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An Enlightenment Thinker in the Early Republican Period:
Ahmet Agaoglu

Abstract

This study focuses on Ahmet Agaoglu’s ideas sha-
ped by his conception of Westernism. This focus
has been chosen because, unlike his other ideolo-
gical inclinations such as nationalism, Jadidism,
and Iranism—which he supported in a more con-
textual and temporal manner—Westernism rema-
ined a consistent and unwavering element of his
intellectual outlook throughout his life. For Aga-
oglu, Westernism represented a comprehensive
system of thought that prioritized individual deve-
lopment and was fundamentally grounded in fre-
edom of thought and expression. According to
him, the West emerged as a developed and advan-
ced civilization precisely because it upheld these
values, whereas the East remained stagnant and
underdeveloped due to its suppression of indivi-
dual autonomy and its preference for dogmatism
and authoritarianism over liberty. In this context,
Agaoglu viewed the East—what he considered a
defeated civilization—as one that must emulate
the West in every aspect. Although his proposed
solution remains open to critical discussion, the
study concludes that Agaoglu’s persistent empha-
sis on democracy and freedom—especially during
a period when authoritarian regimes were gaining
prominence both domestically and internatio-
nally, and liberal economic principles were being
widely abandoned—renders his ideas still relevant
and significant in contemporary discourse.

Keywords: Ahmet Agaoglu, Westernism, East,
West, Liberalism, Enlightenment.

Oz

Bu calisma, Ahmet Agaoglu'nun Baticilik anla-
yis1 dogrultusunda gelistirdigi duistincelerine
yer vermektedir. Baticilik gériisti, milliyetcilik,
Cedidcilik, Irancilik gibi diistincelerinden farkl
olarak Agaoglu'nun dénemsel-konjekttirel bir
sekilde degil, yasami boyunca sasmaz bir se-
kilde savundugu bir goériis olarak 6n plana ¢ik-
tigindan bu tercih yapilmistir. Baticilik, Agaoglu
icin ferdi gelisimin 6nUnt acan, dusince ve
ifade 6zgurltigu ile karakterize olan bir diistince
sistemine karsihik gelmektedir. Bati, bunu ba-
sarabildigi icin gelismis ve ileri bir medeniyet
halini almigsken Dogu, tam aksine ferdi ezdigi,
ozgurlikten ziyade taassup ve zulmi tercih et-
tigi icin geri kalmistir. Bu ytizden Agaoglu i¢in
maglup medeniyet olan Dogu’nun Bati'y1 her se-
kilde kendine rol model almas: gerekmektedir.
Calisma, Agaoglu'nun ¢6zim Onerisinin tartis-
maya acik olsa da i¢ ve dis siyasette totaliter ve
baskici yonetimlerin ytikselmeye, liberal ikti-
sadi sistemin terkedilmeye baslandig bir do-
nemde 1srarla demokrasi ve 6zgurlik vurgusu
yapmasinin Agaoglu'nun diistincelerini bugtin
dahi 6nemli kildig1 sonucuna varmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ahmet Agaoglu, Baticilik,
Dogu, Bati, Liberalizm, Aydinlanma.
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Yasin Parlar

Introduction

Ahmet Agaoglu was a prominent intellectual and administrator who lived
during the final years of the Ottoman Empire and the early period of the Turkish
Republic. He played a significant role in internalizing the foundational princi-
ples of the new regime. Like many other Turkish intellectuals of his time, he
questioned the reasons behind the backwardness of society and expressed his
views on how to overcome the prevailing crisis. Agaoglu believed that the crisis
experienced by the Ottoman Empire, along with its eventual collapse, was in
fact part of a broader decline that encompassed all Eastern societies. According
to him, the fall of the Ottoman Empire, which he regarded as the "last strong-
hold" representing Eastern civilizations, symbolized the inevitable end of East-
ern civilization as a whole.

Nevertheless, the Turkish nation demonstrated a reflexive response by
continuing its historical presence through the establishment of a new regime.
From that point onward, the essential task was to build this new regime upon
solid foundations. Agaoglu identified these foundations within Western civiliza-
tion, which had adopted the philosophy of the Enlightenment. Without hesita-
tion, it can be asserted that the one unwavering principle throughout Agaoglu’s
intellectual career was his commitment to a form of Westernism shaped in this
context.

Throughout his intellectual journey, Agaoglu's thought evolved—begin-
ning with Iranian nationalism (Irancilik), transitioning to Jadidism, moving at
one point towards Turkish nationalism, and eventually, especially from the
1930s onwards, embracing liberal values (Ozcan, 2010, pp. IX). However, in
every phase of his thought, he maintained the view that the backwardness of
the East stemmed from certain characteristics specific to Eastern societies—
such as their modes of thought, belief systems, and lifestyle practices. These
inherent problems, in his view, rendered Eastern societies incapable in the face
of Western advancement. He firmly believed that the West represented a supe-
rior civilization and thus constituted the most appropriate guide or model for
the development of Eastern societies. Therefore, it would not be incorrect to
state that the central theme of Agaoglu’s writings is the comparison between
Eastern and Western societies.

1. Agaoglu’s Analysis of Eastern and Western Civilizations

Ahmet Agaoglu presents his analysis of Eastern and Western civilizations
in his seminal work U¢ Medeniyet (Three Civilizations). Although the work was
written during his exile in Malta, it was first published in 1927. According to
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Egribel and Ozcan, “The book, in a sense, reflects an effort to justify the newly
founded Turkish Republic’s orientation toward the West and to present the re-
forms being implemented. The primary aim here is to provide the rationale for
Turkey’s radical departure from the East and its adoption of a new position vis-
a-vis the West. By rejecting both our Eastern roots and the legacy of the empire,
it is declared that the new Turkish state has entered the orbit of Western civili-
zation” (Egribel & Ozcan, 2013, pp. 8-9).

The three civilizations referenced in the book’s title are as follows: the
first is the Buddha-Brahmanic civilization, encompassing India, Indochina,
China, Korea, and Japan; the second is Western or European civilization, in-
cluding Europe, the Americas, and Australia; and the third is Islamic civiliza-
tion, which comprises almost all of Africa, along with parts of Asia and Europe
(Agaoglu, Uc Medeniyet, 2013, pp. 19-20). Agaoglu argues that both the Bud-
dha-Brahmanic and Islamic civilizations have suffered a comprehensive de-
feat—materially and spiritually—at the hands of Western civilization, a reality
he considers indisputable. As evidence of this material decline, he cites the col-
lapse of the Ottoman Empire, which he describes as the last bastion of Islam
(Agaoglu, Uc Medeniyet, 2013, p. 22).

Given that this defeat has become an undeniable historical truth, the
question to be addressed is how a fallen civilization might be restored to its feet.
Identifying the problem with clarity, Agaoglu contends that the only viable
course for Islamic civilization is to take victorious Western civilization as its
guide. In other words, “both Islamic and Buddha-Brahmanic civilizations must
accept the identity and attributes of Western civilization and submit to its will”!
(Agaoglu, Uc Medeniyet, 2013, p. 23). The critical question that follows concerns
the extent to which such submission is necessary.

At this juncture, two fundamental approaches may be identified. The first
attributes Western superiority solely to certain elements of its civilization—pri-
marily its science and technology—and advocates for selective adoption of these
elements.2 The second approach, to which Agaoglu subscribes, regards civiliza-
tion as an indivisible whole. Therefore, if Western civilization is triumphant, it
is so not merely because of its scientific and technological achievements, but as
a totality, encompassing both its strengths and weaknesses. According to
Agaoglu, Western life has, as a whole, proven superior to Eastern modes of life.
Hence, he argues, “if we wish to survive, to continue our existence, we must

1 In his work Bu Ulke, Cemil Meri¢ harshly criticizes Agaoglu’s proposed solution, argu-
ing that one of the main reasons behind Agaoglu’s “admiration for the West” stems from
the internal contradictions within his own life. For a more detailed discussion, see Meri¢
(2013, pp. 156-161).

2 Figures such as M. Akif Ersoy and Ziya Gokalp can also be included in this context.
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adapt ourselves entirely—not merely in clothing or institutions, but also in our
minds, our hearts, our ways of thinking, and our mentality” (Agaoglu, Uc
Medeniyet, 2013, p. 23). Thus, he maintains that it is unrealistic to adopt only
parts of a civilization while rejecting others.

Agaoglu is fully aware that his proposed remedy may provoke criticisms
that it threatens the "national identity" of the Turkish people. Anticipating such
objections, he challenges the essentialist assumption that nations possess im-
mutable cores. He argues against what he calls the “frozen racial theories” of
essentialists such as Gustave Le Bon, claiming that such views had already lost
their relevance by his time (Agaoglu, 2013, p. 26). Proponents of essentialism
often reduce this so-called core to moral codes, legal systems, or language. How-
ever, Agaoglu asserts that even a cursory examination of world history is suffi-
cient to demonstrate that such elements are not immutable:

Which nation, he asks, has not changed its religion at least twice in its his-
tory? Turks, for example, practiced Shamanism and several other faiths be-
fore ultimately adopting Islam. Arabs, too, adhered to various religions prior
to Islam. In fact, no nation has remained constant in this regard. When it
comes to morals and laws, these are by their nature subject to transfor-
mation. It is a commonly observed fact that an action once considered im-
moral or improper may come to be viewed as good and appropriate, even
within the same cultural context. As for legal systems, they exist precisely
to register and institutionalize the continuous changes in human life, which

is why parliaments and legislative bodies have been established around the
world.

Among the factors typically considered to constitute national identity,
Agaoglu identifies language as the most essential and enduring. In his view,
language is the only element that can develop without altering its inherent na-
ture and thus comes closest to embodying the core of a nation’s material and
spiritual existence. Therefore, the concept of national identity or “essence” is
ultimately reducible to language and the tangible existence of the nation
(Agaoglu, 2013, p. 25). In light of this, Agaoglu’s prescription leaves no room for
ambiguity or misinterpretation: civilizations that have been defeated must, in
their entirety, follow the path of the victorious one. The fear that such an ap-
proach might erode national identity is, in his view, baseless. Given that a fixed
national essence does not exist, nations can and must adapt in accordance with
the conditions of their age.

At this point, a crucial question emerges: what characteristics define the
defeated Eastern civilization3, and what defines the triumphant Western one?

SAgaoglu fundamentally believed that Islam was, in fact, more conducive to progress
and advancement than Christianity. However, over time, the course of history changed.
In his words: “No longer are there those who, after lighting a candle before the image of
the Virgin Mary, go off to steal; nor are there fools left who believe they can buy paradise
by paying a priest.” He suggests that if one were to read Stendhal or the tales in The
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Put differently, what has the East done—or failed to do—that has led to its back-
wardness, and what has the West done—or refrained from doing—that has al-
lowed it to attain the status of an advanced civilization? In analyzing the under-
development of Eastern societies, Agaoglu focuses on three primary factors4: the
structure of the family and the status of women within it; the effects of schools
and literature; and the long-standing influence of an anarchic form of despotism
(Agaoglu, 2020, p. 37).

1. 1. The Causes of the Eastern Civilization’s Decline

Ahmet Agaoglu placed particular emphasis on the "woman question," as
he believed that the salvation of Muslim societies—and their material, spiritual,
and even political advancement—depended on resolving two fundamental is-
sues: the status of women and the reform of the alphabet (Agaoglu, 2022, p.
55). He authored a separate work titled Islamiyet’te Kadin (Women in Islam), in
which he noted the momentum gained by feminist movements in the West, ob-
serving how women’s increasing visibility in the public sphere was accompanied
by intellectual efforts to legally safeguard their rights. In contrast, the condition
of women in Eastern civilizations, particularly under the influence of Iran, was
dire.5> He described this situation starkly: “Here, women were not only deprived

Decameron, it would become evident that medieval Europe was once full of such people
(Agaoglu, 2013, p. 36). Yet, as other parts of humanity began to move in a different
direction—once these societies succeeded in gaining complete freedom and autonomy
in organizing their worldly and material affairs—they began to progress and advance
beyond Islamic societies. Over time, the gap widened, ultimately resulting in the present
condition: on one side, liberty and freedom, the dominance of experience and reason,;
on the other, stagnation and a clinging to the past. According to Agaoglu, this is the
current state of Eastern and Western civilizations (Agaoglu, 2013, pp. 36-37).

4Even during the period when he wrote for the journal Turk Yurdu and aligned more
closely with a nationalist perspective, Agaoglu continued to reflect on the causes of so-
cietal underdevelopment. According to him, there are three primary reasons for this
backwardness. The first is sectarian conflict. The second is the failure to sufficiently
value one's own traditions, language, and history following the adoption of Islam. The
third is the absence of national consciousness. Agaoglu regards the lack of national
consciousness both as a cause and a consequence of the aforementioned factors. La-
menting the fact that Turkish intellectuals "considered writing in Persian and Arabic to
be a matter of honor, while the Turkish language had been nearly forgotten," he ex-
presses astonishment at the near-denial of the existence of Turks within the Ottoman
Empire (Gimusoglu, 2008).

5 Agaoglu asserts that in the East—specifically in Muslim societies—the condition of
women is not inherently a result of Islam itself, but rather stems from the influence of
Iranian culture. He explicitly states that no part of the Qur’an possesses such a noble
and heartfelt tone—one that deeply moves the reader—as the verses that speak of
women, orphans, and the oppressed. He considers expressions such as “O believers!
Fear Allah, who created you from a single soul, and from it created its mate, and from
the two spread many men and women throughout the earth!” to be revolutionary in
nature, especially given how profoundly they contradicted the beliefs, mindset, and tra-
ditions of the idol-worshipping Arabs of the time (Agaoglu, Islamiyette Kadin, 2022, p.
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of the most basic rights but lacked even the natural rights enjoyed by animals
and plants—such as growing freely and breathing air” (Agaoglu, Islamiyet’te
Kadin, 2022, pp. 9-10). He lamented the absence of any intellectual or practical
struggle aimed at liberating women from such conditions.

Agaoglu identified the lack of an enlightened intellectual class capable of
rescuing women—and, by extension, the individuals of Eastern civilizations—
from such helplessness as a second major cause of the East’s backwardness.6
In other words, he regarded the absence of a class of intellectuals, detached
from yet capable of guiding the public, as a central reason for the East’s failure
to progress. In contrast, he cited the West’s experience, led by figures such as
Montaigne, Luther, Calvin, Da Vinci, Cato, Brutus, and Socrates, as an example
of how an intellectual elite could spearhead societal transformation (Agaoglu,
2020, p. 41).

Drawing upon his own experiences, Agaoglu emphasized the absence of
such a class in the East. He argued that religion and literature in Eastern soci-
eties had evolved in ways that perpetuated blind dogma and hypocrisy, produc-
ing individuals concerned only with their own well-being and indifferent to the
collective good (Agaoglu, 2020, p. 42). Unlike in Western societies, Eastern so-
cieties lacked an intellectual stratum that could lead the public.?” He illustrated
this disconnection between the people and the Turkish intellectual through a
vivid depiction from a remote Anatolian village in his work Géniilstiz Olmaz:

Look, my friend, at this village itself. It is a celestial body detached from this
world. Who knows how many generations it has remained exactly as it was
when it was first cast here? Earlier, you were astonished by the primitive-
ness of their lives. But where would they have learned to live otherwise? Who
has cared for them? Who has taught them that different ways of life exist?
Who has shared in their pain and suffering? As for the government—it only
remembers the village when it needs soldiers or money. Outside of that, this

village has been forgotten and abandoned by the world, by humanity, by the
state, and by the nation (Agaoglu, 2020, p. 96).

23).

6 While discussing the driving forces behind the development of altruism in the West as
opposed to egoism, Agaoglu emphasizes the role of the intellectual. In his work Serbest
Insanlar Ulkesinde (In the Land of Free People), he argues that the intellectuals—whom
he refers to as pirs—serve as guides for society. Ultimately, he claims that a society can
be attained in which selfishness is diminished, and solidarity, mutual assistance, and
the pursuit and defense of rights become collective duties.

7 In his article published in Son Posta newspaper on January 12, 1931, Agaoglu ex-
presses deep sorrow over the Turkish public’s silence—and even apparent approval—in
response to the massacre in Menemen. As an intellectual, he believes that some degree
of responsibility must be attributed to himself and his peers. Critically addressing the
Turkish intelligentsia to which he belongs, he asks: “Do you not also bear some respon-
sibility, O Turkish intellectual, for the fact that the Turkish masses remain in such a
primitive state and continue to live with such brutality in the twenty-first century?”
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For Agaoglu, this disconnect signifies more than mere neglect; it reveals
a deeper ideological betrayal. The intellectuals, instead of enlightening the
masses and encouraging critical thought, wrote to imprison the people within
their own shells, to condition them into accepting their misfortunes without
question, and to legitimize domination rather than promote freedom. He fre-
quently cited works such as al-Mawardi’s al-Ahkam al-Sultaniyya, Nasir al-Din
al-Tusi’s Akhlag-i Nasiri, Saadi Shirazi’s Bostan and Gulistan, as well as
Fuzuli’s ghazals, as representative of this trend. According to Agaoglu, the val-
ues espoused in these works—unquestioning obedience to rulers, contentment
with worldly suffering, submission, patience, and endurance—had become in-
grained behaviors practiced daily by many, thereby serving as ideological justi-
fications for the East’s enduring despotism, inertia, and inequality.

He similarly criticized classical Ottoman divan literature for glorifying rul-
ers excessively, promoting unconditional loyalty, and thereby fostering an un-
healthy social order (Hakli, 2018, p. 135). He argued that this ideological orien-
tation both resulted from and sustained the regime of despotism. As he re-
marked:

Under the despotic rule that governed us for centuries, the fate of the entire
country and every individual was subject to the whims of a handful of ty-
rants. As a result, writing flattering verses and engaging in sycophancy

aimed at gaining favor and mercy from these tyrants became a legitimate
livelihood and a vital, even spiritual, cultural trait (Agaoglu, 2020, p. 44).

Agaoglu lamented the moral decay caused by authoritarian rule. In his
view, despotism encouraged hypocrisy, turning society into one where individ-
uals' actions contradicted their words, where subservience to authority became
normalized, and where lying acquired a social function (Agaoglu, 2020, pp. 48—
49). In Ben Neyim? and Serbest Insanlar Ulkesinde, he argued that when per-
sonal advancement is determined not by merit but by ingratiating oneself with
those in power, individuals will naturally seek shortcuts to success (Agaoglu,
2020, p. 58). This inevitably devalues knowledge and science—an outcome suf-
ficient, in and of itself, to explain societal stagnation and degeneration.

As such, Agaoglu identified three interrelated causes of Eastern civiliza-
tion’s backwardness: the issue of women and the family, the absence of a guid-
ing intellectual class, and the persistence of despotism. These, he contended,
culminated in the suppression of the individual. The historical, cultural, and
political structures of the East did not cultivate values such as freedom of
thought and expression; instead, they produced populations subjugated by tyr-
anny, trembling before power, and indifferent to both others and the fate of so-
ciety. In other words, the most characteristic feature of Eastern civilization, ac-
cording to Agaoglu, has been a crude and destructive egoism. He even claimed
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that the architecture of the East supported such self-centeredness: the court-
yard system, for instance, isolated households from one another, encouraging
families to focus solely on themselves and remain indifferent to the outside
world.

Agaoglu believed that the most fundamental distinction between Eastern
and Western civilizations lies in the concept of the individual. In the East, due
to the reasons discussed above, individuality failed to develop—this, he argued,
was the primary cause of the East’s decline. For Agaoglu, societies are static;
individuals are dynamic. Thus, progress is only possible when individual crea-
tivity is allowed to flourish. Despotism in Eastern societies not only repressed
individuals but also stifled the potential development of society at large.

However, Agaoglu did not equate individuality with selfishness. He
acknowledged that a crude form of egoism had already long prevailed in the
East. Rather, he pointed to Western models—especially those of England and
France—as exemplars of “true” individuality. The very conditions that caused
the East’s stagnation were gradually eliminated in the West through centuries
of intellectual and political struggle. In Western societies, led by writers, artists,
and philosophers, the birth and development of the individual, along with values
emblematic of the Enlightenment—such as freedom of thought and expression,
and democracy—were eventually embraced by the broader public.

1. 2. Westernism: Individualism, Democracy, and Progress

Francois Georgeon asserts that Agaoglu was profoundly influenced by the
French Enlightenment and the Revolution. Thus, it can be argued that the
French political and intellectual milieu served as one of the primary reference
points in shaping his Westernist outlook. Georgeon notes Agaoglu’s excitement
and enthusiasm when he left Russia for France, believing he was going to the
“homeland of the great revolution,” and how deeply he was impressed by the
advancements exhibited at the 1889 Universal Exposition (such as the Eiffel
Tower and the “fairy of electricity”) (Georgeon, p. 121).

