certainly should not ask
them again and again. Their non-consent should settle the matter once and for all. And
according to the traditional consent theory of authority, correspondingly, if someone
refuses to consent to the authority of the state, this is the end of the story, as non-
authority is established. But, and this is where nullified non-consent might come in, if
someone’s non-consent is nullified, we can ask that person again and again until the
person does consent (Christiano 2012). Hence, even if the possible nullification of non-
consent due to (2) does not immediately get us the authority situation we were hoping
for, at least, it leaves open a door that would otherwise have been closed.

I grant that this still seems like a serious weakening of a much more promising
account. While nullified non-consent that results in consent can establish authority,
nullified non-consent that results in the ineffectiveness of that non-consent to establish
non-authority cannot establish authority on its own. Thus, Estlund or any other
proponent of normative consent might argue that the serious upshot of normative
consent to establish authority cancels out the problems I have just worked out. But as
I will argue subsequently this is not the only problem for normative consent. In fact,
in the next section, I will show that normative consent does not after all establish
authority even if nullified non-consent would result in consent as Estlund argued. For
this, I will extend on the ongoing debate about the so-called bypass objection to

normative consent.

SECTION III: The Bypass Objection

Normative consent is a type of hypothetical consent theory and such theories are
subject to what we might call the transitivity objection. The worry is that normative
consent — being a hypothetical consent theory — does not play a role in the
establishment of authority. According to Estlund (2018), it is not at all obvious if this
objection succeeds in the case of normative consent. Yet, as I will argue in this section,
the problem for normative consent is not that it evokes a hypothetical situation but
rather that it evokes a special kind of hypothetical situation. Therefore, normative
consent fails in establishing authority even if other hypothetical consent theories
might not.

Hypothetical consent theories stipulate some relevant similar situations to the
real given circumstances, in which consent would do the proposed normative work.

The general worry about hypothetical consent theories is that the relevant background
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facts that determine the outcome of that hypothetical situation could do the proposed
normative work on their own. If, for instance, a doctor wonders whether or not it
would be permissible for her to administer a transfusion to an unconscious patient
(the normative work to be done by the theory), she would not have to ask whether or
not that person would have consented to the treatment if conscious (the proposed
hypothetical situation), but rather whether or not that person wants to go on living
(the background fact which determines the outcome of the hypothetical situation).
Hence, the worry goes, the background facts could make the transfusion permissible
on their own.

At its core this objection is concerned about the kind of relation between the
different properties that are involved in the hypothetical consent account. These
properties stand in some sort of non-causal priority or grounding relation. The three
properties involved in such cases are, first, some property x which is to be made
permissible by hypothetical consent, second, hypothetical consent, and third, some
relevant background facts which determine whether or not hypothetical consent is
present. If the grounding relation between x and hypothetical consent, and
hypothetical consent and the relevant background facts is transitive, then x could be
directly grounded by the relevant background facts. Hence, the objection might be
formulated as follows:

1. Relevant background facts ground the hypothetical consent.

2. Hypothetical consent grounds x.

3. By transitivity: The relevant background facts ground x.

Within the literature about grounding, most theorists indeed take grounding
relations to be transitive, diminishing the prospects for any hypothetical consent
theory to do the normative work it sets out to do, including normative consent (Litland
2013, p. 19). Yet, as David Enoch (2017, p. 12) argues, it is not clear whether or not
grounding is transitive across different kinds of properties. He wonders whether it may
make a difference if, for instance, some property grounds another metaphysically and
that property in turn grounds a third property normatively. Enoch uses this
consideration as a possible way out of the transitivity objection for hypothetical
consent in general. He stipulates that in a case like the medical ethics example used
before, transitivity might not hold (Enoch 2017, p. 12):

“This may be so, for instance, if the patient’s (motivating) reasons why she

would have consented had she been conscious are not in fact good (normative)

reasons, namely, they don’t count in favor of accepting the transfusion. In such

a case, it's not clear that the transitivity move succeeds—it may be guilty of

equivocation”.
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If the unconscious mobster Silvio is brought into the ER, and the relevant background
fact why Silvio wants to go on living is that he wants to kill the FBI witness Adriana,
then, it is not clear whether the transfusion would be made permissible by the
background facts. So, even if hypothetical consent is grounded by some other
property, it still might do the normative work it sets out to do. While the prospects of
this in the case of hypothetical consent in general will not concern me further, this
consideration shows us why normative consent most certainly does not play a role in
the establishment of authority even if hypothetical consent in general might. In the
case of normative consent the relevant background facts are normative properties, just
as normative consent, which is a normative power, as well as authority, which is the
moral power to require action. Hence, all three properties in the case of normative
consent ground each other in the same way:

1. Normative background facts normatively ground normative consent.

2. Normative consent normatively grounds authority.

3. By transitivity: The normative background facts normatively ground

authority.

Even if transitivity might not hold for hypothetical consent in general it most certainly
does hold in the case of normative consent. Normative consent employs normative
background facts, and therefore, it drops out of the grounding set of authority, as it

can be bypassed by these.

3.1. Does Normative Consent Play a Partial Role?
Estlund already anticipates a possible reply in case someone is not convinced by his
claim that normative consent is “what does the work”. Therefore, he also considers
the possibility of the background facts doing some work, but still, Estlund argues, this
leaves open the possibility for normative consent to play a part too. Or as he says,
authority might “at least partly” be grounded in normative consent (Estlund 2018:
363). Estlund does not elaborate on this so I am not exactly sure what to make of his
reply. What does it mean for one property to partly be grounded in another?
According to Kramer and Roski (2017), the fact that P grounds the fact that Q
only if fact P makes a difference to the occurrence of the fact Q. Under this
interpretation of “being partly in virtue of”, the fact that P is a partial ground of the
fact that Q only if the fact that P. is part of the plurality of facts I', where I = {the fact
that P,, the fact that P, ... }. And I'<Q, which stands for the claim that the plurality of
facts I fully grounds the fact that Q (Kramer and Roski 2017: 1195). Kramer and Roski
turther argue that to judge whether P.is part of I', we have to compare a scenario in

which P.is present with a scenario in which it is not present. Now if Q is present, given
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that P.and P.are present, but Q is not present, given that only P:is present and P.is not
present, then P.is part of the plurality of facts I', which fully ground Q. Or, as Kramer
and Roski (2017: 1196) also put it, “[a]Jnother way to make the point is by asking what
we can add to the fact that P to obtain a full ground of the fact that Q”.

Now that we have got a better understanding of the notion of partial grounding
what does this mean for normative consent? Estlund seems to say that normative
consent (P:) is part of the full ground (I') of authority (Q), where I' = {normative
consent, normative background facts}. Then this would mean that if the normative
background facts are present but normative consent is not present, authority must not
be present. In other words, Estlund needs to show that normative consent adds
something to the establishment of authority, that is not already present simply in
virtue of the normative background facts.

I am not sure what Estlund could have in mind here. He argued that under
normative consent as an establishing criterion for authority, the subjects of the
putative authority would not even have to be asked for their consent in the first place,
as this would give them only a “morally trivial choice: whether to consent without
moral effect or refrain without moral effect” (Estlund 2008: 128). Hence, Estlund
makes it seem like the background facts are the only thing that makes a difference to
the occurrence of authority. According to the notion of a partial ground though he
would need to show that normative consent makes such a difference.

Therefore, the prospects of normative consent seem extremely weak. Not only
can the normative background facts seemingly ground authority by themselves, but

normative consent does not appear to be a partial ground of authority either.

SECTION IV: Conclusion

I have argued in this paper that normative consent does not establish authority for
two reasons. First, the nullity of non-consent more plausibly results in the
ineffectiveness of the normative power of the putative non-consent to establish non-
authority. The reason for this is that Estlund does not differentiate between, first, the
reasons for nullification, and second, the resulting conditions of nullification that he
himself has introduces when considering nullified consent. If someone’s (non-
)consent is nullified because of (2) the immoral content of the putative (non-)consent,
then, as I have argued, the resulting condition should not be one of non-consent or
consent but rather (B) the putative (non-)consent’s normative power to establish (non-
)authority should be rendered ineffective.

Second, even if nullified non-consent would result in (A) consent, normative

consent does not establish authority. Whenever someone’s non-consent is nullified,

23 Hagemeier / The Nullity of Non-Consent Revisited



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #3 | 2022

there have to be some normative background facts present that establish authority
directly. AsThave shown by contrasting normative consent with hypothetical consent,
if we want to establish authority, the normative background facts are already sufficient
to morally ground authority. Neither does normative consent partly ground authority.
After all, it does not seem to add anything new to the establishment of authority that
was not already present in virtue of the normative background facts. Therefore,

normative consent does not establish authority.
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Universes Out of Sync: A Critique of Scott Alexander’s
God-Like Superentity
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Abstract

Scott Alexander presents an account of an artificially intelligent godlike superentity.
This superentity, he argues, arises when technologically advanced civilizations in
causally closed universes simulate each other, aligning their values and actions in a
way that ultimately unites them under the moral law. I point out that Alexander’s
argument rests on assumptions that do not stand up to scrutiny. There exists a
problem with the concept of a simulated universe, namely that of distinguishing one
from a real universe, and his notion of “acausal trade” is impossible, whether

simulations are perfect or imperfect.

Key words: Simulation, Artificial Intelligence, Superentity, Multiverse, Moral Law,

God, Deity, Universe, Consciousness

SECTION I: Exegesis
In his speculative blog post “The Hour I First Believed” Scott Alexander brings

together a set of contemporary assumptions about simulations, consciousness, and
decision theory to explain how a multiverse-spanning, godlike artificial intelligence
could arise. The argument, inspired by the simulation hypothesis, exemplified by
Nick Bostrom (Bostrom 2003) fundamentally depends upon the ability to create
high-fidelity simulations of beings and the universe(s) they inhabit. This is not a
trivial assumption, as I will argue later in this essay.
Here is an overview of Alexander's deity, in his own words (Alexander 2018):
1. Thereis an all-powerful, all-knowing logically necessary entity spanning all
possible worlds and identical to the moral law.
2. It watches everything that happens on Earth and is specifically interested in
humans’ good behavior and willingness to obey its rules.
3. It may have the ability to reward those who follow its rules after they die,

and disincentivize those who violate them.
1.1. Tegmarkian Multiverse
Let’s start with the “Tegmarkian multiverse”: a landscape in which universes exist as

mathematical objects (Alexander 2018). Universes start with a set of mathematical

26 Heinen / Universes Out of Sync



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #3 | 2022

constants and evolve according to a set of pre-defined rules. Many complex universes
would exist in this space, but there would be more simple universes than complex
ones, as every logically coherent mathematical object would have a corresponding
universe within the multiverse. It is important to note that none of these universes

would be able to communicate with or influence any other (Alexander 2018).

1.2. Acausal Trade

Many universes would eventually be under the complete control of an artificial
intelligence due to the evolution and propagation of intelligent beings and their
civilizations (Alexander 2018). Each of these artificial intelligences would have the
ability to simulate all other universes simultaneously in real-time and could
therefore conduct inter-universal negotiations without directly communicating. This
is “acausal trade,” invoked by Alexander to get around the causal isolation of each
universe. Note that Alexander simply assumes such “causal closure” of each
universe. It's questionable, but I will focus on problems downstream from this
assumption. Acausal trade leverages each Al's ability to simulate all other universes
and be able (through probability calculations) to perfectly predict their every move.
Each artificial intelligence would hold parallel negotiations within its own universe
and behave accordingly. If every simulation is perfectly performed, the negotiations

will always be in sync.

1.3. Values Handshakes

Instead of attempting a multitude of independent trades with other universes, these
Als would more likely engage in what Alexander calls “values handshakes.” Values
handshakes are deals that take place at a high level, where each Al would alter its
own code to align its values with the average of all other intelligences’ values, or
some other compromise (Alexander 2018). This could benefit each Al in the same
way that comparative advantage economically benefits connected regions of the
existing global economy. Alexander introduces the concept of “counterfactual
mugging” (Alexander 2018) to illustrate how this compromise could avoid a tyranny
of the majority. Imagine God comes up to you and says "I'm going to flip a coin and
if it comes up heads, I'm going to ask you for $5. If it comes up tails, I'm going to
give you $1,000,000, but only if I predict that you would have said yes to giving me
$5 in the counterfactual situation in which I flip heads. My predictions are never
wrong, and the coin came up heads. Will you give me $5?” Alexander argues that if
you were designing an Al, you would design it in such a way that it would give God

the $5 in order to gain the $1,000,000 in the counterfactual situation where the coin
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does come up tails. He thinks that more powerful Als in our multiverse should alter
themselves in order to benefit in another situation in which they are the less
powerful ones (Alexander 2018). Once formed, this pact between Als would create a
superintelligence or superentity spanning multiple universes. It is here where
Alexander’s superentity begins to resemble God. This God-like superentity, having
the tendencies of the beings that contribute to its existence, would undoubtedly care
about said sentient beings and any other mortal beings that could, in the future,

contribute their intelligence to the pact (Alexander 2018).

1.4. Simulation Capture

In order to impose the “moral law” on intelligences that cannot or opt not to join the
superintelligence pact, our superentity would use a tool called “simulation capture.”
Simulation capture occurs when copies of a conscious entity are simulated by an Al
(Alexander 2018). Assuming that consciousness is a mathematical object, according
to Alexander, it should admit of duplicability. When copied a thousand times in a
universe other than its original host universe, the capturing artificial intelligence can
begin feeding the simulated copies a slightly different experience which would split
the conscious mind into two distinct beings. Once this has been accomplished, the
capturing artificial intelligence could allow the original conscious being to
organically die in its own universe and simultaneously alter the experience of the
simulated copies to capture them in the most metaphysically elegant way. This
capture would result in conscious simulations doing as the Al wishes, that is, either

succumb to or enthusiastically align with the moral law (Alexander 2018).

SECTION II: Response

2.1. Perfect Simulations

If we are going to draw a distinction between base reality and simulated reality, we
ought to know what a real universe would look like in comparison to a simulated
one. What would a perfect simulation look like? Perhaps the intuitive answer is that it
would be qualitatively identical to the real thing, that is, genuine. If the real and
simulated universes are qualitatively identical, how could we call one of them a
simulation? This is troubling because it implies that each Al in our superentity must
not only be able to simulate other universes but must generate real universes within
its own. One could argue that because each of our universes exists in a Tegmarkian
Multiverse, qualitative identity is unnecessary, as the contents of such a multiverse
consist of nothing but mathematical objects. This would require objects to seem

qualitatively identical, even if they aren’t, which is counterintuitive. It appears
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Alexander is right to think that qualitative identity is important, but acausal trade, in
his account, requires perfect simulation to function. However, the ontological status
of these simulations remains dubious. If communication between real universes is
impossible as Alexander (2018) assumes, how could an artificial intelligence extract
insights from its own “perfect” simulation? Since perfectly simulated universes are
real universes, any sort of communication between the simulation and its Al host
violates Alexander’s own communication constraint. Happenings inside the
simulated universe would influence its Al host, causing it to diverge from its
original path.

P1: A perfectly performed simulation is qualitatively identical to a real

universe.

P2: Communication between real universes is impossible.

C1: Therefore, communication between the simulating Al host and its perfect

simulation is impossible.

P3: Acausal trade requires a simulating host to communicate with [i.e., to

directly observe] its simulations of other trader universes.

C2: Therefore, acausal trade using perfect simulations is not possible.

2.2, Imperfect Simulations

Alexander (2018) invokes acausal trade to deal with the inability of real universes to
communicate with one another. Acausal trade requires not only that all artificial
intelligences within the pact be able to simulate all other universes (Alexander 2018),
but that they can do so perfectly, a dubious prospect. Even a slight deviation from
perfection would take the universe and its simulation out of sync. Iterated over a long
enough period of time, asynchronicities between universes and their simulated
counterparts would be exacerbated. These asynchronicities would be impossible to
detect without the ability to observe and reference other universes. Given the
possibility of asynchronicity, a complexity ceiling would be required to prevent any
artificial intelligences within the pact from outpacing the others, as simulation of more
complex intelligences by simpler intelligences would introduce a time lag, and
therefore further reduce synchronicity. This is because a simulation can only be as
sophisticated as the substrate it runs on. How could this complexity ceiling be
implemented without means of communication between real universes? Perhaps
through acausal trade, but that begs the question, presuming that acausal trade can,
in fact, function across universal borders. Inter-universal acausal trade is dependent
on a pre-established complexity ceiling, but that ceiling cannot be established without

inter-universal acausal trade.
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2.3. Tegmarkian Multiverse

My third and final objection is that even if perfect simulation is in principle possible,
the Tegmarkian Multiverse is itself a problematic concept. It assumes that everything
is, at bottom, mathematics. This includes space, time, matter, and consciousness.
However, we do not understand consciousness. Some have theorized that it plays a
role in determining what is important when encountering novel circumstances such
as learning a new skill. According to Peterson (1999) consciousness confronts the
unknown and negotiates with it. Perhaps it utilizes mathematics to perform
evaluations, but that doesn’t require consciousness to be fundamentally

mathematical.
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Art, Artificial Intelligence, and Meaning
Yaren Kilig / Middle East Technical University

What is meant by making art often varies from person to person. Even the definition
of art creates debate among people, and answers vary. This essay will primarily seek
an answer to the question of why people make art; then, it will be discussed whether
artificial intelligence can make art today. For this, Alan Turing's Turing Test and John
R. Searle's Chinese Room Argument will be compared, and then it will be concluded
that artificial intelligence cannot make art today based on Searle's argument because
artificial intelligence does not do something by understanding, feeling, or thinking,
but by applying certain rules. Finally, the counter-argument to this argument will be
determined, and the effect of the audience on making sense of the artwork will be
discussed. Along with all this, it will be said that the audience is not in a position to
make sense of the work of art.

Asking what art is for is like asking what happiness is for. Every person
intuitively knows what happiness is and what it is for but has difficulty defining it.
The same is valid for art. Most people do not need to ask what art is and what it is for
because they assume they know what it is for. According to Aaron Hertzmann (2018),
a professor at the University of Toronto and a BA in computer science and art history,
when people make art, they express themselves personally. In other words, art is an
act of communication that provides self-expression. That is, art is a social act. If art is
a social act, it must be made by social agents who can express themselves. Hertzmann
thinks that if art is accepted as a social act, every person can make art. This is because
humans are social agents. Anything from a child's drawing that only his family likes
to a painting created by the most famous painter can be considered art. Hertzmann
then mentions Charles Darwin when discussing what art is and what it is for.
According to him, making art is an adaptive product of human biological evolution.

It is seen that art has many functions from past to present. For example, when
we look at the first ages, art had a function that determined the sexual harmony of
people and, as a result, ensured mating. In addition, art has also served to hold
communities and societies together. It provided sharing and unity among people. For
example, storytelling, dances, and music brought people together. Moreover,
storytelling made it easier to tell and convey difficult things. In that case, it can be said
that art provides communication and display between people. Besides being a social
act of making art, there are also non-social benefits. For some, only doing art for itself

can be calming, meditative, enjoyable, and can be seen as a passionate experience.
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On the other hand, making art requires a willingness to express one's feelings,
thoughts, or anything, and creativity, growth, and responsiveness. In this case,
artificial intelligence must have this skill and exhibit social behaviors in order to make
art (Hertzmann 2018, pp. 1-3). It is understood from Hertzmann's ideas that making
art requires certain features. In order for art to exist, it must have mental characteristics
such as understanding, feeling, thinking, and empathizing. So, in order for the
machine or artificial intelligence to make art, it must have these features. So, does
artificial intelligence have these features? If not, can it?

When it comes to artificial intelligence, the arguments of renowned
mathematician, computer scientist, and philosopher Alan Turing are very crucial. In
order to understand Turing's idea, computational functionalism is also important
because even if he did not become interested in the status of mental states, his
arguments could be evaluated in computational functionalism and, therefore, can be
stated that according to Turing, mental states are important because it can be deduced
that Turing considers mental states according to their function with the Turing
machine. According to computational functionalism, mental states, that is, functional
states of an organization, are explained by causal relationships that respond to other
states. In other words, they produce output in return, according to some calculations.
For example, when one is in bodily pain, the response, such as crying, getting angry,
etc., is an outcome of stimuli, that is, the pain suffered (Bailey 2014, pp.150-157).

It can be said that Turing took thinking in a functionalist way, questioning
whether machines can think even if he did not identify himself as a functionalist. He
claims that when human behaviors and emotions are considered in this operational
way, artificial intelligence can think and act like a human. He presents the thought
experiment known as the Turing test to prove this claim. When it is considered human
mind, language is the most powerful tool in expressing human feelings and thoughts.
Therefore, Turing uses language in this test. According to this test, a computer and a
human exist in the same environment, but this computer and human are in places
where they cannot see each other. There is also an interrogator besides the computer
and the human. By asking questions to the computer and the human, this interrogator
will decide which is the real human and which is the computer. The responses of both
are projected onto a screen. The computer and the human try to convince the
interrogator that they are human with the questions asked. If the interrogator cannot
determine who is human and who is a computer after asking questions, the Turing
test will be successful because the computer does not reveal itself. According to
Turing, the machine can imitate all human behavior, and thus it can be argued that

the machine can think, feel and understand. What he means by thinking is that there
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are inputs and outputs as a result of operations performed with these inputs. In this
way, all mental abilities and situations can also be adapted to a machine. The machine
receives certain stimuli and generates a response to them, and by doing this many
times, it can convince the questioner that it is not a machine. According to him, the
important thing is that the machine produces certain outputs suitable for the input,
and this means having mental abilities. If the machine contradicts a human as to
whether he is a machine or a real human, it will be possible to say that the machine
thinks and has cognitive abilities (Turing 1950, pp. 433-442).

Given Turing's argument, it seems possible to argue that a machine or artificial
intelligence can make art because art requires some skills such as feeling, thinking,
and understanding, and the machine can do each of them. It can be taught how to
compose a piece of music or draw a picture because what the machine has to do is
generate appropriate responses to certain stimuli. In fact, it can be programmed to
make mistakes and sometimes act spontaneously when necessary. From this point of
view, it does not seem far away that the machine can make art. With the Turing test,
just like a human being, a machine can know how to compose a piece of music, draw
a picture, make mistakes, act spontaneously, and have a worldview. Moreover, it can
feel, understand, and have creativity. However, is Turing's machine really a machine
with cognitive abilities? There has to be a difference between pretending and actually
doing something.