Traces of Agaoglu’s admiration for the West, led by France and England,
are also visible in his writings. In his work In the Land of Free People, where
liberal values are prominently featured, Georgeon traces the influence of West-
ern ideals. As he observes, this fictional country includes an Academy reminis-
cent of the Académie Francaise and a Pantheon where great figures are buried.
The inscription above the Pantheon reads: “To the great men, with the gratitude
of the Land of Free People...” The work also contains elements inspired by Eng-
lish democracy. For instance, Georgeon identifies a passage in which orators
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stand on chairs addressing the public and openly criticizing the government,
evoking an image reminiscent of Hyde Park (Georgeon, p. 127).8

Although Agaoglu argues that Enlightenment values spread to the West
as a result of the French Revolution, he maintains that the roots of these devel-
opments can be found earlier in English history. His 1929 publication England
and India reflects this perspective. Agaoglu argues that England initiated its
democratic tradition as early as the thirteenth century with the Magna Carta.
This document curtailed the king’s powers and established a Council of Barons,
without whose approval no taxes could be levied and no laws amended (Agaoglu,
2023, pp. 8-9). For Agaoglu, the Magna Carta, achieved during a period marked
by brutal feudal power, deserves praise from the perspective of democracy and
human rights. Nevertheless, he also acknowledges that the agreement primarily
served the interests of the aristocracy, bolstering their power not only against
the monarchy but also over the common people (Agaoglu, 2023, p. 9). Later
developments, such as the Bill of Rights and Habeas Corpus, laid the ground-
work for individual freedom. These gains were significant as they emerged grad-
ually and organically, without bloody revolutions or the destruction of tradi-
tion9, at a time when arbitrary rule dominated much of Europe (Georgeon, pp.
122-123). Hence, Agaoglu affords England a somewhat special status. This priv-
ilege stems from certain fundamental and immutable traits of the English char-
acter: “a love of freedom, respect for laws, attachment to tradition, resoluteness,
and perseverance” (Agaoglu, England and India, 2023, p. 8).

Agaoglu regarded these Enlightenment values, which he believed charac-
terized the West, as essential for the development of Eastern societies—espe-
cially under the new regime. Despite writing in a political and economic context
where values such as individual liberty and democracy were beginning to lose
favor, he staunchly defended them. He did so most notably in his debates with
the Kadro group!?, led by Sevket Stireyya Aydemir. In these debates, Agaoglu

8 Georgeon also points out that there are discernible “Eastern” influences embedded
within the text. Within the broader framework of the work, he notes that the depiction
of “receiving initiation” under the guidance of “pirs” (spiritual elders) renders The Land
of Free People strikingly reminiscent of an expansive religious order or Sufi brotherhood.
Agaoglu places particular emphasis on the concept of “self-mastery,” a notion drawn
from Buddhism, in which he had a personal interest. Another key term that emerges
throughout the narrative is “simplicity”—reflected in home furnishings, clothing, behav-
ior, and language (Georgeon, p. 127).

9 These statements evoke the ideas articulated by Edmund Burke regarding the Glorious
Revolution of 1688 in England. Unlike the French Revolution, Burke argued that the
English Revolution unfolded gradually, without leading to bloody conflicts or entering
into open confrontation with traditional values, instead following a natural course of
development.

10 Kadro was an intellectual movement launched with the aim of defining the ideology
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vigorously championed the development of the individual against the state, free-
dom of thought and expression against fanaticism, and democratic republican-
ism against despotism.

Agaoglu identified individual liberties as the fundamental point of con-
tention between himself and the Kadro movement. He argued that democracy is
fundamentally based on individual freedom, a value he believed the Kadro writ-
ers were averse to. His critique relied on their own words: “The ideal is not to
grant the individual within society a freedom that would separate him from it,
but to grant the nation rights within the world, and to assign duties and func-
tions to the individual within this free nation” (State and Individual, 1933, pp.
21-22). According to Agaoglu’s interpretation, the Kadro intellectuals feared
that individual freedom could isolate the person from society and lead to anar-
chism. By contrast, Agaoglu believed that freedom does not alienate the individ-
ual from society; rather, it establishes an unbreakable and complex web of sol-
idarity among individuals. From a sociological standpoint, he argued that the
solidarity in societies composed of free individuals is superior to that in collec-
tivist societies (Agaoglu, 1933, p. 22).

In developed societies, solidarity is built on the division of labor. Here,
each free individual is aware of their role within society, and any disruption in
one sector is felt by all, thereby strengthening societal cohesion. He invites read-
ers to imagine a scenario in which bakers cease production for a period—this
would cause a widespread disruption in advanced societies. In primitive socie-
ties, however, where the division of labor is not fully established, each individual
bakes their own bread, and such interdependence is absent. Consequently, in-
dividuals may remain indifferent to one another’s problems (Agaoglu, 1933, p.
23). As societies advance and the division of labor increases through freedom,
mutual dependence also increases, binding individuals together through vital
and unbreakable connections (Agaoglu, 1933, p. 24). Thus, Agaoglu believed he
had refuted the Kadro claim that freedom detaches individuals from society. He
questioned how individuals who are deprived of freedom and dissolved into the

of the Turkish Revolution. One of its members, Yakup Kadri, recounts in his book Ata-
tirk that during a review of the principles of the Republican People's Party (CHP), he
once told Mustafa Kemal: “Pasam, in every respect, this is a revolutionary party. A rev-
olutionary party cannot function without being based on an ideology or doctrine.” In
response, Mustafa Kemal is said to have replied, “In that case, we would become rigid
and stagnant.” According to Yakup Kadri, what Atatiirk meant by these words was: “I
cannot imprison my free thought and free will within rusted iron cages. If I were to make
such a mistake, I would deprive both my nation and myself of the power to always
progress and create.” It is apparent that Atatirk did not wish to bind the revolution to
a specific ideology or doctrine. Nevertheless, Kadro set out with precisely such aspira-
tions (Turkislamoglu, 2022, p. 407).
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collective could perform any meaningful role in society, and how a society com-
posed of such individuals could ever achieve progress and prosperity (Agaoglu,
1933, p. 25).

Contrary to the Kadro assertion that freedom and individuality lead to
chaos and disorder, Agaoglu maintained that progress and increased division of
labor result in greater interdependence among individuals. He argued that had
the Kadro group recognized the true motivation behind the revolutions, they
would have understood that the ultimate goal was to create a democratic society
composed of free individuals. Instead, they insisted on extreme statism (mufrit
devletcilik) (Agaoglu, 1933, p. 30). According to him, the fundamental contra-
diction of the Kadro thinkers lies in their pre-war belief that the state was the
root of all social problems, followed by their post-war advocacy for granting the
same state the highest and broadest powers to resolve those issues (Agaoglu,
1933, p. 58). He described the state as an executive force that represents the
nation, replaces it, organizes it, directs it, assumes economic initiatives, creates
wealth, and establishes technology—essentially, a state that swallows the na-
tion and leaves it with no function (Agaoglu, 1933, p. 59).

Drawing on the example of Henry Ford in America, Agaoglu attempted to
show that in societies where individual creativity is encouraged, development
and progress are inevitable. In other words, the extent to which individual ini-
tiative is advanced in a society is directly proportional to the level of technical
advancement. He famously claimed, “With the innovations Ford introduced, ten
countries like Iran could be built” (Agaoglu, 1933, p. 64). The Kadro group, on
the other hand, believed that technical advancement could be achieved not
through individual initiative but through state control. Agaoglu used this com-
parison to demonstrate their error.

Another justification offered by the Kadro thinkers for prioritizing the
state over the individual was rooted in Marxist theses. In industrialized socie-
ties, class conflict between workers and capitalists exists, and state regulation
is seen as a solution. However, Agaoglu contended that since there was no sig-
nificant capitalist class or advanced industrial society in Turkey, class conflict
did not exist. The Kadro group, by examining Western contradictions, believed
that potential conflicts in Turkey could only be prevented through state inter-
vention. They therefore advocated for state control of the economy as a means
to regulate social life. Agaoglu, however, considered the elimination of the indi-
vidual and the state’s intrusion into economic life as dangerous (Agaoglu, State
and Individual, 1933, p. 74). Strong societies, he insisted, can only be composed
of strong individuals. Eastern societies, through their history, laws, governance,
religion, morality, and philosophy, have consistently oppressed the individual,
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and for this reason, have remained underdeveloped. The first aim of the Kema-
list revolution, he argued, should be to liberate the individual from these op-
pressive forces (Agaoglu, 1933, p. 74).

Agaoglu’s intellectual debate with the Kadro group clearly illustrates his
prioritization of the individual over the state and his belief that societal devel-
opment is contingent on individual development. This emphasis on individuality
and freedom enables us to classify Agaoglu as a liberal thinker. However, it is
crucial to note that he should not be considered a classical liberal. Rather, his
liberalism aligns more closely with social liberalism. Agaoglu did not view the
individual as an entity isolated from society; individualism that lacks a sense of
social responsibility and solidarity is, in his view, a form of crude egoism—some-
thing Eastern societies have suffered from deeply:

In our society, sentiment has perished. We can no longer derive pleasure
from beauty, nor do we feel aversion toward evil. We lack affection, compas-
sion, and mercy for one another. Our hearts do not draw near, our souls do
not unite, and no warmth emerges among us. We fear and avoid each other,
and we do not understand how fulfilling it can be to suffer on behalf of an-
other, to come to someone’s aid, or to rescue another from calamity
(Agaoglu, Gonulstiz Olmaz, 2020, p. 110).

Agaoglu attributes the parallel development of individualism and altru-
ism in the West not to crude egoism, but rather to mechanisms such as union-
ization and associational life. Referring to Charles Gide, he notes that at the
beginning of the twentieth century, France was home to approximately sixty
thousand associations (Georgeon, p. 128). As such, it is evident that Agaoglu
was a thinker who advocated for liberal values and adopted a Westernist-En-
lightenment-oriented perspective.l! The two central themes characterizing lib-
eralism—priority of the individual and the defense of liberty—are key to
Agaoglu’s intellectual stance. As his debate with the Kadro movement, later
published under the title State and Individual, demonstrates, Agaoglu consist-
ently prioritized the individual over the state.12

11 "Due to his education in France and his pro-Western views, the people of Karabakh
gave him the nickname 'Frank Ahmet' (Erden, 2021, p. x). It cannot be said that Agaoglu
was displeased with this."

12 "Agaoglu, who lived in exile in Malta and agreed with Ziya Gokalp on certain key
issues related to nationalism, held different views on this matter. According to Gékalp,
"The New State should be the basis of everything. Even the source of law could only be
the state. There are no rights, only duties.' However, Agaoglu argued that the New State
should be entirely based on liberal ideas and principles, stating, "The only way for the
Turkish Nation to reach Western civilization is by sincerely accepting the principles of
free and independent enterprise that created this civilization.' These differences of opin-
ion between the two friends and Turkish nationalists were also reflected in the CHP's
program and the creation of the Turkish Republic's Constitution (Kocaoglu, 1996, p.
76)."
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According to Agaoglu, the fundamental distinction between Eastern and
Western societies lies in their respective conceptions of the individual. The West,
whose democratization process—rooted in the thirteenth century but fully real-
ized after the French Revolution—eventually led to liberty and social progress,
contrasts sharply with the East, where the individual has been historically sup-
pressed. In the East, individuals have been crushed under the weight of defi-
cient views on women, the hypocrisy and inadequacy of the scholarly class, and
prolonged periods of despotism.

It must be emphasized, however, that Agaoglu’s conception of the indi-
vidual and of liberty differs significantly from classical liberalism or libertarian
thought. These latter frameworks tend to conceptualize the individual and the
relationship between the individual and the state or society within the frame-
work of negative liberty—that is, liberty as the absence of coercion or interfer-
ence from external authorities. Such a notion implies that individuals may with-
draw into their private spheres, avoid public responsibility, and focus solely on
personal interests. Yet, as clearly expressed in the quotation above, Agaoglu
rejects this notion of individualism as a form of crude egoism. Instead, he advo-
cates for a kind of altruistic individualism.

In his work Who Am I? (Ben Neyim?), Agaoglu illustrates the conflict be-
tween egoism and altruism through a tension he describes as that between the
"inner self" and the "outer self.” This tension reflects the influence of Durkheim.
According to Durkheim, an individual can simultaneously defend individualism
and affirm that the individual is an integral part of the society in which they
live. As Tok and Gurbuiz argue, Durkheim distinguishes between two types of

4

individualism: the first is “false individualism,” which arises from utilitarian
thought and fosters egoism; the second is “true individualism,” as defined by
Kant and Rousseau, which elevates moral consciousness and strengthens social
solidarity. The authors suggest that Agaoglu’s liberalism, shaped by Durkheim-
ian thought and the reasoning presented above, aligns more closely with social

liberalism (Tok & Gurbuz, 2024, p. 142).

In essence, Agaoglu embraces a conception of individuality defined by
mutual engagement, reciprocal aid, and shared responsibility among members
of society. This understanding corresponds to the ideal of the republican citizen,
shaped by the notion of positive liberty. In his fictional work In the Land of Free
People (Serbest insanlar Ulkesinde), Agaoglu draws a portrait of the ideal citizen
envisioned by the newly founded republic. This ideal citizen is one who does not
hesitate to express their ideas freely, who strives for personal development, yet
who is equally conscious of their responsibilities to the broader society. Such
an individual is not defined by negative liberty—freedom from interference—but
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rather by positive liberty, understood as the capacity to act upon one's sense of
civic duty and to contribute meaningfully to the collective good.

Conclusion

Agaoglu was a prominent intellectual who lived in Russia, the Ottoman
Empire, and Azerbaijan, and who pursued his education in France. While some
of his ideas evolved depending on the time and place in which he lived, one
principle remained constant throughout his life: his unwavering commitment to
liberty. In his view, where freedom does not exist, the individual is suppressed,
and the suppression of the individual inevitably hinders societal development.
The East, according to Agaoglu, lagged behind precisely because it remained
distant from the ideal of freedom, leading to the erosion of individuality. In con-
trast, Western civilization advanced through the cultivation of individual liberty.
For this reason, Agaoglu regarded Westernism as a safe harbor for the newly
established republican regime. Nevertheless, his proposed solutions and the
scope of his recommendations are open to critical scrutiny. For instance,
Agaoglu viewed England as a pioneering country in matters of individual devel-
opment, liberty, and democracy. However, he himself also acknowledged that
England had two faces—one domestic, one colonial (Agaoglu, England and In-
dia, 2023, p. 8). Although the British portrayed themselves as champions of
liberty and defenders of justice and human rights at home, they saw no contra-
diction in colonizing India and oppressing its people.

Agaoglu did not remain silent in the face of this contradiction; he criti-
cized it directly. Yet, England is not one or the other—it is both. If we take seri-
ously Agaoglu’s own assertion that civilization is an indivisible whole, that it
cannot be selectively adopted—“one cannot accept parts of it while rejecting
others”—then it logically follows that in order to become a "developed civiliza-
tion," one must also be willing to accept, or at least overlook, the exploitation of
certain segments of humanity. Alternatively, this would require a double stand-
ard: one set of policies for domestic citizens, and another for subjects abroad.
But we can be quite certain that Agaoglu’s vision of Turkey did not involve such
a dichotomy. Thus, it becomes apparent that Agaoglu’s recommendation to fully
embrace Western civilization as a model cannot be defended without qualifica-
tion—at least not in theoretical terms. However, his ideas—particularly his pri-
oritization of the individual over the state, his advocacy for liberty in the face of
dogmatism, and his call for democracy against authoritarianism—remain pro-
foundly relevant even today.
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Truth, Meaning, and Language in Frege and Nietzsche:
A Comparative Study

Abstract

This article explores the similarities and differen-
ces regarding language, meaning, and truth,
between two distinct representatives of philosop-
hical traditions: Gottlob Frege and Friedrich Ni-
etzsche. While Frege is known for formalizing the
logical structure of language and distinguishing
between sense (Sinn) and reference (Bedeutung),
Nietzsche develops a genealogical critique of truth,
arguing that concepts are rooted in metaphor and
conditioned by historical and psychological forces.
Despite their opposing aims—Frege seeking se-
mantic stability through logic, Nietzsche pointing
to the instability behind all linguistic claims—
both thinkers challenge the assumption that lan-
guage transparently reflects reality. They share an
awareness of language’s mediating role in shaping
thought and even reality, although they interpret
its implications differently: Frege emphasizes logi-
cal objectivity and compositionality, while Ni-
etzsche stresses perspectivism, interpretation,
and the constructive force of metaphor. Through
a comparative analysis, this paper highlights not
only their diverging ontologies of language but
also their shared recognition of the tension
between language and reality. Ultimately, the
comparison between Frege’s analytic clarity and
Nietzsche’s critical suspicion reveals two influen-
tial frameworks for understanding the limits of
meaning and the nature of truth. By tracing both
convergence and divergence in their accounts,
this article contributes to a deeper understanding
of contemporary debates on the epistemology of
language and the foundations of philosophical se-
mantics.

Keywords: Frege, Sense and Refrence, Nietzsche,
Truth, Philosophy of Language, Perspective.

Oz

Bu makale, iki farkli gelenegin temsilcisi olan
Gottlob Frege ile Friedrich Nietzsche’nin dil, an-
lam ve hakikat tizerine gelistirdikleri géruisleri
karsilastirmali olarak ele almakta, bu dogrul-
tuda benzerliklerine ve farklihiklarina dikkat
cekmektedir. Frege, dilin mantiksal yapisini bi-
cimlendiren ve anlam (Sinn) ile gébnderim (Bede-
utung) ayrimini sistematik hale getiren bir yak-
lasim gelistirirken; Nietzsche, hakikatin soybi-
limsel bir elestirisini sunar ve kavramlarin me-
taforlara dayanan, tarihsel ve psikolojik kosul-
larla sekillenmis oldugunu savunur. Karsit yo-
nelimlerine ragmen her iki distintir de dilin ger-
cekligi dogrudan yansittigi varsayimina karsi ¢i-
karlar. Aksine, ikisi de dilin diistinceyi ve hatta
gercekligi sekillendirme gtictine sahip oldugunu
kabul eder. Yine de bu durumu farkl: sekillerde
yorumlamaktadirlar: Frege mantiksal nesnel-
lige ve dilin yapisal butinltigiine vurgu yapar-
ken, Nietzsche bakis acisina, yoruma ve meta-
forun yaratici/kurucu guiciine odaklanir. Bu
makale, iki filozofun sadece dil ontolojilerindeki
ayriliklarimi degil, ayni zamanda gerceklik ve dil
arasindaki gerilimi nasil gérdiiklerini de ortaya
koymaya ¢aligmaktadir. Frege’nin analitik net-
ligi ile Nietzsche’nin elestirel kuskuculugu ara-
sinda kurulan bu karsilastirma, anlamin sinir-
larim1 ve hakikatin dogasini anlamaya yoénelik
iki etkili ¢erceveyi ortaya koyar. Bu baglamda,
her iki diistintirtin ortaklastiklari ve ayrildiklar
noktalar1 takip eden bu calisma, cagdas dil
epistemolojisi ve felsefi anlambilim tartismala-
rina katki sunmay1 amaclamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Frege, Anlam ve Gonderim,
Nietzsche, Hakikat, Dil Felsefesi, Bakis Acisi.
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Introduction

The question of how language relates to thought, reality, and truth stands
at the heart of modern philosophy. Within this domain, Gottlob Frege and Fri-
edrich Nietzsche offer uniqe aprroaches. At first glance, Frege and Nietzsche
seem to represent two radically opposed traditions in philosophy of language.
Frege is considered the architect of modern logic and formal semantics, and
Nietzsche as the critic of all stable meaning, conceives language as rooted in
metaphor and power. Yet despite their divergent aims and methods, both thin-
kers share several underlying assumptions about the limitations of language
and the mediated nature of human understanding. These shared concerns form
a subtle but significant common ground between them. However, the common
point between them is not only their nationality or the generation they belong,
but also their interest on the philosophy of language in terms of its relation to
reality. Both thinkers approach language, meaning, and truth from radically
different orientations. While Frege, as a logician and mathematician, seeks to
formalize language through objective reference and precise logical function. Ni-
etzsche, on the other hand, is trained as a philologist and known for his genea-
logical method, regards language as an inherently metaphorical and perspecti-
val construct, rooted in human psychology and social convention. Although they
might not write their works related to language on the same basis, it can be said
that they both pointed to the problems within the language in terms of concepts
and truth. This paper aims to explore their views on meaning, reference, truth,
and objectivity, ultimately bringing their perspectives together within their op-
position. Although it does not seem reasonable to compare such radically diffe-
rent philosophical traditions, namely analytical and continental philosophies,
such a debate would especially contribute to ongoing discussions about episte-
mology and the philosophy of language.

For this purpose, mainly three works of Frege’s which are Function and
Concept (1891), On Sense and Reference (1892), and Nietzsche’s On Truth and
Lies in a Non-Moral Sense (1873)! will be used. In this context, The analysis is
organized into three main parts. Firstly Frege’s distinction between sense and
reference will be explained as it is significant in terms of understanding the
notion of concept. In the second part, Nietzsche’s thoughts on language, truth

1 For the convenience, throughout the essay, the following abbreviations will be used
referring to Nietzsche’s works: OTL_On Truth and Lies in a Non-Moral Sense, GM_ On
the Genealogy of Morals, GS_ The Gay Science, HAH_Human all too Human, WP_ The
Will to Power, TI Twilight of Idols. Moreover the character ‘§’ points to the section num-
bers while Roman numeral indicates book chapters. All other references will be given in
accordance with the APA Referencing System.
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and perception will be scrutinised. Finally, the last section will offer a compara-
tive discussion that reveals both similarities and dissimilarities.