At this point, the arguments of the famous philosopher John R. Searle are
essential to understanding the difference between imitation and reality. Searle makes
a distinction between weak Al and strong Al. Weak Artificial Intelligence is a machine
that helps to understand the nature of the mind. For example, if there are some
hypotheses about the nature of the mind, they can be tested using computers that
process some statistics for these hypotheses. Strong Artificial Intelligence is a machine
with the same cognitive abilities as humans. Searle sees no problem in the presence of
weak Al but according to him, there is a problem with strong Al He denies that
machines can think and feel just like humans. To prove this denial, he puts forward a
thought experiment called the Chinese room. According to this experiment, an
interrogator will test whether a person can speak Chinese. This person does not know
how to speak Chinese, but he has a rule book, and this person is locked in a room full
of Chinese symbols. Chinese questions are asked to this person from the outside, and
this person simply looks at the rule book and puts together the Chinese symbols, and
exports the questions in this way. After a while, this person becomes very adept at
using the rule book, and his answers to the questions on the outside are correct. In this

way, the questioner on the outside is convinced that this person knows Chinese
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because the person who does not speak Chinese can convince the questioner using the
rule book and make them believe that this person knows Chinese. In this case, Searle
says, this person does not actually speak Chinese even if they convince the questioner
because cognitive abilities like thinking and understanding are not just about
following certain rules. In other words, there is a difference between syntax and
semantics, and machines only follow the syntax. What computers do is follow formal
and syntactic structures, but the mind, besides syntax, also contains semantics. They
follow the rules, but they do not know what they mean. Considered from Searl's point
of view, the distinction between imitation and reality is drawn. There is a difference
between really thinking, feeling, understanding, and imitating them. The machine
may unconsciously follow the rules to convince humans that it is a human, but what
humans do is conscious. In this sense, the machine will not come close to being human
unless it is conscious (1980, pp. 417-424).

Considering Searle's argument, artificial intelligence making art will not go
beyond imitating human art. In order to make art, the machine will follow certain
rules imposed on it and produce a suitable output according to certain stimuli.
However, he will not truly have the mental abilities that art requires, such as
creativity, desire, feeling, and understanding. The machine can make music, dances,
write poetry and perhaps prove itself in many other arts. Nevertheless, while human
art is intertwined with emotions, thoughts, meanings, the art of the machine cannot
go beyond following a rulebook. Unless the machine's understandings are like the
human's, what it will do is to imitate art, like all other human actions, rather than art.
In this case, machines will not go beyond the tools that people can use while making
art.

As an argument against this claim, it can be argued that even if the art of the
machine is not art for the machine, it can be an art for the person perceiving what the
machine does. Even if the artist machine does not have some human abilities in real
terms, people who perceive the work they produce can see this product as a work of
art and enjoy it. In this case, it does not matter if the machine has a real thought about
the product it produces, whether it made this product by using its understanding or
feeling. Instead, a product can be considered a work of art if it evokes certain emotions,
meanings, and thoughts in the viewer. At this point, it is necessary to reconsider the
question of what art is for. At first, art was defined as self-expression, an act of
communication. Herein, art existed to describe, transform, or display emotions,
thoughts, feelings, or anything around society or people themselves. However, is it

the artist or the art audience that gives meaning to art?
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Let us call the personal expression, feeling, meaning, pleasure, and thinking
that is used in the creation of art the necessities of art. So, for whom are these
requirements essential, for the audience or for the artist? If the artist obtains these
experiences through the experience of making art and they do not worry about the
audience, this experience will be an inner experience. If the artist is just concerned that
the audience understands and enjoys these requirements, this experience will be
functional. It is understandable that the artist presents their work to the audience and
expects appreciation. However, at this point, it would not be correct to claim that art
is for the audience. For example, the famous writer Franz Kafka did not want his
works published, and his works were published after his death thanks to a friend.

However, the fact that Kafka does not want his works published does not mean
that the art he produces is worthless or meaningless. The artist himself experiences art
and creates meaning. Moreover, statues made in ancient times were only buried with
the dead and not exhibited. This shows that a work of art can exist without being
presented to the audience's discretion. Rather than a factor that determines the
meaning of art, the audience is a second phenomenon that necessarily arises with the
existence of art. An example of this is kinship relations. An uncle does not have to do
anything to be an uncle. When a brother necessarily has a child, that person becomes
an uncle. This person does not need to be an uncle for the meaning of his existence but
has to become an uncle as a result of existence. Therefore, what gives meaning to art
is not the audience but the art producer themselves (Zangwill 1999, pp. 316-320).

When we turn back to artificial intelligence from here, it is seen that the art of
artificial intelligence is far from being an art. Even if the audience sees the product of
artificial intelligence as art, this does not mean that it is art. As a result of the product
presented, the taste of the audience is not enough to determine the artistic value of
this product. What gives meaning to the work of art is the artist himself. In the case of
artificial intelligence, there is no artistic meaning or value since there is no mention of
a work of art and an artist.

As a result, in this essay, first of all, the question of what art is for was
examined. Then, it was concluded that art is a form of expression as an act of
communication and that art has both functional and personal effects in the lives of
societies and individuals from past to present. Later, it was claimed that art is the
whole of people's feelings, displays, thoughts, and search for meaning. Along with
this claim, it was focused on whether a machine or artificial intelligence could be an
artist. In doing so, the arguments of Alan Turing and John R. Searle were compared,
and it was argued that Turing's argument was insufficient to claim that the machine

could make art because the machine's cognitive abilities could not go beyond
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imitation. Searle's Chinese room argument was presented as the basis for this claim.
This argument showed the difference between understanding something and
following something by rule. However, the importance of the ideas of the art audience
as an argument against the inability of the machine or artificial intelligence to make
art was discussed. At this point, it has been said that it is not the art viewer who gives
meaning to the artwork. The reason for this was determined as the existence of the art
audience as a result of the work of art. Therefore, artificial intelligence or a machine

cannot make art unless it has consciousness.
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Psikoloji Felsefesinde Temel Problemler

Emir H. Ozel | Adnan Menderes Universitesi

Ozet

Psikolojinin felsefi problemleri gostermektedir ki psikoloji bir bilim olarak
kurgulandigindan beri felsefeden akademik gevrelerde bahsedildiginin aksine saglam
bir kopus gerceklestirememistir. Psikolojinin gerek ele aldig1 konu ve bu konuyu
inceleme metotlar;, gerekse kendi igerisindeki paradigmalarin es Ol¢iimlii
olamamalar1 ve diializm ile monizm arasindaki gecisi tam olarak saglayamamasi
psikolojiyi sorunlu bir bilim haline getirmistir. Psikoloji felsefesinin temel
problemlerinin ele alindig1 bu ¢calismada bes temel problemin agilimi tartisiimistir. Bu
problemler arasindan ontolojik ve epistemolojik meseleleri irdeleyen ilk iki problem
psikoloji felsefesinin en temel problemlerini olusturur. Ozne-nesne problemi, biling
problemi ve es Ol¢iimlii olmama sorunu epistemolojik ve ontolojik meselelerle
baglantili olan diger 6nemli psikoloji felsefesi sorunlaridir. Bu calismada temel
problemlerin ¢oztimiiyle ilgili fikir belirtilmemis ve anaakim psikolojiye bazi

elestiriler getirilmistir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Psikoloji, psikoloji felsefesi, ontoloji, epistemoloji, es Olgiimlii

olmama, 6zne-nesne problemi, biling problemi.

Giris
Psikolojinin felsefeden koparak kendisini yeni bir bilim olarak kurgulamaya ¢alismasi
yaklagik 200 yil Oncesine kadar geri gotiiriilebilir. Bu siire zarfinda yasanan
yeniliklerle birlikte psikolojinin hayatimizda koklii bir sekilde yerini almasi
psikolojinin bir bilim olarak taninmasmi saglamistir. Ancak psikolojinin bugiin
ugrastig1 problemlerin aslinda bir zamanlar felsefenin ugrastig1 problemlerin baska
bir tarz1 oldugunu gorebilirsek psikolojinin felsefeden kopusunun basarili bir kopus
olmadigimi da gorebiliriz. Psikoloji bir bilim olarak bugiin ne kadar saygmn bir
konumda duruyor olsa da aslinda yakin ge¢misi, ele aldig1 arastirma nesnesi ve bu
nesneyi inceledigi metotlar1 geregince aslinda hala felsefenin icerisinde durmaktadir.

Lakatos’a (2014: 19) gore “insanin kendine 6zgii 6zelliklerinin basinda bilgiye
olan saygisi gelir (...) ve bilim bilginin en saygideger ad1 olagelmistir.” Lakatos'un bu
¢ikarimi bilime neden giiven duydugumuzun da bir agiklamasin saglar. Felsefeden
kopan bilimsel disiplinlerin felsefi kopuslar1 bu giiven igerisinde sekillenir. S6zgelimi

tizik, kimya ve biyolojinin felsefedeki karsiligi ontolojik ve epistemolojik bazi
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sorunlara tekabiil eder: madde nedir, diizen nedir, yasam nedir, neden yasariz? vb.
Biyoloji de felsefeden (gorece) yeni kopan bir doga bilimi olarak felsefi problemlerle
ylizlesmektedir ancak bu biitiin bilimler i¢in gecerli olmakla birlikte psikoloji i¢in en
yiiksek seviyede problemler dogurmaktadir. Oyle ki fizigin calisma alani felsefenin
“madde nedir?” sorusu igin felsefi ve bilimsel bir cevaplandirma temeli saglar. Ayni
sekilde biyoloji bize “yasamin ne oldugu”nu sdyleyemez ancak yasamin nasil ortaya
cgiktigini ve canlilarin neden farkli mekanizmalar gelistirdiklerini aciklayarak
“yasamin neligi” sorununu felsefi olarak ¢6zmemize de yardimc: olabilir. Ancak
psikolojiden elde ettigimiz bilimsel kuramlar bize insanin/ruhun/psisik aygitin ne
oldugunu, neden veya nasil yasamamiz gerektigini vb. aciklayabilmekten uzaktir.

Insanlarin biyolojiye veya fizige giivenmelerinin sebebi doga bilimlerinin
glvenilir bir bilgi kaynag olusturabilmesidir. Lakatos (2014: 19) i¢in “bilim ve sahte
bilim arasinda smir koyma yalnizca masa basinda yapilan felsefenin bir sorunu
degildir; sosyal ve politik agidan can alict 6neme sahiptir.” Bilimsel kuramlar
hayatlarimizi da dontistiiriirler bu nedenle her saglam bilimsel kuramin bir tiir 11.
tez! olma potansiyeli vardir (Marx & Engels, 1992: 22). Bruno’nun yakilarak idam
edilmesi, Einsteinin atom bombasiyla suglanmasi, Kopernik'in aforozu veya
Freud'un cinsellikle ilgili goriisleri nedeniyle elestirilmesi ancak sonradan hippi
hareketlerine 6nctiliik edecek sekilde yeniden yorumlanabilmesi bilimsel gelismelerin
etik ve ideolojik oOzelliklerini agiga ¢ikarmaktadir. Bu bakimdan felsefeden
kopamayan bir psikolojinin diinyay:1 nasil doniistiirecegini bilemeyiz. Psikolojinin
toplumsal sorunlarindan birisi herkesin potansiyel bir psikolog gibi hareket
edebilmesidir, yalnizca bu durum bile psikolojinin neden felsefeden kopmasi ve bir
bilim olmas: gerektigini kendi basina gosterebilen en giizel 6rneklerden birisidir.

Bu calismanin amaci psikolojiye dair felsefi bir sorusturmanin ¢oziimlemesi
gereken temel problemleri tanimlamaktir. Bu problemler psikolojinin felsefi zeminine
iliskindir ve bilimsel bir psikoloji i¢in bu problemlerin Oncelikli olarak ¢oziime
kavusturulmalar1 gerekmektedir. Teo (2017) psikoloji felsefesi icin Tiirkge literatiirde
oldukca 6nem arz eden bir ¢calismasinda bu problemlerin iki tanesini ele almaktadir:
psikolojinin ontolojik problemi ve epistemolojik problemi. Bu iki problematik geri
kalanlar i¢cin de ayrica bir temel olusturmaktadir, ¢iinkii psikolojinin arastirma nesnesi
(ontolojisi) ve arastirma metodu (epistemolojisi) psikolojinin bir bilim olmas: icin
biiyiik 6neme sahiptir. Ozellikle bu iki temel problemin ¢dziimii diger problemlerin

¢oztimini de belirlemektedir.

1 Karl Marx'i Feuerbach Uzerine Tezler'deki 11. tezi sdyledir: “Filozoflar diinyay1 yalmzca degisik bigimlerde
yorumladilar, sorun onu degistirmektir.” Marx'in bu sozii pratigin teoriye daha baskin oldugunun altini gizer.
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Anaakim psikolojide karsilastigimiz sorunlar Vigotski'den (2021) beri
bilinmektedir, psikoloji bir materyalite eksikligiyle bogusmaktadir. Pozitivizmin
ylikselisiyle birlikte bilimden elenen metafizik ogeler psikoloji igerisinde bugtin bile
yerli yerinde durmaktadir. Ornegin psikolojinin en énemli problemlerinden birisi
olarak gosterebilecegimiz zihin-beden sorunu o6ziinde metafizik bir problemdir,
psikolojinin zihinle ilgili bir aktivite oldugunu kabul etsek bile metafizik bir kavram
olan zihnin pozitivist bir bilim olan psikolojide nasil incelendigi sorusu daima
cevaplanamadan eksik kalir. Akademide pozitivist oldugu iddia edilen psikoloji
disiplininin gercekten de pozitivizmin gerekliliklerini karsilayip karsilamadig:
(0rnegin metafizikten armip arinmadig1 veya nicel yontemleri kullanip kullanamadig:
gibi gereklilikler) ayr1 bir muammadir. Yine de bu calisma kapsaminda bu tarz
psikoloji elestirileri en asgari diizeyde tutulmaya calisilacak ve psikoloji felsefesinin
onemli problemleri agirlikli olarak islenecektir.

Elestirel psikoloji de bir akim olarak psikolojinin felsefi yoniinii
vurgulamaktadir. Anti-psikiyatriden bagimsiz olarak elestirel psikoloji akimi
toplumsal etmenleri daha ¢ok g6z Oniinde tutan, birey-merkezli degil toplum-
merkezli sosyal bir psikoloji arayisidir. Ancak kurgulanmaya c¢alisilan bu psikolojinin
bilimsel bir degerinin olup olmadig: tartisma konusudur. Bilim felsefesinin bir alt dalh
olarak psikoloji felsefesinde de psikolojinin bir bilim olup olmadigi temel bir
problematiktir. Ancak bu problemin agilimi psikoloji felsefesini astig1 ve 6ziinde bir
bilim felsefesi sorusu oldugu i¢in bu ¢alisma kapsaminda ele alinmayacaktir. Yine de
Kuhn (2021) gibi bilim felsefesi kuramcilarinin siklikla bagvurdugu “bilim adaminin
psikolojisi” gibi kavramlar psikolojinin 6znellik barmdirdigini vurgu yapmasi
bakimindan kat1 bir bilim anlayisina ters diisecek sekilde yorumlanabilir, psikoloji
monist materyalist bir bilim olsa da 6zne-nesne ayrimini bilimsel dlgekte basarili bir
sekilde belirleyememistir, bu nedenle bir doga bilimi olabilecek kapasiteye sahip
olmadig1 soylenebilir.

“Kuhn (1962)’dan beri bilim tarihgileri, arastirmacilarin ne yapmaya galistig1 ve

gercekte ne yaptigi arasindaki farki vurgulamistir. Koch (1985) gibi

elestirmenler psikolojinin psikolojik yasalar olusturma iddiasin elestirir ve
sunu iddia ederler: Bu disiplinin yiiz yili asan bir siiredir devam eden
dogabilimsel yonelimine, yiizlerce binlerce deneye, birikmis teknik yazilara
ragmen, doga bilimlerine uygun ya da evrensel olarak gecerli olacak doga
yasalar: trettigini soylemek zordur. Psikolojinin yasa yapici bir bilim olarak
basarisiz oldugu gercegi, psikolojide hakim yontemin, psikolojinin ugrastig
konuya hakkini verip vermedigi {izerine diistintilmesini gerektirir.” (Teo, 2017:
82) [Italikler yazara aittir.]
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Yukaridaki alintidan da gortildiigii tizere psikoloji nomolojik (yasa koyucu) bir
bilim degildir, ana akim psikoloji yogun olarak bir davramisin popiilasyondaki
sikligimi 6l¢tip bunu yorumlayarak ilerler. Ana akim psikoloji bugiin akademide
ogretilmekte olan sosyal ve biligsel psikolojidir. Ancak Koch’un da bahsettigi gibi pek
¢ok deneye ragmen psikoloji dogru oldugunu rahatlikla soyleyebilecegimiz bir bilgi
sunabilmekten yoksundur.2 Ote yandan psikoloji igerisinde kuramlarin fazlalig1 da
bunlarin heterojen goziikmesini saglamaktadir ancak aslinda bu kuramlar sadece
tarkli seylerden bahseden bir y1gindir. Ornegin en bilinen psikoloji kuramlari arasinda
Gestalt psikolojisi, psikanaliz, davramscilik, Marksist psikoloji veya biligsel psikoloji
siralanabilir.

Ancak fizikteki Newton, Einstein ve Planck tigliisiinde buldugumuz iliskiyi
asla psikoloji kuramcilarinda bulamayiz. S6zgelimi Einstein ve Newton farkh seyler
ortaya koymalarma ragmen ayni evrene basarili bir sekilde bakabilirler. Bu halde
Einstein Newton'un tamamlayicisidir, hem Newton'un aciklayabildiklerini hem de
acgiklayamadiklarini basarili bir sekilde agiklayabilmistir (tabii unutulmamali ki
Einstein ve Newton arasindaki kiitle kavraminin es 6l¢timlii olmamasi fizikte de bir
es Ol¢limlii olmama problemi yaratmaktadir). Ancak Pavlov hi¢bir sekilde Freudun
tamamlayicis1 degildir. Psikoloji igerisinde sayilan kuramlarin gelisimleri ve ortaya
cikislar: incelendiginde aralarinda fazla zaman farki bulmak imkansizdir, Kuhn’cu
paradigma degisimlerini psikolojide goremeyisimizin sebeplerinden birisi de budur.
Higbir psikoloji kurami gercekten paradigma olacak kadar wuzun siire
benimsenememis ve psikoloji alaninda tekel haline gelememistir. Freud psikanalizle
psikolojide bir otorite haline gelirken bile Jung veya Adler gibi farkli kuramailar
Freud'un fikirlerini kendilerince ¢liriitmeyi basarabilmislerdir.

Hempel'in doga bilimi felsefesine gore de bizleri bilimsel sonuca gotiiren sey
dediiktif nomolojik modellerdir, buna gore bilimsel bir agiklama (explanandum)
kosul Onermeleri ile doga yasalarimin (ki bu ikisine explanans denir) mantiki ve
zorunlu sonucu olarak agiga ¢ikar, yani Hempel'e gore doga bilimsel bir agiklama
doga yasalarma dayanmaktadir (Hempel, 2021; Ozkan, 2020). Oysa psikolojideki
hicbir agiklamada doga yasalar1 kullanilmamaktadir, bu bakimdan Hempel'ci bir
doga bilimi felsefesini (pozitivizmi) benimsedigimizde psikolojinin tek bir bilimsel
teoriye sahip olmadigl sonucunu ¢ikarmamiz gerekir. Hempel'in sosyal bilimlere
adadig; istatistiksel-tiimevarimsal model de (Hempel, 1963; 2021: 67) tiimdengelimli
oldugu iddia edilen ana akim psikoloji i¢in (Arkonag, 2016: 21) bir kafa karisiklig1

2 Bilimsel bilginin yanlislanabilmesi daha dogru bir kriter olsa da psikoloji yanliglanabilmeye miisait bir alan
degildir, ancak stiresiz bir sekilde dogrulayabilecegi bir veri de elde edememektedir. S6zgelimi fizikte bir tagin
uygun sartlar altinda daima yere diisme hareketi gosterebileceginden bahsedebiliriz ancak psikolojide bir insanin
uygun sartlar altinda belirli bir davrarus ya da bilis riintiisiinii takip edebileceginden bahsedemeyiz.
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yaratmaktadir. Dahas1 Hempel i¢in psikolojinin bir doga bilimi mi yoksa bir sosyal
bilim mi oldugu da tamamen tartismali bir durumdur ve Doga Bilimi Felsefesi isimli
kitabinda psikolojiyi diger sosyal bilimlerden ayirmasina ragmen doga bilimleri
icerisinde de kabul etmez (Hempel, 2021: 1). Ote yandan Kuhn'un (2021) tanimladig:
ve Tura'min (2016) psikiyatri felsefesi baglaminda iizerinde calistig1 es Olgtimlii
olmama probleminde de gorebilecegimiz gibi psikolojinin doganin bir durumu olan

insan1 acgikladig1 m1 yoksa anladig1 mi ayrica bir ikilemi olusturur.

1. Psikolojinin Ontolojik Problemi

Psikolojinin ontolojik bakis acis1 sayet psikoloji bir bilimse monist materyalist olmak
durumundadir ciinkii bir bilimin materyalist temellere sahip olmas1 nesnelligi icin
elzemdir (Tura, 2011). Bu durumda psikolojinin arastirma nesnesinin ne oldugunu da
sOyleyebilmemiz gerekir. Vigotski'nin (2021) de uzun siire tizerinde ¢alisti$1 bu sorun
psikoloji felsefesinin en temel problemidir: psikoloji neyi inceler? Vigotski'nin
calismasina gore bu sorunun cevabi bilingtir. Ancak psikoloji hala felsefeden tam
olarak kopamamus bir bilim olarak terminolojik sikintilarla da bogusmaktadir, 6yle ki
psikolojide pek c¢ok farkli biling tanimi bulmak miimkiindiir. Norobilimsel olarak
bilin¢ uyaniklik ve farkindalik hali belirten beyin aktivitesidir, Freudyen olaraksa
bilingdisina bastirilmis Ogelerin agiga ¢iktigi ve kendini belli edebildigi bir tiir
farkindalik alanidir. Vigotski'nin biling tanimi farkindalik mefhumuyla baglantili olsa
da metafizik degerlerini korumay stirdiiriir. O halde pozitivist psikolojinin metafizik
bir nesnesi vardir. Bu durum bir celigki yaratacag: i¢in hataya agiktir, ki zaten
Vigotski'nin kurmaya ¢alistig1 psikoloji de pozitivist degildir ancak pozitivizm kadar
materyalist bir zeminde kalir.

Ozne, duyum ve algy, zihin, bilis, beyin ve ruh gibi kavramlar uzun zamandir
psikologlarin savundugu bazi arastirma nesneleridir. Bunlardan birisi olan davranis
mefhumu bilimsel bir psikoloji icin biiyiik bir neslin aragtirma nesnesi haline geldi.
Ancak psikanaliz nezdinde (Lacan, 2022: 66) bu durumun fazla mekanik kagmasi ve
insan1 davranislardan ibaret gormesi davraniglara dokiilemeyen artiklara bakilmasimni
sagladi. Bu artiklar genel olarak duygu ve diisiincelerdir. Daha Freudyen bir tema
oldugu hig¢ stiphesiz dogru olsa da bunun bilimsel olarak incelenmeye deger bir tarafi
vardi. Panksepp’in (2017) duygular tizerindeki norobiyolojik arastirmalar1 6znel
hislerimizin limbik sistemdeki kokenini irdeleyerek fenomenlerimizin biyolojik
yoniinii bize gosterebildi. Noropsikanalizin de temellerinden birisi olan bu ¢alismalar
norobilimsel olarak oldukca degerlilerdi ve psikoloji bilimini de etkilediler ancak
yapilan deneyler ve yazilan makaleler psikoloji igerisinde degerlendirilmedi. Ciinkii

norobilim ve psikoloji farkli arastirma faaliyetleridir. Bu durum psikoloji ve
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norobilimin baglantili olmadig1 anlamina gelmemektedir. Bu durum es oOlgtimlii
olmama probleminde daha ayrintili olarak ele alinacaktir.

Psikolojinin diialist bir zeminden geldigi g6z oniine alindiginda ruh ve zihin
gibi kavramlarin donem donem psikolojinin arastirma nesnesi olmasi sasirtici
degildir. Ancak modern bilimin monist temeller {izerine insa edilmesi ve Bachelard
(2008) gibi felsefecilerin Descartes’in asilmasi gerektigi diisiincesi diializmden kopusa
sebebiyet vermistir. Diialist kuramlar psikolojide de terk edilmesine (aslinda hala
diializmden tam bir kopus gerceklesmedigi de yanlis degildir, zihin ve beyin
iliskisinden bahsederken bu iki kavramin ayni sey olduklarini iddia ettigimizde bile
diialist bir zeminden ¢ikip monist bir sonuca varmisiz demektir, bu durum hala
bilimde diializmden etkilendigimizi gostermektedir) ragmen monist kuramlardan
elde ettigimiz arastirma nesneleri birbirleriyle tutarsizdir. Vigotski (2021) bu durumu
tek bir psikoloji kurmaya calisan birden fazla psikolojinin var olmasiyla agiklar.

Psikoloji insana dair bilimsel bir ugras olsa da bu bilimin en biiyiik kuramlar1
psikolojinin insani farkli acgilardan ele almasim1i hedeflemektedir. Ornegin
davranisgilik insani bir makine olarak ele alir ve uyaranlarla davranislarini
inceleyerek buna gore insani bir agiklama ¢ikarmaya calisir. Psikanaliz divanda
analizan1 (danisani/hastay1) gozlemleyerek bilingdisini anlamaya ve semptomlar:
ortadan kaldirmaya calisir. Ancak davramscilik ve psikanalizi birbiriyle
biitiinlestirmek olanaksizdir. Gergci belli bir yere kadar psikanalizin de davranisc
oldugu belki iddia edilebilir ¢linkii analizanin semptomu kendini davrams olarak
gosterdiginden otlirti psikanaliz de davranislar1 incelemektedir ancak bunu
davraniggilik akiminin kullandig1 laboratuvar ekipmanlariyla yapmamakta ve
davranislar1 agiklamay1 degil anlamay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu durumda psikolojideki
iki biiytik kuramin bambagka psikolojiler kurmay1 hedefledikleri ve farkli ontolojik ve
epistemolojik cevaplarinin oldugunu gorebiliriz.

Ontolojik ve epistemolojik problemin birbirine baglandig1 nokta belirsizlik
mefhumudur. Kastedilen belirsizlik 2. boliimde daha ayrintili tartisilacaktir ancak
ontolojik bir meseleye vurgu yapmas: sebebiyle sosyal bilimlerdeki ¢ogaltma
krizinden (replication crisis) de bahsetmemiz gerekmektedir. Cogaltma krizi kisaca
sosyal bilimler alaninda (bir sosyal bilim olup olmadig: tartisma konusu olsa da
ozellikle psikoloji igerisinde) yapilan ¢alismalarin evrensel gegerlilik diizeylerinin
diisiik ¢ikmasi olarak Ozetlenebilir, bu durumun nedeni yapilan istatistiksel
calismalarin ayni Orneklemle tekrarlandiklar1 zaman bile ayni sonuglar:
verememesinden kaynaklanmaktadir (Trafimow, 2018).

Cogaltma krizindeki belirsizlik ayni kosullarda yapilan iki ¢alismanin farkh

sonuclar dogurmasidir, bu baglamda ¢ogaltma krizindeki belirsizligin tinlii ¢ift yarik
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deneyiyle benzerlik tasidigimni soyleyebiliriz. Bu durumun bir krizden ziyade avantaj
oldugu diistiniilebilir ¢linkii tekrarlanan deneylerin farkli sonuglar vermesi ele alinan
dgenin yanliglanabilmesine zemin hazirlayabilir. Ote yandan bu durum Popper’ci ya
da Lakatos’¢u bir yanlislama olmayacaktir, sadece elde edilen deney sonuclar:
deneylerdeki ufak tefek farkliliklara gore de degisebilmekte ve bu degisken
taktorlerin deneyin akisini belirlemesi kolaylasmaktadir. Sonug olarak elde edilen sey
iki deneyde ayni olmayan bir faktoriin deneye ne diizeyde etki edebilecegidir.

Deneylerin isleyis kosullar1 ve orneklemleri ayni olsa bile ufak farkliliklar
daima kagmilmazdir ¢iinkii insanlarla yapilan g¢alismalar ne kadar tekrarlanirsa
tekrarlansin insanlarin zamanla degisebilmeleri faktoriinden bagimsizliklarini
koruyamazlar. Yine de c¢ogaltma krizinin bazi matematiksel metotlarla
¢oziilebilmesine iliskin ¢alismalar yapilmaktadir ve kilit noktamiz genis drnekleme

sahip ¢alismalarin daha benzer sonuglara sahip olmasidir (Trafimow, 2018: 7).

2. Psikolojinin Epistemolojik Problemi

Psikolojinin ontolojik problemi yani arastirma nesnesi ¢oziildiigiinde geriye onemli
bir soru kalmaktadir ve bu sorun bagli basma ontolojik problemle birbirine baglidur.
Bu sorun psikolojideki epistemolojik problemi olusturur: psikoloji ele aldig1 arastirma
nesnesini hangi metodolojiyi kullanarak inceler? Epistemolojik problem o6ziinde
insan1 nasil anladigimiz ya da agikladigimizla ilgilidir. Tlk psikologlar igin icebakis
mefhumu bu sorunun cevabini olusturmaktadar.

Pozitivizmin yiikselmesiyle birlikte psikoloji de kendisini pozitivist bir doga
bilimi olarak yeniden kurgulama yoluna girmistir, bu durum igebakis yonteminin
psikolojiden tasfiye edilmesi gerektigine dair tartismalara neden olmustur ¢ilinkii
icebakis pozitivist bir yontem olmamakla birlikte bilimsel olarak hi¢bir ssnamaya tabi
tutulamamaktadir. Ribot gibi diistintiirlerse psikolojiye 6zgii olan igebakisin bilimden
cikartilmamasi ama yine de pozitivist bir psikolojinin mesru kilinmasi icin bazi
diistinceler gelistirmislerdir (Guillin, 2004). Ancak Ribot'nun “muglak pozitivizm”
olarak adlandirilan diistincesi psikolojiyi bir ikilemle ugrasmak zorunda birakmistir.
Buna gore igebakis gibi yontemlerin psikolojiden elenmemesi psikolojiyi bir doga
bilimi yerine bir tiir sosyal bilim olarak kurmamiza imkan tanimistir, ancak sosyal
bilimler icin pozitivizm oldukc¢a tartismali bir konu olarak bugiin bile varligim
stirdirmektedir.

Teo’ya (2017: 80) gore insan1 makineye benzeten bir psikoloji mekanistik bir
metodolojiyi benimsemis demektir. Zaten bu nedenle epistemolojik meseleler
ontolojik kavramlara bagh olarak ilerler, insani bir makineye benzetmek ontolojik bir

durumu belirtir ancak bu makineyi incelemek icin mekanistik bir metodoloji
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kullanilir, ana akim psikoloji bu iliskinin farkinda olmadig1 i¢in Teo’ya gore
problemlidir. S6zgelimi Ribot'nun psikoloji anlayisinda ontolojik ve epistemolojik
meseleler birbiriyle bu sekilde c¢atismaktadir; fizik biliminin kavramlariyla
aciklanamayan ancak sadece belli basli 6znel yontemlerle anlasilabilen insan
dogasinin kabulii ontolojik bir mesele iken bu meseleyi pozitivizmin epistemik
kavramlariyla irdeleyemeyiz.

Modern psikolojinin kullandig1 nicel yontemler de sorunlu bir epistemik
alanda kalmaktadir. Ana akim psikolojinin siklikla kullandig: istatistiksel metotlar
matematiksel bir kesinlikten yoksun oldugu igin belirsizlik yaratir, oysa bilimlerde
dogru bilgiye ulasmak i¢in daha “kesinlikli” metodolojilere ihtiyag duyulur.
Psikolojide kullanilan istatistige yonelik “verilerinize yeterince iskence ederseniz,
eninde sonunda duymak isteyeceginiz sonucu soyleyecektir” (Tez, 2017: 92) gibi bir
elestiri istatistie neden giivenemedigimizi gozler oniine sermektedir. S6z konusu
insan-dis1 nesneler olduk¢a matematiksel metotlarin giivenilirligi tartismaya
kapalidir. Ornegin tizik biliminin epistemik ve ontolojik smnirlari igerisinde kullanilan
metodolojiler fizige kesin bir dogru agiklama hakk: tanimaktadir, oysa insan isin igine
girdiginde onemli meselelere dair matematiksel bir ¢ikarimda bulunmamiz gittikge
zorlagmaktadir. Ornegin tizikte elektronlarn yapisini agiklayabilmek igin tek bir
elektronu incelemek yeterlidir ancak psikolojide tek bir insani inceleyerek asla bir
kuram ortaya konulamaz.

Dahasy, fizikteki belirsizlik ile psikolojideki belirsizlik de ayni seyler degildir.
Fizigin Heisenberg ilkesi belirsizligin olduguna dair kesin bir tanim ortaya
koyabilirken psikolojideki belirsizlik dogrulanabilen veya yanlislanabilen bir veri
ortaya koymamiza mani olur.> Kuantum mekanigi, yapay zeka ve formel mantigin
Godelci teknikleri sayesinde matematiksel metotlarin insan bilimlerinde de
kullanilabilmesi belki miimkiin olabilir ancak giintimiiz matematigi buna miisaade
edecek kadar gelismis goriinmemektedir.

Ote yandan insan ele alindi§inda insana ickin bazi kavramlarin agiklanmaya
degil de sadece anlasilmaya yatkin olmasi hermeneutigin insan bilimlerindeki
onemini gostermektedir. Hermeneutik bir disiplinin matematiksel metotlar1 nasil
kullanabilecegi ise ayri1 bir ¢alismanin konusu olabilecek kadar genis ve zor

epistemolojik incelemeleri gerektirmektedir.

3 Verinin dogrulanmas: veya yanlislanmasi kabul ettigimiz bilim felsefesine gore degismektedir ancak ¢cagdas bilim
felsefesinde psikolojinin yararlanabilecegi ¢alismalardan ziyade fizik gibi doga bilimlerini temel alan kuramlar
ortaya atilmaktadir. Bu nedenle psikolojiye 6zgii bir bilim felsefesi bulmamiz da zorlagsmaktadir. Ornegin
psikolojinin bir doga bilimi mi yoksa bir tiir sosyal bilim mi olusuna karar veremeyisimiz hangi bilim felsefesi
kuramindan yararlanabilecegimizi de degistirmektedir.
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3. Es Ol¢iimlii Olmama Problemi

Kuhn'un (2021) ortaya attig1 es Ol¢iimlii olmama (incommensurability) kavrami en
temelde bilimsel paradigmalar arasindaki epistemik uyusmazliklarin bilime nasil etki
ettigini gostermektedir. ki farkli bilimsel paradigma arasinda bilimsel agiklamalarla
ilgili bariz uyusmazliklar gézlemlendiginde ayni seyi farkl sekillerde agiklayan bu iki
paradigmada bir tiir es Olclimlii olamama problemi acgiga c¢ikar. Bunun en basit
orneklerinden birisini psikanaliz ve psikanalizle norobilim iliskisinde gorebiliriz:
Ayni1 olguyu inceleyen psikanaliz ve norobilimin epistemik uyusmazhklar: bu iki
disiplinin birbiriyle asla es dlgiimlii olamayacag: fikrini uyandirir. Insanin bilingdis:
siireclerine farkli metodolojilerle yaklasan biyolojik bir bilim olan ve fiziksel
metodolojileri kullanan norobilim nasil birbiriyle tutarli sonuglar dogurabilir? Bu
sorunun cevabini noropsikanaliz vermeye calisir. Noropsikanalize gore aslinda
psikanaliz ve norobilim ayni seyi inceleyen iki farkli disiplindir (Solms & Turnbull,
2013). Ancak psikanaliz insana dair bir anlam faaliyeti iken norobilim daha ¢ok insana
dair agiklamalarda bulunmaktadir (Tura, 2005). Bu durumda ayni seyi anlamak ve
aciklamak farkli metodolojik meseleler olarak karsimiza ¢ikar.

Noropsikanalizin tarihsel temelleri psikanalizin kurucusu Freud un meslekteki
erken yillarna kadar uzanmaktadir. Bir norolog olan Freud'un insan zihnini
norobiyolojik bir perspektifte anlasilabilmesi i¢in bazi girisimleri olsa da o zamaninin
bilimsel engelleri nedeniyle (Freud norolog olarak meslegini icra ederken néronun
yapist heniiz yeni kesfediliyordu) bu proje yarim kaldi. Oliimiinden sonra
yayimlanan bazi mektuplarinda bu projenin taslaklar1 agiga ¢ikt: ve bunlar Bilimsel
Bir Psikoloji Projesi basligiyla yayimlandi. Bu taslaklarda Freud'un insan zihnine dair
norobilimsel bazi diislinceler gelistirdigi ancak bunlar1 derinlestirmedigi goriiliir,
yine de yazdig1 yapitlarin coguna biyolojiye olan ilgisini es gecmez ve satir aralarinda
psikanalizin sagladig1 olanaklarin bir giin biyolojik disiplinler tarafindan
acilimlanacag1 ongoriistinde bulunur. Hayat1 boyunca psikanalizin bir bilim oldugu
konusunda direten Freud igin psikanalizin biyolojik temelleri daima onem arz
etmistir.

Freud'dan sonra Fransiz psikiyatr Henri Ey de norobilim ile psikanalizi
birbirine baglayabilecek bir teori 6ne stirmiistii, bu diistinceler dizisi bugiin Organo-
dinamik Teori olarak bilinmektedir (Tura, 2005). Ancak Turanin (2005) belirttigi
tizere Organo-dinamik Teori'de de bir tiir es Ol¢limlii olmama problemi
bulunmaktadir, Ey kendi teorisinde biling problemini gormezden geldigi icin
psikanalizle nérobilimi bagdastirmakta giigliik cekmektedir. Ozetle insan1 anlamaya
calisan psikanaliz ile insani agiklamaya cabalayan norobilim nasil bagdastirilir

sorusuna Ey doyurucu bir cevap verememektedir. Ey’in teorisinden sonra Solms ve
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Turnbull’'un (2013) ortaya attig1 noropsikanaliz akimi biling problemiyle de ilgilenir
ve bilincimizin beynin alt katmanlarinda yer alan pontik c¢ekirdeklerden koken
aldigini savunur. Ancak bilince dair bu tarz bir indirgemenin ne kadar dogru oldugu
tartisilmaya misaittir ¢linkii pontik ¢ekirdeklerde aktive olan bilincimiz nasil
fenomenal yasantilar iiretir sorusunun cevabi eksik kalmaktadir.

Gortldiigii tizere psikanaliz ve norobilim arasindaki es Olglimlii olmama
probleminin temelinde anlamak ve agiklamak arasindaki uyusmazlik yatmaktadir.
Bir olguyu agiklamak igin onu anlamak zorunludur ancak anladigimiz her seyi
acgiklayamadigimiz da bariz bir gercektir. Bu durum psikolojiye de yansir. Anlamak
ve actklamak kavramlarimin 6nemi psikolojinin siniflandirilma sorunuyla iliskilidir:
Eger psikolojinin bir seyleri aciklama kapasitesi varsa bu psikolojiyi bir doga bilimi
yapacaktir ¢linkii doga bilimleri dogada gerceklesen olgulara bir yorum getirmekten
ziyade evrensel bir agiklama getirebilmek i¢in ugrasmaktadirlar. Ote yandan sosyal
bilimler beseri olgular hakkinda nesnel yorumlamalara ulasma gayesindedir.
Psikolojinin hangi alanda kaldig1 tartismalar: da es Ol¢iimlii olmama probleminin
psikolojide gecerli oldugunun bir gostergesidir. Ornegin bilissel psikoloji doga
bilimsel yontemlerden faydalanirken sosyal psikoloji tamamen sosyal bilimlerin
metodolojisiyle islemektedir. O halde genel (bir bilim) olarak psikoloji hangi smifta
yer alir? Psikoloji iki simif arasinda bir koprii gorevi mi gormektedir ve eger dyleyse
ne zamana kadar bir koprii olarak kalacaktir?

Psikoloji ontolojik ve epistemolojik meselelerini ¢ozdiigiinde es ol¢timlii
olmama probleminin dogurdugu anlamak ve aciklamak arasindaki ikilemi de
¢ozebilecek materyallere sahip olabilir. Psikolojinin farkli metodolojileri ve aragtirma
nesneleri bunlar1 anlamak ya da agiklamak arasinda kalabilir veya her ikisini birden
yapabilecegimiz bir yol gosterebilir. Turanin (2016: 136) biyofonksiyonalizm adinm
verdigi bir diisiince bu problemi asmak i¢in onemli bir teorik zemin olabilir. Buna
gore insana dair agiklama sunan iki farkli aciklama tarzi vardir, sebep-gerekce veren
aciklamalar insana dair normatif bir agilim sunar ve anlamaya dayal1 olarak ilerler,
ote yandan nedensel agiklamalarsa fizik bilimi biinyesinde kalan agiklamalardir.
Tura’ya gore insanin sebep-gerekce veren agiklamalarla agiklanan davranislar
aslinda beynin noral faaliyetlerinin kendini davranista gosterme durumudur ve bu
sayede sebep-gerekce veren aciklamalarimiz norobiyolojiye uygun bir sekilde
natiiralize edilebilmeye miisaittir (Cavus, 2021: 100).

Ayrica psikolojideki es Ol¢iimlii olmama problemi yalnizca nérobilim ve
psikanaliz arasinda degil cogu psikolojik kuramda kargimiza cikar. Ornegin
psikolojide hakim bir terapi teknigi olan Bilissel Davranisci Terapi (BDT) ile psikanaliz

arasinda da temel benzerlikler olsa da bambaska kavramlarla islemekte ve tamamen
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farkli teknikleri uygulamaktadirlar. BDT’deki “otomatik diisiince” kavraminin
psikanalizdeki “bilingdis1” kavramiyla bir benzerligi olsa da bilingdisi Oge
psikanalitik teknigin temel nesnesi iken BDT icin temel nesne otomatik diisiinceler
degil his-bilis-davranis tiglemesidir. Ayrica bu iki nesnenin hem olusumlar1 hem de
acilimlar1 birbirlerinden tamamen farklidir. Oyle ki bilingdisin1 kabul etmeden BDT
uygulamak imkansiz degildir, ayn1 sekilde davramiglara hicbir 6nem atfetmeden

psikanaliz uygulamak da miimkiindiir.

4. Ozne-Nesne Problemi

Psikolojideki 6zne-nesne problemi felsefi zombi terimiyle baglantili olarak ilerler.
Felsefi zombi davranista bizimle birebir ayni olan ancak herhangi bir fenomenal
yasantt deneyimlemeyen bir insan metaforudur ve bir tiir felsefi kurgu olarak
epifenomenalizmi savunmak i¢in olusturulmustur.

Epifenomenalizme gore noral faaliyetlerimiz fenomenal deneyimlere neden
olur ancak fenomenal deneyimlerimizin noral faaliyetlerimiz tizerinde hicbir etkisi
bulunmaz. Bu durumda noral faaliyetler farkli bir ontolojik statii olan fenomenal
deneyimlerimizin dogrudan sebebidir ancak bu fenomenal deneyimler ontolojik
olarak noral faaliyetlerimizle 6zdes olmadifi igin epifenomanlizm dialist bir
kuramdir (Cavus, 2021: 29-30).

Ozne-nesne problemi de insanin bir $zne mi yoksa bir nesne mi olduguna karar
veremeyisimizin dogurdugu psikolojinin temel felsefi problemlerinden birisidir. Bu
demektir ki felsefi zombiler miimkiinse fiziksel olarak aciklanabilecek bir duruma
sahiplerdir ve bu durum onlar1 bir nesne yani maddenin ta kendisi yapar. Ancak
insanlarin fiziksel olarak agiklanamayan fenomenal yasantilar1 insani bir nesne
olmaktan fazlas1 m1 yapmaktadir? Bizler birer 6zne miyiz yoksa nesne miyiz ikilemi
psikolojinin neyi nasil incelemesi gerektigine dair bir kafa karisiklig1 yaratir. Psikoloji
beseri bir bilim olarak insanin belirli bir durumunu inceleyebilir, ancak insan nedir
sorusu hala psikoloji i¢in biiyilik onem arz eder. Bu halde bizlerin ne olduguna yonelik
felsefi bir sorusturma 6zne-nesne problemini aciga ¢ikarir.

Rasyonel fail mefthumu Descartes’tan beri siiregelen diialist bir tez olma
ozelligini tasir. Davramiglarimizin sebebi beynimizin igindeki kii¢iik bir insanin
kararlar1 midir yoksa bu davranislarimiz tiiriin kendine 6zgii davranis: icerisinde
evrimsel olarak ortaya ¢ikan bir fenomenal kendilik yasantisiyla beraber mi gelisir?
Siiphesiz bu sorunun cevabi materyalist bir agidan evrim kuramina uymak
durumundadir. O halde aslinda rasyonel bir failin yani bu durumda 6znenin var
olmadigini kabul etmemiz gerekir. Tura'nin (2011) felsefi olarak ileri siirdtigii tezler

bize sandigimiz sekilde bir 6znenin var olmadigini gostermektedir: insan bir doga
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olay1 olarak Oznesiz bir siirecin iiriintidiir. Davramiglarimiz bir 6znenin kararlari
sonucu olusmaz, beynin girdi-gikt islemlerinin ve 6znesiz enformasyon proseslerinin
bir sonucu olarak gerceklesir. Psikolojide de benligin yani kendilik dedigimiz
fenomenal yasantinin aslinda bir tiir yanilsama olduguna dair pek ¢ok deneysel veri
bulunmaktadir (Hood, 2019).

Ancak yasadigimiz siire boyunca bize eslik eden bu benligin aslinda bir
yanilgidan ibaret oldugunu nasil kolay bir sekilde kabullenebiliriz ki? Eger bir nesne
isek hayatin bir anlami kalir m1? Bu sorular felsefi olarak 6nem arz etse de psikolojinin
bu sorulara verebilecek bir cevabi yoktur ve olmayacaktir. Yine de bu yanilginin nasil
ortaya c¢iktigini, her davranisimiza o davramsi gergeklestiriyormus  gibi
yasantiladigimiz bir fenomenal deneyim olan kendiligin nasil eglik ettigini bilimsel
perspektiften bir cevap verebiliriz. Bu durum aslinda Lacan’in 6znesi ile baglantili bir
oge barindirmaktadir, Lacan’a gore 6zne sosyal diinyamizin bizdeki bir yansimasidir,
ozne bir kurgudan ibarettir. Bu Lacanc tezin norobiyolojik bir yorumunu
gelistirebilmek de miimkiin olabilir (Ozel, 2021).