1. Frege on Language, Meaning, and Truth

Frege criticizes everyday language for its ambiguity, noting that words
like “man” or “number” can refer to multiple things depending on context such
as Plato, Socrates, or Charlemagne, or the numbers 1 and 2. He argues that
such language relies too much on guesswork. Uttered sentences do not always
contain the necessary information. Rather, they require gestures, tone, or situ-
ation to convey meaning. For Frege, this makes it unsuitable for scientific pur-
poses, which require a precise and unambiguous system of expression (Frege,
1914/1979, p. 213)2. This view shows Frege’s skepticism toward natural langu-
age. He acknowledges its practical utility in daily life, but he considers it ina-
dequate for serious logical or scientific inquiry. His response is to develop a
formal logical language that would replace the ambiguities of ordinary speech
with strict rules. This critical stance toward natural language is not incidental
but foundational to his broader philosophical project. Indeed, he is considered
as “the founding father of the philosophy of language” since for developing his
mathematical-logical project, he begins with analysing language, challenging
traditional concepts and finally introducing new logical distinctions (Polimenov,
2018, p. 119).

Sense (Sinn) and reference (Bedeutung) have significant place in Frege’s
semantic theory, which is developed across Function and Concept, and On Con-
cept and Object, but most notably articulated in On Sense and Reference. These
works introduce a crucial distinction between the sense of an expression (Sinn-
its mode of presentation) and its reference (Bedeutung-the object it stands for).
According to Frege, each expression has a sense if they are grammatically for-
med well and the main ingredient of sense is characterised as mode of presen-
tation of a thing which is the Bedeutung of that expression (Textor, 2011). Itis
significant to understand that this distinction is not merely semantic but allows
Frege to explain how sentences with the same referent can differ in cognitive
value.

Frege believes that there is a confusion between form and concept, sign
and the thing signified. Frege’s examples demonstrate how two expressions may

2 Frege explains that his initial motivation came from a desire to give mathematics a
firmer foundation. He realized that numbers are not collections of objects or properties
of such collections, but rather refer to concepts we use in counting. However, the ina-
dequacies of natural language made such analysis difficult, so he developed a formal
system to overcome these problems. This path ultimately led him from mathematics
into the domain of logic (Frege, 1919/1079, p. 253). Despite that, this paper mainly will
focus on Frege’s thoughts related to language.
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have the same reference but differ in sense: while “2+5” and “3+4” both denote
the number 7, they do so via different cognitive routes (Frege, 1891, p. 131). In
other words, there is a difference if they are not conceived by their equality. For
this reason, it seems that Frege attributes two kinds of meanings to expressions
which are sense and Bedeutung. The latter refers to an object of an expression
while the former does not necessarily require a denotation. Crucially, Frege ar-
gues that expressions may possess sense even in the absence of reference—as
with fictional or mythological names like “Odysseus” or “Pegasus.” Pegasus has
a meaning, or a sense, even if it does not point to an object in real world. Similar
to that, sentences like “Odysseus was set ashore at Ithaca while sound asleep”
also have sense although part of it, Odysseus in this case, does not refer to
anything (Frege, 1892, p. 62). There must be a referent for “Odysseus” for so-
meone to take the sentence seriously (Textor, 2011). If there is a missing part
in the sentence in terms of referencing, the thought loses its value for us at once
since we normally expect that sentence has a reference, and once it has, we
recognise it (Frege, 1892, p. 64).

Polimenov emphasizes this point further by analysing Frege’s approach
in fictional discourse. He believes that fictions “shed valuable light” on Frege’s
approach to philosophy of language (Polimenov, 2018, p. 120). In his view, Frege
treats names in fiction like “Odysseus” as “pseudo-proper names” which have
sense but do not fall under the regular conditions of reference. Although a pro-
per thought is always either true or false, pseudo-thoughts of fictions are neither
of them. Thus, “a pseudo-proper name is a name which has a sense but no
reference” (ibid, p. 126). In this case, names such as Pegasus or Odysseus are
fictional with sense but without reference, and neither true nor false. Creating
“pseudo-assertions” by using such fictional characters in stories does not cause
the question of truth (ibid, p.128). This supports Frege’s claim that sense and
reference are distinct, and the absence of one does not invalidate the presence
of the other.

It is important for Frege to recognize the same Bedeutung in expressions
such as “2”7, “1+1”, “3-1” or “6:3” (Frege, 1891, p. 132). According to all of these
examples, we can replace 2+5 with 7 or 3+4 in this case, as they all have the
same Bedeutung, in other words, proper names of the same number. The rep-
lacement does not affect to them as an identity is signified by them all, yet they
have different senses. The sense is the mode of presentation—how an object is
given in thought—while the reference is the object itself, assuming one exists.
This distinction is essential to Frege’s attempt to explain how informative iden-
tity statements, e.g., “the Morning Star is the Evening Star”, can be both cogni-
tively significant and logically valid, despite referring to the same astronomical
body, Venus. In common language, the “Evening Star”is understood as a planet
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which can be seen in evenings while the “Morning Star” is supposed to be ob-
served in mornings. However, they both refer to the same planet, i.e. Venus
(Frege, 1892, p. 29). Although they have the same Bedeutung, for a person who
does not know this information, it means there are two planets because their
senses are different. It is considered as two distinct objects; one is seen in the
morning and the other in the evening. Therefore, in this case, ‘the morning star
is morning star”, which is a priori, and “the morning star is evening star”, which
is a posteriori, are different sentences. Although they sign the same object, as
their sense is different, they present two different modes of presentations and
one of them might be considered as false by that person who does not have the
knowledge of their identity.

Frege insists that a sentence’s sense (its mode of presentation) determi-
nes its reference (its truth-value), and that this reference is objective, regardless
of the subject’s beliefs. In other words “senses of primitive expressions that are
relevant to compositionality and the senses of those concept words that are the
result of analysis that contain modes of presentation of functions from objects
to truth-values” (Macbeth, 2007, p. 76). From this point of view, senses are
modes of presentation. They point to various aspects of the references. As in the
evening star/morning star example, both names refer to a single object, which
is Venus. Yet, the senses are different due to their usage in different contexts.
This is related to the notion of “mode of determination”.

To elaborate this more, it is significant to emphasis the way it occurs. For
instance, one can distinguish the brightest object in the evening and the other
one in the morning. In this case, the modes of determination of the first and
second object are “intuitively different” if it is not known to the one that they
both refer to the same object (Textor, 2011, p. 105). In this case, two different
names should be introduced as Frege asserts that “{O]Jne must give the object
determined by the two modes of determination different names each name cor-
responding to one of the modes” (cited in Textor, 2011, p. 105). In his logicist
project, he insists that every declarative sentence expresses a thought which is
either true or false—independently of our beliefs or attitudes toward it3.

For Frege, thoughts—the senses of complete sentences—are objective
and can be shared between individuals, unlike subjective ideas. For instance, a
point in a triangle can be designated by two modes of presentation such as the
intersection point of a and b, and intersection point of b and c (Frege, 1892,

3 However, as mentioned before, this is not relative to pseudo-thoughts or pseudo-as-
sertions in fictions. For him only assertoric speech can be conceived in relation to truth
value which he defines with the term “assertoric force” to indicate whether a thought is
being presented as an assertion or merely expressed without claiming its truth (Polime-
nov, 2018, p. 130).
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p.57). This means having the same Bedeutung is not having the same sense, in
other words, “they do not contain the same thought” (Frege, 1891, p. 138). A
thought is a sense of a statement which is “the linguistic form of equations”
(ibid, p. 139). Truth-values (the True and the False) are not subjective experien-
ces but objects in his logical ontology. If someone wants to give different names
to one object due to the lack of knowledge, that is because the object’s modes
of presentations are different. To recognise that they are the same object requi-
res further investigation and information. If one does not have sufficient evi-
dence for the truth of her thought, she should not use just one name to cover
both modes of presentation because, according to Frege, it violates the rule of
non-ambiguity, “the most important rule logic imposes on language” (cited in
Heck & May, 2006, p. 28).

Frege sees logic as the deep structure that underlies both mathematical
reasoning and linguistic meaning. He establishes a formal language capable of
expressing pure thought free from the ambiguities of natural language. Accor-
ding to Frege, a concept is a function for an expression to reveal truth value for
that expression. In other words, “concepts are functions from objects to truth-
values” (Textor, 2011, p. 209). He considers a concept (Begriff] as a special kind
of function which is signified by incomplete expression. Frege conceives truth
value as “the circumstance that it is true or false” and for him “there are no
further truth-values”, only “the True” and “the False” (Frege, 1892, p. 63). This
formalism is not merely technical; it expresses his conviction that arithmetic
reveals objective, mind-independent truths. This thought seems similar to
Plato’s Forms. For Frege, thoughts or expressions of theorems like Pythago-
rean’s, are timelessly and independently true. It doesn’t require neither consci-
ousness nor a bearer (Frege, 1956, p. 302)4. Yet, to be able to render arithmetic
meaningful, the existence of an ontological realm is necessary. Without the on-
tological realm, signs lose meaning (Stenlund, p. 76, 84).

To illustrate this point, examining Frege’s example is essential, and it is
as in the following:

We saw that the value of our function x2 = 1 is always one of the two truth-
values. Now if for a definite argument, e.g. -1, the value of the function is

4 There are many debates related to Frege’s Platonism although he is usually accepted
as a Platonist. For Kluge, Frege’s concept of sense, even if have some similarities in
surface with Platonic ideals such as being “non-sensible, atemporal and non-spatial”, it
would be “a superficial resemblance” to accept him as Platonic (Kluge, 1980, p. 227).
He claims that “there are weighty reasons” to reject the belief for Platonist interpretation
(1980, p. 62). On the other hand, for instance, Reck (2005) scrutinises Frege’s Platonist
statements to investigate the idea. For him, there are two theses: Platonism A which
includes analogy to real world, objecthood, and truth correspondance; and Platonism
B, on the contrary, is related to natural laws, numbers and logic. According to Reck,
Frege’s account is closer to the latter. Many other examples can be included to this
debate, however, it would exceed the limits of this essay.
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the True, we can express this as follows: 'the number -1 has the property
that its square is 1'; or, more briefly, '-1 is a square root of 1'; or '-1 falls
under the concept: square root of 1'. If the value of the function x2 = 1 for
an argument, e.g. for 2, is the False, we can express this as follows: '2 is not
a square root of 1' or '2 does not fall under the concept: square root of 1'.
We thus see how closely that which is called a concept in logic is connected
with what we call a function. Indeed, we may say at once: a concept is a
function whose value is always a truth-value. (Frege, 1891, p. 138-139)

Frege’s formulation highlights how logic captures objective truth through
this functional structure, separating concepts from psychological associations
or subjective usage.

Another example can be given to explain the relationship between func-
tion and concept as it is significant for the rest of the essay. According to this,
for instance, “if the function x2 = 1 returns for an argument the value the True,
Frege says that the argument falls under the concept § is a number whose se-
cond power is 1; if the function returns for the argument the value the False,
the argument does not fall under this concept” (Textor, 2011, p. 229). As it can
be seen, a function is a concept which determines whether the reference is true
or not. However, it does not have to be a function in terms of having an x and
its power. It can be constructed as in the following: “( )>2” denotes the concept
being greater than 2, which maps every object greater than 2 to The True and
maps every other object to The False (Zalta, 2016,). This indicates that numbers
such as 3, 8 or 56 would fall under the concept which is greater than 2 and
thus true. As stated before, it was Frege’s aim to involve functions in language.
These examples given above are related to numbers and equalities, but in daily
language, functions are used as wells.

Building on Frege’s formal account of functions and truth-values, we now
turn to a very different approach. Nietzsche’s treatment of language and truth
shifts the focus from logical structure to the historical, metaphorical, and affec-
tive foundations of meaning. The intention here is not to draw a harmonious
picture between the two philosophers, rather to offer a broader perspective on
epistemological and lingustic views.

2. Nietzsche on Language, Metaphor, and Perspectivism

Nietzsche’s account of meaning and truth departs radically from Frege’s
formalism and logic-based semantics. His concerns are genealogical and rheto-
rical rather than analytical. In his early essay OTL, Nietzsche presents a provo-
cative view: truth is not the faithful correspondence between words and things,
but rather a product of metaphorical transformation and social convention. He

5 Examples of this will be given in the third section of this essay, while comparing it
with Nietzsche.
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conceives truth as “a mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorp-
hisms” established on human relations, used for a very long time so that it is
forgotten that they are illusions and metaphors (OTL, pp. 29-30). There is no
truth for him since “there are many kind of eyes [...] and consequently there are
many kind of “truths” (WP, §540). Neither we can know truth: “We do not 'know'
nearly enough to be entitled to any such distinction. We simply lack any organ
for knowledge, for 'truth™ (GS, 354). For Nietzsche, truth becomes a way of de-
signating things. It has force and same validity widespread and “the legislation
of language likewise yields the first laws of truth” (OTL, p. 23). Nietzsche refers
to truth not as something that can be discovered but “as the product of creation”
and “our creations eventually became our truths” (Nehamas, 1985, p. 174). This
position rejects the idea that language transparently reflects reality. Instead,
Nietzsche claims that our concepts originate in metaphor: sensations are trans-
lated into images, which are then further translated into words. These words
become habitual, fixed by linguistic convention, and mistaken for literal truth.

Nietzsche argues that while language allows individuals to mediate
between themselves and the world, there is no possibility of direct correspon-
dence between linguistic propositions and the factual features of reality. As Za-
rathustra puts it, “how should there be any outside-myself?” Words, Nietzsche
suggests, establish arbitrary connections between sounds and aspects of the
world, but these sounds do not inherently “contain” the qualities they refer to.
Since this link is conventional rather than intrinsic, it cannot reveal any essen-
tial or eternal truth about the world. In other words, language, as a symbolic
system, fails to give us truthful knowledge of the world (BGE, §268). Instead,
understanding depends on a shared cultural background that shapes our vo-
cabulary (GS, §354). He claims that consciousness arises primarily for the sake
of communication and that the words we become conscious of are merely su-
perficial signs (Gori, 2017, p. 208). Human beings invent words which are to
denote objects or situations. However, it is not merely finding similarities with
their own understanding, perspective or experiences. In the long turn, those
inventions become conventions which make everyone to obey it in the name of
the truth. Yet, as concepts depend on the human psychology or cultural factors,
they alter from language to language (Sluga, 2007), and so is the truth.

In Nietzsche’s view, the so-called “truth” is nothing but a collective agre-
ement to use the same metaphors in the same way. The only way for anyone to
claim that he posseses truth is to forget its illusiory nature (OTL, p. 24). Langu-
age does not lead us to objective knowledge, but instead gives us an apperarence
of stability, an illusion necessary for survival. For example, even if one believes
to have knowledge of trees, colours, snow or flowers, she only possesses metap-
hors which are firstly stimulated by nerves and translated into an image as the
first metaphor, and it is imitated by a sound which is the second metaphor. To
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illustrate this, Nietzsche gives the example of a deaf man who would gaze in
confusion at the Chladnian sound-figures in sand, sees the vibration of a string
as the cause of sound, and thus thinks he has learnt what sound is (OTL, p.
26). Nietzsche believes that this is what happens to all of us when using langu-
age. He considers language as a work “originally at the construction of concepts”
(ibid, p. 41).

The very act of forming a concept, he says, already involves abstraction
and generalization. A concept arises by equating dissimilar things: “Every word
becomes a concept, [...] when it has to fit countless more or less similar-that is,
strictly speaking, never equal, hence blatantly unequal-cases”. Each concept is
constructed on human experiences with the object by separating it from the
others. Nietzsche illustrates this point by criticizing the very foundations of how
language is formed. He questions the assumption that language emerges from
a concern for truth or certainty. For example, when we say “the stone is hard,”
we treat “hard” as if it refers to an objective property, when in fact it merely
reflects a subjective impression. We assign grammatical genders arbitrarily by
calling the tree masculine, the plant feminine without any grounding in truth.
Similarly, we name a creature a “snake” based solely on its slithering motion,
which could just as easily describe a worm (ibid, p. 27).

Across different languages, the immense variety of expressions for the
same phenomena shows that truth or adequacy is never the guiding principle
in naming. Rather, the origin of language lies in metaphor and in our relation
to things, not in an objective grasp of their essence. The “thing-in-itself”, pure
and unmediated truth, remains inaccessible even to the creator of language,
and is not the goal of linguistic designation, which serves pragmatic and hu-
man-centered ends (ibid, pp. 25-26). Nietzsche critiques the formation of con-
cepts as a forgetting of the original metaphorical act. Once metaphors lose their
imaginative force and are no longer perceived as such, they become reified as
objective truths. This process generates an illusion of stability in language and
knowledge. Nietzsche explains the relation between concept and truth as in the
following:

[...] concepts, too, as bony and eightcornered as dice, and just as moveable,
are but the lingering residues of metaphors, and that the illusion of the ar-
tistic rendering of a nerve stimulus into images is, if not the mother, then at
least the grandmother of every concept. In this dice game of concepts, how-
ever, "truth" means using every die as it is marked, counting its dots pre-

cisely, establishing correct classifications, and never violating the order of
castes and rankings of class. (OTL, pp. 32-33)

Here, Nietzsche criticizes not only the formation of concepts, but also the
moral demand to conform to them. For him to be truthful means to employ the
usual metaphors.; “morally expressed, the obligation to lie in accordance with
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a fixed convention” in a manner of herd style (OTL, p. 30). People unconsciously
tell lies since they misuse the already established conventions as they prefer
“the valid tokens of designation —words” or statements such as “I am rich” and
this way he makes the “unreal appear to be real” (ibid, p. 23). This critique
highlights Nietzsche’s belief that what we call "truth" is less about uncovering
objective reality and more about preserving social coherence through shared
illusions.

For Nietzsche there are many perspectives at least as much as the num-
ber of observers. He stands against absolute truths and thus writes that “there
is only a perspective seeing, only a perspective “knowing” and the more affects
we allow to speak about one thing, the more eyes, different eyes; we can use to
observe one thing, the more complete will our “concept” of this thing, our “ob-
jectivity,” be” (GM, III, 12). It illustrates that truth cannot be obtainable by one
perspective only as in the commonly known elephant story. According to it, six
blind men touch different parts like trunk or tail of an elephant and resemble
those parts to a wall, a rope, a snake or a tree and such. Although each of them
considers that they find reality or truth, none of them is able to tell it is an
elephant. They can only assert their own perspective. If they collect all of the
information they obtain, they might get the idea of elephant.

In this view, knowledge is never absolute or detached, but always situa-
ted within a perspective. Every perception, judgment, or concept arises from a
particular position, shaped by bodily drives, cultural background, and linguistic
norms. There is no “thing-in-itself” accessible independently of interpretation
as it is “nonsensical” when “all the relationships, all the 'properties,' all the 'ac-
tivities' of a thing” are removed “the thing does not remain over" (WP, 558). The
thing-in-itself cannot be independent of interpretation since it is perspectival
(Nehamas, 1985, p. 81).

Nietzsche's view that all language is interpretation, shaped by contingent
human needs and perspectives, directly challenges Frege’s goal of stabilizing
reference and securing objectivity. For Nietzsche, the longing for absolute, inde-
pendent truth is itself a psychological need, a product of the will to power that
seek to fix meaning and impose order. For him truth is not a pre-existing pro-
perty to be uncovered. Instead he suggests that truth is a dynamic effect of
interpretation, grounded in language and historical contingency.

It might be claimed that Nietzsche’s account of language, truth, and me-
aning seems to stand in sharp contrast to Frege’s formal semantics. Yet both
thinkers share a crucial insight: that language does not merely reflect the world
but plays an active role in shaping it. The difference lies in how they respond to
this insight. The next section will point to similarities and dissimilarities
between the two philosophers’ approaches.
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3. Shared Assumptions and Divergences

Although Nietzsche and Frege come from very different philosophical tra-
ditions, they share several foundational assumptions. Frege and Nietzsche both
engage deeply with the problem of language and its relation to reality. At the
same time, the philosophical aims, methods, and conclusions they draw from
these assumptions diverge significantly. While Frege constructs a logical system
to anchor language in truth-values and semantic stability, Nietzsche deconst-
ructs the assumptions behind such stability, arguing that language is funda-
mentally metaphorical, perspectival, and historically contingent. Although they
depart to different directions along the way, the initial concern is the same.

To begin with, Frege argues that the mode of presentation of Bedeutung
is provided by the sense of an expression and the difference of sense between
two statements reveals the difference in their “cognitive value” (Klement, 2002,
p-59). It can be claimed that such a value depends on the mental and psycho-
logical situations of the subjects’ exchanging thoughts during communication.
Consider the following example:

Jones might prove a certain thought and then communicate it to Smith who,
as it happens, actually associates a different thought with that same sen-
tence; Smith then correctly derives some other thought from that one and
then communicates it back to Jones, who in turn associates a different tho-

ught with that sentence, one that does not actually follow from the thought
that he associated with the original sentence. (Heck & May, 2006, p. 32).

This example illustrates a problem Frege identifies with communication.
a single expression can be associated with different thoughts by different indi-
viduals, which leads to shifts in meaning during communication. Because of
this, Frege argues that each proper name should ideally have a single associated
mode of presentation. While this rule can be relaxed in casual contexts, precise
communication requires such consistency. In the light of these, a kind of sub-
jectivity might be attributed to the way of obtaining the sense of a statement. It
depends on the subject who acquires information or a thought from an expres-
sion, in this case through communication. Furthermore, it can be said that cog-
nitive values of an expression might alter the meaning significantly because of
its mental or physical aspects. Yet, it might be claimed that this is similar to
perceiving reality and describing it in terms of language. At this point, it seems
possible to find a common ground for Frege and Nietzsche.