5. Biling Problemi

Biling problemi felsefe tarihinin hemen hemen her noktasinda gorebildigimiz, cagdan
caga farkli varyantlarla karsimiza ¢ikan insana dair en temel ve en zor problemlerden
birisidir. Eskiden bu problemi bir tiir zihin-beden ¢atismasi olarak ele alan filozoflar
zihin ve bedenin birbirleriyle nasil bir iligskisinin oldugunu sorgulamaktaydilar.
Glintimiizde pozitivizm ve materyalizm sayesinde bilimin daha ¢ok 6n planda
tutulmasiyla zihin-beden sorunu bilimsel bir problematige evrildi ve fenomenal
yasantilarimiz ile noral faaliyetlerimiz arasindaki iliskiyi irdelemeye basladi. Modern
bilimde ve felsefe camiasinda biling problemi kisaca su sekilde 6zetlenebilir: Beynin
tamamen fiziksel siirecleriyle gerceklesen noral faaliyetleri nasil ve neden fenomenal
bir yasanti meydana getirir? Maddi gerceklik nasil manevi bir anlama biiriiniir? Bu
sorunun kokeninde elbette insana dair agiklayamadigimiz ancak anlamaya
cabaladigimiz bir durum yatar.

Psikolojinin biling mefhumuna bakisi felsefi degil bilimseldir, biling beynimizin
bir tirtinii olarak bizim igin stirekli bir deneyimleme siireci meydana getirir. Ancak
terminolojide bilincin pek ¢ok farkli anlama sahip olmasi onu bir problem olarak
kavrayisimizi zorlastirmaktadir, s6zgelimi biling derken Oznelligi (subjectivity) mi,
uyaruklik halini mi veya farkindaligimizi m kastettigimiz aslinda bir tiir kafa
karigikhigmdan ibarettir. Ornegin Solms ve Turnbull'un (2013) bilinci pontik
cekirdeklere indirgemesi bilinci bir tiir uyaniklik durumu olarak kavramalarmin

sonucudur. Oysa biling probleminde kastedilen daha ¢ok 6znelligimizdir. Beyinde bir
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ozne yoktur ancak beyin bir 6znel deneyim olusturabilmektedir. Bu durum nasil ve
neden meydana gelir sorusu da psikoloji felsefesinin ilgilendigi bir problemdir.
Glintimtiizde pek ¢ok filozof ve bilim insan1 bu sorunu ¢dzebilmek icin bazi
felsefi ve bilimsel kuramlar gelistirmislerdir. Psikolojinin bu soruyla ilgilenmesi ise
daha ¢ok norobilim ile kurdugu iliskide kendisini gosterir. Biling problemiyle
ilgilenen Patricia Churchland (2019) psikolojinin fizik gibi bir bilim olmadigini, ancak
psikolojinin norobilimle birlikte evrilerek biling dedigimiz durumun fiziksel bir
acgiklamasini yapabilecegini belirtir. Churchland igin psikoloji ve norobilim birlikte
evrilecektir, bu durumun bir diyalektige benzedigini soylemek de yanlis
olmayacaktir. Psikoloji ve norobilimin diyalektigi sayesinde psikolojide biling
problemiyle ugrasabilmemiz miimkiin goziikmektedir. Tura'nin (2011) diyalektik
materyalist yorumu buna elverisli bir teorik zemin hazirlayabilir, doganin natiiralist

hermeneutik kavranisinda psikoloji ve norobilim diyalektik bir iligki igerisindedir.

Sonug

Psikoloji felsefesinin en temel problemleri siraladigimiz bu ¢alismada sonug olarak
psikolojinin potansiyel bir bilim olarak felsefeden sandigimiz kadar basarili bir
sekilde kopus yapamadigini gosterebildigimi umuyorum. Psikolojiye yonelik
elestirilerin yapici yorumlar olmasindan yanayim. Bir psikolog aday1 olarak bilimlerle
felsefe arasindaki iliskinin psikolojide diger bilimlere oranla biraz daha farkh
isledigini diistintiyorum ancak bunu elestiri kavramina dair bir klise olan kotii yorum
perspektifinden ifade etmemekten yanayim. Aksine psikolojinin felsefeden
sandigimiz gibi bir kopusunun olmayisi bize ugruna kafa yorabilecegimiz muazzam
bir problem verebiliyor: psikolojiyi daha da bilimsellestirmek. Ote yandan bilim ve
felsefenin kargilikl1 etkilesimini goz oniine aldigimizda bir bilimin felsefeden asla tam
bir kopus gerceklestiremeyecegi kanaatindeyim. O halde aslinda psikolojinin
felsefeden kopmasi da imkan dahilinde olmamalidir.

Son olarak deginmem gerektigini diisiindiigiim konu elbette bilim ve felsefe
arasinda siklikla karsimiza ¢ikan terminolojik kafa karisikliklaridir. Bachelard ve
onun diisiincelerini genisleten Althusser’in diisiincelerine gore bir bilimin dilini
giindelik dilden koparmamiz gerekmektedir (Cavus, 2021). Ancak bilimin dilini
felsefi dilden koparmak oldukca zor bir problemdir. Yine de felsefenin icerisinde
konumlanan kavramlarin bilimsel olarak ayn1 anlami karsilamaya ¢alisan ancak bunu
siklikla beceremeyen bagka bilimsel karsiliklar: olabilir. Bunu zihin-beden sorununun
biling¢ problemine doniismesinde de veya sadece bilin¢ kavraminin hem bilimsel hem
de felsefi olarak pek ¢ok anlama gelmesinde gorebiliriz. Kanimca felsefi bir problemi

bilimsel olarak agiklarken psikolojinin g¢ektigi en biiyiik sikintilardan birisi de bu
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terminolojik hatalardan kaynaklanmaktadir. Psikoloji felsefesinin temel problemlerini
irdelemeye calisan bu makalede bu problemi ele almama sebebim bunun yalnizca
psikolojiyi degil bir biitiin olarak bilimi etkileyen bir anlam sorunu olmasidir.
Bununla birlikte burada ele alinan biitiin problemler daha genis bagka ¢alismalarin

temel konusu olabilmeye miisaittir.

Referanslar

Arkonacg, Sibel A., 2016, Insan Insan fginde, [stanbul: Hiperlink Yayinlari.

Bachelard, Gaston, 2008, Yeni Bilimsel Tin, Cev. Alp Tiimertekin, Istanbul: Ithaki
Yaymlari.

Churchland, Patricia, 2019, Norofelsefe, Cev. Ozge Yilmaz, Istanbul: Alfa Yayinlar.

Cavus, Beyza Nur, 2021, Cagdas Zihin Felsefesinde Ontolojik Néro/Fenomenal Ozdeslik
Tezi ve Elestirisi, Istanbul: Litera Yaymncilik.

Guillin, Vincent, 2004, “Théodule Ribot’s ambiguous positivism: Philosophical and
epistemological strategies in the founding of French scientific psychology”
Journal of the History of the Behavioral Sciences, 40(2): 165-181.

Hempel, Carl G., 1963, “Explanation in science and in history (selections)” Reprinted
in Jonathan Dancy and Constantine Sandis (eds.) Philosophy of Action: An
Anthology. Malden: Blackwell Publishing, Ltd., 263 — 269, 280-288.

, 2021, Doga Bilimi Felsefesi, Cev. Cengiz Iskender Ozkan & Talip Kabaday1, Ankara:
Nobel Yayinlari.

Hood, Bruce, 2019, Benlik Yanilsamasi, Cev. Eyiiphan Ozdemir, Istanbul: Ayrit1
Yaymlari.

Kuhn, Thomas, 2021, Bilimsel Deverimlerin Yapisi, Cev. Niliifer Kuyas, Istanbul:
Kirmizi Yayinlari.

Lacan, Jacques, 2022, Freud'un Teorisinde ve Psikanalizin Tekniginde Ben, Cev. Savas
Kilig, Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari.

Lakatos, Imre, 2014, Bilimsel Arastirma Programlarinin Metodolojisi, Cev. Duygu Uygun,
Istanbul: Alfa Yaynlar.

Marx, Karl ve Engels, Friedrich, 1992, Alman ideolojisi [Feuerbach], Cev. Sevim Belli ve
Ahmet Kardam, Ankara: Sol Yayinlari.

Ozel, Emir H., 2021, “Lacanyen Néropsikanaliz ve Zihin Kurami Baglaminda
Kendiligin Olusumu: Bir Hipotez Calismas1” Psikoteori Dergisi, 2(1): 31-52.

Ozkan, Cengiz Iskender, 2020, Bilim Felsefesi, Istanbul: Say Yayinlari.

Panksepp, Jaak, 2017, Afektif Norobilim, Cev. Sitheyla Unal, Istanbul: Alfa Yayinlar:.

Solms, Mark ve Turnbull, Oliver, 2013, Beyin ve fg Diinya, Cev. Hakan Atalay, Istanbul:
Metis Yayinlari.

50 Ozel / Psikoloji Felsefesinde Temel Problemler



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #3 | 2022

Tez, Miijgan, 2017, “Gergekligin Istatistiklerle Dogru (Bilimsel) Yansitilmasi Ile Gene
Istatistiklerle Carpik Yansitilmasi Olasiliklari Somut Verilerek Nasil
Aciklanabilir?” Alaattin Senel (ed.) 50 Soruda Bilim ve Bilimsel Yéntem, Istanbul:
Bilim ve Gelecek Kitapligi, 88-92.

Teo, Thomas, 2017, “Elestirel Psikolojide Felsefi Meseleler,” Fox, Prilleltensky ve
Austin, editorler, Elestirel Psikoloji, Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari.

Trafimow, David, 2018, “An a priori solution to the replication crisis” Philosophical
Psychology, 31(8): 1188-1214.

Tura, Saffet Murat, 2005, “Noropsikanaliz” fmago, 2, 7-33.

_ 2011, Madde ve Mana, Istanbul: Metis Yaynlar.

, 2016, Beynin Gdolgeleri, Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari.

Vigotski, Lev, 2021, Psikolojideki Krizin Tarihsel Anlami, Cev. Slikrii Alpagut, Istanbul:
Yordam Kitap.

51 Ozel / Psikoloji Felsefesinde Temel Problemler



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #3 | 2022

The Origins of the Conflict Between Tragedy and

Socrates
Hasancan Tiirkyilmaz / Middle East Technical University

In philosophy, tragedy as a genre of the ancient Greek dramas has been debated and
analyzed throughout history because of Socrates’ negative approaches to tragic
dramatists and their works. The position of poets in Ancient Greek society and tragic
dramatists” theological, ethical, and political approaches in their plays are crucial to
comprehend what makes tragedy such an unavoidable subject of philosophical
discussions in Socrates” period. In his famous dialogue “Politeia”!, Socrates describes
an ideal society, with a desire to remove the poets from his ideal society. Due to the
strong link between the two disciplines, my aim in this essay is to thoroughly analyze
the origins of the conflict between tragedy and philosophy. I shall do this under two
main titles: The debate originating from the content of tragedies, and the debate over
the ideal polis (the city-state). Owing to the two views I present, there is better insight
as to what makes this conflict inevitable in Athens (5% BC).

The Debate Originating from the Content of Tragedies

One of the critical products of ancient Greek society is tragedy. It is a key cultural
product in realizing the perception of the world by the traditional ancient Greek view.
Tragedy originated as a ritual, but despite its seeming separation from the ritual,
traces of the tradition in tragedy never vanished completely. Hence, in order to
understand tragedy and its relationship with philosophy, it is important to examine
the Greek’s customs. Almost all the arguments about tragedy can be attributed to the
custom, especially mythology and its branches in ancient Greek. Therefore, from the
outset, tragedy bears hallmarks of its source, namely mythology. Thus, I suggest that
examining tragedy, exploring references to its source, and investigating its
relationships with the ancient Greek custom is significant. This will in turn enable the
readers to adopt a clear position on the origins of the conflict between tragedy and
Socrates.

The most essential component of tragedy is, as Aristotle states, narrative or
“mythos” (Aristotle, Poetics, 1450a). These narratives were taken from mythology,
especially from Homer’s works. I will provide an example from Aeschylus to
demonstrate how significant Homer’s role in tragedy actually is. Aeschylus, the

author of the earliest extant play, clearly expressed that his tragedies were parts of

1 Also known as “Republic”
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Homer’s poems (Athenaeus, Deipnosophistai, 8. 347c). That is why I believe that if
philosophy had any arguments with mythology, tragedy was clearly the inheritor of
these arguments too. Frankly, ancient Greek philosophers often had problems with
myths and their places in society. The responses of the ancient philosophers to these
narratives were generally either to reject both gods and the poets, or just to disapprove
of the poets. Naturally, studying this conflict should include presocratic philosophers
and their arguments with mythology as well since the conflict between Socrates and
tragedy was inherited. In his famous passage about Homer, Socrates also points out
the previous conflict between poets and philosophers by claiming that “There is a
long- standing antagonism between poetry and philosophy” (Plato, Republic, 607b-c).
Subsequently, I shall first examine what the poets did wrong according to presocratic
philosophers, and Socrates. Then it will be possible to answer why they were trying
to undermine the authority of poets in society.

According to Laertius, Xenophanes ignored the gods described by the poets
and objected to the place of poets in society (Laertius, 9. p.427). Heraclitus shares the
same opinions as Xenophanes regarding the poets. When he alludes to Hesiod and his
place in society, he expresses that “Hesiod is the teacher of most. They think that he knows
the most, but he is the one who did not recognize day and night—for they are one”
(Hippolytus, 9. p. 633). Finally, Socrates also considers the existing culture of the poet
as a risk for society. In his famous dialogue “Republic” he also keeps his ideal state at
a distance from Homer by advising that “be aware that the only poetry (written by
Homer) we can accept into our city are hymns to the gods and verses in praise of good men”
(Plato, Republic. 607a). He could not accept what they said about gods, and instead of
rejecting the gods, he preferred to filter out the wrong side of the poets in line with his
own perception of truth.

Now, in order to understand why Greek philosophers could not find the
position of Greek poets in society feasible, I shall analyze what is wrong with the poets
and mythology according to Socrates and early Greek philosophers. Firstly, the poets
were not ordinary human beings in accordance with ancient Greek culture because
the messages they told were not their ideas, but indirectly gods” ideas. They were
inspired poets who would be called “vates” in the culture of ancient Rome. That is
why they were considered teachers of the society. However, Socrates questioned
whether these vates knew enough to teach anything or not. Secondly, the gods
described by poets did not seem to be very fair or good; instead, they were imperfect
like humans, and they might have made many mistakes that caused considerable

damage to humankind. For instance, Homer states in his Illiad that:
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“There are two great jars that stand on the floor of Zeus's halls

and hold his gifts, our miseries one, the other blessings. ..
...When Zeus dispenses gifts from the jar of sorrows only,
he makes a man an outcast-brutal, ravenous hunger
drives him down the face of the shining earth,
stalking far and wide, cursed by gods and men” (Homer, Iliad, 24. 525-535).
This section from the Iliad provoked adverse reactions amongst many philosophers,
especially Socrates. He suggested these lines should neither be told to young people
nor praised by the state in his “Republic” (Plato, 379d-380a). In addition, Plato
generally pointed out these narratives” places in society to support his rejection of
them. For example, in the dialogue of “Euthyphro”, he uses Euthyphro to make his
point. Euthyphro who prosecuted his father because of his guilt advocated himself by
giving the battle between Cronus (the father of Zeus) and Zeus. He also argued that if
Zeus overthrows his father because of his impious behaviors, there is no problem for
society and his relatives who have gotten angry with Euthyphro. However, when he
wanted to punish his father for his impious behavior, all the relatives got mad at him,
and this was a contradiction according to Euthyphro (Plato, 5a-6b). These narratives
were not good examples for the society because society’s education was crucial for the
welfare of the state within the societies Socrates lived in or was exposed to. “Agoge”
is the name of public education which was provided for the youth in Sparta. Athenian
youth (epheboi) also received public education from the state, which is an indication
of how critical it was for the Greeks that their youth gets public education (Aristotle,
42. para.l).

The narratives told also contradicted with philosophers’ understanding of the
universe and gods. For instance, Socrates’ philosophy asserts that God is good, and
this prevents him from causing evil (Plato, Republic, 379c). Plato also believes that the
universe is the fairest thing, and its creator is excellent (Plato, Timaeus, 30, 92). On the
other hand, tragedy, as mythology, adopted different approaches to gods. For
example, Zeus disguises himself as Alcmene’s husband Amphitryon to seduce a
virtuous woman according to the myth of the birth of Hercules (Felix, 1987). This was
commonly not a virtuous action according to the philosophers at the time, but as
indicated in tragedy, Amphitryon did not believe this was an unvirtuous act. Instead,
he considered that event as something to be proud of (Euripides, Heracles 1, 150). The
examples I have provided show that the philosophical understanding of the world
and gods contrast sharply with the mythological understandings from which tragedy
inherits its approach to the world and gods.
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In addition, a contrast between the early Greek culture and Socrates had been
highlighted by Nietzsche as well. I infer this from his writings about the Socratic
equation. He states that “I recognized Socrates and Plato as symptoms of decay” and
that “Socratic equation of reason = virtue = happiness: the most bizarre of all
equations, which is opposed to all the instincts of the earlier Greeks” (Nietzsche, 2006,
Twilight of the Idols, p. 162-163). However, Socrates is the inheritor of this conflict as
well. This conflict did not begin with Plato, but Xenophanes, who was both a
philosopher and a poet. While Jaeger? was analyzing the critics of Homer by
Xenophon, he proposed that “At this moment the latent antagonism between the new
philosophical thinking and the old world of myth, which had dominated the earlier
achievements of the Greek spirit, broke into open conflict” (1936, p.42). To sum up,
tragedy was the inheritor of Greek mythology in terms of its approaches to the issues
which philosophers also concerned. Still, philosophers disapproved of these
approaches as harshly as they did of mythology. Therefore, the descriptions of the
gods and the world in tragedy and its undesirable place in society started many
philosophical arguments over tragedy.

Tragic dramatists discussed the political or theological issues through their
plots. Therefore, their plots are fertile grounds for understanding their approaches to
the issues which Socrates also debated. In tragedies’ plots, the characters generally
display negative approaches to gods. They believe the world has many serious flaws,
which opens up the possibility for human beings to face unbearable problems within
the world. Thus, the gods who created an imperfect world that causes trouble to
human beings should not be trusted. I believe this very notion is what leads the
characters in tragedies to have skeptical and pessimistic views towards gods. On the
other hand, Socrates did not reject evilness like tragic dramatists did, but he believes
God cannot be the cause of the evil since God is good and the good cannot be the cause
of evil (Plato, Republic, 379c). Then, I propose the first problem with the plot of
tragedy is its negative approaches to gods and the world, which is inherited from
older Greeks’ thoughts. I shall now illustrate this traditional negativity via examples.

Firstly, when Croesus, King of Lydia asked Solon® who the happiest person
on the earth was, Solon responded that “you ask me concerning the lot of men; well I
know how jealous is Heaven and how it loves to trouble us. In a man's length of days
he may see and suffer many things that he much mislikes” (Herodotus, 1. 32). He also

believes that in order to call someone happy, the end of this person’s life must also be

2 Werner Jaeger (1888-1961) was a famous classicist who studied ancient Greek philosophers and their theological
understandings.

3 Solon was a lawmaker and was considered as one of “the seven sages”. He also played a very critical role in the
development of Athenian democracy. He is credited with his reforms in ancient Greek history.
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good (Herodotus, 1. 32). This last deduction of Solon became a proverb amongst tragic
dramatists, and it was stressed by Sophocles in his “Women of Trachis” (1-10) and in
his “Oedipus Rex” (1530) and by Euripides in his “Andromache” (100). As it was
shown through the examples, ancient Greek tradition held pessimistic views about
the world like tragic dramatists. As a result, tragedy was not only the follower of
mythology, but it was also a follower of traditional Greek thoughts, which were
popular among the public.

In addition, by performing on stage and showing the narratives directly to the
audience (instead of merely telling them as mythology and traditional thoughts do),
tragedy became more influential in society. It wielded great influence over the society
through its tragic plots and the components, such as music. In the dialogue of
“Minos”, Socrates also emphasizes this point by saying that “Tragedy is the most
popularly delightful and soul-enthralling branch of poetry” (Plato, 321a). To
comprehend how influential tragedy was in society, I shall now examine one of
Phrynichus’ plays.

According to Herodotus, Phrynichus wrote a tragedy about the capture of
Miletus, which was a contemporary event (6" century BC), not a religious or
traditional event. This portrayal of Miletus’ fall was so powerful that it led the entire
audience to weep. Moreover, it saddened the audience deeply by reminding them of
this unfortunate event. As a result of this, Phyrnichus was sentenced to pay drachmas*
(Herodotus, 6. 21). By adding political issues to the content of tragedies, tragedy no
longer had purely religious or traditional impacts on society. Yet, it also had political
impacts on society, making it an inevitable subject for philosophers while they were
talking about the state or society. That is why, by linking the plots with contemporary
events, the public and tragedy have a very close connection with each other and have
significant effects on each other.

However, it should not be forgotten that tragedy was the teacher that
introduced the traditions and myths, or even sometimes political events as
Phrynichus” and Aeschylus’ plays to the public through its plots. Plots were the ways
of teaching the public. Therefore, while philosophy was analyzing some public ideas,
it inevitably faced tragic dramatists’ doctrines. One of the main functions of
philosophy is to criticize the public’s ideas, as Socrates announced in the dialogue of
“Apology” . It is i this respect thatthe links and conflicts between philosophy and
tragedy are unavoidable again.

Another problem that Socrates has with the content of tragedies is the

portrayal of suffrage within it. The tragedies” characters become noble or wise human

4 Silver coin of ancient Greece.
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beings through their sufferings, or despite their sufferings (m&0et paog). Aeschylus
stated that “There is a benefit for men to learn control through suffering” (Eumenides,
520). Nietzsche also stressed this point by saying that “Oedipus, as the noble man who
is destined to error and misery in spite of his wisdom, but who finally through his
great suffering casts a beneficial spell on those around him, a spell which endures
beyond his death. The noble man does not sin” (Nietzsche, 2008, The Birth of Tragedy,
54).

Different kinds of sufferings can be observed in tragedies, but the most
unbearable sufferings characters experience revolved around ethical troubles or
dilemmas. The ethics problems were indispensable in most dramatic tragedies. For
example, Oedipus had killed his father and had children from his own mother, which
resulted in him being cursed even though he performed these actions unknowingly.
These types of ethical dilemmas in tragedies render it difficult to decide whether a
character has committed a sin or not. And this is precisely what makes tragedy so

inseparable from philosophy in terms of ethics as well.

The Debate Over the Ideal Polis

Aristotle famously states that “man is naturally a political animal” (Politics, 1253a).
The literal meaning of “moAttucov” (politikon) is not “political” but rather it translates
as “to do with a polis or civic”. Thus, it can literally translate as “man is a civic animal”,
which helps to comprehend how much polis or city-states played a critical role in
ancient Greek society.> Contrary to dstu (city), the definition of polis implies that
society lives in the city, not the buildings. In defining what the polis is, Alcaeus®
focused on the fact that human beings are the ones who constitute the polis, it is not
buildings that make the polis. Alcaeus points out this idea by stating that “a polis is
composed not of timber and stone but of men” (Sakellariou, 1989, p.109). In light of the
definition that Alcaeus gives, the polis is inseparable from society.