The similarity between these two approaches seems to lie in the cognitive
aspect which might be due to physical or mental situation. They cannot be fo-
und arbitrary as Nietzsche asserts that “the spell of grammatical functions is in
the last resort the spell of physiological value-judgments and racial conditions”
or in other words of psychological situations (cited in Sluga, 2007, p. 19). It
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might be for this reason Nietzsche considers truth, reality or language as anth-
ropomorphic. According to him, human beings designate everything in a relati-
onship with themselves, yet they can only arrive at metaphors.

Both thinkers challenge the naive belief that words simply correspond to
things in the world. For Frege, concepts are functions that assign truth values
to objects—they are structured and formal. Similar to Frege, Nietzsche also re-
jects the idea that language can directly correspond to reality. According to Ni-
etzsche, language does not uncover but fabricates reality; it depends on a hu-
man being to constitute a relationship between language and objective reality
depending on sensory experience through metaphorical abstraction. A concept,
for him, is what remains after a series of reductions and generalizations from
immediate experience. When we call something a “leaf,” for instance, we ignore
all the variations and individual characteristics of particular leaves. We simplify,
abstract, and forget the richness of the original perception. This forgetting is
what allows a metaphor to become a concept, and what allows a concept to
appear true (Nietzsche, 2020, p. 28). From this standpoint, the notion of a fixed
reference is untenable. Words do not refer to immutable objects but to socially
agreed-upon simplifications. The supposed transparency of meaning is, for Ni-
etzsche, a function of forgetting that all language is metaphor. Thus, even the
concept of reference is contingent on a chain of metaphors that cannot secure
objectivity.

Interestingly, both acknowledge the multiplicity of interpretation. For
Frege, ideas are subjective and changes from man to man. As a result of this,
different ideas might be associated with the same sense as in the example of
Bucephalus. Moreover, the same object can be connected to one idea by some-
one and to another by someone else even if they grasp the same sense. In other
words, “if two persons picture the same thing, each still has his own idea” yet
as their sensations might be different and it is not exactly comparable (Frege,
1892, p. 60). Similarly Nietzsche embraces this multiplicity of interpretation. He
insists that meaning is inherently perspectival and rooted in the individual’s
position and affects. His metaphor of the blind men describing different parts of
the elephant makes this point: each person has a perspective, but no single
person can access the whole truth. Even if they combine all their views, the
totality would still be a construction. Yet Frege treats these differences as irre-
levant to meaning proper, which is grounded in public, logical structure. Ni-
etzsche, in contrast, insists that meaning is inherently plural and perspectival.
This contrast actually reflects deeper metaphysical commitments. Frege’s pro-
ject is constructive and logical, aiming to reveal objective semantic structures
while Nietzsche’s is genealogical and critical, aiming to uncover the human, his-
torical, and affective origins of linguistic convention.
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It can be seen that human beings build concepts and designate truths
according to their own. However, their perspectives should not conflict with the
conventions of society. For this reason, if there is a new issue that there is no
convention on, it is sufficient to create “new names, and valuations and appea-
rances of truth” to create new “things” (GS, §58). When applied to the Venus
example, naming it “Evening Star” and “Morning Star” creates two different de-
signations. For Nietzsche, this reflects how language generates new appearan-
ces through naming. Each term carries a different metaphorical perspective.
Frege, on the other hand, argues that if someone does not know both names
refer to the same object, then logic demands that they are treated as distinct.
He insists that each name corresponds to its own mode of determination. From
this point of view, it seems that Frege supports what Nietzsche despises.
However, this divergence does not imply that Frege is unaware of the multiplicity
of cognitive associations tied to a single reference.

As mentioned before, for Frege, the same object might give different sen-
ses, yet it ought not to be connected with the same idea. According to him, ideas
are subjective and changes from man to man. As a result of this, different ideas
might be associated with the same sense such as; “A painter, a horseman, and
a zoologist will probably connect different ideas with the name 'Bucephalus”
(Frege, 1892, p. 59). In such a case, each of these people would have a different
idea of Bucephalus although the sense is same just as blind men having diffe-
rent idea of the elephant. This does not mean their ideas do not have truth
value. Nietzsche, as well as Frege, attributes a truth value to ideas but in a
limited way. For instance, if someone creates a definition for mammals, later
inspects a camel and declares “Behold, a mammal”, this is a way of revealing
truth. Frege seems to point a similar idea as he agrees that “All whales are
mammals”is a general statement but “if we ask which animal then we are spe-
aking of, we are unable to point to anyone in particular. Even supposing that a
whale is before us, our sentence still does not assert anything of it” (cited in
Textor, 2011, p. 95). It is a limited truth because it is anthropomorphic for Ni-
etzsche, thus does not contain a single point which could be said to be “true in
itself”, in real and in a universally valid sense, regardless of mankind (2010, p.
34). In other words, Nietzsche attempts to show that men-made conventions
about language are not true because they are designated by the very experiences
of men, not related to the object itself. Considering Frege’s claim that extensive
knowledge of the Bedeutung, or the object, requires realising each sense that
belongs to it immediately, and thus no one can acquire such knowledge (Frege,
1892, pp, 57-58). Perhaps for this reason Nietzsche claims, as people cannot
know the nature or the thing’s itself, it causes the unconsciously telling lies as
mentioned before. This epistemic limitation is central to Nietzsche’s wider cri-
tique of objectivity and has led to different interpretations of his perspectivism.
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Clark and Nehamas, the two significant Nietzsche commentators, offer
contrasting accounts on his perspectivisim and this debate may provide a useful
axis for comparing Frege and Nietzsche. Maudemarie Clark (1990) reads Ni-
etzsche as a thinker who, despite rejecting metaphysical realism, still operates
within an epistemological framework that allows for non-metaphysical objecti-
vity. According to Clark, Nietzsche is in an epistemologically constrained posi-
tion: He denies the existence of an absolute, interpretation-independent truth,
but he does not abandon the notion of better or worse interpretations. On this
view, truth remains viable as a function of coherence, explanatory power, or fit
within a shared interpretive context. Clark locates this nuanced form of objec-
tivity particularly in Nietzsche’s later works such as The Genealogy of Morals
and Ecce Homo, where he critiques absolute truth claims without rejecting the
possibility of more or less adequate interpretations (Clark, 1990, pp. 103-117).
He affirms that truth is not about correspondence to a reality "in itself," but is
rather an idealization of justified human interpretation under non-metaphysical
constraints (Clark, pp. 94-97, 127-144). Overall, it might be claimed that Ni-
etzsche's critique is not of truth per se, but of a dogmatic, metaphysical concep-
tion of truth.

In contrast, Alexander Nehamas (1985) develops a more radical reading,
in which Nietzsche’s perspectivism is tightly connected to astheticism. For Ne-
hamas, Nietzsche sees the world as interpretations of our practices and lives.
There are no facts outside of interpretation, and interpretation itself is not me-
rely epistemic: “In itself, the world has no features, and these can therefore be
neither correctly nor wrongly represented” (Nehamas, 1985, p. 45). In this view,
Nietzschean truth is best understood not as correspondence or even coherence,
but as an act of interpretation that attributes meaning (1985, p. 62). In other
words, For Nehamas, Nietzschean truth is not something to be discovered but
something created—a form of life, a mode of existence. According to him, a fea-
ture of a character may have a very different value in different contexts” thus it
would be “wrong to think that the same things are true or false from every point
of view or that truth is always useful and falsehood always harmful” (Nehamas,
1985, p. 52). This seems suitable with Nietzsche’s constructive view of meaning
which includes inventing new names for new situations. Here, the act of naming
is itself an act of world-making. If there is no fixed referent, then language does
not reveal what is, but brings forth what can be. In this framework, the thinker,
the poet, or the philosopher becomes not a passive mirror of truth, but a creator
of meaning.

This divergence in readings is significant when brought into dialogue with
Frege. Frege’s project is committed to the possibility of objective knowledge, gro-
unded in a stable semantic architecture. He distinguishes between sense and
reference to preserve the logical integrity of language. For Frege, a statement
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has a truth value—the True or the False—regardless of how or whether it is
interpreted. The sense of a sentence may vary from person to person, but the
reference (i.e., its truth value) remains fixed, assuming the sentence is meaning-
ful and properly constructed.

Clark’s Nietzsche retains something akin to this Fregean notion of objec-
tivity, albeit without the metaphysical grounding. She sees Nietzsche as rejec-
ting timeless, context-transcendent truths, while still permitting critical evalu-
ation between competing interpretations. In this light, Nietzsche’s perspectivism
does not abandon the concept of objectivity altogether, but redefines it in hu-
man, historical, and cultural terms. Nehamas’s Nietzsche, by contrast, repre-
sents a sharper break with Frege. For Nehamas, Nietzsche’s perspectivism en-
tails that all meaning and truth are inseparable from the style of interpretation
itself. There is no neutral standpoint from which to judge interpretations, no
logical space of reasons that stands outside of contingent rhetorical and aest-
hetic forms. The eternal recurrence theory is developed exactly for this reason:
accepting the word as it and searching for any meanings behind it (Nehamas,
1985, p. 232).

These interpretive differences point to a fundamental opposition between
Nietzsche and Frege. Frege constructs a system that aspires to clarity, precision,
and universality—a logic that secures reference and truth independently of con-
text or subjectivity. Nietzsche, particularly in Nehamas’s reading, views such
aspirations as products of historical illusion and metaphysical prejudice. Truth
is not discovered but invented, and logic itself is not neutral but a cultural ar-
tifact shaped by human needs and values. For Nietzsche, as he writes in Twilight
of the Idols, “logic is the attempt to understand the world according to ourselves,
to impose upon it our own image” (71, Reason in Philosophy, §5, p. 169).

Logic also signals to even broader disagreement between the two. In
Frege’s logical system, each term and well-formed formulas designates expres-
sions which include firstly “simple names of objects” such as “2” or ‘mt”, se-
condly complex terms that denotes objects such as “22” or “3 + 17, and lastly
sentences which also included in the second kind of denotation (Zalta, 2016).
Frege seems to use these various expressions to explain language with a new
attitude which paves the way for many developments. Usage of laws of logic and
arithmetic is what makes it possible. In other words, his logical system assigns
functions to concepts, turning them into mappings from objects to truth values.
Concepts are thus logical tools, defined in terms of their role in producing truth.

Nietzsche, in contrast, criticises logic which he sees as is a kind of facili-
tation not for truth but as a mediator of expression (WP, §538). For him, “logic
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is merely slavery within the fetters of language” (Hales, 1996, p. 821). As men-
tioned before, Nietzsche considers truth is an illusion since it is a convention
and a schema or a metaphor which is established anthropomorphically. For
him, language is the foundation of the metaphysical assumptions embedded in
common sense realism—beliefs in substances, identity, and a “true world” that
has no actual counterpart in reality (Gori, 2017, p. 209). The same approach
might be observed in his opposition to logic. He claims that “logic too depends
on presuppositions with which nothing in the real world corresponds, for
example on the presupposition that there are identical things, that the same
thing is identical at different points of time” (HAH, Of First and Last Things,
§11). A further examination can be found in TI, where he writes that “...science
of formulae, sign-systems: such as logic and that applied logic, mathematics. In
these reality does not appear at all, not even as a problem; just as little as does
the question what value a system of conventional signs such as constitutes logic
can possibly possess” (cited in Hales, 1996, p. 821). Therefore Nietzsche believes
that logic is not an imperative “to know the true” but rather an arrangement of
a world which we would call as true and this time he asks a new question which
is that “are the axioms of logic adequate to reality or are they a means and
measure for us to create reality, the concept “reality,” for ourselves” (WP, §516)?

It is quite clear that Nietzsche would answer this question negatively as
he thinks logic is bounded in examples of identical case and thus, cannot be a
will to truth because it can only be carried through after “a fundamental falsifi-
cation of all events assumed” (ibid, §512). It is claimed that Frege attempts to
develop a logical system which is to capture complex theories about semantics,
meaning and language, yet he fails (Klement, 2002). Nietzsche’s critics might be
found true from this point of view. As it can be seen, Nietzsche does not favour
logic on the way of attaining truth because it is based on universal principles
and systems of propositions which he considers as mere conventions. Hence,
logic causes people embrace object realism which is treated as universally valid.
He is against such an attitude because he believes in perspectives. For this re-
ason, he seems to advocate another kind of thinking if one demands to know
reality.

Frege’s mature logical system includes sentences as denoting terms
which have truth values (Zalta, 2016). For instance, “Socrates is mortal” is a
simple proposition which Frege analysis as the argument “Socrates” and “x is
mortal”. In such cases of propositions, value of a function is “conceptual con-
tent” of that proposition (Beaney, 2007, p. 96). Sentences can also be complex.
In this sense, concepts or functions map objects to either the True or False.
Frege sees these two truth values as objects and separates functions and objects
sharply. In sum, an expression can either have both sense and reference or just
sense without reference. Sense is a mode of presentation and thus it is sufficient
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to have a meaning for a statement. However, it does not satisfy us if reference
is missing because “we are concerned with its truth value” (Frege, 1892, p. 63).
It is contained as the thought of a sentence which has a truth value, i.e. is in
general true or false. This is the Bedeutung of the sentence, if there is no refe-
rence; it means that there is no truth value for that statement since there is no
corresponding object in reality.

Nietzsche, by contrast, interrogates the supposed neutrality and univer-
sality of logic. In Twilight of the Idols, he attacks the foundations of logic and
grammar, stating that logical identity (A = A) is not a law of nature but a gram-
matical prejudice: “The law of identity proves itself to be a belief in the “being'
of things” (TI, Reason in Philosophy, 8§85, p. 169). For Frege, the natural laws of
mathematical or logical cannot be changed at all, since it is not invented but
discovered (1879, p. 4, 133). However, Nietzsche argues that logic rests on evol-
ved habits of thought rather than metaphysical necessity. It depends on pre-
suppositions which do not correspond to the real world like the presupposition
of “there are identical things, that the same thing is identical at different points
of time”, and this also applies to mathematics, “which would certainly not have
come into existence if one had known from the beginning that there was in na-
ture no exactly straight line, no real circle, no absolute magnitude” (HAH, Of
First and Last Things, §11). Language, similarly, does nor provide any informa-
tion related to reality. It functions not by virtue of abstract logical relations but
through rhetorical force, repetition, and metaphor. Grammar in this context can
be understood as faith or as “the tendency to suppose that the structure of
language gives us knowledge of the world” (Clark, 1990, p.108). For Nietzsche,
this is not a discovery of truth, but a creation shaped by belief, habit and con-
venience.

As mentioned before both Frege and Nietzsche recognize that language
mediates rather than mirrors the world. However, their assessments of this me-
diation differ sharply. Frege aims to salvage objectivity through logical struc-
ture, insisting that despite variability in sense, reference can be stabilized. Ni-
etzsche, in contrast, denies that any such stabilization is epistemically or me-
taphysically possible: for him, all meaning is perspectival, culturally contingent,
and ultimately illusory. In The Genealogy of Morals, he argues that what is often
called “objective” knowledge is merely the dominant perspective made to appear
neutral. Truth, for him, is always dependent on the power structures and cul-
tural conditions that shape human judgment. Frege would reject this view, since
for him, the truth of a thought is independent of who holds it. He writes that
even if nobody believes a thought, it can still be objectively true. This shows a
fundamental difference: Frege sees objectivity as the goal of logic, while Ni-
etzsche sees it as an illusion maintained by social forces.
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In conclusion, although Frege’s initial interest in mathematics and logic,
when it comes to language both he and Nietzsche begin with skepticism, yet
they respond in very different ways. Frege builds a system to overcome ambigu-
ity and provide stable meaning. Nietzsche dismantles systems to reveal their
contingent and metaphorical roots. While Frege’s philosophy aims to formalize
thought, Nietzsche’s aim is to expose the historical and affective origins of thin-
king. These differences reflect their deeper philosophical commitments—Frege
to logic and truth, Nietzsche to critique and perspective.

Conclusion

It is clear that both Frege and Nietzsche are interested in language, con-
cept, truth and logic. Both of them doubt the reliability of common language
and do not trust it. Nevertheless, although they seem to depart from same point,
they prefer to choose different paths to clarify these doubts and to establish
their systems. Frege attempts to prove his logical system and its extension to
language with the laws of logic and arithmetic. He separates sense and reference
to illustrate the difference between two semantic relations in terms of meaning
to solve two puzzles about language (Zalta, 2016). He applies to functions to
enhance his work and include complex sentences which consists empty spaces.
With the usage of functions, truth values can be attributed to concepts which
map expressions either to true or false. However, truth is not definable in the
content of the word (cited in Sluga, 2007, p. 4-5).

Nietzsche, on the other hand, is also critic about truths since he sees
them as a mystery, a metaphor or an illusion in terms of its anthropomorphic
constitution. According to him, also, truth itself is not definable since each per-
son has “an eye”, i.e. own perspective. This causes everyone to define truth from
their own point of view. The collection of perspectives cannot give us the truth.
Contrary to Frege, this cannot be achieved with logical presuppositions or uni-
versal definitions. Neither logic nor language can be trustable in this sense.
Therefore, it can be said that Nietzsche is interested in a similar questions which
Frege takes into account. However, he uses the same terms with a different
sense from Frege. In fact, even this point seems to justify their philosophies.
There is the same object, i.e. language in this case; however they perceive it
differently because language provides them with different senses. This could be
related to the example of “Bucephalus”. Nietzsche is a philologist and Frege is a
logician. Therefore, it is understandable that they approach language separa-
tely.

To sum up, although there are many differences in terms of their holding
the subject, it is attempted to shown that their notions coincide from time to
time. This comparison demonstrates not only a philosophical contrast but also
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a mutual challenge: Frege’s precision illuminates the structure of rational tho-
ught, while Nietzsche’s suspicion reveals the cultural and psychological scaffol-
ding that undergirds such structures. Their differing approaches open up bro-
ader questions about how language both enables and limits our access to the
world.

Hitherto, Frege has been influencing analytic philosophers such as Bert-
rand Russell, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Rudolf Carnap and Michael Dummett and
so many others. Frege’s legacy, especially in exploring issues of meaning, refe-
rence, and logical form still can be seen. On the other hand, Nietzsche has re-
mained a pivotal figure for post-structuralist and continental thinkers. Philo-
sophers such as Richard Rorty, Michel Foucault, Alexander Nehamas, Maude-
marie Clark and Brian Leiter have drawn on Nietzsche’s perspectivism and his
critique of metaphysics to analyse the nature of truth, knowledge, and subjec-
tivity. Frege’s formalist attempt and Nietzsche’s genealogical method continue
to inspire contrasting but equally significant approaches to problems of langu-
age and truth. Together, these commentators demonstrate that Frege and Ni-
etzsche not only shaped their own traditions but continue to affect central de-
bates in the philosophy of language, truth, and epistemology. The main endea-
vour for both is to relate language to the world. Even if contrasting from time to
time, understanding their respective contributions allows us to better navigate
modern debates about the nature of meaning, truth, and the scope of human
knowledge.
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A Comparative Look at the Problem of Evil in the Specificity of
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Abstract

The question of the origin of good and evil has
been a recurring debate throughout the history of
thought. In Abrahamic religions, good is always
associated with God, while evil is not associated
with God. So while good is recognized by consen-
sus, evil becomes a problem. The concepts of good
and evil, which are central to the philosophy of re-
ligion, have been debated throughout history, re-
gardless of whether one believes in God or not,
and they continue to be debated. The aim of our
literature review is to examine how evil, which has
been debated in various fields and has become a
philosophical problem, is viewed from a compara-
tive perspective by two key figures in Sufism: Ibn
al-Arabi and Rumi. The study consists of an intro-
duction and three main sections. The introduction
gives a general overview of the concepts of good
and evil and the problem of evil. The first section
presents Ibn al-Arabi’s views, while the second
section focuses on Rumi’s perspectives. The final
section concludes the discussion and locates the
problem of evil in the realm of Sufism on the basis
of these perspectives. This study can be seen as
an attempt to evaluate the views of two important
figures who have profoundly shaped Sufism on a
topic that is highly debated in the field. Indeed,
the discourses of these figures concerning their
search for truth have reached today’s intellectual
world, offering solutions and foundations for the

problem from their own perspectives.

Keywords: Ibn al-Arabi, Rumi, Sufism, Problem
of Evil, Good and Evil.

Oz

Duistince tarihi boyunca iyi ve kéttintin nereden
geldigi konusu hep var olagelmis bir tartisma-
dir. Semavi dinlerde iyi daima Tanri ile iliskilen-
dirilirken; k6tti Tanri’nin alanina dahil edilme-
mektedir. Boylece iyi tizerinde mutabik kalinir-
ken, kotl bir probleme dontismektedir. Din fel-
sefesine konu olan bu iyi-kétti kavramlari, ister
bir Tanr1 inanci olsun isterse olmasin tarih bo-
yunca tartisilmis ve tartisilmaya da devam et-
mektedir. Literatiir tarama olarak yapilan calig-
mamizin amacl, farkli alanlarda tartismaya
konu olan ve bir probleme dénusen kotuilugu,
Tasavvufun sahsiyetlerinden ibn Arabi ve Rumi
ozelinde karsilastirmali bir bakisla nasil ele al-
maktir. Calisma giris ve Ui¢ baslik icermektedir.
Giris mabhiyetinde iyi-kéti kavramlariyla bir-
likte kotultik problemine genel bir bakis verile-
cek olup, ilk baslikta ibn Arabi’nin, diger bas-
likta Mevlana’nin konuya iliskin gortsleri akta-
rilacaktir. Son baslkta ise konu nihayetlenecek
ve bu gortisler 6zelinde Tasavvuf alaninda kéta-
Itk probleminin konumlanisi ortaya konulacak-
tir. Calisma, Tasavvufta muhim izler birakan
iki sahsiyetin alana dair tartismali bir konuda
goruslerini bir arada degerlendirme c¢abasinin
bir Girtinti olarak gértilebilir. Nitekim bu sahsi-
yetlerin hakikat arayisina iliskin séylemleri bu-
ginin dusltnce diinyasina ulasmakta ve prob-
leme iliskin coztimlemelere kendi nazarindan
¢ézumler ve dayanaklar sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ibn Arabi, Rumi, Tasavvuf,
Kétiiltik Problemi, lyi-K6tii.
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Introduction

In his quest for truth, the human being establishes a connection—on the
one hand, with the cosmos, and on the other, with the Divine. This dual rela-
tionship situates the human being at a central position, placing him at the heart
of both existential and metaphysical inquiries. From this central standpoint,
man passes certain judgments about the beings and phenomena that surround
him: good, evil, beautiful, ugly, useful, etc. The act of making such judgments
necessitates an ontological, epistemological, and ethical perspective on that
which is being judged. First and foremost, it is necessary for the object of judg-
ment to possess being—for without existence, there would be nothing to speak
of. The investigation of being qua being reveals the essence of a thing. The con-
tent of “being” itself is disclosed through an inquiry into what it is—that is,
through the acquisition of knowledge about it. Together with the ontological and
epistemological dimensions of a thing, the ethical dimension forms the comple-
mentary part. This unity emerges when an individual’s emotional and intellec-
tual engagement with something aligns with a broader, shared human experi-
ence—creating, in a sense, a common moral ground. Indeed, the characteriza-
tion of something as definitively good or evil is the product of such a context.

While the human being passes value judgments—particularly moral
judgments of good and evil—concerning existence, the origin or source of these
judgments is also of significant importance. The attribution of value, as a phe-
nomenon, is reflected in a person’s relationship with both the world and the
Divine. This is expressed through a subjective perspective grounded in personal
experience, as well as an objective one framed by universal principles. In this
regard, the human being, within the bounds of worldly interactions, may either
conform to or diverge from universal moral standards. At the same time, he
forges connections beyond himself, informed by his faith—or lack thereof. Con-
sequently, a person formulates judgments regarding entities and relationships
from various angles: sometimes through mundane, everyday reasoning; at other
times by developing metaphysical arguments; and occasionally through the ap-
plication of religious doctrines. Within this intricate network of relationships, it
becomes relevant to explore the origin and the general, philosophical, and mys-
tical meanings of the concepts of “good” and “evil” from a universal perspective.
Though perhaps not as problematic as the notion of evil, the concept of good
also demands attention—particularly because it involves delineating the bound-
aries of evil and investigating the essence of what truly constitutes the good.

According to the Turkish Language Association, iyi (good) is defined as
that which is desired, appreciated, and considered the opposite of evil. Etymo-
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logically, the term derives from the Arabic root khayr, which is used as the an-
tonym of sharr (evil). In the Philosophical Dictionary, it is defined as: “That which
is desired, the object of value and longing, that which rational will deems worthy
and thus wills or desires” (Cevizci, 2005, p.478).

As for the concept of “evil,” the Turkish Language Association defines it
as that which is undesirable, disliked, and the opposite of good. Etymologically,
it comes from the Arabic root sharr, signifying the opposite of khayr. The concept
of evil, expressed in Arabic as sharr and si’, corresponds in English to terms
such as “bad condition, malicious or evil action, wrong, harm, badness, wick-
edness, evil.” (Kiris, 2008: 83). While it is approached from multiple angles in
philosophical literature, for the purposes of this study, the following definition
is pertinent: “That which, from a moral standpoint, stands in opposition to the
good and is deemed wrong or unacceptable” (Cevizci, 2005, p.524).

In the Sufi lexicon, the concepts of good and evil (khayr-sharr, light and
darkness (niirzulmah), are treated in an interconnected and holistic manner:
“Ha’, ya’, and ra’ mean ‘to turn toward’ and ‘to incline.’ Later, the word acquired
other meanings. Khayr is the opposite of sharr (evil), for each one turns into the
other, and both return to their origin or source” (Suad al-Hakim, 2017, p. 210).
Accordingly, in religious, philosophical, and mystical (Sufi) contexts, these con-
cepts are best understood in relation to one another. Indeed, within some Sufi
perspectives, the notions of good and evil may even be considered relative and,
to a certain extent, interchangeable in their manifestations.

In light of this general framework, it becomes pertinent to examine what
is known as “the Problem of Evil.”! As a religious-philosophical issue, it is de-
fined in the Philosophical Dictionary as follows: “A problem concerning the ex-
istence of evil in a world that is believed to have been created by God, which is
thought to contradict or cast a shadow upon the existence of God or at least His
essential attributes” (Cevizci, 2005, p. 525). This definition highlights the fun-
damental challenge, but another critical dimension concerns the various types
of evil. Broadly speaking, two primary forms of evil can be distinguished: natural

! The Problem of Evil has been a highly debated and extensively written-about topic
throughout history. In the philosophy of religion, this problem often serves as a signifi-
cant point of reference when questioning the existence of God. On the other hand, there
are also discussions regarding theodicy and the possibility of God’s justice. Below are
some studies related to the subject: Sahin Efil, The Problem of Evil and Theodicy in the
Philosophy of Sufism According to Ibn Arabi, Felsefe Diinyast, 2011/1, Issue 53. Alvin
Plantinga, God, Freedom, and Evil, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1975. John Hick,
Evil and the God of Love, Macmillan, London, 1985. Antony Flew, “Divine Omnipotence
and Human Freedom,” New Essays in Philosophical Theology, ed. A. Flew & A. Mac-
intyre, SCM Press, London, 1955. J. L. Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence,” trans. Metin
Yasa, Philosophy of Religion with Classical and Contemporary Texts, ed. C. S. Yaran,
Ettit Publications, Samsun, 1997, pp. 135-152.
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(or physical) evil and moral evil (Aydin, 2019, p. 163). Occasionally, metaphysi-
cal evil is added to this classification (Yaran, 1997, p. 25). Such categorizations
allow for a more nuanced inquiry into evil and raise several ancient, yet still
unresolved, philosophical questions.

David Hume, in addressing the problem of evil, famously revisits the an-
cient questions attributed to Epicurus: “Is God willing to prevent evil, but not
able? Then He is impotent. Is He able, but not willing? Then He is malevolent.
Is He both able and willing? Then whence cometh evil?” (Hume, 1979, p. 165).
Epicurus poses and formulates the initial questions of the problem of evil. Sim-
ilar questions arise in the dialogue between Socrates and Euthyphro:
“Do the gods love what is pious because it is pious, or is it pious because they
love it?” (Plato, 2016, p. 53). More commonly, this dilemma is reformulated as:
“Is something good because God wills it, or does God will it because it is good?”
These fundamental inquiries lie at the heart of the problem of evil, representing
timeless philosophical dilemmas that await resolution and that continue to fuel
theological and metaphysical discourse to this day. Alongside such a dual situ-
ation, the perspective of the Christian doctrine regarding the stance of both God
and human beings in the face of evil is strikingly reflected in the following words:
“If God is as benevolent as Christian theists claim, he must be just as appalled
as we are at all this evil.” (Plantinga, 2002: p.9) These words can be seen as a
response offered by the philosophy of religion to God’s position in the face of
evil. Perhaps the most significant emphasis on the problem of evil in Christian
thought was made by Spinoza (d. 1677). According to him, goodness is every-
thing that is beneficial to people (Spinoza, 2011: 200). Evil, on the other hand,
is “every kind of sadness and everything that frustrates one’s main expectations”
(Spinoza, 2011: 161). In other words, any condition that obstructs goodness is
evil (Spinoza, 2011: 200). These statements are the ocentric and, in a manner
similar to Sufism, emphasize the necessity of addressing evil independently
from God.

From an epistemological standpoint, the concepts of good and evil—when
examined in terms of their origin and meaning—are inherent within existence
itself. However, the primary domain in which these concepts are meaningfully
discussed is ethics. Whether something is deemed good or evil acquires signifi-
cance through the influence of various factors such as individual perspectives,
societal norms, religious beliefs, economic systems, and more. Although value
judgments may carry personal implications, they are most commonly institu-
tionalized within three principal domains: law and crime, society and shame,

and religion and sin.

In society, laws are established as compulsory norms and clearly define
certain actions as crimes, imposing sanctions by labeling them as evil or wrong.
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Similarly, societal norms—rooted in tradition, custom, and cultural mores—de-
fine what is considered shameful and apply social sanctions such as exclusion
or marginalization. Even though the Kantian perspective promotes the idea of a
universal moral law and seeks to draw clear boundaries between good and evil
through rational legislation, individual subjectivity can challenge these bound-
aries. That is, a person may open up alternative interpretations of an act that is
universally deemed “evil.” For this reason, there are often instances in which
the same action cannot definitively be labeled as either good or evil. This under-
scores the importance of perspective in moral evaluation.

Laws evolve over time, and traditions are not merely preserved but adapt
and transform according to the spirit of the age. These processes themselves are
reflections of changing perspectives. In the domain of religion, the issue be-
comes even more complex due to its dual nature: subjective when approached
from the human standpoint, and objective when approached from the Divine.
Sacred texts delineate the fundamental tenets of religion, and they also contain
certain dynamic elements that influence their application in different contexts.
When a religious judgment is passed on an issue, or when an interpretation
extends beyond the explicit rules of religion, the matter often becomes subject
to debate.

In the context of Islam, for example, some religious matters are conveyed
not explicitly but through implication or symbolic references. This mode of
transmission actively engages the believers’ emotional and intellectual faculties,
encouraging a shift from passive acceptance toward reflective engagement.

While laws and social norms address human beings directly and situate
them at the center of judgment, religion places the human in relation to a being
higher than himself—namely, God. Therefore, making a moral judgment in re-
ligious terms also entails a direct engagement with the Divine, whether it in-
volves acceptance or rejection. Even atheism, which asserts a creation without
God, frequently invokes the concept of God in its arguments. Thus, while it may
be relatively easy to evaluate individuals, institutions, or social groups in terms
of good or evil, such judgments become far more delicate and contentious when
applied to God.

This complexity has given rise to a diversity of views within religion in
general and Islam in particular. To summarize this discussion within the
broader context of various belief systems:

...There may be no need to treat theodicies—developed in response to a the-
ologically rooted philosophical problem—as separate categories within West-
ern and Islamic thought. For the real tension lies not so much between these

two religious traditions, but far more profoundly between theism and athe-
ism (Yaran, 1997, p. 22).

I ®lebadi (2) 12025



Hilal Ozerdem Ates

This observation highlights the enduring relevance of the debate, both in
theistic religions where the problem is framed within divine justice, and in athe-
istic philosophies where it is often used as a central argument against the ex-
istence of God. In addressing the problem of evil within the context of this study,
it is appropriate to examine the issue from the perspectives of religion, Islamic
philosophy, and Sufism. From the religious standpoint, particularly in theistic
traditions, the response to the problem of evil often takes the form of a theod-
icy—a defense of God’s justice in the face of worldly suffering and moral evil.

Within the framework of Islamic thought, two major thinkers—Ibn Sina
(Avicenna, d. 1037) and al-Ghazali (d. 1111)—are especially noteworthy, not
only for their philosophical contributions but also due to their affinities with
mystical traditions, particularly the thought of Ibn al-‘Arabi and Rumi
(Mevlana). In his treatise On the Explanation of Providence and the Inclusion of
Evil in Divine Decree (Risalaftbayan al-‘inayawa-idkhal al-sharrft al-qada’ al-
ilahi), Ibn Sina emphasizes that the order and harmony present in the cosmos
cannot be the product of mere chance. Rather, such order necessitates a delib-
erate and purposeful plan. According to him, God emanates in such a way that
manifests the best possible order.

Evil, in his view, exists in two forms: (1) as something directly done with
the intent of causing harm, and (2) as the prevention or absence of a potential
good. Hence, evil is essentially non-being (privation), and absolute evil does not
exist in the universe. Instead, evil exists potentially within things, particularly
as an inherent possibility within matter. (Ibn Sina, 2014, pp. 299-300). Moreo-
ver, Ibn Sina argues that good and evil coexist necessarily in the universe. This
duality is, in his view, essential because the cosmos is created to hold together
all these interrelated elements. The harmony of creation requires this coexist-
ence.

Al-Ghazali, on the other hand, is well known for his classical argument
“laysaft al-imkan abda‘'mim makan” —that is, “There is nothing more excellent
among the possible than what already exists.” According to this view, God has
created the world in the best possible form, at the most appropriate time and
place. This conception allows for the simultaneous creation of good and evil as
interdependent realities: “Perfection cannot be known unless imperfection ex-
ists. If animals had not been created, the honor of humanity would not be re-
vealed. Perfection and imperfection are relative. Divine generosity and wisdom
necessitate the coexistence of both”2 (Ghazali, 2014, p. 752).

2 Also see: Al-Ghazali, Thya’Ulum al-Din, Volume 4 / pp. 252-253. M. Clneyt Kaya, Could
a More Perfect World Exist? Notes on the Sources of the “Leysefi’l Imkan” Debate, Divan
Iimi Arastirmalar, Issue: 16, 2004/ 1, pp. 239-249. The Most Perfect Possible Worlds and
Semhudi’s Defense of Ghazali, Azer Abdurrahman, (Bulent Ecevit University Faculty of
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This perspective implies that evil, to a certain extent, is necessary—for
without it, the good could not be understood or appreciated. Taking a well-
known example from Islamic thought, we can consider the element of fire. The
harmful or beneficial nature of fire depends on the manner in which human
beings interact with it. Fire, on the one hand, marked a pivotal moment in hu-
man progress; on the other, it possesses a destructive potential. Thus, the la-
beling of something as “evil” pertains more to the field of action and conse-
quence, rather than to its intrinsic nature. Within this understanding, human
beings can conceive of evil only in relation to the material world and their en-
gagement with it.

While this line of reasoning characterizes much of Islamic philosophical
discourse, we can now shift our attention more specifically to the Sufi tradition,
particularly to the insights of Ibn Arabi and Rtumi, who offer unique metaphys-
ical and existential approaches to the problem of evil.

1. Ibn Arabi and the Problem of Evil

Ibn Arabi—whose full name is Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-‘Arabi—was born in
1165 in Murcia, Spain. It is well known that from an early age, he displayed
remarkable intellectual abilities. His initial education began under the guidance
of his father, and he later received instruction in Qur’anic sciences from his
uncle. He continued his studies in Céordoba, which was a major intellectual cen-
ter of the time. At just 17 years old, he is said to have met with major scholars
of the age, including Ibn Rushd (Averroes). Throughout his life, Ibn Arabi trav-
eled extensively, simultaneously receiving and transmitting knowledge wherever
he went. His prolific output3, comprising numerous works across various disci-
plines, attests to his intellectual vigor and productivity.

Ibn Arabi was an original thinker who frequently moved beyond classical
interpretations, offering unique insights into controversial issues. He remains,
undoubtedly, one of the most widely written-about figures in Islamic intellectual
history—both praised and criticized. His magnum opus, Fusts al-Hikam (The
Bezels of Wisdom), has inspired countless commentaries and remains a central
text in Sufi metaphysics. Given the influence of his thought, it is only natural
that he engaged deeply with one of philosophy’s most enduring issues: the prob-
lem of evil.

Theology Journal, 2019, 6 (2)), pp. 307-332.

3 It is estimated that he has approximately two hundred and forty-five works, though
the numbers may vary. See: Mahmud Erol Kili¢, Seyh-t Ekber (Istanbul, Sufi Book,
2018), pp. 51-70.
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A particularly striking feature of Ibn Arabi’s method is his tendency to
reinterpret Qur’anic verses and hadiths outside of their conventional contexts,
yet without disregarding them. As such, his approach blends a deeply meta-
physical vision with the experiential mysticism of the Malamatiyyah tradition#.
Therefore, any analysis of good and evil in his thought must be situated within
this metaphysical framework. The essential questions for Ibn Arabi include:
What renders a thing good or evil? And what are the conditions under which
such labels are applied?

For Ibn Arabi, good and evil are not fixed qualities but contextual judg-
ments, and the meaning of these judgments is clarified within the system of
wahdat al-wujud (Unity of Being). These evaluations, according to him, are re-
defined moment by moment, relative to the circumstances of existence and the
observer’s state. Thus, concepts such as good and evil are fundamentally rela-
tive, not absolute.

An illustrative passage appears in his al-Futahat al-Makkiyya, where he
references Ibn Sina: “One who says that non-being is evil does not understand
the truth. What is referred to as evil in terms of non-being is the absence of an
essence or reality, rendering that which is predicated upon it impossible to exist
externally. This kind of evil is, in fact, impossibility” (Ibn Arabi, XVII, 2012,
p-353). This passage—quoted via Ibn Sina—demonstrates that non-being, in
and of itself, is not evil for Ibn Arabi.

However, he does acknowledge the existence of good and evil in the world.
In Shajarat al-Kawn, Ibn Arabi explains the dual emergence of creation through
the divine command “Kun” (“Be”): “From the command ‘Be’ came forth two
things—one is darkness, and the other is light. All goodness originates from
light, and all evil arises from darkness” (Ibn Arabi, 2018, p. 69).

In another passage, he writes:

Every deed with which God praises you is, in itself, a good praise. Thus,
though you may be humbled, impoverished, and deprived from one perspec-
tive, you are at the same time exalted, enriched, and praised from another.
Therefore, there is neither rebuke nor divine hardship upon you (Ibn Arabi,
XVII, 2012, p. 336).

These statements illustrate his view that good and evil are relative and
context-dependent, and that a thing perceived as “evil” from one vantage may
be “good” from another. At the ontological level, Truth is one, and all differenti-
ation stems from the observer’s limited perception.

The issue is addressed more fully in Fusts al-Hikam, where he develops
what is perhaps his most controversial stance: that hell does not truly exist,

4 It is a Sufi order that includes Ibn Arabi, to some extent. See: Abdulbaki Goélpinarli,
Melamilik and the Melamiyah, (Istanbul, Kap1 Publications, 2017).
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and that since everything originates from the Divine, true evil cannot exist ei-
ther. This is not so much a refutation of the problem of evil as it is a denial of
its ontological validity. Such a stance follows naturally from the metaphysical
system of wahdat al-wujud, which envisions all being as part of a circular pro-
cess of continual creation, wherein the beginning is the end and the end is the
beginning.

In this circular cosmology, each being has its place within a harmonious
whole, though differences and distinctions inevitably arise in the realm of man-
ifestation. What is ontologically one becomes phenomeno logically multiple. For
contingent beings (mumkin al-wujud) to exist, they must receive a share of ex-
istence from the Necessary Being (wajib al-wujid).

For Ibn Arabi, this plurality of perspectives is expressed through the con-
cept of the “Particular Lord” (al-rabb al-khas). Each individual, he argues, has a
particular Lord, and the truths of one’s Lord may contradict those of another.
However, this does not constitute a contradiction, because every being is already
beloved and affirmed by its own Lord: “...for every Name receives its lordship
not from the One alone, but from the Whole” (Ibn Arabi, 2013, p. 93).

Thus, in his view, each divine name assumes a unique lordship, and
while differentiation emerges in appearance, at the level of Reality (hagiqah),
everything remains One—a manifestation of the same Divine Essence immanent
within all existence.

Existence is manifested in the world between unity and multiplicity. How-
ever, according to Ibn Arabi, it is not sufficient to explain existence only through
this world. At the very least, a person who believes in God also holds a belief in
the afterlife, where paradise is desired as the reward for good deeds and hell as
the punishment for evil. In this context, the belief that justice, which cannot be
achieved in this world, will be fulfilled in the hereafter plays a determining role
in the principles of worldly conduct. Accordingly, paradise is accepted as the
place where good is rewarded, and hell where evil is punished.

However, Ibn Arabi also interprets paradise and hell within the system of
Wahdat al-Wujiud. According to him, paradise is a form of veiling the Truth. He
takes only a part of the verse “Enter My Paradise” [Q 89:29] and interprets it as:
“This paradise is that with which [ have veiled Myself. My paradise is nothing
other than you, for you veil Me with yourself” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 93) He clarifies
the subject by emphasizing the meaning of the word “paradise” as covering or
veiling, derived from the verse. Accordingly, distancing from the veiling of the
Truth would be hells. Hell is nothing other than being distant from God: “Hell

5 He also addresses the issue with a similar example in the context of Moses. See: Ibn
Arabi, Fusus al-Hikam, translated by Ekrem Demirli, pp. 218-233.
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means distance, which they used to assume would occur. However, when God
directs them to that place, they find themselves in the very closeness. In this
case, distance disappears and what was called hell is removed concerning them.
Thus, they gain the blessing of proximity because they were sinners” (Ibn Arabi,
2013: p. 113) “As for the people of hell, the place they reach is also a blessing”
(Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 184) Eventually, from Ibn Arabi’s point of view, paradise
and hell will exist in unity within the same truth.