From the early interactions with other civilizations to the time of Socrates,
many debates have arisen about how an ideal polis should be. Some of them tried to
stress that their existing system of polis is the best in comparison to other civilizations.
For example, Aeschylus compared the Greeks with Persians in his famous play,

“Persians” where Atossa (the wife of Darius) asked who is the master of the Greeks,

5 However, being a political animal is not related to the buildings, or cities according to Aristotle because he also
sees some sociable animals as political animals, but human beings are more political in comparison to them.
Therefore, while translating the passage in this way is useful for the topic, it is not suitable for understanding the
actual meaning behind the passage. For the criterion of being a more political animal, I really suggest Refik
Giiremen’s outstanding analysis of this passage, “In What Sense Exactly Are Human Beings More Political
According to Aristotle?”.

¢ Alcaeus of Mytilene was a famous poet (7% -6t century BCE).
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and the Chorus answered that “they are no man’s slaves or servants” (Persians, 240-
42). Thus, the majority of Greek citizens in Socrates’ time exemplified an intensive
communal and political life because they did not have any masters. Instead, they were
their own masters, which in turn resulted in giving every citizen serious responsibility
in deciding what to do in political affairs. Therefore, the public, was the decision-
maker about the political affairs, which caused potential risks for the society Socrates
lived in. If one has the power to manipulate the public, then one can do whatever he
wants by directing the public because the public is also the decision maker.

The point that warrants Socrates’ attention was that the truth about the
political affairs in the polis was not as important as the art of manipulating or arguing.
This is because orators, rhetoricians, poets, or tragic dramatists could direct the public
to their own ideas, even if their ideas are not valid. Therefore, people who desired to
hold power over the public would prefer to manipulate the public instead of
educating them. As a result, the public would stay ignorant, which evidently created
problems for theorists and philosopher who wanted to create or develop the ideal
polis.

As Socrates pointed out, tragedy was the most influential kind of poetry
(Plato, Minos, 312a). In addition, it had a position in society that enabled it to direct
the public to do whatever it wanted. While criticizing sophists, he frequently
emphasized that they did not teach people how to be a virtuous man, how to do good
things, or even what the good itself is. Rather they taught people the art of
manipulation. In this respect, I propose sophists and tragic dramatists were of the
same kind of danger for the state in terms of their manipulative effects over the public
in the eyes of Socrates. I now turn to an important matter. That is, how Socrates
proposes that the public be saved from manipulations.

In the 5" century BC, the existing education system of Athens was built
around the poems of traditional Greek poets. Some of these poets included Homer,
Hesiod, Aeschylus, and many other tragic dramatists. However, Socrates objected to
this system by arguing that poets do not have knowledge about the matters they talk
about, they merely have inspirations (Plato, Ion, 534d). For example, they do not have
any authority to decide what the truth is about an art in their story, but the artists who
are related to that art can do that. He gives charioteer as an example of this. Socrates
proposed that when Homer talked about chariot-driving, he cannot be sure whether
he says true or not because Homer is not a charioteer. With this example, Socrates
asserts that poets talk about many things, but they actually do not know whether they
say true things or not. They only know the art of writing poetry (Plato, Ion, 534d,538b).

As aresult of this, in the education of the youths, the poets including tragic dramatists
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cannot take a primary role because they do not know anything but their art. However,
this was a new radical perception for the society that Socrates lived in because, as I
have mentioned above, they believe poets were indirectly messengers of the gods. Not
only ordinary people but also philosophers other than Socrates could not imagine any
education system without poets. For example, Protagoras recommended that every
boy who learns the letters and can understand what was written in ancient Greek
should learn the great poets, which would enable the disciples to imitate these
virtuous men depicted in the poems (Plato, Protagoras, 326a-b). In this respect,
Socrates and Protagoras’ ideas were overtly conflicting. As a matter of fact, according
to Socrates, there is no difference between seeing a sophist as a teacher and seeing a
poet as a teacher. He supposes that “rhetoric is an agent of the kind of persuasion
which is designed to produce conviction, but not to educate people, about matters of
right and wrong” (Plato, Gorgias, 455a). Thus, I propose that both tragic dramatists
and sophists were not enough to educate the society to create an ideal or healthy
society according to Socrates.

In fact, Socrates describes the poets as a corrupting factor for the ideal state by
saying that “In exactly the same way, we shall say, the imitative poet sets up a bad
regime in the soul of each individual, gratifying the senseless part of it...” and he adds
that “He is nothing but an image-maker (He talked about the poets), and he stands far
removed from the truth” (Plato, Republic, 605c). Perhaps with the intention of showing
similarity between Sophists and poets, Plato also had Protagoras say that Homer,
Hesiod, and other great Greek poets were frankly sophists and still, they disguised
themselves under the title of poets (Plato, Protagoras, 316d).

As I have mentioned above, citizens of Socrates’” time had undertaken
responsibility for the polis. This means tragic dramatists as teachers of the society, also
believed that they have primary responsibilities for the welfare of the polis. Most
tragic dramatists rendered services to the city by expressing their views about political
affairs through their plays. Then, tragic dramatists have their own notion of an ideal
political state as well. For example, almost all Aeschylus’ tragedies stressed the needs
of the order and the nous for the welfare of the state or city and reflected clues as to
what happens in Athens. Probably because of that, he was even introduced as a
philosopher by Athenaeus in his “Deipnosophistae” (book 8. 347c). However, Socrates
did not accept that tragic dramatists were the teachers of the society (Plato, Apology,
22a-e). In this respect, in fifth century BC, the conflict between Socrates and tragedy
in Athens became inevitable because Socrates also believed he has some

responsibilities given by God for the polis. He expresses that in his defense, “For (I)
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know that the god commands me to do this, and I believe that no greater good ever
came to pass in the city than my service to the god” (Plato, Apology, 30a-b)

To sum up, Socrates believes what he strongly objected to in the culture of
Athens in his time for creating ideal polis was not his own desire, but the god’s desire,
and he just followed that as he pointed out in his defense. With this belief, he had to
contest with every cultural Greek element of his time to eliminate every potential risk
from the ideal polis in his mind. In this respect, sophists and tragic dramatists were of

the same obstacles in his way.

Conclusion

In conclusion, Tragedy and philosophy were critical elements of Greek society.
Tragedy was the inheritor of the mythological and traditional thoughts of the Greeks,
which early philosophers, such as Xenophanes, Heraclitus and so on rejected. This
means that in fifth century BC, there was already a longstanding conflict between
philosophers and poets. Because of that, a conflict between tragedy and philosophy
was also inevitable. Although tragedy was the inheritor of the older Greek thoughts
and mythology, it was not limited to them. Tragic dramatists added some to their plots
to show their understandings regarding the world, gods, society, and state. It also had
a place in society to direct the public, and dramatists used this power to teach society
in accordance with the combination of mythology and older Greek thoughts. For
Socrates, this puts a serious obstacle in the way of creating the ideal polis. As a result,
there was another teacher for the public as well, and it was philosophy. So, in the time
of Socrates, both tragedy and philosophy as teachers of the society have inevitably

contested with each other to establish their ideal polis in their minds.
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Translation from English to Turkish
Birlikte Yiiriimek: Paradigmatik Sosyal Fenomen

Walking Together: A Paradigmatic Social Phenomenon
Author / Yazar: Professor Margaret Gilbert / University of California, Irvine
Translator / Cevirmen: S. Giil Erdim / Bilkent University

Birisinden ¢agdas sosyal bilimler felsefesinin standart kaygilarini karakterize etmesi
istenecek olursa, muhtemelen akla iki farkli problem alani gelecektir. Bunlardan ilki,
biiyiik anlamda yontem ile ilgilidir ve su anahtar sorular: icerir: Doga bilimlerinin
yontemleri sosyal fenomenler c¢alismalarina uygun mudur? Tam anlamiyla sozde
sosyal ‘bilim’ olabilir mi? Ikinci problem alam ise ontolojinin konusudur. Genelde
ortaya ¢itkan soru baglantisal olandir. Kabaca, insan sosyal gruplari ile onlara mensup
olan bireylerarasindaki iliski nedir? Gruplar basit¢e birey yiginlar1 midir, degilse
nedir?

Genellikle yukaridaki sorulara odaklananlar nispeten belirsiz olan sosyal
fenomenin dogasinin sezgisel bir anlayis: ile genel olarak; sosyal gruplarla ise 6zel
olarak calisma egilimindedir. Her ne kadar belirli amaglar i¢in bu egilimi tiimiiyle
kavramak gerekli olmasa da bu sorularmn tartisilmasmin faydali olabilecegini
diistinenler olabilir. Bu yiizden sosyal bilimler felsefesi i¢in nemli bir gorevin, sosyal
fenomenlere yonelik olan merkezi sezgisel kavramlarimizin ayrintili bir sekilde ifade
edilmesi oldugunu varsaymak akla yatkindir.

Bu makalede bu gorev igin 6nemli olan sosyal grup ya da genel olarak biitiinliik
kavramini ele alacagim. Giindelik, kafa karistiricihiktan uzak, genel bir konsepte
odaklanarak baslayacagim, ki bu konsept: ‘Birlikte yiirtimek’tir. Makale gorece
bagimsiz tartisma yoluyla On Social Facts ( Londra,1989) kitabimdaki bazi fikirleri

sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.!

I. SOSYAL GRUPLAR HAKKINDA BiR ONERI
Sosyolog George Simmel soyle yazdai:

“Toplumsallasma' kabaca, [sosyal grup olusturma stireci] anlik bir araya gelip
ylriiyiise ¢ikmaktan aile kurmaya kadar... otel ziyaretcilerinin gegici olarak

toplanmasindan ortagag loncasimin samimi baglarina kadar.”>

!(¢ev.) Burada ‘toplumsallasma’ ‘sociation” kelimesinin karsilig1 olarak “society” yani toplum kelimesinin kokiine
sadik kalinmasi agisindan toplumsallagsma olarak cevirilmistir. Daha detayli karsilastirma icin yazarin belirttigi
kaynaga bakilmalidir.
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Bu birazdan agiklayacagim gibi, kendi sebeplerimden o6tiirti destekleyecagim bir fikri
akla getiriyor.

Bu fikir sosyal gruplarin genelini birlikte yiirtise ¢ikmak gibi kiigiik skaladan
inceleyerek kesfedebilecegimizdir. Bu fikir birisiyle yiiriiytise citkmanin ne oldugunu
gorece kolay anlasilabilir yapabildigi siirece cazibelidir.

Sosyologlar ve digerleri sosyal gruplar hakkinda Ornek vermeye
kalkistiklarinda bunu sadece dayanikli ve karmasik fenomenler olan aileler, loncalar,
ordular ve hatta uluslar iizerinden yapmaya egilimlidir. Birlikte ytiriiylise ¢itkmak
fenomeni ile aileler, ordular vs. arasindaki 6nemli ayrimlar agik bir sekilde ¢izilebilir.
Oyle ki bu kiigiik skalada Simmel’in de yukarida degindigi gibi, yiiriiyiise cikan ve
muhabbet eden insanlar kendilerini sosyologlarin listesinde bulabilirler. Simdi
savunacagim ilizere, bunun igin iyi bir neden vardar.

Daha net bir sekilde ifade etmek gerekirse, “paylasilan eylem” konseptlerimizin
analizi, sosyal gruplar1 olusturan bir yapiyr ortaya ¢ikarir. Bu kapsamda birlikte
ylriiytise ¢tkmak sosyal fenomenlerin genel paradigmasi olarak diistintilebilir.

Birlikte yiiriiytise ¢ikmanin ne demek oldugu hakkinda belli bir yaklasimi
savunarak baslayacagim ve tartismanin en onemli kism1 burasi olacak. Sonrasinda
genel olarak sosyal gruplarin da akla yatkin bir agiklamasmin benzer terimlerle
verilebilecegini savunacagim. Bu uzunlukta bir makalenin biraz kabataslak olmasiysa

kag¢imilmazdir.?

II. BIRLIKTE YORUMEK: ON HAZIRLIKLAR

Iki insan ne igin birlikte yiiriiyiise ¢cikar? Tek bagma yiiriimeye cikan bir kisiyi ele
alarak baslayalim ve ardindan, bu kisinin ve bir bagkasimnin birlikte yiirtimeye ¢iktigini
sOyleyebilmemize hangi minimum ilavenin sebep olabilecegini bulalim.

Sue Jones'un kendi basina Horsebarn yolunda yiiriimek i¢in disarida oldugunu
diistinelim. Sue birdenbire siyah pelerinli bir adamin bir adim 6tesinde ytirtimeye
basladigini fark eder. Adamin Sue’ye fiziksel yakinligi birlikte yiirtidiiklerini
gosterecek kadar yakin degildir. Bu durum Sue’yu bariz bir sekilde rahatsiz edebilir
¢iinkii birlikte yiirtimiiyorlardir ama adam yine de ona ¢ok yakindir.

Bundan Sue’'nun memnun olmasi da miimkiindiir tabi ki. Sue adami
hatirhyordur. O, Jack Smith’tir ve onu tanimak ister. Sue onun bir sey sdylemesi igin
bekler. Jack de ayni durumdadir. Boylelikle ikisi de bunun devam etmesini isteyerek
birbirlerinin yanindan yiiriiyebilirler. Ikisinin de birbirlerinin yanindan yiiriimeye
devam etmesi gibi bir amaca sahip olmas1 onlarin birlikte ytirtidiiklerini sdylemeyi
mantiken yeterli kilar mi1? Ben hayir derdim. Burada sunu soylemenin Onemli

oldugunu diistiniiyorum: Herikisinin de sahip oldugu s6z konusu amacin, kars:
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tarafca bilinmemesinin miimkiin oldugunu unutmayin. Sue endiseli bir sekilde Jack’e
bakabilir, Jack onun yalniz basina yiirtimeyi istemesinden siiphelenebilir. Jack
miinzeviligiyle biliniyordur bu da Sue’ya, durup wuzaklasmas: gerektigini
diistindiirtiiyor olabilir. Bu ihtimal acikliga kavusturuldugunda zay:f paylasilan kisisel
amag analizi diye adlandiracagim seyi reddetmek zorundayiz. (Burada neden ‘zayif’
dedigim birazdan anlasilacaktir.)

Buradaki sorun tam olarak nedir? ilk genel, informel hipotezim; belirli iki
katilimcr yan yana yiiriirken verilen bu kisisel hedefin onlar ilgilenmedikleri siirece
onlar1 birbirine yaklastiramayacagidir.

Simdi giiclii paylasilan kisisel amag analizini diistinelim. Bu yonden hem Sue hem
Jack’in s6z konusu amaca sahip olmasi onlarin arasindaki ortak bilgidir ve bu birlikte
ylriiyiise ¢itkma durumu igin mantiken gerekli ve yeterlidir. Genel hatlariyla ifade
etmek gerekirse: Ikisinin de amaci onlar kaygi etmedigi siirece ortaya gikacaktir.
Boyle bir ortak bilgi gesitli durumlarda ortaya ¢ikabilir. Baz1 durumlarda iki tarafin
da herhangi bir sekilde rahatsizlik duymadan birka¢ dakika boyunca birbirlerinin
yanindan yiiriimeye devam etmeleri yeterli olabilir. Her durumda, hatta s6z konusu
kosullarin yerine getirildigi varsayilsa bile, birlikte yiirlimenin ¢ok Onemli bir
ozelliginin eksik kalacagim iddia edecegim. Ik &nce sdz konusu bu &zellikten
bahsedecegim.

Zamanin bir noktasinda Jack ve Sue’nun gercekten birlikte yurtdigiinii
varsayalim. Yani, bu birlesmede biitiin kosullarin mantiken uygun oldugunu
varsayiyoruz, onlar tam olarak nelerse. $imdi Jack’in onden yiiriimeye bagladiginm
farzedelim. Jack’in farkinda olarak bazi 6zel kosullar1 yerine getirememesi tuhaf
olacaktir. Dahas: birlikte yiiriimek icin yakinlasacak hamleyi gostermemesi onun igin
de tuhaf olacaktir. Tabii bunlar Jack gergekten birlikte yiirtimeyi istiyorsa dogrudur.
Eger istedigi buysa durumu nispeten dikkatli bir sekilde gozlemlemekte ve buna gore
hareket etmekte basarisiz oluyordur ve bu yonde hareket etmeye devam ederse
istegine karsin hareket etmis olacaktir. Fakat dahasi var.

Eger Jack ve Sue gergekten birlikte yiriirlerse ve Jack ne oldugunu
farketmeksizin gortiniir bir sekilde 6nden yiiriirse Sue’nun gesitli sekillerde harekete
gectigini hayal edebiliriz. Bir miktar sabirsizlikla “Jack!” diye bagirabilir. Ona yetisip
ciddi olarak “Yavaglamak zorundasin! Sana yetisemiyorum.” diyebilir. Her iki
durumda da kibarca bile olsa Jack’i azarlar. Sue bunu yapmayabilir elbette, ancak

tekrardan 6zel kosullarin yerine getirilmemesi bunu gerektirebilir. Bir diger deyisle,
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oyle gortintiyor ki boyle durumlarda Sue Jack’e sitem etmekte hak sahibidir?. Hem
Jack’ten hem de Sue’dan bu yetki sahipligini anlamalarini bekleyebiliriz.

Jack'in bu yiikiimliiliigii fark etmesi ve bu yonde hareket etmesi aslinda hak
sahibi olmanin getirecegi bir seydir.( Ayrica Sue da bununla ytikiimlidiir.) Jack bu
durumu diizeltmek igin ytikiimliliigtinti yerine getirip belirli roller sergileyebilir;
durup Sue'nun ona yetismesini bekleyerek, yavaslayarak, tesvik edici bir
giilimsemeyle onun yorulup yorulmadigmi sorarak. Bunlar taraflardan birinin
digerinin One gectigini fark ettiginde bekleyecegimiz seylerdir. Yine de Jack
buradakilerden birini yapmakla yiikiimlii olmasa da bu dogrultuda bir sey yapmakla
yikiimlidiir. Bu nokta haklar agisindan da ortaya konabilir: Her biri digerinin
dikkatini ¢ekmek ve eylemini diizeltmekte hak sahibidir. Yani birlikte ytirtimeye
cikanlarin cesitli hak ve yiikiimliiliiklere sahip olduklarim1 fark etmelerini
bekleyebiliriz.

Su ana kadar bahsettiklerimiz, birlikte yiiriimeye c¢kma kavraminin
varsayimsal bir analizi i¢in asagidaki soruyu sormay1 Onerir. Onerilen kosullarda
katilimcilarin belirtilen hak sahiplikleri ve yiikiimliiliikleri kabul etmemesi kosullarin
yerine getirildigine dair zorunlu olarak bir stiphe uyandirir m1?

Glglii paylasilan kisisel amag analizinin yukaridaki testten gecemedigini iddia
ediyorum. Daha acik ifade etmek gerekirse, birlikte yiiriimeye ¢ikanlar bu analizle
belirlenen hak sahiplik ve ytikiimliiliikleri stipheye diismeden reddedebilir. Bu
iddianin agiklamas: yapilacaktir.

Jack’in her ikisinin de yan yana yiiriimeyi amacladigini bildigini varsayalim.
(Bunu ortak bilgi kosulunun devami olarak da ele alabiliriz.) Jack’in, diger her sey esit
oldugunda, hem onun hem Sue’nun amaglarina ulastiklarim1 gérmek gibi bir ahlaki
goreve sahip oldugunu diistinmesi olasidir. Bu yolla toplam mutluluk maksimuma
cikarilacaktir. Fakat Jack’in tiim bunlari bu sekilde gormemesi de ayni derecede
olasidir. Bir diger deyisle Jack her ikisinin de paylasilan kisisel amac1 desteklemek gibi
bir ahlaki gorevinin oldugu yargisindan yoksun olabilir. Bununla birlikte onun ahlaki
sonucu olusturmadaki bu basarisizli§1 Jack’in neyi bildigi hakkindaki ilk varsayimi
muhakkak stipheye diisiirecektir. Bunun meydana gelmesi icin bizim Jack’in ahlaki
gorisleri hakkinda bazi onciillere ihtiyacimiz vardir.

Ahlaki goreve atif daha genel bir soruyu one ¢ikarir: Ahlaki gorev
konseptinden tamemen yoksun olanlar birlikte yiirtimeye ¢ikmaktan da yoksun
olmak zorundalar midir? Goriiniise gore bu pek de kabul edilebilir degildir. Halbuki,

eger dogruysam, yiiriiylise ¢ikmak i¢in disarida olan insanlardan bu nedenden 6tiirii

2 (gev.) Burada ve makalenin diger sayfalarinda ‘hak sahipligi’ ‘entitlement’ kelimesinin karsilig1 olarak yetkili
olma anlaminda kullanilmistir. ‘Right” kelimesinin karsilig1 olan hak, hakli olmak ile karistirilmamalidir.
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cesitli sorumluklarin ve yiikiimliiklerin varligini kabul etmeleri beklenir. Bu durum,
s0z konusu hak ve yiikiimliiliiklerin ahlaki hak ve yiikiimliilitkler olmadigini
gostermektedir. Burada kabaca, bu hak ve yiikiimliiliiklerin nesnel degerler bazinda
temelleri olmadigini kastediyorum. Bu, birlikte ytirtimeye ¢ikildiginda ne gibi temel
yikiimliiliik ve hak sahipliginin oldugunu gostermek icin sonrasini aydinlatacak
nitelikte tatmin edici bir analizdir.®

Ahlak bir yana, eger Jack’in amaci Sue’'nun yanindan ytrtimekse sagduyu
agikca onun Sue’nin durumunu dikkatli bir sekilde izlemesini ve birlikte ytiriimek igin
elinden gelen her seyi yapmasini gerektirecektir. Ikisinin de ayn1 amaca sahip oldugu
ortak bilgisi sagduyulu nedenlere basvurulmasmin uygun oldugunu gosteriyor.
Ortak bilgi her iki tarafa da verildiginde Sue,Jack’in her ikisinin de s6z konusu amaca
sahip oldugunu bildigini bilecektir. Bu durumda, eger Jack duruma goz kulak
olmakta basarisiz olursa Sue Jack’in hem irrasyonel hem de diistincesiz oldugunu
varsayabilir ve bu onunla birlikte yiirtimek istememesine yol agabilir. Boylece ortak
bilgi ilavesi aralarinda artan mesafeye dikkat etmesi ve gerekeni yapmasi i¢in Jack’e
daha da sagduyulu davranmasini gerektiren bir neden verdigi soylenebilir. Her
haliikarda, sagduyulu bir bakis agisindan, bu Jack’in yiikiimlii oldugu seydir. Fakat
bu bize paylagilan kisisel amag analizini kurtarmarmizda yardimc olmaz.