In the Salih chapter of Fusis al-Hikam, Ibn Arabi addresses the issue from
another angle with the introductory wisdom. As known from the Qur’an [7:73,
27:45], the Prophet Salih was sent to the people of Thamud. This people is con-
sidered a continuation of the ‘Ad tribe. The Prophet Salih invites his people to
the path of truth, but they deny him and reject his call. What is critical in our
context is that the Prophet Salih asks God for a three-day respite for his people.
However, the people still do not respond to the call. “On the first day, the faces
of the people turned yellow, on the second day red, and on the third day black”
(Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 125)

Eventually, destruction occurs. However, Ibn Arabi analyzes this event
differently using his own methodology. After all, once one becomes united with
the Truth, true union with the Truth is only fully possible through death. There-
fore, this situation should be understood not as the annihilation of the people,
but rather as their meeting with God. Accordingly, the yellowing on the first day
is the brightening of the faces out of joy, which he associates with the word sufir
(disclosure); the reddening on the second day is a blushing from laughter and
happiness, linked to the word yadhaktin (they laugh); the darkening on the third
day results from the intensity of joy affecting the skin, which he relates to mu-
bashshirin (those given glad tidings). “Whoever understands this wisdom and
confirms it within himself ceases to attach to others. He knows that it is he
himself who grants both good and evil. By good, I mean what aligns with the
individual’s aim, nature, and temperament; and by evil, I mean what does not
align with his aim, nature, and temperament” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 126).

In the Dawud chapter, he addresses the issue from another perspective:
divine will (mashi’ah) and divine desire (iradah). Regarding the command of will,
he states: “The command of will is directed toward the existence of the act itself,
not toward the one through whom it is carried out. Such an act cannot fail to
exist. However, in this specific case, it may sometimes be called opposition to
the divine command, and sometimes alignment with the divine command. For
this reason, the judgment of good or evil is not made from the perspective of will
but based on the reality of the thing as it occurs” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 179).

In the Muhammad chapter, one of the topics addressed is fragrance. Ac-
cording to Ibn Arabi, fragrance is breath that has become word. “Breath, in its
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essence, is divine and therefore entirely pure. In this regard, everything is pure.
A thing may be regarded as praiseworthy or blameworthy based on how it is
treated” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 241). He brings an example from the Prophet re-
garding garlic, stating that the Prophet said, “It is a plant whose smell I dislike,”
not “I dislike it”, “therefore, the essence of something is not ugly; only what
appears from it may be seen as ugly or unpleasant” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 241).
From this, Ibn Arabi concludes that our knowledge of good and evil stems from
our habits. “Hence, only the beautiful was made beloved to the Prophet, for
nothing exists in the world but beauty” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 241)

Ibn Arabi believes that it is impossible to have a temperament that knows
only good and not evil. He says that God is aware of both pleasant and unpleas-
ant situations in the world. However, unpleasantness is not in the cosmos itself,
for the cosmos was created in the image of the Truth. Man, however, was created
in two forms (the concept of being created with two hands). Man must be the
one who sees the good within the bad. It is not possible to eliminate evil from
the cosmos. “God’s mercy is in everything, both good and evil. Evil, in itself, is
good; good is evil in relation to evil. Therefore, every good thing is bad in one
temperament, just as every bad thing is good in another” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p.
242).

In the Yunus chapter, Ibn Arabi presents an explanation based on the
human being, through the wisdom of breath. The evaluation of an action is pre-
sented as follows: “The human being cannot be inherently condemned; only
what appears from him can be condemned, and the act is not his essence. We
are speaking of the person himself. The act is God’s. Still, the part of the act
that is condemned is condemned, and the part that is praised is praised. To
condemn something because it does not conform to the person’s goal is to con-
demn it in the sight of God. Therefore, only what the Shariah has condemned is
to be condemned. If the Shariah has deemed something evil, it is because of a
wisdom known or revealed by God” (Ibn Arabi, 2013: p. 183). While this expla-
nation is acceptable for a believer, it may also appear contradictory when con-
sidered alongside Ibn Arabi’s other views.

According to Ibn Arabi, there is no such thing as evil. Our judgment that
something is evil relates to the limits of our knowledge, and therefore, it is rela-
tive: “Nothing is evil: everything that exists is good. In other words, what we call
evil is not an objective but a subjective reality. However, its opposite—good—is
also subjective and relative. The only absolute good is Pure Being (God, Good-
ness), (Ebul Ala Afifi, 1974: p. 140). This does not mean that God did not create
what we call evil. Indeed, actions deemed sinful must exist, otherwise the cos-
mos would not be complete. In this way, Ibn Arabi affirms the Shariah and also
upholds moral responsibility (Ebul Ala Afifi, 1974: p. 143).
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Ibn Arabi offers similar examples in al-Tadbirat al-Ilahiyyah, where he
speaks of man and considers him the measure of all things. God’s desire to be
known is realized through the human being, who, as vicegerent, is the most
honorable of all creation. However, an important point arises here: “Even though
the human being is the most honorable of creation, as a volitional being, he is
also the cause of much evil and injustice in the world. From this aspect, man
is, according to Ibn Arabi, simultaneously the field of conflict between.

2. Rumi and the Problem of Evil

Rumi, born in 1207 in the city of Belh, is fully named Mevlana Celaleddin
Rumi. It is known that his father was a great scholar and Rumi’s first teacher.
From an early age, Rumi attracted attention as a wise figure, and he grew up in
an intellectual environment.

As a young man, he was forced to migrate due to some political events in
his homeland. This seemingly obligatory journey would undoubtedly create spe-
cial memories in his emotional and intellectual world and eventually lead him
to settle in the city of Konya, where he would produce his works. The Seljuk
ruler’s tolerance for knowledge allowed Rumi and his family to stay there for
many years, and Rumi was later buried in Konya. The intellectual environment
of the period, which coincided with the golden age of Islamic philosophy, greatly
influenced his work. The Mawlawi Order, which has survived to this day, with
his works translated into many languages and widely read, reflects his place in
the tradition of thought.

As a scholar raised in such an environment, Rumi also dealt with the
scholarly issues of his time. One of the issues he tackled, as part of our topic,
is the problem of evil. Rumi addresses this issue from a mystic perspective and
grounds it in the relationship between God’s destiny (fate) and human free will.
According to him, the power of will enables one to rule over things. Therefore,
attributing something as good or bad is a meaning that humans assign to it.
For Rumi, the state of something being good or bad can be understood as a
matter of relativity. This connection between the state of good or bad and the
relativity of the individual explains the lack of relation between evil and God.

In his fundamental work Masnawi, Rumi provides important arguments
regarding this issue. His general view on the subject is as follows: “This sweet
water and salty water, it runs through the veins. Until the Day of Judgment,
they flow without mixing” (Rumi, I, 2007: b. 746). And “In this body, two persons
are at war: let’s see whose fate will prevail, who will be chosen?” (Rumi, 2014:
p.-48). With these words, Rumi acknowledges that good and evil exist in the
world. However, he draws an important distinction by recognizing the different
domains of good and evil. According to him, good is attributed to God, while evil
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arises from human choices. “Those who do good act of their own will, they pro-
tect themselves with their conscious actions and thus they are praised and hon-
ored. All these praises and appreciations in the world occur due to free will”
(Rumi, V, 2007: b. 3296). This willpower is also the factor that establishes the
relationship between God and humans.

According to Rumi, there is an unbreakable relationship between God
and humans. This relationship takes shape between God creating what is good,
and the existence of what is bad, in a relative sense. “You see, in this world,
there is no absolute evil. Evil is evil only in relation to something else. Then
know this: there is no poison or sugar in the world that does not have an oppo-
site! Yes... One can be a foot, the other can be a fetter. One can be poison, the
other can be sweet! The poison of the snake is life to the snake, but death to
humans!” (Rumi, IV, 2007: b.65-69).

Elsewhere, he states: “The prophets said: ‘To attribute ugliness and evil
to something is something that arises from your soul. This fault is not with us,
it is with you.” (Rumi, III, 2007: b. 2955). According to Rumi, God’s desires are
good, and humans should respond to this good will through their choices.

In Masnavi, Rumi addresses the problem of evil through allegory and sto-
ries, as he does with other topics. One such story about the problem of evil is
titled: “Does God cause us to sin or is it the responsibility of the person them-
selves?” Rumi asks, “Is disbelief and hypocrisy also part of God’s decree and
fate? But if we accept it, do we not commit evil? If we do not accept it, that too
is a sin... So, what should we do in between?” (Rumi, III, 2007: b. 1365-67).
From this dilemma, Rumi offers a middle path: “Disbelief arises from ignorance,
but the decree of disbelief is God’s knowledge” (Rumi, III, 2007: b. 1371). The
conclusion is that disbelief and fate can reach a solution along the same line.
This emphasizes that the divine decree and human will cannot be discussed in
the same context. Konuk, in his commentary on Masnavi, clarifies this topic
through the metaphor of the painter and the painting: “The ugliness of the writ-
ing or the painting does not necessarily mean that the writer or the painter is
ugly; rather, it shows that the calligrapher or the painter has the capacity and
power to make both beautiful and ugly designs” (Konuk, V, 2005: p. 367). In
other words, the presence of good or evil figures in the painting does not mean
that the painter is bad, but rather it shows that the painter is highly skilled.
“The more a painter can beautifully and masterfully depict both beauty and
ugliness, the more power and strength they possess in their art” (Konuk, V,
2005: p. 367).

According to Rumi, God is not the cause of the evil actions of humans,
but the Creator of good. For him, the existence of good and evil in the world is
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merely an indication of God’s transcendence. “The ugly painting does not imply
the ugliness of the painter. It only proves that the painter has the power to
create both the ugly and the beautiful. In fact, being able to create both ugly
and beautiful paintings shows that the painter is a powerful painter” (Rumi, III,
2007: b. 1372). In our opinion, Rumi, summarizes the issue with this example.
Although he speaks in a way that seems to be in simple language and is often
evaluated in this context, it can also be seen that the problem, from Rumi’s
perspective, has an epistemological and ontological background, in addition to
an ethical one.

In Rumi’s thought, there is the acceptance that God is inherently good.
This acceptance also defines the limits of both God and humans. Masnavi holds
a special place in this regard. As in the case of Ibn Arabi, Rumi’s evaluations of
good and evil occur in a relative manner beyond the limits of God. Ultimately,
God is the direct interlocutor of existence itself. At this point, a comparison
between Ibn Arabi and Rumi can be made.

3. Sufism Philosophy and the Problem of Evil

Sufism is one of the important cornerstones of Islamic Thought, alongside
Kalam, Figh, and Philosophy. The figures who speak in this field generally follow
the classical Sufi view, which is based on an ethical doctrine. However, with Ibn
Arabi and later with Sadreddin Konevi, as the topics began to be discussed in
the metaphysical realm, philosophy entered the field. The definition of Sufi phi-
losophy also takes shape with this tendency. Thus, the discussions about God,
man, and the universe began to transcend merely ethical teachings and the
state of being a person of experience, entering into ontological and epistemolog-
ical realms. The issue of the problem of evil, which we briefly mentioned in the
introduction and addressed in later sections through the perspectives of Ibn
Arabi and Rumi, can also be examined with such a perspective.

In the history of thought, some figures create a distinction between what
came before and after them through the ideas they present, becoming the criti-
cal threshold of new knowledge environments. In this study, where we examine
Ibn Arabi and Rumi together, we claim such an argument. Moreover, the reason
for examining these two figures together is the thought that they share common
concepts and views: “The Masnavi is a poetic version of the Futuhatal-Makkiyya
or Fusus al-Hikam, while the Futuhat al-Makkiyya is a prose version of the
Masnavi” (Demirli, 2007: p. 232). This view appears consistent with the infor-
mation we provided in the relevant sections. They seem to express similar
thoughts in different styles. At this point, we can look at the concepts of good-
evil and the problem of evil.
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From a general perspective on the problem of evil, the concepts of good-
evil, benefit-harm, light-darkness correspond to desired and undesired situa-
tions in the universe. In a broader sense, the question of whether evil is a part
of God, and whether it exists in the relationship between man and God, persists
whether one is religious or not. The relationship of God with good does not pose
a problem but evil becomes a subject of discussion and turns into a problem.
Some ancient questions are as follows: Did God create evil? If He did, is He evil
too? If He did not, is there another creator? These questions, which continue to
unfold, seem to pull this problem into an abyss. However, there is still much to
be said on the subject.

The fundamental premise of Sufi teachings is the claim that everything
is a reflection of God and that it can be understood through the inherent state
of being in existence. From this perspective, issuing a judgment of good or evil
about something is not very meaningful. This is because everything that is at-
tributed to be evil carries a relative view. Therefore, the inherently good God
cannot have a relationship with evil. However, the philosophy that discusses
matters in the metaphysical realm brings the issue into a discussion environ-
ment based on being and knowledge, aiming for reconciliation with Sufi teach-
ings. In this sense, the claims of Ibn Arabi and Rumi regarding the problem of
evil in their works, within the axis of being, knowledge, and ethics, are signifi-
cant.

It would be appropriate to start from the very beginning, from the story
of the creation of Adam. Indeed, in Ibn Arabi’s Fusus al-Hikam, the story begins
with the section on Adam, and in Rumi’s works, a conception of God-Man-Uni-
verse is also presented based on this same topic. The act of God creating the
universe and humanity represents both the moment and space where the first
word regarding being comes into existence. However, this story is not only the
beginning but also portrays a continuity of existence with a depiction of life and
death, where the foundations of good and evil will be laid. This subject is signif-
icant because the Qur’an serves as the primary source for the figures we have
discussed. Indeed, the relevant verses establish the foundation of the issue. Ac-
cording to the Qur’an, the creation of the first human, Adam, is explained with
the verse: “When your Lord said to the angels, 'T am going to place a vicegerent
on earth,’ they said, ‘Will You place therein one who will make mischief and
shed blood? While we glorify You with praise and thanksgiving and sanctify

)

You?’ He said, 1 know what you do not know.” [2:30]. This verse, from an Is-
lamic perspective, conveys both the creation of humanity as vicegerent and, on
the other hand, serves as an example of the first objection. This objection is,
from a more important perspective, the angels’ concern about the potential evil

humans might bring.
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The story of the creation of man in Surah Al-Baqgarah holds great im-
portance in Ibn Arabi’s thinking. The Adam section in the Fusus al-Hikam is
structured around the objection of the angels, as mentioned in verse 30 of Surah
Al-Bagarah, concerning the superiority of humanity in becoming a vicegerent.
(Ibn Arabi, 2013: pp. 26-27). According to Ibn Arabi, although the angels' ob-
jection seems to be about Adam’s existence, it is essentially an objection to the
divine command. In his view, this objection stems from the angels’ ignorance.
Ibn Arabi interprets the angels’ objection as follows: “This statement was noth-
ing but a dispute, and it originated from them. What they said about Adam was
the same as their condition in relation to the Truth.” Adam, on the other hand,
was created with the wisdom of vicegerency, and thus, he was to exist as the
reflection of God in the universe. In the subsequent sections, it is stated that
Adam knew the divine names that the angels did not know, and because the
angels did not know these names, they could not praise and sanctify their Lord
as Adam did. Looking at Ibn Arabi’s general system, this situation is placed in
the narrative as a story that is detached from good-evil definitions and God’s
knowledge. The emphasis here can be understood in proportion to the im-
portance given to the notion of humanity’s vicegerency.

When we look at the system of Wahdat al-Wujud (Unity of Being), Adam’s
place is understood as being the vicegerent and the manifestation of divine
names, which serves as the Logos to make the unknown of God known. This
perspective is important in terms of a perfect conception of God. However, alt-
hough the objection seems to be directed at another creation, it is essentially
against the command. Objecting to the command logically involves the one who
issued it. The questioning or objection to the command results in judgments of
good-evil, right-wrong in the mind of the one who objects. Thus, the beginning
of creation, considered as the foundation of the story, when evaluated from a
different perspective, brings the issue of questioning absolute being through
judgments like good and evil. On the other hand, Adam’s disobedience by eating
the forbidden apple also brings forth Adam’s disobedience to God’s command.
In this section, Ibn Arabi essentially leaves the discussion to Rumi.

Rumi examines the story of Adam’s creation through the lens of Adam
eating the apple. In the first volume of the Masnavi, the ‘Adam-Shaitan dialogue
and the creation of the world’ is addressed. Shaitan says, “My Lord, because
You have led me astray, I will surely make disobedience attractive to them on
earth, and I will mislead all of them, except for Your sincere servants” (Qur'an,
15:39). In this way, Satan denies the will of God. However, Adam responds by
saying, “Our Lord, we have wronged ourselves" (Qur’an, 7:23). Mevlana analyzes
this dialogue as follows: “O heart! Bring an example to distinguish between co-
ercion and free will, so that you may understand both: the hand trembling be-
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cause of an illness and the hand you move on your own... Know that both move-
ments are created by God; but there is no comparison between them” (Rumi, I,
2007: pp. 1496-1499).

The trembling hand metaphor is a well-known example. This example
makes a good-evil distinction while emphasizing human free will. In this exam-
ple, Satan rebels against the will of God, while Adam acknowledges his fault,
accepting responsibility. Konuk explains this point: “Do not be frightened by the
mystery of destiny that God has left unknown to you; know it through His grace,
for this fear leads you to obedience, supplication, and humility, and even
through this act, it places you on a domain of security” (Konuk, I, 2006: p. 389).
In our opinion, Rumi emphasizes that the secret of destiny must be in balance
with human free will. This also marks the concept of the first sin. Another in-
terpretation of this situation is as follows: “The fact that Adam and Eve ap-
proached the forbidden tree and committed the first wrong (wrongdoing) is a
significant point, and this wrong can only be understood when they are expelled
from paradise. The question arises: is evil inherent in human nature or some-
thing learned?” (Tatar, 2017: p. 294).

The story of Abel and Cain represents the first concrete example of the
conflict between good and evil, which is associated with killing and murder. “The
story of Cain and Abel marks the historical embodiment of the production of
goodness (light) and evil (darkness) by man, symbolizing the moment of the
emergence of a tradition in the world based on human existence” (Tatar, 2017:
p- 294). In a historical context, the story of Adam’s arrival on Earth, his sin, and
how the concepts of good and evil become symbolically embedded in his de-
scendants have caused centuries of debates on this issue. Mevlana’s engage-
ment with such a critical issue is evident.

Another perspective: “The fact that Adam and Eve approached the forbid-
den tree and committed the first wrong can be seen in relation to whether evil
comes from human nature or is something learned” (Tatar, 2017: p. 295). The
story of Abel and Cain is also significant for the way it represents the first ex-
ample of the conflict between good and evil. “The story of Cain and Abel marks
the historical embodiment of the production of goodness and evil by man, sym-
bolizing the birth of a tradition in the world, referring to human existence” (Ta-
tar, 2017: p. 295). These examples show how the concepts of good and evil, in
relation to human existence, are seen as the beginning of judgments about
things in Islam.

Another analysis of the problem of evil in the context of Fusus al-Hikam
is the understanding of the “Special Lord” and the metaphor of the Elephant in
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the Masnavi, which carry similar claims. Although expressed in different lan-
guages and styles, they can be seen as employing similar approaches and meth-
ods in matters related to knowledge acquisition and judgments about being. The
well-known story is of the blind men who encounter the elephant in a dark room
and describe it. Each man touches a different part of the elephant, such as its
trunk, foot, or ear. Each of them knows only the part they touched, but the
elephant is more than any of these individual parts. Thus, each person under-
stands the elephant only according to the part they touch. (Rumi, I, 2007: pp.
1260-12695). A similar interpretation can be found in Ibn Arabi’s response to the
question, “How can we know God?” just as a person knows the elephant only
by the part they touch, in the relationship between God and man, humans only
know God to the extent that God’s attributes are reflected in them. However, in
reality, God is more than the sum of all these individual reflections. (Ibn Arabi,
2013: p. 92). This leads us to a more specific area, which is the basis of the
discussions about evil. This requires talking about God’s attributes rather than
His essence, because His essence is absolute.

In light of the examples given from the perspectives of Ibn Arabi and
Rumi, a final evaluation of Sufism's relationship with the problem of evil reveals
the following: firstly, within the Sufi literature, these two figures offer critical
insights into the problem and, by internalizing the generally accepted views
within their own systems, they shaped them into a formal structure that served
as a foundation for later perspectives. Referring back to the conceptual analysis
mentioned in the introduction, the concepts of good and evil should here be
addressed in relation to God. Indeed, the problem gains meaning through its
interlocutor. In this context, while philosophers in the traditional setting con-
sidered existence as pure goodness and non-existence as pure evil, Islamic
thinkers, by associating the concept of good with attributes ascribed to God—
such as “akmal” (most perfect), “mukammal” (complete), and “beautiful>—intro-
duce a meaningful distinction. (Ozdemir, 2001, p. 17-18). Therefore, from this
viewpoint, the concept of “good” discussed within the world cannot be attributed
to God and only makes sense within a framework of transcendence (tenzih).

More specifically, the attitude of the Sufis also takes shape in a similar
manner to the philosophers, with the understanding that existence is “pure
good.” So much so that associating the metaphysical notion of good debated in
the world with God does not, through a mere conceptual shift, offer a solution
to the problem. According to Ibn Arabi and Rumi, in summary, existence—as
existence—is good as a manifestation (tajalli) of God. From this angle, it is logi-
cally impossible for existence, which manifests from a perfect God, not to bear
traces of that perfection. Evil, on the other hand, in being pure sharr (evil), is
by its very nature disconnected from God. If the issue is to be concluded in the
language of philosophers: the attribution of evil to something is purely a matter
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of absence, and to discuss something that is pure absence is, within the realm
of existence, tantamount to a conversation about what does not exist.