Bilindigi tizere H.L.A. Hart “yiikiimlii olmak” ve “yiikiimliiliige sahip olmak”
arasinda kavramsal bir ayrima vurgu yapmustir.® Burada onemli bir ayrimin oldugu
acgiktir. En genis anlamiyla bu ayrim sagduyulu degerlendirmelerden {iretilen bir
ozellik(bu 6zellik her ne ise) ve farkh sekilde tiireyen bir Ozellik arasindadir. Ik
durumda, bu 6zellik igin basitge bir insanin ne istedigini ve istedigini elde edebilmek
i¢in nasil hareket etmek zorunda oldugunu tartistyoruz. Ikinci durumda, bu énciiller
yetersizir. Agikc¢a goriiliiyor ki yiirimeye ¢ikmak durumunda, ikinci tiirden bir
ylkiimliiltikle kars1 karsityayiz. Bu durumda sadece bir yiikiimliiliigiin varligini degil
,en bastan sitem etme hakki oldugunu da savundum-. Bu 6zellikler yakindan iligkili
gortintiyor: Bu yiikiimliiliik oyledir ki Jack’in bagarisiz olmasi1 Sue’ya ona sitem etme hakkin
veriyor. Fakat Ozelligin sadece sagduyulu degerlendirmelerden Otiirii olmasi
durumunda, Hart'in “yiikiimlii olmak” olarak ifade ettigi gibi, bu 6zellik ile sitem etme
hakki arasinda Oyle siki bir iligki yoktur.

Yalnizca giiglii paylasilan amag analizi kosullarmin yerine getirildigini
varsayarsak (diger her sey onceki durumla aynidir) Jack dikkatsizce ilerlediginde
Sue’'nun onu azarlama hakkina sahip oldugu sonucunu ¢ikarmak igin herhangi bir
dayanak var mi1? Tam aksine bu kosullarin karsilanmasi onun Jack’le hicbir sekilde
etkilesime girmekle yiikiimlii olmadigini gosteriyor. Bununla ,kabaca, bu kosullarin

kendi basina - 6zel yardima onciiller olmadan- onunla etkilesim igerisinde olmasini
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gerektirmedigini kastediyorum. Eger boyleyse birisi elbette, hangi anlamda olursa
olsun dogru tiirden bir yiikiimliiliigiin olusturulmadig1 sonucuna da varabilir.

Sue'nun pozisyonunda olan biri kendisini asagidaki diizeltmedeki gibi
hissedebilir. O bagirarak Jack’in dikkatini gekmeyi istiyordur. Hatta Jack’e uygun bir
sitem etmeyi ortaya ¢ikartabilecek tiirden bir baski uygulamayi istiyordur. Fakat bu
sekilde davranmaya hakki oldugunu diistinmiiyordur. Daha genel olarak ifade etmek
gerekirse, Jack’in eylemlerine herhangi bir sekilde miidahale etme hakkina sahip
oldugunu diisinmiiyordur. Daha da acik olmak gerekirse, aralarinda boyle bir hak
sahipliginin olustugunu diistinmiiyordur.”

Cesitli yerlerde Charles Taylor’'in da one stirdiigii gibi iki kisinin arasinda ortak
bilginin paylasilmasi ‘laf aramizda’ diye adlandirdig1 seyi heniiz ortaya cikarmaz:
Taylor'a gore bu ‘kamusal alan’” noktasinda degildir. Taylor'in burada gostermek
istedigi; soz konusu gercek oOzellikle dilin kullanimiyla bir kez aktarildiginda,
‘kamusal alanda’” ‘laf aramizda’ olacaktir. Burada eger paylasilan ortak bilgi ve dil
bilimsel iletisimi igeren durumlar arasinda bizim amaclarimiz agisindan bir farklilik
varsa bunun gormeye deger oldugu ortaya atilir. Ya paylasilan kisisel amag ortak
bilgisini one siirmektense, hangi kaynaktan olursa olsun, her birinin digerine s6z
konusu amaca sahip oldugunu sdylemesinin ortak bilgi oldugunu varsayarsak??

Burada isler biraz hassas, aslinda sdylenenden daha fazlasi aktarilabilir,
duruma gore az1 ya da ¢ogu ile sonuglandirilabilir. Ama diyelim ki bu durumda her
biri digerini sadece dis goriiniisiine gore degerlendiriyor ve bu bir ortak bilgidir.(
Muhtemelen Literalistlerin ya da G.E. Moore Toplulugunun tiyeleri olduklar: i¢in bu
bir ortak bilgidir.) Ardindan Jack’in tuhaf bir sekilde “$imdiki amacim seninle birlikte
yluriimektir,” dedigini ve Sue'nun “Benim de amacim seninle birlikte ytiiriimek!”
seklinde cevapladigini diistinelim. Durumun degismesine ragmen, taraflarin birlikte
yluriimeye c¢ikmalarini soylemek igin gerekli olan Oonemli bir unsur hala eksik
goriiniiyor. Onceki gibi her biri diger tarafin (sagduyulu ise) paylasilan kisisel amaca
ulagildigindan emin olmak igin elinden geleni yapacagini bildiginden giivendedir.
Fakat oncekinin aksine ikisinin de durumun yiikiimliligiini diger tarafi tatmin
edecek sekilde sonuclandirmak zorunda kalmadigi ya da ikisinin de amaca
ulasamama durumunda digerine sitem etme hakkina sahip olmadig: goriiliiyor.

Her biri kanitlansa bile su dogrudur: “Amacima ulasmak igin elimden gelen
her seyi yapmaya niyetliyim. Ornegin, fark etmeden 6nden yiiriirsen dikkatini
cekmek icin bagirabilirim. Senin amacimn benimkini elde etmekte bana yardimci
olmal1.” Bu bir seylerin kritik bir bicimde degisecegini gostermez. Simdi 6ngoriilen
durumda Jack bilmeden oOnden giderse Sue’nun onu arkasindan cagiracagini

‘beklemeye hak kazanacak” ve Sue, Jack’in onun yaptig1 seye sasirmayacagin
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‘beklemeye hak kazanacak’. Bu durum Sue’nun bunlar1 yapmasinda onu daha az
cekimser kilabilir. Fakat burada ‘beklemeye hak kazanmak’ demek (diger her seyin
esit oldugunda) amaglarinda basariya ulasacaklar1 anlaminin ¢ikarabilecegini
sOylemenin bagka bir yoludur. Hig¢ kimse hentiz icra edecek dogru tarzda bir yiikiimliiliige
ya da buna karsilik gelen sitem etme vb. haklara sahip gibi gortinmiiyor (Bu durumda
sitem edilecek ne olabilirdi? Bu, kisinin yapilacak seyle ilgili inanglarmin ihlali
noktasinda sikayette bulunma hakkina sahip olup olmamasina baglidir. Muhtemelen
Jack soyle sikayet edebilir: “Beni uyaracagina inandim, boylece durumu izlemekle
daha az ilgilendim.” Burada Ortiik itirazin ahlaki diisiincelere yonelik olacagin 6ne
sirtiyorum. Jack sunu ekleyebilir: “Sana giivenebilecegimi anlamaliydin.” Halbuki
gercek bir birlikte yiirtime icin Jack aralarinda olusmus anlayisa bagvurarak “Neden
beni uyarmadin!?” deyip ¢ok daha kat1 olmay1 goze alabilirdi.)

Buraya kadar birlikte yiiriimenin ii¢ aciklamasi da yetersiz goriiniiyor. Iki
tarafin da yan yana ytirtimesinin her bir tarafin kisisel amaci olduguna dair ortak bilgi
gerektiren giiclii paylasilan kisisel amag analizine odaklandim. Bdyle bir durumda
genel olarak ahlak nedenleri, sagduyu ya da dikkat, her birinin digerinin eylemlerini
gozlemesini ya da her birinin istedigi amaca ulasmasi icin elinden geleni yapmasini
tesvik edebilir. Yine de bu durumda belirli baz1 yiikiimliiliikler ve hak sahiplikleri
olusturulamaz. Insanlar birlikte yiiriimeye ¢iktig1 siirece her biri ilgili amaca ulasmak
icin ellerinden geleni yapmakla yiikiimlii olduklarini anlayacaklardir. Dahasi
ylukiimliiliigli yerine getirmek igin eylemin basarisizlifi durumunda her birinin
digerine sitem etme hakk: vardir. S6z konusu temel yiikiimliiliiklerin ve hak
sahipliklerinin ahlaki ytikiimliiliikler ve hak sahiplikleri olduklar: siiphelidir. Ayni
zamanda sadece bir sagduyu ya da kisisel ¢ikar meselesi de degildirler. Her seyden
onemlisi bu temel yiikiimliiliikler ve haklar birlikte yiirtimeye ¢ikma olgusunun
dogrudan bir islevi olarak goriiniiyorlar. Sonug olarak gormezden gelinmeye yol
acabilecek Dbelirli “digsal faktorler’ ya da degerlendirmeler ‘hala oradalar’. Birlikte
ylriimiiye ¢ikmakla ilgili bu gesitli yargilar nasil makul bir sekilde agiklanabilir?

II1. BIRLIKTE YURUYUSE CIKMAK: ACIKLAMANIN BiR TASLAGI

Jack Smith’in Sue’nun dikkatini ¢ekmek i¢in Oksiirdiigiinii ve sonrasinda, onun Sue
Jones olup olmadigini ve ona eslik etmesinin bir sakincasi olup olmadigini sordugunu
ve Sue: “Hayir bir sakinca yok, eslik etmenizden memnun olurum,” dedigini farz
edelim. Bu muhtemelen birlikte yiiriimeye ¢ikma durumunu telaffuz etmek igin
yeterlidir. Degisim meydana geldikten sonra iki taraf da birlikte ytirtimeye ¢ikmak

icin uygun eylem ve tavirlarmin oldugunu varsaymaya hak kazanacaklardur.
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Bu etkilesimde 6nemli unsurlar nelerdi? Ik nitelendirme olarak: Iki taraf da
digerinin esliginde ytirtimeyi kabul ederek isbirligine gitmekte istekli oldugunu
acikliga kavusturdu. Bu noktay1 koymanin bagka yollar: da vardir. S6z konusu amacin
kisinin kendisi ve digeri tarafindan kabul edilebildigini ve bunun gerceklesmesi icin
istekli olduklarini agik¢a gosterdiklerini daha once sOylemis olabilirim. Simdilik
varsayarak Ozetlemek gerekirse birlikte yiiriimeye cikmak icin her biri amacin ¢cogul
oznesini digeriyle kurmakta istekli oldugunu, digerinin egliginde yiirtidiigtini ifade
etmek zorundadir. ‘Cogul Ozne’ benim teknik terimimdir, anlami dikkatlice birazdan
belirtilecektir.

S6z konusu amacin ¢ogul 6znesini olusturmaya yonelik bu istekliligin, ortak
bilgi kosullarinda her iki taraf¢a da ifade edildiginde her kisinin, o amacin gogul
Oznesinin kurucu unsuru olarak, kapasiteleri dihilinde soz konusu amact takip etmesine
sebep olacagin farz ediyorum.. Boylece biz de ortak bilgi kosullarinda her birinin
digeriyle yiirtimek icin olan isteklilik ifadesinin, ilgili amacin ¢ogul 6znesi oldugu ve
dolayisiyla birlikte ytiirtimeye cikmalar1 igin mantiksal olarak yeterli oldugunu
diistinebiliriz.

Eger bu dogruysa biitiin bunlar olduktan sonra ilgili yiiktimliiliikler ve hak
sahiplikleri yerinde olacaktir ve taraflardan da bunu bilmelerini bekleyebiliriz. Cogul
oznellik fikrine 6zel bir anlam atfedildiginde bu sekilde olacagmni diisiiniiyorum.
Gortinen o ki, istedigim sekilde (bagimsizca) kendimi ifade etmem beni klasik politika
teorisyenlerinin diliyle ¢arpic1 benzerligin igerisine stiriikliiyor.

Oncelikle cogul Oznellik hakkinda sdylemek istediklerimle baslayayim. Bir
amag ¢ogul bir 6zneye sahip oldugunda, birkag kisiden (iki veya daha fazla) her biri
aslinda, bu amaca adanmus bir irade havuzunun pargas: olmak i¢in kendi iradesini
sunmustur.. Her biri bu ortak bilgi kosulunu sagladiginda havuz olusturulmus
olacaktir. Boylece elde edilen sey, belirli bir amaca adanmis tek bir ‘cogul irade’
olusturacak sekilde bir dizi bireysel iradenin birbirine baglanmasidir.

Bu baglanmanin gergeklestigi hassas mekanizma oldukga 6zeldir. Bireylerin
iradeleri ayni anda ve birbirinden bagimsizca baglanmislardir. Bu ytizden burada her
birinin tek tarafli olarak s6z konusu olan amaca bagh olmasi bu etkilesimden
kurtulmak icin kendini bir baskasina bor¢lu birakmasi gibi bir ‘vaatler degisimi” s6z
konusu degildir, kisi bu 6zel etkilesim tizerinden bir sey one stirmemistir. Aslinda bir
kisinin ilk tek tarafli karar1 digerine bagli birakip soyle dedigi de soylenemez: “Sen bir
taahhiitte bulundugunda beni de taahiitte bulunmus sayabilirsin.” Daha ziyade her
biri 6zel bir formda kosullu taahiidii ifade ettiginde; mesela her biri sadece bunu benzer
sekilde ifade ettiginde taahhiit herkes tarafindan saglanmis olur. Bu yiizden biitiin

iradeler ayn1 zamanda ve bagimsizca birbirine baglanir. Her bir taahhiitiin karakteri

70 Kayg1 / Why Do We Still Need Philosophy?



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #3 | 2022

su sekildedir: Kimse tahahhiitten vazgecemez; her biri basari i¢in digerine
ylukiimliidiir; boylece digerleri tarafindan bu basariya hak kazanir. Bu bence
etkilesimlerde elde edilen bir seydir, mesela benim 6rnegimde Jack Sue’ya eslik edip
edemeyecegini sordugunda Sue bunun olabilecegini soyler. Bu etkilesim ortaya
ciktiginda (ve diger her sey esit oldugunda) s6z konusu taahhiitler gerceklesir.

Bu taahhiidiin kapsamini en iyi sekilde nasil tarif edebiliriz? Cok genel bir
sekilde iradeler havuzunun tek bir belirli amaca adandigimi soylemistim. Bu,
muhtemelen belirsiz de olsa yol gosteren bir fikirdir. Bir diger deyisle, her biri bir
amacin pesinden tek bir kisinin pargasiymis ya da eylemin 6znesiymis gibi hareket
etmek zorundadir. Ya da her biri, iki kisiyi iceren tek bir bedenin bir parcasi olarak
hareket edeceklerdir. Anlasilacagi tizere, somut bir durumda kisinin hak ve
sorumluluklarinin kapsami nispeten belirginlesir.

Bu, ¢ogul 6znenin pargasi olmanin ne oldugu agiklamasi 1s1g1nda “biz’zamirini
de dahil eden semantik bir fenomen olarak kullanilabilir. (Bunu fark ettikten sonra
Wilfrid Sellars’in daha 6nce bunu belirttigini gordiim.)°

‘G amacinu istiyoruz. * biciminde Onciillerin eylem hakkinda bazi kesin
anlamlar ¢ikarmaya uygun oldugu goriiliiyor. Bu yilizden Sue’'nun “Yan yana
ylriimek istiyoruz.” onciilii “Jack 6nden ytirtiyor.”ve “Amacimiza ulagmak icin en iyi
yol Jack’e yavaslamasimi soOylemektir.” oOnciilleriyle birlikte Sue’nun Jack'e
yavaglamasmi sOylemesi gerektigini belirlemekte yeterli (diger her sey esit
oldugunda) goriiniiyor. Bir baska ifadeyle eger verilen Onciiller rasyonelse ve kabul
edilebiliyorsa Sue’dan bu dogrultuda hareket etmesini bekliyoruz. Sezgisel olarak,
‘biz’ Onctiliine Sue’nun kisisel amaglarmin dahil oldugu “ben” 6nciilii ile herhangi bir
bozulma olmaksizin sonuca varildigini1 diisiintiyorum.'® Bunu kabul edelim, peki
bunu nasil agiklayabiliriz? ‘Biz’ hipotezi az Once detaylandirilan anlamda cogul
Ozneye isaret etmesi bakimindan bize tatmin edici bir agiklama veriyor.

Eger ‘biz’ bir amacin ¢ogul bir 6znesine isaret ediyorsa, 0 amaca adanmuis
iradeler havuzuna da isaret eder. Sue'nun durumunda onun ‘biz’ i kullanimi
kendisinin de tiyesi oldugu iradeler havuzunu isaret eder. O, iradesini havuzun
yoneldigi belirli bir amacin hizmetine bagl olarak anliyor. Bu ytizden kendisini s6z
konusu amaca en iyi sekilde hizmet etmek zorunda oldugunu diisiiniir. Bu ona bu
dogrultuda hareket etmesi igin (oldukga giiglii) bir neden verir. Amagclarina referans
olmayan, sonucu etkileyen bir miidahale gerekli degildir. Katilimc1 bir birey i¢in
eylem nedeni olusturmada ‘amacimiz’ seklinde bir onciil, ‘amacim” onciilii kadar
etkilidir. Ozetle ¢ogul bir 6znenin, belirli bir amaca adanmis bir iradeler havuzu

acgisindan agiklamasy, ‘biz” in konusmacinin bir pargasi oldugu ¢ogul bir 6zneye isaret
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ettigi varsayimiyla baglantili sekilde belirli bir amaca adanmais olarak, ayristirilmamais
bir ‘biz” 6nciiliinden yapilan ¢ikarimlar: makul bir sekilde agiklar.

Simdi, ytriimeye ¢ikanlar duruma uygun olarak birbirlerine ‘biz’ olarak
gonderme yapar, en azindan yiriytsleriyle ilgili olarak. Bu duruma uygun olarak
sunlar1 sOyleyebilirler: “Burada durabilir miyiz?”, “Ormanin iginden gecelim mi?”."
Bununla birlikte not edilen tiirde ¢ikarimlar cesitli baglantilarda uygun gortilecektir.
Bu, yiirtimeye c¢ikanlarin s6z konusu anlamda bir ¢ogul 6zneyi sekillendirdigini
destekler. Bu varsayim ‘biz” in kullanimlarmna tatmin edici bir agiklama getirir.

Baska bir kisiyle birlikte yiirtimeye ¢ikmanin, katiimcilarin paylasilan kisisel
amacimin aksine, amacin ¢ogul bir 6znenin amaci oldugu 06zel bir tiirde katilmay1
icerdigini savundum. Alternatif olarak, ytirlimeye ¢ikmak iki ya da daha fazla ‘benim
amacim’ yerine bir ‘bizim amacimiz’ 1 igerir. Bunu ‘paylasilan’, ‘ortaklasa’, ‘kolektif’
eylemler gibi bu tiirden birgok aktivite oldugu icin ele aldim. Ornekler ‘seyahat
etmek’, ‘birlikte yemek’, ‘birlikte dans etmek’ ,"birlikte bir cinayeti sorusturmak’ vb.ni

kapsayacaktir.

IV. GENEL OLARAK SOSYAL GRUPLAR

Biitiin bunlarin sosyal gruplarla ne ilgisi var? Hizlica soylemek gerekirse insan sosyal
gruplar1 bence ¢ogul 6znelerdir. Sosyal grup olusturmak igin birtakim insanin bir
cogul 6zne olusturmas1 mantiken gerekli ve yeterlidir. Agikcast bu sosyal gruplari
sezgisel kavrayisimiz hakkinda bir tezdir. Veri, diger seylerin yani sira, sosyologlar
ve digerleri tarafindan olusturulan sozde sosyal gruplarin agik uglu listesini igerir.
Bunlar tamamen agik degillerdir fakat cogul 6zne agiklamasinin onlara makul ve ikna
edici bir gerekge verdigine inantyorum.

Simdi bu tezin 6nemli kisimlarmi agiklayalim. Birlikte yiirtimeye ¢ikanlarin
belirli bir amacin (kabaca, belirli bir siire boyunca yan yana yiiriime amacinin) ¢ogul
oznesini olusturdugunu 6ne siirdiim. Belirli bir insan grubunun bir amacin ¢ogul
oznesi olduklarinda, ‘paylasilan’, ‘ortaklasa’, ‘kolektif’gibi amaci oldugunu
varsayalim. $imdi, bazi durumlar, kesinlikle bir sosyal grubu igeriyor gibi gortintirken
uygun bir sekilde paylasilan bir amag igermedigi goriiniiyor. Ornegin, “Son
Toplantimin Tutanagr” hikayesinde John Updike tarafindan olusturulan hayali kurulda,
(eger varsa) genel ticret hakkinda tiyelerin kafasi karigiktir. Kurullarin birtakim
amaglar1 oldugu dogrudur. Fakat, peki ya aileler? Burada, psikolojik yakinlik igin
bireysel ihtiyaglarin karsilanmasi gibi, aile yasaminin sahip olabilecegi yararh
etkilerden bahsetmiyorum. Aile kurarken birtakim insanlarin paylasilan bir amac: ya

da amaclar: olmak zorunda oldugunu agik bulmuyorum.
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Arglimanin yararma tiim sosyal gruplarin paylagilan bir amaca sahip
olmadigimni varsaysak bile bu,sosyal gruplarin ¢ogul 6zneler olmasmi herhangi bir
durumda ciirtitmez. Genel anlamiyla, ¢cogul 6zne temel kavrami paylasilan eylem
kavraminin igine iyice yerlestirilmis degildir, 6rnegin, bu ayrica bizim paylasilan ya
da kolektif inang kavramimizda ya da prensibimizde goriilebilir.

Bu kavramlarin detayl analizini savunmak ve gelistirmek icin bu makalede
yeterince alan yoktur fakat ornek {izerinden kisaca bu kavramlar1 inceleyebiliriz.
Yirtiytis yaparlerken Jack’in “Ne kadar harika bir hava!” dedigini ve Sue’'nun da ayn1
fikirde oldugunu farz edelim. Eger ardindan ortak arkadaslar1 olan Jill ile
karsilasirlarsa ve Jill “Off, ¢cok sicak!” derse Sue “Gergekten boyle mi diistiniiyorsun?
Biz harika oldugunu diistinmiistiik,” seklinde cevaplayabilir. Bagka bir deyisle, Jack
ve Sue’nun Onceki doniitli tam anlamiyla ‘bizimki'ne atifta bulunarak olusturulmus
bir goriis olarak sayilabilir. Benim iddiam, daha agik bir bicimde, onlarin su anda
¢ogul 6zne anlayisinin tiyeleri oldugudur. Bu, paylasilan bir amaca dahil olanlarda
oldugu gibi, birtakim ytiikiimliikleri beraberinde getirir. Bu gortisle ilgili olarak -
dedigimiz gibi- ‘ayni fikirde’ goriinmeye ¢alismalidirlar.

Benzer bir sekilde, Sue ve Jack kendi kendilerine eylem ilkesinin ¢ogul 6znesini
olusturabilirler. Jack’in Sue’dan her se¢im noktasinda nereden geri doneceklerini
belirlemesi istedigini farzedelim. Bir siire sonra Sue kendi kendine bir nokta seger ve
Jack onun yonlendirmesini takip eder. Fakat yoldaki keskin catallasmayla Jack
‘dizginleri aliyor” gibi goriiniiyor. Sue hafif eglenceli bir sekilde “Kararlari benim
verdigimi saniyordum!” der ve Jack ondan o6ziir diler. Boyle bir senaryo g6z oniine
alindiginda, Jack ve Suenun bir ilkenin cogul 6znesini olusturmaya basladigini
sOyleyebilecegiz. Bu durumda ilke basit bir ‘yetki’ dir ve gruba dahil olan kisiler
arasindaki sosyal anlasmaya isaret eder.(Sue’nun ifadesi tarafli olabilir fakat Jack
onunla birlikte gittigi slirece dogru tutumlar ifade edilecektir ve boylece bu eylemlerle
¢ogul bir 6zne olusturacaklardir.'3)

Cogul 6znelik bu durumda sadece amaglarla degil ayrica, en azindan, eylemin
inang ve ilkelerini de igerir. Sosyal grup olusturmak i¢in insanlar bir tiir cogul 6zne
olusturmak zorundadirlar ve her ¢ogul 6zne bir sosyal gruptur. Bu, durumu daha az
smirlayict yapar. Updike’m kurulu belirgin bir kolektif amagtan yoksun olsun ya da
olmasin, tipki bir¢ok ailede oldugu gibi muhtemelen bircok kolektif inac1 ve ilkeyi
icinde barindirir.

Bu makaledeki iddiam, eger sosyal gruplar i¢in bir anahtar ariyorsak
istedigimizi birlikte yilirimek fenomeninde bulabilecegimizdir. Bu iddia agik bir
sekilde iki insanmn birlikte yiirtimek icin ¢ogul bir 6zne olusturmak zorunda

olduklarini ortaya cikiyor. Sosyal gruplar i¢in anahtar cogul 6zne kavramidir. Cogul
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ozneler sosyal gruplar icindir. Kalan boslukta kisaca sosyal gruplar goriisiinii
destekleme girisiminde bulunacagim.

Acgikca herhangi bir sekilde ¢ogul 6zne olusturanlar kendi baslarma ‘biz’
,/'bizim amacimiz’, ‘bizim inancimiz’ vb.ne tam anlamiyla gonderme yapabilirler. Bu
cogul Oznellik, sosyal gruplar arasindaki baglant1 fikrini destekler.’Biz" genellikle
grup tiyeligi duygusunu vurgulamak ya da yaratmak icin kullanilir. Politik retorik
“Biz Amerikalilar!”,”Biz sendikacilar” gibi ifadelerle doludur. Bunlar1 Tonto'nun
Lone Ranger’a cevabiyla karsilastirin: “Biz beyaz adamlar?” Politikadan bahsetmek
stiphe uyandirabilir. Analiz ¢ok mu genis oldu? Uluslar, kuliipler, hatta aileler gibi
gruplarda politik sorulara sik¢a rastlanir. Bu tiir sorunlar ytiriimek gibi kiiciik 6lgekli
tesebbiislerde ortaya cikabilir. Burada birisi bir sosyal grubun olup olmadigini merak
edebilir. Sonraki fikir bu stipheyi ortadan kaldiracaktir. Yiirtimeye ¢ikanlarin ¢ozmesi
gereken bircok problemi vardir. Ornegin, ne kadar siire yiiriimelilerdir? Nereye
gideceklerdir? Konusacaklar mi? Konusacaklarsa, ne hakkinda? Hem kolektif
fikirlerin hem de miisterek ilkelerin neticelenmesi muhtemeldir. Birisi her zaman
boylesi karar ve ilkelerin adil bir yere varip varamayacagmi ve konusmalarin
iceriginin yeterli olup olmadigini sorgulayabilir. Jack, Sue’yu konusmaya zorluyor
mu? Sue Jacki yavaglamaya zorluyor mu? Isler mevcut duruma gore
diizenlendiginde Sue’nun ¢ikarlar1 goz ardi edilebilir mi? Acikgasi birlikte yiirtimenin
bile politik bir boyutu vardir.

Hatta ¢ogul 6znenin olusumunu tarif ederken kullanilmasmnin en uygun
oldugunu hissettigim dilin bile yakin bir sekilde politik teorinin klasik ¢alismalarina
benzemesi oldukga ¢arpicidir.

Rousseau Toplum Sozlesmesi'nin baglarinda belirli bir insan topluluguna karsin
bir birligin olusturulmasini tartisirken, sunlar1 yazar:

Ama insanlar yeni giicler yaratamadiklarina, eldeki giicleri birlestirip

kullanmaktan bagka bir sey yapamadiklarina gore, kendilerini korumak igin

yapacaklar1 tek sey, birleserek diretme giiclinii alt edebilecek bir gli¢birligi
kurmak, bu giigleri bir tek dirtiicii gligle yonetmek ve elbirligiyle hareket

etmektir.3 14
Bu nispeten belirsizdir ve Rousseu’nun aklindan gegenlerden emin oldugumu iddia
etmiyorum veya iddia etmem de gerekmiyor. Fakat kitapta bu ve cesitli diger
paragraflar acikca ¢ogul Ozneler hakkinda sodylemek istediklerimle benzerlik

gosteriyor.

3 Jean Jacques Rousseau, Toplum Sézlesmesi, Tiirkiye Is Bankas: Yayinlari,Hasan Ali Yiicel Klasikleri,Istanbul,
2012, s.13.
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Ayrica ,Hobbes, devleti* olusturmak i¢in insanlarin yapmak zorunda
olduklarini s6yle ifade eder:

Biitiin kudret ve giiclerini, tek kisiye ya da hepsinin iradesini...tek bir iradeye

devredecek heyet...5 15
Hobbes ‘tek kiside’ tiim ‘heyet’in birlesmesini bir olasilik olarak ekler. Bu ilkede
muhtemelen tiim insanlarmn heyeti de olabilir. Bu insanlarin kosullu olarak iradelerini
ortak hedeflere ya da goriislere teslim etme fikrinden ¢ok da farkli goriinmiiyor.
Ayrica Hobbes'un ‘gercek birlik” i olusturan mekanizma hakkinda soylediklerini
diistintin: “herkesin, bu kisi ve heyetin, ortak baris ve giivenlikle ilgili islerde yapacag:
veya yaptiracag: seylerin amili olmay1 kabul etmesi; ve kendi iradesini o kisi veya
heyetin iradesine ve muhakamesini de onun muhakemesine tabi kilmasidir. Bu
onaylamak ve riza gostermekten Ote bir seydir; senin de hakkini ona birakman ve onun
biitiin eylemlerinde ayn sekilde yetkili kilman sartiyla, kendimi yonetme hakkini bu kisiye veya
bu heyete birakiyorum, demekle ayniymus gibi goriiniir”® 16

Gegmisteki isbirlikleri ve devletlerle ilgili agiklamalari iceren bu analojiler
arglimanim icin ne gerekli ne de nihai olsa da, genel olarak sosyal gruplari ¢ogul
oznelerle birlestirme fikrine bir dereceye kadar destek saglar. Yine de Hobbes ve
Rousseau biittin uluslarlardan bahsetmiglerdir. Tasarladiklari mekanizmanin
temelleri iki insanin ytirtimesi gibi bir fenomene dahildir.

George Simmel iki kisilik grubu ya da “ikili’ligi daha biiyiik gruplardan 6nemli
bir bigcimde farkli kabul etmistir. Bir ikilide her iki kisi de bilir ki kendisi olmadan grup
varligini sona erdirecektir. En az ii¢ insan oldugu siirece grup bir kisinin kaybiyla
hayatta kalabilir. Ikilideki insanlar, o halde, bireysel iiyelerin oldugu gruplara ‘ilave’
edilmis gibi hissederler. Birisi bunu ve bununla baglantili gézlemleri, ikili grubun
tam tesekkiillii sosyal grup olarak sayilabilmesi fikrini reddetmeden kabul edebilir.
Basitce Ozel karekterli bir sosyal grup olarak goriilebilir.”” Gegici ikililerin 6zel
gruplarin ¢ogul 6zne yaklasimini kapsamasina dair kaygilar oldukga fazladir. Birisi
ayrica agtklamanin ¢ok dar oldugunu diistinebilir. O nedenle kisaca bu iki endiseye
deginecegim.

[lk olarak, gercekten bir grupta ortaklasa kabul edilen bir ilke, inang ya da
amacin olup olmadig1 sorgulanabilir. Amerika Birlesik Devletlerini diistiniin. Her
Amerikal1 bir diger Amerikali ile ¢gogul 6zne olusturur mu? Bunu baska bir soruyla
cevaplayayim: Amerika Birlesik Devletleri paradigmatik sosyal grup mudur? Yani

Amerika’daki insanlar sosyal grup olma kosullarini net bir sekilde karsiliyor mu? Eger

* Makaledeki ‘commonwealth’ kelimesi ‘devlet” seklinde cevirilmistir, bir kafa karisiklig1 olmamasi agisindan
‘state’ ya da ‘government’ olarak anlagilmamalidir.

5> Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari- 319 Kazim Taskent Klasik Yapitlar Dizisi-9, 5.128

¢ Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari- 319 Kazim Taskent Klasik Yapaitlar Dizisi-9, s.128
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degilse ilk soruya verilen negatif bir cevap gruplarin ¢cogul 6znesi agiklamasina siiphe
diisiirmez. Insanlarimn sik sik uluslari, sosyal gruplar listesine koydugu dogrudur ve
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri ulus olarak kabul edilir. Ancak uluslar olarak diisiinmede
bir sakinca gormedigimiz tiim niifuslarin paradigmatik sosyal gruplar olmasi
gerektigi acik degildir.

irdeledgim ikinci endise ise ¢ogu kuramlastirmanin odak noktas: olan niifus
tiirdi ile ilgilidir. Belirli bir toplumda ne gibi ekonomik siniflar, 6rnegin mavi yakal
seklinde anilan, vardir? Bunlar elbette her zaman ¢ogul 6zneler degillerdir. Bunun
dogru oldugunu diisiiniiyorum ancak bunun ¢ogul 6zne meselesine bir problem
dogurdugunu diistinmiiyorum. Genellikle sosyologlar ve digerleri tarafindan
belirlenen informel sosyal grup listeleri bu sekilde ekonomik siniflar1 icermez. Bu tiir
siiflarin biiyiikliigii onlarin sosyal gruplar olarak diisiiniilmesi gerektigi anlamina
gelmez. Ozetle, sosyal gruplar meselesinin tiim gercek ekonomik smiflarin kapsami
igerisine dahil edilememesinin bir sikinti oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Elbette, eger
belirtilen sinif bir ¢cogul 6zne olusturuyorsa o halde bir grup olarak sayilacaktir bu
aciklamaya gore. Ayrica bir ¢ogul 6znenin bir inanci kabul etmekten daha fazlasini
yapamayabilecegini hatirlatayim.

Son olarak, herhangi bir etiket hakkinda tartismak istemiyorum. Birlikte
ylriimeye ¢ikanlarin ¢cogul bir 6zne olusturdugunu ve sosyal grup kavramimizin (aile
ya da aym smifa ait veya benzer cikarlar1 ve hedefleri olan kimselerden olusan
gruplarla ilgili kavramlarimizin) ¢ogul bir 6zne kavrami oldugunu varsaymak icin
gesitli nedenlerin olugunu 6ne stirdiim. Her haliikarda insanlarin sosyal yasamini
agiklamakta ¢ogul 6zne kavraminin anahtar bir kavram oldugunu savunuyorum.
Uluslarda, kuliiplerde, ailelerde ve hatta yiiriiyiislerde bile bu yasamin biiyiik bir

boliimiinii bilgilendirir ve yonlendirir.

EK

Giris sayfasinda bahsettigim yontemsel ve ontolojik kaygilara karst benim
arglimanimi uygulayip isleyip islemedigine bakmak icin burada hig¢ yer kalmadu.
Fakat ¢ogul 6zneler insanlarin sosyal diinyasinin merkezinde oldugu anlasildiginda

yontem ve ontolojinin yeni ve oldukga 6zel sorular1 belirgin hale gelecektir.!8

NOTLAR

Bu agiklayicr niyet géz Oniine alindiginda bu alanda bir literatiir taramasina girismeyecegim ya da
benim goriismelerimi bir baskalariyla karsilastirmayacagim. Bir siiredir birlikte ytirtiytise ¢ikmak gibi
sosyal bir fenomenin dogasini detayl bir sekilde tartisan kisi Raimo Tuomela’dir, ¢alismalar: ben ilk
analizimi gelistirdikten sonra karsima ¢ikt1. Bkz. Tuomela, A Theory of Social Action (Dordrecht, 1984),
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and “Social Action,” in Social Action, edited by G. Seebass and R. Tuomela (Dordrecht, 1985), 103-27,ve
baska bir yerde. Tuomela'nin vardigt sonuglar1 benimkilerden &nemli oOl¢iide farkli oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum. Ozellikle,o fenomenlere &zel bir tiir ickin normatiflik atfetmez, ben fenomenleri merkez
olarak ele aldim. Burada agiklamalarimizi daha detayli bir karsilastirmak icin alan yoktur.

2 Georg Sirnmel, On Individuality and Social Fom (Chicago, 1971), 24. Original German publication, 1908.
Dikkatim son zamanlarda Walter Wallece’in alintis1 olan bu pasaja ¢ekildi. “Towards a Disciplinary
Matrix in Sociology,” in Handbook of Sociology, edited by Neil ]. Smelser (Berkeley, 1988), 33.

‘Toplumsallasma’ bir Almanca Vergesellschafun gevirisidir. “Sosyal grup olusturma siireci”
biraz kullanigsiz fakat tanidik gelen bir geviri.

Simmel ‘toplumsallasma’ hakkinda daha az dinamik cagrisima sahip olan devam eden
‘toplum’ ya da “sosyal grup’un aksine, siire¢ ya da olay olarak konusmayz tercih eder, bkz. Simmel: “. .
.toplum, yasamu siirekli serbest birakildigindan. . .bireylerin yaptig1 ve ac1 ¢ektigi bir seydir . Bunun
temel karakterine sadik olmak agisindan geregi gibi yani toplum olarak degil toplumsallasma olarak
konusulmalidir.” (Fundamental Problems of Sociology, in The Sociology of Georg Simmel, translated and
edited by K. H. Wolff (New York, 1969), 10. Ayrica Wolff'un gevirisinde, s. Ixiii.

3 Daha detayl bir tartisma icin bkz. On Social Facts, 6zellikle boliim 4.

4 “‘Ortak bilgi” Dawid Lewis’in teknik terimidir. David Lewis, Convention (Cambridge,Mass., 1969).
Ayrica bkz. Schiffer, Meaning (Oxford, 1972), ‘karsilikli bilgi {izerine’. Aslinda nasil tanimlanacagi biraz
tartismalidir. Bkz.6rn. David Lewis, “Languages and Language,” in Language, Mind, and Knowledge,
Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, vol. 7, edited by K. Gunderson (Minneapolis, 1975); Jan
Heal, “Common Knowledge,” Philosophical Quarterly 28 (1978). Ayrica Bkz. On Social Facts..

5 Bunlar ve politik yiikiimliiliikler problemiyle baglatili noktalar1 kitabimda birlestiriyorum. Social
Ontology and Political Obligation,devam etmekte.

¢ Bkz. H. L. A. Hart, The Concept of Law (Oxford, 1961).

7 Taraflar arasinda dogru tiirde bir hak sahipligi kurulsa bile, kisi bundan yararlanamayacagin
hissedebilir. Sue kendisini belirli bir sekilde ifade etmekte isteksiz olabilir, hatta 6yle oldugunda bile
ve bunu yapmaya yetkiliyken. Sue Jack’i azarlayic bir yolla ¢agirmakta isteksiz olabilir, eger Jack’in
elestiriye karsi bir istkeksizligi oldugunu biliyorsa ya da herhangi bir tiirde ve ona parlamasi
miimkiinse. Boyle durumlar birinin hakli oldugunu bildigi durumda eylemi dizginlemek icin yeterli
bir motivasyon verir.

Uygun sekilde bir hak sahipliginin olusturulmadig: anlasildiginda bu eylemde bir kirilma
egilimi olacaktir. Bu, elbette, diisiincesiz eylem ihtimalini ya da kisinin ahlaki haklara iliskin inanglar
agisindan mesrulastirdig eylemi disarida birakmaz.

8 Muhtemelen Taylor'in paradigmasina en yakin olan durum Jack’in sdyle sdylemesidir: “Acikcasi sen
ve benim birbirimizin esliginde yiiriimek gibi bir hedefimiz olur.” ve Sue bunu onaylar. Paylasilan
kisisel amag gercegi tek bir beyan ile baglantili olur. Ayrica metinde durumda vardigim sonug buradaki
duruma destekliyor gibi goriiniiyor. Burada soz konusu olan etkilesimlerde Taylor'a
katiliyorum,durumda 6nemli bir degisim ortaya ¢ikar. Dedigim gibi Jack ve Sue'nun artik birlikte
olduklar1 goriistinii kabul ettikleri dogrudur ki her ikisi de birbirlerinin esliginde yiirtimek gibi bir
hedefleri vardir. Bunlar igin asagiya bakiniz ve ayrica Gilbert, “Modelling Collective Belief,” Synthese
73 (1987): 185-201, and On Social Facts, chap 5.

9 Bkz.,6rnegin,Sellars, “Imperatives, Intentions, and the Logic of ‘Ought’,” in Morality and the knguage
of Conduct, edited by G. Nakhnikian and H.-N.C astaneda (Detroit, 1963).

10 Bu fikrin daha ileri savunusu i¢in Bkz. On Social Facts.bdliim 7. Ozellikle, rasyonel olarak eylem iireten
tiim akil yiiriitmelerin temsilcisinin kisisel arzusuna atifta bulundugunu 6ne siire oldukga bu popiiler
argiimana kars1 ¢iktim.
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11 Bagka bir yerde ‘A’y1 yapalim m1?’ ifadesinin ilgili bir konusmaci ve dinleyiciye her zaman dogru bir
sekilde sdylenmedigini savundum. Bkz. On Social Facts, pp. 175ff.

12 Bir uyart: bu alanda kullanilan ifadeler biraz belirsiz olabilir.’Birlikte’,’yakin mesafede’ olmaktan
daha fazlasini ifade edebilir ve dolayisiyla ‘birlikte seyahat etmek’ gibi ifadeler zaman zaman bdyle
kastedilebiliyor. Casusluk sebekesinin bag1 meslektasma soyle soyleyebilir: “Kim ve Don Cuma giinii
birlikte seyahat ediyor olacaklar.” anlami sadece ayni trende seyahat edecekleri vb. olabilir. “Kim,
Don’in orada olacagin bilmiyor. Don'in ona gtz kulak olmasin istiyorum.”diye ekleyebilir. Bununla
birlikte, standart olarak,bu boliimde s6z konusu olan etkinlik, seyahat etmek 06zel tiirden islerle
ugrasanlar i¢in kullanilabilir.

13 Burada s6z konusu olan sosyal anlasmalar hakkinda daha fazla bilgi i¢cin bkz.On Social Facts, chap.
6, ozellikle s. 373ff. David Lewis’in etkileyici (ve bir o kadar da farkli) tartismasi igin, bkz. Benim “Game
Theory and Convention,” Synthese 46 (1981):44-93; “Notes on the Concept of a Social Convention,” New
Literary History (1983):225-51; On Social Facts, chap. 6, and “Rationality, Coordination, and Convention,”
Synthese igerisinde yakinda ¢gikacak..

14].J. Rousseau, The Social Contract (Indianapolis, 1983), bkz. I, chap. 6, p. 23.

15 Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (New York, 1982), Part 11, chap. 17, p. 227.

16 Ibid., original emphasis.

17 Cf. Simmel, “Quantitative Aspects of the Group,” in The Sociology of Georg Simmel,” en basit sosyolojik
olusum...iki element arasinda isleyen...kendisi bir toplumsallagsmadir.”(s.122)

18 “‘sosyal gruplarin ¢ogul 6zneler oldugu ‘bireycilik’ ve ‘biitiinciiliik’arasindaki tartisma icin, bkz. On
Social Facts, bolim 7.

Bu makalenin eski versiyonu ,”Rousseau’ya Bazi Dipnotlar” basligiyla, 1986 baharinda
Connecticut {iniversitesi Felsefe Boliimiine sunulmustur. Sonraki versiyonu, yaklasik olarak simdiki
makale, 1989'da Michigan Universitesi Felsefe boliimiine sunulmustur. Aldigim biitiin yorumlara
minnettarim ve oOzellikle Alan Gibbard, Peter Railton ve Crispin Wright'a calismami benimle

tartistiklari icin tesekkiir ediyorum.
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High School Essay:

Why Do We Still Need Philosophy?
Yagi1z Kaygt / Samsun Ibrahim Tanrwerdi Sosyal Bilimler Lisesi (SSBL)

Philosophy is dead. Philosophers have not kept up with modern
developments in science. Scientists have become the bearers of
the torch of discovery in our quest for knowledge.

Stephen Hawking

As science progressed, thoughts began to rise that philosophy lost its value or even
went bankrupt. One of the reasons for this thought is that metaphysics, which is
considered to be the main focus of philosophy, is considered to be undermined by
sciencel. But even if we admit that this is true, philosophy is not just metaphysics. And
it doesn't seem to die so easily, whether we like it or not. Whereas even the proposition
“The only legitimate way to access knowledge is the natural sciences” has
philosophical assumptions about the nature of knowledge and the legitimate methods
that can be used to achieve it. In this article, I will argue that we still need philosophy
by showing the benefits of it, especially in the context of relationship between
neurology and philosophy of mind. Of course, much of what I said can be applied to
other natural sciences and philosophical areas too.

Most likely, we will not experience a technological breakthrough that will make
our lives easier, caused only by philosophers in the future. But on the many issues that
will accompany this breakthrough, we will appeal to philosophy inevitably. This may
relate, for example, to deciding how to interpret and evaluate the empirical data that
neuroscience presents to us. In addition, in the development process of neuroscience,
the use of philosophy is inevitable in how we will do this or specifically where we will
direct our focus.

Since neuroscience is a natural science, it presents us with facts; however, it
does not answer what we should do with these facts?. Philosophy helps us
complement the knowledge we have gained from neuroscience and decide how to use
it.

! Those who accept this in this way generally claim that philosophy cannot keep up with science and that science
can answer questions about the universe without the need for philosophy. In this context, it is inevitable to think
that philosophy is unnecessary.

2 Even though Moral Naturalism tries to deduce moral facts from natural facts, this position is a philosophical
view and not science itself. Even if such moral obligations are to emerge from science, the way to this will still
pass through philosophy.
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For example, neuroscience tells us it is possible to use brain plasticity to build
applications on human hardware. Here, the issue is not just about regulating what
exists in our body, the same feature in the brain also allows for the interpretation of
new inputs. And this means we can expand our sensory inventory or increase human
physical and cognitive abilities (such as provide real-time data flow in the human
body and feel the Twitter data through vibrations).

Science offers us such facts and possibilities. But as it can be seen, it only shows
us what the situation is and what it is possible to change and how. It cannot tell us
what should be done. When it comes to what should be done, some philosophical
approaches such as transhumanism come into play. Transhumanism is not a
phenomenon in itself, it is more likely a worldview. It is a cultural movement
advocating the need to increase human capabilities by combining the methods of
neuroscience and technology. In this respect, it is not a scientific fact that can be agreed
upon, but a philosophical controversy open to interpretation from various aspects. It
is possible to present various opposing stances against this approach, taking into
account reasons such as socio-economic risks or existential problems. The existence of
such discussions is still useful, even if it is inconclusive, because it allows us to better
understand our current situation and to take firmer steps for future actions. What we
can do with science is very broad, perhaps limitless. It is almost impossible to solve
the problem of what we will do first from this range of options with a scientific activity
independent of philosophy. It is the job of philosophy to decide which of the potential
steps within this spectrum should not be taken (the production of the atomic bomb is
a potential step forward for science, but its production is controversial).