Conclusion

The act of making judgments about existence leads to the attribution of
relative qualities such as good and evil to that thing. This situation, in one
sense, is an individual approach, while in another, it provides a foundation for
universal moral laws. Religion, society, and law elements bring life to such sit-
uations with rewards and punishments. In a more specific field, philosophy al-
lows a deeper analysis of the topic by examining it from epistemological, onto-
logical, and ethical perspectives. From the standpoint of philosophy of religion,
an understanding of God as perfect becomes a problem when it is associated
with the concept of evil. The essence of our study revolves around the point
where such an attribution of evil becomes a problem, and this is approached
through two significant figures in history who have left their mark with ideas
that surpass classical discourses. Ibn Arabi and Rumi, both children of their
time, seem to have offered some solutions to the problem of evil that is still
debated today. Indeed, although each thinker follows a different path or method,
it is observed that they express ideas on a particular subject with a shared con-
cern. The sources they are nourished by and the environments in which they
exist make such a unity possible. It is particularly significant that Ibn Arabi,
who is regarded as the starting point of Sufi philosophy, responds to such a
discussion in a language close to that of Rumi—that is, in the language of Su-
fism. For a Sufi, after all, experience is the most fundamental means of acquir-
ing knowledge. Accordingly, the perspective on evil is, in this context, essentially
understood as relative—stemming from deficiencies in the experiential dimen-
sion of the human being. On the other hand, bringing the way this contempo-
rary and metaphysical issue is addressed within the Sufi discipline of tradition
into today’s discussions is important, as it can serve as a foundation for future
analyses.
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Abstract

The clash of the views of two philosophers who li-
ved in the 19th century is also important in the
context of developing critical thinking. Therefore,
this study aims to reveal Kierkegaard’s existential
and subjective truth in contrast to Hegel’s univer-
sal and objective philosophy. Deep differences
have emerged between Hegel and Kierkegaard be-
cause of their different perspectives on the prob-
lem of truth. It is important to try to determine the
problems around which this opposition develops.
In this respect, it is necessary to try to explain the
opposition of existential philosophy with system
philosophy through the disagreement between the
two philosophers, and this is another aim of the

study.

Keywords: Hegel, Kierkegaard, Truth.

Oz

19. yuzyilda yasamis olan iki filozofun
goruslerini carpistirmak ayni zamanda elestirel
distinmenin gelistirilmesi baglaminda da énem
arz etmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu c¢alisma,
Kierkegaardin Hegelin evrensel ve nesnel
felsefesinin aksine varolussal ve 6znel gercegi
ortaya koyusunu incelemeyi amaclamaktadir.
Hakikat sorununa farkl bakis acilar: nedeniyle
Hegel ve Kierkegaard arasinda derin farkhiliklar
olusmustur. Bu karsithgin hangi problemler
etrafinda gelistigini tespit etmeye calismak
onem arz etmektedir. Bu yontyle varoluscu
felsefenin sistem felsefesiyle karsithigini da iki
filozof arasindaki uzlasmazlik Uzerinden
aciklamaya calismak gerekir ve bu da
calismanin bir diger amacidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hegel, Kierkegaard,
Hakikat.
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Giris'

Temel amacimiz, hakikat tizerine bir tartisma yltrtitmek ve bunu Hegel-
Kierkegaard karsitliginda ortaya koyabilmektir. Bu cercevede sorusturulan ve
cevab1 aranan sorular su sekilde verilebilir: Hakikat nesnel midir yoksa 6znel
midir? Hakikat rasyonel bir yontemle analiz edilebilir mi? Hakikat hangi
baglamlarla ortaya konulabilir veya ele alinabilir?

Hegel ve Kierkegaard, son zamanlarda, siklikla karsilastirilan iki isimdir.
Bu, aslinda, zitlasan goéruslerin kendilerine tarihsel anlamda glclii gerekceler
ortaya koymak icin basvurulan bir yoldur. Hegeli savunanlar, son derece
buyuleyici dizgeye sahip bir filozoftan ve kokleri tarihsel olarak ortaya
serildigine inandiklar1 glcli bir felsefi sistemden yana tavir almis olmaktadir.
Cunkd Hegel, bu sistem sayesinde hemen hemen her sorunun Ustesinden
gelebilecek bir filozoftur. O, hakikatin ne oldugu tlizerine derin arastirmalar
yapilmas1 gerektigini gostermeye calismistir. Kierkegaardin Hegel karsiti bir
savunma gelistirmesinin asil nedenlerinden birisi de bu hakikat anlayisini
yeniden degerlendirmek ve buna bir cevap verebilmektir. Hegel karsitlari
Kierkegaardin kars: — tezlerini 6nemli bularak kullanmislardir.

Stace acisindan Hegel sistemini isleten celiski ilkesi basit bir
mekanizmayla hareket eder. Burada her sey, kendi karsitin1 icinde
barindirmakta ve zorunlu olarak karsitina dénmektedir. Bu ise tarih disina
cikarak, belirli kosullara dayanarak mantik acisindan gerceklesir. Sonra, bir
sey, karsiti olarak kalamayacagi icin yine kendine dénmekte ve ancak bu, daha
Ust diizeyde bir sentezle sonuc¢lanmaktadir (Stace, 1976, s. 220). Ancak Hegel
celigki Gizerine yogun calismis ender filozoflarin basinda gelir ve onun bu cabasi
celigskideki zorlugun anlasilmasinin blUytk bir caba gerektirmesinden
kaynaklanir. Hegel'de celigki sadece bir karsitlik olarak gértilmez, yanisira
varolanin kendiligini kendisinin disina atmasiyla iligkilidir (Hegel, 2014, s. 328).
Hegel’in sisteminde derinlesen spekuletif problemlere karsin Kierkegaard’da 6ne
cikarilan ise varolusun bizatihi kendisi olmustur. Bu baglamda varolus, bastan
sona paradoksla, cekismeyle, mticadeleyle gecer ve ancak bu sekilde hakikat
ortaya cikabilir. Zira Kierkegaardn bakis acisinda felsefe ve yasam birlikte
hareket etmelidir. Bu konuda o, sadece felsefe yapmak adina felsefe yapmanin
gereksiz oldugunu belirterek (Kierkegaard, 2005, s. 284) gortisiinu belli eder.
Bu acidan Kierkegaard, felsefe yapmanin ve filozof olmanin ne oldugunun
yeniden sorgulanmasi gerektigini bildirmektedir (Tasdelen, 2016, s. 80). Bunun
icin, Oncelikle, felsefenin somut insan varolusuna dogrudan egilmesi gerekir.

1 Bu calisma, Prof. Dr. Ali Utku danismanhginda 2020 tarihinde tamamladigimiz “Kier-
kegaard Felsefesinde Insan Varolusunun Paradoksal Yapis1” baslikli doktora tezi esas
alinarak hazirlanmistir.
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Gergci insan, her zaman igin kendini bildigini sanarak hareket eder, ama insan
henliz olacag: sey degildir (Mounier, 1986, s. 80). Burada vurgulanan varolusun
gercekligidir. Dolayisiyla felsefeyle ugrasan bireyin gerceklikten ve igctenlikten
uzaklasmamasi (Foulquie, 1995, s. 101) ve dogrudan insanin 6znel varolusuna
yonelmesi temel gorevidir. Oyleyse Kierkegaard’in ifade ettigi sekliyle birey olma,
insani durumun sorumlulugunu tstiine almay: gerektirir.

Kierkegaard sorunlar: tartisirken daginik bir yol izlemistir. Onun belli bir
cerceve icinde hareket etmemesi, ileri sirdtigli argimanlar: gélgede birakmaistir.
Ancak onun bunu isteyerek yaptigini distinmek zor degildir. Zira eger
goruslerini metafizik icinde disipline etmeye kalksaydi Hegel’in felsefi sistemini
kiyasiya elestirmesine gerek kalmazdi. Cliinkti “Hegel felsefesi, cisimlestigi ve
ifadesini buldugu zaman icinde, kavranabilir ebediyetten asag: indirdigi ideay1
maddilestirir; bu pantrajizm tarihin ipucunu yakalamaya calisan bir panlojizme
gotiren yolu acar” (Brun, 2007, s 132). Bu da Kierkegaardin en sik elestirdigi
bakis acisidir. Sirf bu nedenden o6ttrt Kierkegaard felsefe karsiti olarak
gdérmek isabetli bir yorum olamayacaktir. Zira onun metinlerinde varolus
paradoksuna dikkat cekilmis olmasi ve insana yaklasim bicimi farklilik arz
etmektedir. Bu yonuyle Kierkegaardin herhangi bir sorunu ele alma bi¢imi
geleneksel diistince sisteminin kabul edecegi bir tarzda olmamistir. Ancak
Colette, Kierkegaard’in bir anti—filozof olarak gértilmesine karsi ¢cikar ve onun
tipk1 Hegel gibi Helenizmden Musevilige; Musevilikten Hiristiyanliga kadar
tarihsel bir tartismaya dahil oldugunu ifade eder (Colette, 2006, s. 23).

Kierkegaard, Kopenhag Universitesi'nde 6grenciyken karsilastigi Hegelci
‘spekalutif gozleyiciler'in inanca duistik bir deger bictiklerine sahit olmus ve
onlarin varolusu anlamak icin ‘nasil’ sorusuna deger vermediklerini iddia
etmistir (Carlisle, 2010, s. 143). Ancak Hegel karsitligina ragmen Kierkegaard’in
felsefi problemlerinin kaynag: yine de Hegel’in felsefi sistemidir (Gills, 2010, s.
177). Cunku Kierkegaard’in en ciddi felsefi tartismalarinin ana ekseni, ona karsi
gelistirdigi polemiklerle olusturulmustur. Berlin seyahatinde derslerine katilim
gosterdigi Schelling’in ‘gercekligi’ 6znel bir sekilde yorumlamasi ve Hegel’e
yonelik elestirileri Kierkegaard’ etkilemistir (Yaman, 2016, s. 22). Dolayisiyla
Kierkegaardin Hegel’in felsefi sisteminin disina ¢ikma gayretini géstermesi ve
varoluscu birtakim argiimanlar gelistirmesi, bu asamadan sonra daha etkili
olmustur.

1. Hegel ve Hakikat

Hegel acisindan “Tanri mutlak hakikattir, her seyin hakikatidir” (Hegel,
2016, s. 138). Bununla sunu anlamamiz gerekir ki Hegel’in sisteminde Tanri
kavrami hakikat ile dogrudan iliskilidir. Nitekim Hegel Tinin Gériingtibilimi'nde
gercekligi (hakikati) bu dogrultuda soéyle tarif eder:
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Gercek buttindlr. Blittin ise ancak kendi gelisimi yoluyla kendini timleyen
O0zdur. Saltik tizerine sdylenmesi gereken onun 6zsel olarak sonuc¢ oldugu,
gercekte ne ise ancak erekte o oldugudur; ve dogasi, e.d. edimsel, 6zne, ve
kendisinin kendiliginden olus sUireci olmak, iste bunda yatar. Saltigin 6zde
bir sonug¢ olarak kavranmasi gerektigi ne denli c¢eliskili gériinse de, biraz
distntp tasinmak bu celiski goérinistint dogru bir yere oturtmaya
yetecektir. Baslangic, ilke ya da Saltik, ilk olarak ve dolaysizca
bildirildiginde, yalnizca bir evrenseldir (Hegel, 1986, s. 31).

Hegel'in amaci gercekligin ikili kavrayisindan dogan sorunlari aciga
cikarmak ve bu baglamda hakikati butiincii bir sekilde belirlemektir. Bu
nedenle o, kendinden o6nceki gortsleri inceleyerek “gerceklik (hakikat)
dustincenin nesne ile bagdasmasidir ve bu bagdasmayi ortaya cikarabilmek icin
— cunkd bu kendinde ve kendi icin bulunan bir sey degildir, diistincenin kendini
nesneye uyarlamasi ve uydurmasi gerekir” (Hegel, 2014, s. 30) seklinde analiz
ederek elestirir. Hegel, hakikati bir butinlik icinde ancak anlasilabilir
oldugunu savunur. Solomon’a gore Hegel'de “felsefenin amaci1 hakikati
bulmaktir. Bu hedef, Fenomenolojinin Onséziinde ve Girisinde, Mantik
Biliminin Giriginde ve kapsamli Ansiklopedide ayni basit ifadeyle yinelenmistir”
(Solomon, 2020, s. 77). Nitekim Hegel felsefesinin temel amaclarindan birisi de
duializmi varlik ve diisinceyi birbirinden ayirmasi nedeniyle ortadan kaldirma
cabasidir. Ancak Hegel, mutlak idealizm olarak adlandirilan felsefi projesinde
dualizmin sorunlarina da egilir. Bu sekliyle Hegel’in sistemi, distintlenin
aksine, seylerin Ustinde tutulan idealizmden farklidir. Onun bu y6éninu
gorebilmenin bir yolu da gelistirdigi doga felsefesine bakmakla mimktin olabilir.
O halde Hegel’in felsefi sistemi, idealist ve naturalist egilimleri kendi anlayis:
icinde birlestirebilen dogayr anlamak adina sistematik bir arastirmadir
(Yirmibes, 2023, s. 222). Oyleyse Hegel'in felsefi sisteminin temelinde varlik ve
diistincenin birlestirilmesi veya bir arada distUntlmesi yatmaktadir. Ancak
Hegel acsisindan hakikat idee’nin bizatihi kendisidir ve insan felsefe, sanat ve
din baglaminda bunu anlayabilir. Felsefe ideenin temsilsiz kavranmasini
gerceklestirirken, sanat ve din bunu temsillerle yapar. Bundan 6tturti hakikat
felsefenin baslica calisma konusudur. Bu da tUimuyle idee’den gelen bir
hakikattir. Bu hakikati bilmeye ve onu anlamaya calismak gerekir. Ctinkti Hegel
acisindan bu en ciddi bir ihtiyactir ve onun acgisindan “bilim olarak gerceklik”
yani gercekligin bilimsel incelenmesinde 6zbilin¢ gercekligin kendisi olur, cinkd
gerceklik kavramdir ve bu kavramin nesnel idraki bize disuncenin kendi
icindeki idrakiyle sunulur. Yani hakikat ve diistince bir ve aynidir (Hegel, 2014,
s. 34). Bu dogrultuda Hegel, felsefenin temel amacinin bilimsel ve spekulatif bir
sistem baglaminda hakikati ortaya koymak oldugunu iddia eder. Hakikat, Hegel
sisteminde olusan ve gerceklesen bir slire¢ olarak bilinmelidir (Ttrkyilmaz,
2019, s. 199). Bundan 6ttrtadur ki Hegel agisindan hakikat tartismasi cok genis
bir cercevede yapildigi takdirde anlasilabilir. Hegel’de hakikat kendi kendini
kuran belirli bir yasam alani sunan bir 6zne olarak distntilmelidir (TGrkyillmaz,
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2019, s. 199). Ancak Hegel’i bir blittin olarak degerlendirdigimizde onun ic¢in
kendi basina varolan bir éznellik miimkiin degildir. Oyle ki 6znellik hakikate
ulasmada yeterli degildir ve ttimel olana bagli olmak zorundadir. O, bunu “salt
sonlu, tek tek ereklere sahip olan ayrilik¢i 6znellik elbette genele boyun
egmelidir. Bu 6znelligin eylemi ide’nin eylemi oldugu 6l¢tide, o da tézselligin
tasiyicisidir” (Hegel, 2011, s. 105) diyerek aciklar. Bunu da o6zgurltige nasil
ulasilabilecegi tizerinden hareket ederek soyle izah eder:

Erek, temel ilkeler, vb. diisiincelerimizde, her seyden 6nce niyetlerimizde ya

da kitaplardadir, ama hentiz gerceklikte degildir. Onun ash bir olanak

[Méglichkeit), bir yetidir [Vermoégen), ama bu, kendi icinden cikip varhiga

gecmemistir. Gerceklik kazanabilmesi icin ikinci bir 6ge eklenmelidir: bu da

etkinliktir, gerceklesmedir; ilkesi de istenctir, genel olarak insanlarin

dinyadaki etkinligidir. Ancak bu etkinlik sayesinde, o kavramlar, o soyut
belirlenimler gerceklik kazanir (Hegel, 2011, s. 85).

Hegel bu alintida erek, temel ilkeler vb.nin 6zglrliglin gerceklesmesi icin
yeterli olmadigini sadece soyut oldugunu ifade etmekte ve bu nedenle
gerceklesebilmesi icin etkinlik’e ihtiya¢c duyuldugunu belirtir. Bu sayede etkinlik
dolaymmiyla 6zgurltik bir gerceklik kazanir. Ancak bu etkinlik bir varolus olarak
gorulebilir mi? Varolus felsefesi acisindan bu etkinlik ne anlama gelir? Hegel’in
dustncenin gerceklesmesi icin bir etkinlige ihtiya¢c duydugunu belirtse de bu
etkinligin hangi kosullara bagh oldugu énem arz eder. Iste tam burada
Kierkegaardin hakikatin soyut bir diizlem icinde degil bizatihi yasamin icinde
aranmasi vurgusuna dikkat cekmek gerekir. Ne anlama gelir bu cikis veya
itiraz? Eylemlerimiz ve buna imkan veren hakikatin herkes icin ayr1 anlam ifade
etmesi ve bu dogrultuda hakikatin 6znel olusu kacinilmazdir. Bu konuda Wahl,
kisisel duygunun yogunlugu, o6znellige verilen 6nem ve olasiligin hakikati
bakimindan Kierkegaard’ Hegel’den kesin bir bicimde ayirir (Wahl, 1999, s. 14).

2. Kierkegaard ve Hakikat

Kierkegaard buittin yazilarinda bireyin varolusunda karsilastigir sorunlari
dogrudan ele alir. Bu yltzdendir ki o, 6znelligi vuargulamak icin eserlerini farkl
isimlerle yazar ve bu konuda sOyle bir tespit yapar: “Takma isimli yazarlarin,
ben de dahil, hepsi 6zneldir; su nesnel cagimizda nesnel olamayan tek kisi
olarak ayirt edilmekten daha iyi bir sey istemiyorum” (Kierkegaard, 2010b, s.
202). Kierkegaard icin gercek felsefe, varolusa ve bireyin yasamina dayali 6znel
bir felsefedir ve hakikat ancak bu bakis acisiyla tartisilabilir. Buna karsin
0znelligi ve varolusu ortadan kaldiran her tirld rasyonel ve bilimsel bakis acisi
ise nesnelliktir. Burada kisi bir ‘ben’e sahip oldugunu dtstinebilir, ancak béyle
birinin kendi ‘ben’i olarak distindigd sey bir yanilgidan ibarettir ve sadece
baskalar: icin taktigi bir maskedir. Bu nedenle Kierkegaard acisindan hakikat
tekil bir varolustur ve bu da icsellige dayanir. i¢selligin degismeyen tarafi, onun
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varolusa katilmasini saglayan 6znel 6zgurltiige sahip olusudur. Bu ytzden tekil
varolusun Ustlendigi goérevi Kierkegaard séyle tartisir:

Tekil birey kategorisi daima ice donutklestirmeyle iliskilidir. Dlinyevi 6dl,

glic, onur vs.nin bu kategorinin diizenli kullanimiyla iliskisi yoktur. Ctinkt

bu diinyada 6dullendirilenler yalnizca dissaldaki degisimler ya da degisim

cabalandir-bu dtnyay: icsellik ilgilendirmez, onun icin ©6nemli olan
dissalliktir (2005, s. 423).

Dunyevi o6dullere nesnel bir calismayla ulasilmis olmasi ve ic¢selligin
odullendirilmemesi hakikatin gosterisle bir iligkisinin olmamasi gerektigiyle
iliskilidir. Gosteris ve i¢sellik yanyana gelemez. i¢sellikteki hakikat gdsterilemez,
cinkll gérintr degildir. Dolayisiyla kisinin 6znel varolusunun baska biri
tarafindan tam olarak bilinmesine imkan yoktur. Kierkegaard’a gore “insan
yasami hangi prensibe dayanarak diisiintrse diistinstiin, sonunda fani yasamin
hicbir zaman tam olarak anlasilamayacag dustncesine ulasacaktir”
(Kierkegaard, 2005, s. 200). Bu da onun hakikat anlayisini buyltk o6lctide
sekillendiren bir bakis acisidir.

Kierkegaard’a gore varolusun muazzam yapisi ve eklemleri tipk: zincirin
halkalar gibi buittinle iliskilendirilen temel bir zemberek olarak ‘kisilik’tir (2005,
s. 352). Dolaysiyla her dustncenin ve her duygunun her bir insandaki
yansimasi farklidir. Kierkegaard bunu “baskasi—icin olan var degildir ve ancak
Otekiyle gortinur hale gelir” (2010a, s. 135) seklinde anlatir. Buna karsin
insanlarin en buyuk suc¢ olarak gérdugt ve en zalim bir sekilde cezalandirdig:
sey baskalari gibi olmamaktir (Kierkegaard, 2005, s. 377) yani 6znel varolustur.
Bu yuzden ‘duistince farkliligy’, ‘duygu farkliligi’ gibi 6znellik icin 6nem arz eden
varoluscu cikisi biraz daha ileriye tasiyan Kierkegaard, kendi benligindeki
farkliligi heterojenlikle aciklamaya calismistir. O halde 6znel varolus homojen
tim yapilar tarafindan ortak bir zeminde bulusturma ve sikistirmaya tabi
tutulur. Bu da insanin 6znel varolusuna dogrudan bir saldiridir. Dolayisiyla o,
icindeki heterojenligi farkli mahlaslar kullanarak kendince anlatmaya caba
gostermistir. Zaten Kierkegaard da kendi icedonukligtint saklamay1 mizacinin
bir geregi oldugunu séyler ve bunun da i¢sellik oldugunu bildirir (2005, s. 600).