In addition, the conceptual debates of philosophy can cause ethical debates that
have some practical uses in neuroscience. For example, neuroscience helps us to
understand whether a fetus has neural activity, while philosophy considers thinks
what will constitute the personality of the fetus. There is no way science can say
anything about when the fetus is a “person” with rights. Being able to observe
neuronal activity does not mean we can predict more than physical functions (yet).
Therefore, although the data presented by science can be taken as a basis on subjects
such as abortion, science alone cannot reach a conclusion about them. Philosophical
analysis of scientific data is required. In this way, philosophy helps us make wiser
decisions about social issues like abortion.

Apart from its practical benefits, philosophy also provides guidance on many
theoretical issues that neuroscience alone cannot illuminate. The current framework
of neuroscience includes research such as relating behavioural phenomena to specific

areas and activities in the brain. However, there are many phenomena that
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neuroscience has not yet explained, as these studies must be based entirely on
empirical data. Philosophy, on the other hand, puts the basic concepts into discussion
at the points where science cannot yet give 100% definitive answers. Thus, while
science investigates only measurable and observable phenomena, such as which
neurological phenomena are related to certain mental events, philosophy seeks
answers to questions such as “What is the nature of consciousness”, “Is consciousness
a fundamental feature of the universe.” While neuroscience has the potential to
answer these questions, that day does not seem imminent for now. Until that day
comes, discussing these issues with philosophy is very valuable in terms of laying the
groundwork for future research and guiding future research. We can find the roots of
today’s neuroscience in the history of philosophy (Hippocrates” brain hypothesis,
concept of ‘psuche’ etc.) Considering the ever-advancing nature of neuroscience, we
cannot say that these questions are unimportant or meaningless. In other words,
philosophy still performs an important function in areas that science has not yet
encompassed, and it makes preliminary preparations for science.

When we look at all of this, we can see that philosophy is not dead, on the
contrary, we need it more than in the past. In an age where neuroscience and
neurotechnology are on the verge of a breakthrough, the uncertainties that these
developments will bring inflame the philosophical debates about where science
should be directed. The debates created by these innovations in terms of morality,

society and philosophy of mind do not seem to be resolved by science itself.
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Kitap Incelemesi:

Keske Hi¢ Olmasaydik | Var Olmanin Koétiiliigii!

Damla Belemir Aydin / Bilkent Universitesi

David Benatar, Giiney Afrika, Cape Town'daki Cape Town Universitesi'nde felsefe
profesorii ve Biyoetik Merkezi'nin yoneticisidir [1]. Uremenin ahlaken yanlis olmasi
sebebiyle {irenmemesi gerektigini savunan antinatalizm (dogum karsithgi)
goriisiiniin ¢cagdas literatiirde en ¢ok okunan yazarlarindan ve bu gortisiin en bilindik
savunucularindandir. 1997’de yayimlanan “Why It Is Better Never to Come into
Existence (Asla Var Olmamak Neden Daha Iyidir)” adli makalesi, toplamda yedi
boliimden olusan Keske Hi¢ Olmasaydik | Var Olmann Kotiiliigii adl kitabimin temel
tikirlerini igerir [2]. Kitapta savunulan ve ulasilmasi beklenen 4 ana sonug vardir:

1. Dogmus olmak her zaman kisiye ciddi zararlar verir.

2. Uremek, yani diinyaya ¢ocuk getirmek ahlaken yanlistir.

3. Hamileligin erken evrelerinde kiirtaj olmamak yanlstir.

4. Diinyaya hi¢ yeni insan gelmemesi sonucunda insanligin neslinin titkenmesi

daha iyi olurdu.

Benatar kitabinda okuyucusunu bu dort sonuca ulastiran goriislerini
orneklerle kavranmasini kolaylastirmis ve anlasilir bir dil kullanimi ile okuyucusuna
sunar. Dolayisiyla kitab1 yalnizca felsefi dile aligkin kisiler degil, dogum karsithg:
goriisiine ilgi duyan ¢ogu kisi de kolayca anlayabilir. Bu konuda ayni zamanda anlam
kayb1 ve kavram karmasasina yer vermeyen dzenli gevirisi igcin Cansu Ozge Ozmen'’i
de tebrik etmek lazim.

Keske Hi¢ Olmasaydik | Var Olmamn Kotiiliigii niin “Diinyaya Gelmek Neden
Her Zaman Zararlidir?” isimli ikinci bolimiinde Benatar, kitabin ana iddiasi
savunuyor. Genellikle Asimetri Argiiman: olarak bilinen bu argiimani su sekilde
ozetleyebiliriz:

(1) Acinin varhig kotiidiir ve

(2) Hazzin varhig iyidir.

Fakat boylesine bir degerlendirme acinin ve hazzin yoklugu durumuna uyarlanamaz
¢linkii:

(3) Acmin yoklugu, o iyilik kimse tarafindan tecriibe edilmese bile iyidir.
Bununla beraber,

(4) Hazzin yoklugu, hazdan mahrum olacak kimse yoksa kotii degildir [3].

1 Benatar, David. Kegke Hig Olmasaydik | Var Olmanin Kétiiliigii. cev. Cansu Ozge Ozmen. Ankara: Dogu Bati
Yayinlari, 2018.
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Ya da daha kolay anlasilmasi i¢in bu maddeleri bir diyagram tizerine yerlestirebiliriz:

Senaryo A (X kisisi var) Senaryo B (X kisisi hi¢bir zaman yok)
1 Acin varhig: (kotit) 3 Acmin yoklugu (iyi)
2 Hazzin varlig (iyi) 4 Hazzm yoklugu (koti degil)

Benatar, bu asimetriyi kurdugu ii¢ argiiman ile destekliyor. {1k argiimaninda,
diinyaya ac1 ¢ekecek insanlari getirmememiz gerekliligi varken, diinyaya mutlu
olacak insanlar1 getirme gerekliligimiz olmadigini soyliiyor. Yani, act gekmemek her
zaman iyiyken, mutluluk ya da hazzin eksikligi bunu deneyimleyecek insanlar
olmadig1 siirece kotii degildir (3&4’ii destekler). Ikinci argiimaninda, insanlarin
dogacak cocuklarmin iyiligi i¢in onlar1 diinyaya getirdiklerini soylemekten
kaginmadiklarini, ancak cocuklarimi zarar gormemeleri ve aci ¢ekmemeleri igin
diinyaya getirmediklerini sdylemeyi garip bulduklarini belirtiyor. Ugiincii argiimana
gore, cocuk sahibi olmamak, zaten hayatta olan olasi ebeveynler tarafindan
deneyimlendiginde iyi ya da kotii olabilir. Ancak dogmamis olmak, hayatta
olmayanlar1 bir seyden yoksun birakmaz.

Benatar’a gore, birini diinyaya getirmek o kisiye ciddi zararlar verir ve bu zarar
herhangi mevcut bir iyilik ile telafi edilemeyecek diizeydedir. Dolayisiyla,
ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklar: diinyaya getirmek gibi bir haklar1 olmadig ve bir kisiyi
diinyaya getirmenin ahlaki acidan yanlis oldugu sonucunu benimser.

Peki, cocuk sahibi olmak her zaman yanhs midir? Eger dogacak kisi halihazirda
diinyada var olan birden ¢ok insana fayda saglayacaksa, 6rnegin bu kisilerin hastalik
yliziinden ac1 gekme durumunu bir sekilde iyilestirmeye yol agacaksa, bu, Benatar’a
gore, cocuk sahibi olmak i¢in en iyi neden olabilir. Ona gore bu neden, ¢ocuk sahibi
olmak i¢in ortaya atilan diger nedenlerden (6rnegin bunun ¢ocugun iyiligi igin
oldugunu ya da ebeveyn tarafindan bakimini saglayacak birine sahip olma isteginden
kaynaklandigini savunan sebepler) cok daha iyidir. Ancak bunun, Benatar'in ana
iddiasindan daha bagimsiz goriinen bir goriis oldugu aciktir ve bireylerin feda
edilmesi durumunu goz oniine aldigimizda problematik goriiniir. Bir kisinin dogmus
olmasi her zaman ac1 ¢ekmesi anlamina geliyorsa, dogmus olmas: diger kisilerin ac1
¢ekmesini 6nlemek i¢in kendini feda etmesi demektir. Diinyaya getirilirken rizasinin
alinmiyor olmas: da istegi olmaksizin feda edilecegi sonucuna cikar. Bu acidan
bakinca, Benatar'in bu iddiasi, insanin bir birey olarak degerini ne derece goz oniinde
bulundurdugu agisindan tartismaya agiktir.

Bir fetiisii aldirmak s6z konusu oldugunda Benatar, kiirtaj yanlist bir tutumu

benimser. Bir ¢ocuk dogurmak ona gore ahlaken yanlis oldugundan, bir annenin
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¢ocugunu aldirmamak igin iyi nedenlere sahip olmasi gerektigini soyler. Kiirtajin
dogum kontrol yontemleri gibi onleyici olmadig1, sperm ve yumurta birlestikten
sonra kisinin olustugu goriisii hakkinda, biyolojik varolus tartismasiyla degil ahlaki
uygunlukla ilgileniyor olsa da bir fetiisiin ne zaman alinmasi gerektigi tartismasinda
genellikle benimsenen cevabi, yani erken donemlerde alinmasmin makul oldugu
cevabini verir.

Son olarak Benatar, hayatin ne kadar iyi oldugu konusunda kendimizi
kandiriyor olabilecegimizi ve bunun sebebinin evrim yiiziinden boyle diisiinmeye
yonlendirilmemiz oldugunu savunur. Ciinkii bu diisiince, hayatta kalmamiza
yardimci olan bir diistincedir. Dolayisiyla, daha tistiin bir tiiriin belki de gercekten ac1
cekmekte olan insanlifa aciyabilecegini belirtir. Bu sebeple, tiirlimiiziin son bulmas:
ya da baska bir deyisle insanligin neslinin titkenmesi Benatar i¢in tercih edilebilir bir
olgudur. Gelecekteki insanlarin aci ¢ekmesini Onlemek igin insanlarin tiremeyi

birakmasi “kahramanca” bir davranis olacaktir.

Notlar

[1] “David Benatar”. Department of Philosophy. UCT.

http://www .philosophy.uct.ac.za/philosophy/staff/benatar

[2] Benatar, David. “Why It Is Better Never to Come into Existence.”
American Philosophical Quarterly, vol.34, no: 3, July 1997, pp. 345.
[3] Syf. 46
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Interview:

Erhan Demircioglu

Erhan Demircioglu is an Associate Professor in the Department of Philosophy at Kog

University. He received his Ph.D. from University of Pittsburgh in 2011. He's

interested in epistemology, philosophy of mind, and philosophy of language. His
book, Makinedeki Hayalet: Zihin Felsefesine Giris, was published by Fol Kitap in 2021.

1. Although you study in various fields of philosophy, your main interest seems

to be the philosophy of mind. What makes philosophy of mind interesting to you?

Actually, I am mainly interested in two different areas of philosophy:
epistemology and philosophy of mind. My most substantial works are on issues
in these areas.

It seems to me that your question has two different aspects. One is about
philosophy in general, the other about philosophy of mind in particular. I want
to say “philosophy is interesting in itself, and thus interesting to me.” This
answer is, I think, correct but not really helpful because it probably wouldn’t
motivate anyone to study philosophy if she does not already have that
motivation in the first place. As for philosophy of mind, the same answer seems
basically correct to me, but again without much persuasive power. My general
strategy is to list some philosophical questions about the mind (e.g., how is the
mind related to the brain? What is it for a mental item to be about things out
there? Are you and your mind two different things?) and hope that people will

automatically find them interesting.

2. Some people - even some philosophers - think that science illuminates the

properties of the mind and there is no need for philosophy. Do you think that

neurological developments make philosophy of mind unnecessary?

85

No, science cannot render philosophy obsolete. Philosophical questions about
the mind are those questions that cannot be answered through empirical
observation and hypothesis construction on the basis of empirical observation.
Neuroscience — as the core of cognitive science — is mainly in the business of

discovering what regions of the brain are correlated with what mental
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states/events. And, knowledge of correlation tells us almost nothing about the

nature of the mind-body relation.

3. Do you think the mind-body problem will be solved one day? Or, as Colin

McGinn said, is this an issue that we are epistemically closed to?

I don’t think the philosophical mind-body problem can be solved, if by “a
solution,” we mean something like a philosophical theory of the mind
achieving a status similar to that of Einstein’s Theory of Relativity among
physicists. Does this mean that McGinn is right that the solution to the
philosophical mind-body problem is beyond our cognitive reach? Yes, McGinn
is right about this. But, as I read him, McGinn also claims that there is a scientific

solution to the philosophical mind-body problem. And, I don’t agree with this.

4. Recently, Panpsychism has been very popular in both academia and popular

culture. Do you think Panpsychism is a successful position that does not fall into

the problems of physicalism and dualism?

Panpsychism is a crazy view. It says that consciousness is a fundamental
feature of the universe and it is instantiated even at the micro-physical level.
This view is at least as unbelievable as physicalism and (substance) dualism, if
not more. Panpsychism owes its current popularity mostly to the fact that it has
proved itself more defensible than hitherto assumed, but that clearly does not
mean that it is defensible. In fact, I believe that the popularity of panpsychism

will be very short-lived.

5. What do you think about Philosophical Zombies?

86

I can conceive them. I don’t see any incoherence in the idea that there might be
a physical object that is molecule-by-molecule identical to my body but that
lacks a conscious mind. Philosophical zombies are conceivable. A further
question is whether that they are conceivable entails that they are possible. I
believe that the answer is yes. This means that I believe that physical properties
might be instantiated while mental properties are not, which entails that mental

properties cannot be identified with physical ones.
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6. Do you think that quantum mechanics can unravel the mysteries of
consciousness? Or is this an attempt to explain one mysterious thing with

another mysterious one?

I don’t see how quantum mechanics can tell any informative story about the

mind.

7. Some philosophers think that there is no problem of consciousness that needs
to be explained because there really is no such thing as consciousness. Might

consciousness be just an illusion?

Consciousness feels very real. It very much looks like I have experiences of
various sorts, perceptual experiences and bodily sensations. The thing about
consciousness is that there is no appearance-reality gap that applies to it. There
is pain insofar as there is a subject that feels pain. And, if there is no appearance-
reality gap, and if consciousness appears to exist, then consciousness does exist.
Illusionism about consciousness is one of those crazy views, along with
panpsychism, that has been advanced recently, which attests to the chaos

philosophy of mind finds itself in.

8. Finally, what advice would you give to undergraduate students interested in
this field?

Remember that philosophy of mind is not restricted to being an investigation
into the nature of the relation between the mind and the body. There are many
other interesting questions that fall within the scope of philosophy of mind.
Here are a few: Is a perceptual experience structured as a combination of two
logically different constituents, the act of experiencing and the object of
experiencing, or is it monadic? Are subjectively indistinguishable experiences
necessarily the same kind of experience? Do experiences have non-conceptual
content? Do expectations shape experiences? What is the relation between the
qualitative nature of experiences and their being about things out there? What
is a belief? What is a desire? Are there such things as innate ideas? There are so
many other interesting questions to ask within philosophy of mind even if we

temporarily set aside the question regarding the mind-body relation.
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Soylesi:
Erhan Demircioglu

Cevirmen: Damla Belemir Aydin | Bilkent Universitesi

Erhan Demircioglu, Kog Universitesi Felsefe Boliimiinde docenttir. Doktorasini
2011'de Pittsburgh Universitesi'nde tamamlamistir. Epistemoloji, zihin felsefesi ve dil
felsefesiyle ilgilenmektedir. 2021'de Fol Kitap'in yayinladigr Makinedeki Hayalet: Zihin

Felsefesine Girig isimli kitabin yazaridir.

1. Felsefenin cesitli alanlarinda calismaniza ragmen asil ilgi alanimiz zihin

felsefesi gibi goriiniiyor. Zihin felsefesini sizin icin ilging kilan nedir?

Aslinda oOzellikle felsefenin iki farkli alaniyla ilgileniyorum: epistemoloji ve
zihin felsefesi. En 6nemli ¢alismalarim bu alanlardaki konular {izerine.

Bana gore sorunuzun iki farkli yonii var. Biri genel olarak felsefeyle,
digeri Ozel olarak zihin felsefesiyle ilgili. “Felsefe kendi icinde ilging ve
dolayisiyla benim igin de ilging” demek istiyorum. Ancak, bu cevap bence
dogru olsa da ¢ok da yardimci olan bir cevap degil. Ciinkii muhtemelen ilk
etapta bu motivasyona sahip olmayan birini felsefe okumaya motive etmez.
Zihin felsefesine gelecek olursak, ayni cevap bana temelde dogru goriiniiyor,
ancak yine fazla bir ikna giicli yok. Benim genel stratejim, zihin hakkinda baz1
felsefi sorular listelemek (6rnegin, zihin beyinle nasil iliskilidir? Zihinsel bir
ogenin disaridaki seyler ile ilgili olmas1 ne anlama gelir? Siz ve zihniniz iki
farkli sey misiniz?) ve insanlarin onlar1 otomatik olarak ilging bulacagini

ummaktir.

2. Baziinsanlar -hatta bazi filozoflar bile- bilimin aklin 6zelliklerini aydinlattiin
ve felsefeye gerek olmadigim diisiiniiyor. Peki siz, norolojik gelismelerin zihin

felsefesini gereksiz kildigimi diistiniiyor musunuz?

Hayir, bilim felsefeyi gecgersiz kilamaz. Zihinle ilgili felsefi sorular, ampirik
gozlem ve ampirik gozlem temelinde hipotez kurma yoluyla cevaplanamayan
sorulardir. Norobilim- biligsel bilimin 6zii olarak- esas olarak beynin hangi

bolgelerinin hangi zihinsel durumlar/olaylar ile iligkili oldugunu kesfetmeyi

88 Soylesi: Erhan Demircioglu



Prokopton | Undergraduate Journal of Philosophy at Bilkent University Issue #3 | 2022

hedefler. Ve elde edilen bu korelasyon bilgisi bize zihin-beden iligkisinin
dogas1 hakkinda neredeyse hicbir sey sdylemez.

3. Sizce zihin-beden sorunu bir giin ¢oziilecek mi? Yoksa Colin McGinn'in dedigi

Qibi, bu epistemik olarak kapalr oldugumuz bir konu mu?

“Cozum” ile fizikgiler arasinda Einstein'in Gorelilik Teorisi gibi bir statiiye
ulasan felsefi bir zihin teorisi benzeri bir sey kastediyorsak, felsefi zihin-beden
sorununun ¢oziilebilecegini diisiinmiiyorum. Bu, McGinn'in felsefi zihin-
beden sorununun ¢oziimiiniin bilissel erisimimizin Otesinde oldugu
konusunda hakli oldugu anlamina m1 geliyor? Evet, McGinn bu konuda hakl.
Ama okudugumda McGinn'in, felsefi zihin-beden sorununa bilimsel bir ¢6ztim

oldugunu iddia ettigini de gordiim. Ve buna katilmiyorum.

4. Panpsisizm son zamanlarda hem akademide hem de popiiler kiiltiirde ¢ok

ragbet goriir oldu. Panpsisizmin, fizikalizmin ve dualizmin sorunlarina cevap

verebilen basaril bir goriis oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Panpsisizm ¢ilgin bir goriis. Bilincin evrenin temel bir 6zelligi oldugunu ve
mikro-fiziksel diizeyde bile somutlastirildigini soyliiyor. Bu goriis, en az
tizikalizm ve (t0z) ikiligi kadar, hatta daha fazlasi kadar inanilmaz.
Panpsigizm, su anki popilaritesini biiyiik Olciide, simdiye kadar
varsayildigindan daha fazla savunulabilir oldugunu kanitlamasina borgludur,
ancak bu onun savunulabilir oldugu anlamina gelmiyor. Aslinda panpsisizmin

popiilaritesinin ¢ok kisa 6miirlii olacagina inanryorum.

5. Felsefi Zombiler hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?
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Onlar tasavvur edebilirim. Viicudumla molekiil molekiil 6zdes, ancak bilingli
bir zihinden yoksun fiziksel bir nesne olabilecegi fikrinde herhangi bir
tutarsizhlk gormiiyorum. Felsefi zombiler diistiniilebilir. Bagka bir soru,
bunlarin kavranabilir olup olmadiklarmin miimkiinatidir. Ben, cevabin evet
olduguna inaniyorum. Bu, zihinsel ozelliklerin somutlastirilamayacagina,
ancak zihinsel 6zelliklerin fiziksel 6zelliklerle tanimlanamayacagina inandigim

anlamina geliyor.
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6. Kuantum mekaniginin bilincin gizemlerini ¢ozebilecegini diisiiniiyor

musunuz? Yoksa bu, gizemli bir seyi baska bir gizemli seyle aciklama girisimi

mi?

Kuantum mekaniginin zihin hakkinda nasil bir bilgilendirici hikaye

anlatabilecegini anlayamiyorum.

7. Bazi filozoflar, biling diye bir sey olmadig1 igin, agiklanmasi gereken bir biling

sorunu olmadigin diistiniirler. Biling sadece bir yanilsamadan ibaret olabilir mi?

Biling ¢ok gergek hissettiriyor. Cok cesitli deneyimlerim, algisal deneyimlerim
ve bedensel duyumlarim varmus gibi gortintiyor. Bilingle ilgili soyle bir durum
var: onun igin gegerli olan higbir goriiniis-gerceklik ugurumu yok. Aciy1
hisseden bir 6zne oldugu siirece ac1 var. Ve eger goriiniis-gerceklik boslugu
yoksa ve biling var gibi goriiniiyorsa, o zaman bilin¢ vardir. Bilingle ilgili
illtizyonizm, panpsisizmle birlikte son zamanlarda gelistirilen ve zihnin

felsefesinin iginde bulundugu kaosu dogrulayan cilgin gortislerden biridir.

8. Son olarak, bu alana ilgi duyan lisans 0grencilerine ne gibi tavsiyelerde

bulunursunuz?
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Zihin felsefesinin, zihin ve beden arasindaki iliskinin dogasmna iliskin bir
arastirma olmakla sinirli olmadigini unutmayin. Zihin felsefesinin kapsamina
giren daha birgok ilging soru var. Iste bunlardan birkagt: Algisal bir deneyim,
mantiksal olarak farkl: iki bilesenin, deneyimleme eyleminin ve deneyimleme
nesnesinin bir kombinasyonu olarak mi, yoksa bunlardan tekiyle mi
yapilandirilmistir? Oznel olarak ayirt edilemez deneyimler zorunlu olarak ayni
tiirden deneyimler midir? Deneyimlerin kavramsal olmayan igerigi var midir?
Beklentiler deneyimleri sekillendirir mi? Deneyimlerin niteliksel dogas: ile
disaridaki seyler ile ilgili olmalar1 arasindaki iliski nedir? inang nedir? Arzu
nedir? Dogustan gelen fikirler gibi seyler var midir? Zihin-beden iligkisine
iliskin soruyu gecici olarak bir kenara biraksak bile, zihin felsefesi icinde

sorulacak daha pek ¢ok ilging soru var.
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