Kierkegaardn farkli ve 0Oznel varolussal suUreclerin nasil oldugunu
anlamak icin varhigini tekil parcalara ayirip bu gizi kesfetme amacinda
oldugunu belirtebiliriz. Ancak 6znellik cokluklara bélinse bile yine de tekil
varolusunu korumaya devam eder. Kierkegaardn onculik ettigi varoluscu
felsefe, dissalligin tekil varolusu perdelemesine sonuna dek itiraz eder ve 6znel
varolusu savunur (2002, s. 123). Insanin tekil birey olarak varolusunu
gerceklestirme istegi ile halk arasinda her zaman bir sorun oldugunu dtstinen
Kierkegaardin bu cercevede ‘tekil birey’ kavramini 6ne c¢ikarmak oldugunu
belirtmek gerekir (2005, s. 423). Bu yltzden tekil varolus gercek bir somutluga
sahiptir. Halk nesnelligi, nesnel varolusu temsil eder ve 6znel tim yasami
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sarsmaya yoOnelik bir tavirla tekil bireyi soyut bir cerceve icine girmesi icin
zorlar. Bu bakimdan Kierkegaard ‘tekil birey’in halk ile iliskisini ele alan ve bu
iliskideki yikimi veya silinmisligi 6nemli bir sorun olarak belirlemistir. Onun
acisindan halk bir hayalet veya bir hiclik olarak her seyi ayni seviyeye
indirgeyen korkunc derecede bir soyutlamadir (Kierkegaard, 2017, s. 49). Halk
tekil bir varolus degildir ve durmaksizin cogalan bir soyutlamadir. Bu durumda
onun goérduigu kalabalik icindeki tekil bireylerdir. Bunu Sokrates baglaminda
soyle anlatir: “Sokrat’in buyukltigt halk meclisinin éntinde sucluluk ithamiyla
dikildigi anda bile gézlerinin kalabalig degil bireyleri gérmesidir” (Kierkegaard,
2005, s. 605).

Kierkegaardin yigina karsi 6znel varolusu savunmas: anlasilabilir bir
durumdur. Ancak bireyin yigina katilmasini veya yigin icinde kendini ifade
etmesini engellemek de mumkiin degildir. Iste 6znelligin paradoksu burada
baslar. Bireyler hem 6znel varoluslarini stirdiirmek hem de bunu unutup halk
arasina veya daha lokal bir topluluga karisarak yasamlarini stirdiirmek isterler.
Ancak 6znel birey ve dolayisiyla hakikat acisindan tehlike arz eden bir durumu
ifade eder. Bu tehlike 6znel bireyi ortadan kaldirmaya yoéneliktir, ancak gercek
bir 6znel birey bunu olumluya cevirmesini bilir, ¢cinkl bireyin tim cabasi
aslinda kendisi i¢indir ve bu caba sonradan toplumu ayakta tutan bir ¢cabaya
dénusur. Bu durum soéyle anlatilir:

...birey diyalektik olarak bir toplumun olusmasinin 6n sarti: olarak hayati
onem tasir ve toplum icinde nitel olarak birey esastir ve herhangi bir anda
‘toplum’un Uzerine ylUkselebilir. Yani ‘Otekiler’ fikri terk ettiginde, (fikri terk

etmemis birey) toplumun tizerine ytkselebilir. Toplumu bir arada tutan her
birinin birer birey olmasi ve sonra fikri benimsemesidir (2005, s. 557).

Ozguirliik ve hakikat baglaminda ctirtime icindeki bir toplumda 6éznel ve dzgiir
bireylerin ¢ikmasi ‘ben’ligin yeniden dirilisidir. Fakat toplum bunu oldugu gibi
kabullenmez ve cogu zaman kendi glictini bireylere karsi kullanmak ister.
Kierkegaard bu konuda soyle der: “Kalabaliklar daima buiytk bir anlayisa sahip
adami, yargidan yoksun olarak goérecek. Ona karsi kesinlikle itiraz edecekler.
Onlarin anlayislarini Gistiin kilacak bu durum, onun kendisi hakkinda daha
ayrintili distinmesini saglayacak faktorlerden birisi olacaktir” (2005, s. 269).

Kierkegaard, hakikatin ne olduguna bakilmadan sadece ¢cogunluga gore
hakikatin Gistiin olup olmadigina karar verilen bir diisiincenin gercek disiligini
haykirmistir. O, halk y6netiminde cogunlugun hakikatinin gecerli oldugunu
buna karsin Hiristiyanlikta ise azinhigin hakikatinin 6nem kazandigini
belirterek bu durumu korkunc bir ruh olarak degerlendirir (2005, s. 370). Iste
bu ‘korkunc ruh’olan halk yénetimi yash bir insanin (Sokrates) idam edilmesine
karar vermistir. Dolayisiyla bu olayin Kierkegaardin halk karsitligindaki
tutumuna etki ettigini hesaba katmak gerekir. Kierkegaard, hakikatin tekil
varolusta veya cogunluga kars: azinlikta oldugunu soyle tartisir:
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Hakikat daima azinliktadir ve azinlik daima cogunluktan gticlidir. Cinkt
kural olarak azinlik gercekten bir fikre sahip olanlardan olusmustur. Buna
karsin cogunlugun gicl aldaticidir, kalabaligin hicbir gértisii olmamasi
anlayisina dayanir. Bu nedenle cogunluk bir sonraki anda (azinligin daha
guicli oldugu asikar hale geldiginde) azinligin gériistinii benimser, bdylece
bu goérts simdi cogunluk gortistine dontismustliir. Yani bitiin maiyyeti ve
sayica coklugu yanina alarak sa¢gmaliga dontisir; bu arada hakikat yine
yeni azinhiktadir” (2005, s. 611-612).

Boylelikle cogunlugun bir fikre sahip olmasindaki sorun acgikca ortaya
cikar o da hakikatin ¢cogunlugun dogasinda olmadig: seklindedir.

Kierkegaard Simdiki Cagda gerceklik olanin ne oldugunu o6znellik
Uzerinden anlatmaya calisir ve halkin bir durum bile olmadigini iddia eder”
(2017, s. 50). Oznellik halkta etkin olmadig icin halkin gerceklikle ilgisi olamaz.
Dolayisiyla hakikat, eger 6znel birey tarafindan ortaya konulursa hakikat olur.
Bundan 6ttrti sayinin cok olusu hakikati artirmaz, tersine burada hakikat
herkes tarafindan yok edilen bir sey olur. O halde hakikat kalabaliklarda orta
yerdedir ve ona sahip ¢ikacak 6znel bir kahramani beklemektedir.

Tim bunlara ragmen Kierkegaard toplum veya halk ile birey arasindaki
iliskiyi timden olumsuz olarak degerlendirmemistir. Bunu “toplumdaki her
birey toplumun teminatidir; kamuoyu ise bir mozaiktir. Toplumda tekil birey
nitel olarak makrokozmosu tekrarlayan mikrokozmostur” (2005, s. 557)
ifadesiyle ortaya koyar. Ayrica her kusakta kayitsiz sartsiz tekil birey olmayi
basarmis birisini bulmak gli¢ oldugundan tekil bireyligi kosulsuz kabul eden
olusumlara destek verecegini belirtir (2005, s. 611). Boylelikle Kierkegaard, tekil
bireyi oldugu gibi kabul eden her tirli toplumsal 6rgitlenmelere kars: daha
iimli oldugunu beyan etmektedir. Oyle ki Kierkegaardin yeri geldiginde bazi
durumlarda nesnelligi kabul ettigi de 6ne strtlmustir (Giles, 2010, s. 139). Bu
konuda Magill de Kierkegaard’in asla bir diistince diismani olmadigini ifade
ederek onun sadece Hegel tarafindan soyut hale getirilen distincenin (6ztn)
varliktan (varolustan) once geldigine y6nelik distinceye itiraz ettigini aciklar
(Magill, 1992, s. 35). Oyleyse Kierkegaardin éncelikle savusturmaya calistig
Hegel degil Hegelciliktir. Oysa genc¢ Kierkegaard’in ‘kisilik’ Gizerindeki fikirleri
Hegel’e yakindir. Hatta 6grencilik yillarinda kendini Hegel’e adadig: (Blackham,
2015, s. 10) gorultr. Bu konuda bazi yorumlara bakildiginda Kierkegaard’in
Either/Or eseri ile Phenomenology of Spirit olmak Uzere, Hegelin eserleri
arasindaki benzerliklere dikkat cekilmistir. Either/Orda Kierkegaard, karsit
kavramlar: birlikte ele almaya ve her birini i¢sel bir tutarlilik acisindan analiz
etmeye calismistir. Bu kavramlar birbirleriyle iliskilidir ve celigkiler ortaya ¢ikar
cikmaz bir digerine gecer ve bu yénuyle o, Hegel’in metodolojisini takip etmistir
(Stewart, 1998, s, 149). Ancak Kierkegaard sonraki yillarda bunu birakip bazi
konularda Hegel’in felsefi sistemini elestirmeye baslamistir. Spekulatif
felsefenin nesnel bir sistem kurma tutumu ve yasam icin yikici bir distinceyi
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barindirmasi (Blackham, 2015, s. 11) onun Hegel’den uzaklasmasina neden
olmus olmaldir. “Kierkegaard, Hegel’in felsefeyi bilimsel gérmesine, Geist
kavramina, tarihteki ilerleme ve o6zgurlik fikrine karsidir. Ona gore Hegelci
sistemin akilci ve nesnellik iceren gerceklik kavrayisi yasantiya ait bir sey ifade
etmez” (Bircan, 2016, s. 65). Bunun temel nedennlerinden birisi olarak Hegelci
sistemdeki 6tekiligin bagimsizliginin ¢éztilmesine odaklanir. Bununla birlikte
Kierkegaard, ayn1 zamanda, felsefenin konusunu da degistirmeye girisir. Cinku
Kierkegaard sorgulayanin varolusunu sorunsallastirmadan felsefenin temel
hakikatle ilgilenemeyecegini distinmustir. Var olan birey hakikati arayan
kisidir ve onu hakikatin anlamindan dislamak bir hata olur. Bu yoénuyle
Kierkegaard, Hegel'in felsefesine yoOnelik 6nemli elestiriler yaparken, ayni
zamanda Hegel’den, kendisinin siklikla kabul ettiginden bile daha fazla ilham
almistir (Durmus, 2019, s. 2).

Sonuc ve Degerlendirme

Bu calisma, Kierkegaardin varolussal ve 6znel hakikatinin Hegel’in
evrensel ve nesnel hakikat felsefesine karsi koymasini incelemistir. Her iki
filozof arasinda, hakikate iliskin farkli bakis agilar1 nedeniyle derin ayriliklar ve
karsithiklar ortaya cikar. Kierkegaard, genel anlamda, Hegelin spekulatif
metafizigine karsi1 polemikleri 6n plana c¢ikarmistir. Bireyin varolussal
hakikatinin ne olmasi1 gerektigi sorunu Kierkegaardin Hegel felsefesine
yonelttigi en Onemli sorgulamalarin basinda gelmektedir. Kierkegaardin
iddiasina goére Hegel'in felsefi sisteminde insanin birey olusunun tdm
vechelerinin bir kenara itilmistir ve buna bagli olarak yasamin icindeki
unsurlara yer verilmemistir (Kierkegaard, 2010b, s. 201). Hegel'in hakikati
tarihsel bir diyalektik yoluyla evrensel bir kurguyla aciklamasi zamaninda
buytdk bir etki birakmistir. Ancak buna karsin Kierkegaardin evrensel tarihi
buytdk bir dizenbazlik olarak gérdtigi ifade edilir (Gusdorf, 2016, s. 245).
Kierkegaard ‘dunya tarihi’ anlayisina kars: ‘varolusu’ koyar (Mouiner, 1986, s.
129) ve dunya tarihini savunan Hegeli isaret ederek onun tarihi
sonuclandirdigina dair fikrini séyle elestirir: “Filozofa goére dunya tarihi
sonuclanmistir ve o da bu tarihe arabuluculuk etmektedir” (Kierkegaard, 2013,
s. 18).

Hegel’in Tinin Fenomenolojisinde bireyselligi, asilmas1 gereken bir tur
sorun olarak gordugl ve buradan hareketle hakikatin neye karsilik gelmesi
gerektigini ortaya koymas1 s6z konusudur. Hegel’de hakikat ancak ‘tUimel’ bir
cerceve icinde anlasilabilir. Clinkti Hegelci sistem kendi icinde mikemmel bir
sistemdir ve bu dizgede hakikat idee olarak kavranabilir. Ote yandan
Kierkegaard icin hakikat Hegel’in idee’sinde degil, yasamin kendisinde
aranmalidir. Bu nedenle, ona gore hakikat herkes icin farkli bir anlam
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tasiyacaktir ve bu dogrultuda hakikat kacinilmaz olarak 6zneldir. Bu nedenle
Kierkegaard, cok basit bir sekilde bireyin yasamina odaklanmis ve zihinsel
sistemlerin surekli olarak sapmalar yaparak gercek varolustan saptigini iddia
etmistir. Bu durumda, sisteme dayali felsefe bireyin distincesiyle ugrasirken
varolusunu unutmustur. Bir yandan somut ve tekil varolusun hakikati diger
yandan soyut ve ttimel olanin gercek disilig:...

Stewart tarafindan yapilmis bir yoruma goére Hegel ile Kierkegaard
arasindaki sistematik felsefeye iliskin gérusler degerlendirildigi takdirde ikisinin
arasindaki temel sorunun ne oldugu anlasilabilir. Bu dogrultuda Hegel icin
sistematik veya baska bir deyisle spekulatif felsefe tiim bilissel kategorileri ve
hakikat kavramlarini birbirleriyle organik iliskileri icinde kavrayan bir
distinmedir. Hegel acisindan kavramlar, 6nermeler ve bireysel analizler bir
mozaikteki fayanslar gibi birbirine uyar, ancak anlamli olmak icin butlne
ihtiya¢ duyarlar. Buna karsin Kierkegaard icin bu nesnel goértis aldatici bir
soyutlamadir ve nihayetinde insan 6znesinin yasadigi deneyim ve hakikatle
kiyaslanamaz. Dolayisiyla, onun gériisiine gére hakikat zorunlu olarak 6znel ve
bireysel olup kavramsal diistinceyle gosterilemez (Stewart, 2003, p. 2 — 3). Bir
baska degerlendirme ise din Uizerine bir tartismaya dayanir ve karsitlik burada
kendini daha belirgin bir sekilde ortaya koyar. Kierkegaard acisindan dini
hakikat spekulatif diistince tarafindan anlasilamaz olandir. Hegel ise hakikat
sorununda dinin tam manasiyla yapamadigini felsefenin yapacagini iddia
etmistir. Bu da felsefenin spekulatif diistince yoluyla benlik ile 6teki arasindaki
zorunlu birligi anlamak seklinde gerceklestirilerek yapilabilir. Clinkt Hegel
acisindan hakikat, mutlak anlamiyla kavramsaldir (Durmus, 2018, p. 146).

Kierkegaardin itirazlarinin yogunlastirdigi ve dogrudan muhatap
buldugu filozofun ayni ylzyilda yasayan Hegel olmasi son derece ilgi cekicidir.
Onun yazilarinin neredeyse timunde Hegel’e yonelik dolayli — dolaysiz bir
elestiri s6z konusudur. Daha yuzyill bitmeden zirveye yerlestirilen Hegel’e
yonelik Kierkegaardin muhalefeti ve buna bagl itirazlarn bircok konuda
olmasina karsin temelinde hakikat problemi yatmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
Kierkegaardin yuzyilin filozofu olarak goriilen Hegel’e yaptigl yogun itirazlar
aslinda bir bakima sisteme dayali felsefenin hakikat anlayisina yoénelik bir
itirazdir. Bu yo6nuyle Kierkegaard acisindan basta Danimarka ve Avrupa’nin
dustnsel ve dinsel yapisindaki hakikatin carpitildigina yonelik iddialarinin
temelinde Hegelci felsefi sistem yatmaktadir.
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Extended Abstract

The fundamental question of our study is to investigate what the source
of truth is based on on Hegel and Kierkegaard. In this context, it has become
inevitable to conduct an inquiry aimed at revealing the shortcomings in Hegel’s
philosophy. Someone who knows the philosophical system in Hegel from
beginning to end can easily know which subject is being discussed where.
However, this cannot explain that the subjective truth of man is
understandable, like other beings. Because man is not a being like a stone or a
tree. Being refers to something that is not variable, does not produce, is
stationary, etc. However, change, movement, life and emotion come to the fore
in existence. Therefore, shouldn’t man be evaluated and understood only in
existence? In order to open this to discussion, it is necessary to include the
opposition that emerged in Kierkegaard’s objections to Hegel.

Comparing the views of two philosophers who lived in the 19th century
is also important in developing critical thinking. Therefore, this study is valuable
because it aims to investigate Kierkegaard’s revealing of existential and
subjective truth, contrary to Hegel’s universal and objective philosophy. It is the
original value of this study to reveal the deep differences between Hegel and
Kierkegaard because of their different perspectives on the problem of truth. We
aim to trying to explain the opposition of existential philosophy to system
philosophy through the disagreement between the two philosophers.

It is an important approach that Kierkegaard proposed the truth of
singular existence against the objective and wuniversal perspective that
addresses man in an abstract framework. According to Kierkegaard, unlike life
determined by abstract reasoning, existence passes through paradox, conflict,
and struggle from beginning to end, and in this way, the individual can realize
that he is alive. In this context, we aim to emphasize that philosophy should
address concrete life rather than being abstract. The fact that the philosophical
perspective defined as system philosophy has constantly attempted to address
philosophy by keeping it outside of real life has prevented philosophy from being
at peace with man throughout history. Existential philosophy took action to
eliminate this negative situation and argued that man should be given the value
he deserves. One philosopher most criticized by philosophy, which defends
existence against philosophical systems, is Hegel. In this context, when we look
at what Hegel thinks about many issues such as philosophy, man, religion, and
life, the objections of existential philosophy will gain more importance and will
be understood. In this context, truth in Hegel can only be understood in the
whole, and this includes individual existence. In this way, Hegel must have tried
to show that he was after the truth in his philosophical system. For him, the
question of what truth is very easy, because it is only the truth and can only be
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understood within a rational plane. But how can we know what truth is and
who can achieve what degree of truth? Hegel convinced himself that there was
no need to enter into such polemics. In this context, Hegel argues that reality
or truth must be in harmony with thought and that thought must adapt and
adjust itself to the object to reveal this agreement.
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Abstract

This article analyzes Jean-Paul Sartre’s play The
Flies (Les Mouches) within the framework of exis-
tentialist philosophy. Focusing on Sartre’s core
concepts such as freedom, responsibility, and bad
faith (mauvaise foi), the study examines the ethi-
cal dimension of individual choice. Far beyond a
mythological narrative, The Flies is treated as a
philosophical drama addressing authority, histo-
rical guilt, and collective conscience. Through the
character of Orestes, the process of existential li-
beration is contrasted with the passivity of Electra
and the people of Argos. The article also compares
The Flies with Sartre’s other major plays (No Exit,
Dirty Hands, The Respectful Prostitute), presen-
ting a comprehensive analysis of Sartre’s evolving
theatrical vision. The concept of “theater of situa-
tions” is discussed in detail, illustrating how
Sartre brings his philosophical ideas to the stage.
Supported by the theoretical contributions the
study highlights Sartre’s theater as not only aest-
hetic, but also ethical and political. Ultimately,
The Flies is shown to be a powerful existentialist
drama that stages the burden of freedom in its
historical context, transforming the audience into
ethical participants.

Keywords: Sartre, Flies, Existentialist Theater,
Self- Deception, Theater and Philosophy.

Oz

Bu makale, Jean-Paul Sartre’in Sinekler adl ti-
yatro eserini varolusculuk felsefesi cercevesinde
incelemektedir. Sartre’in 6zgurlik, sorumluluk
ve kendini aldatma (mauvaise foi) kavramlar:
lUzerinden yapilandirilan c¢éztimleme, bireyin
etik karar alma strecine odaklanmaktadir. Si-
nekler, yalnizca bir mitolojik anlati degil, ayni
zamanda otorite, tarihsel su¢ ve kolektif vicdan
meselelerini sorgulayan felsefi bir metin olarak
ele alimir. Orestes karakteri araciligiyla bireyin
ozglrlesme streci, Elektra ve halkin tavirlariyla
karsilastirmali bicimde degerlendirilmistir. Ma-
kale ayrica Sartre’in diger tiyatro eserleri (Gizli
Oturum, Kirli Eller, Saygili Yosma) ile Sinekler’i
karsilastirarak Sartre’in tiyatro anlayisinin ev-
rimi Uizerine kapsaml bir analiz sunar. Bu cer-
cevede, “durum tiyatrosu” kavrami aciklanmis
ve Sartre’in felsefesini sahneye nasil tasidig:
goOsterilmistir. Bu calismada cesitli metinlerden
hareket ederek Sartre’in tiyatrosunu estetik ol-
dugu kadar etik ve politik bir alan olarak deger-
lendirilmektedir. Sonuc¢ olarak, Sinekler birey-
sel 6zgurltigtin tarihsel baglamda nasil sahne-
lendigini, seyirciyi bu stirecin etik yuktimltst
haline getirerek ortaya koyan guglii bir varo-
luscu dramatik metindir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sartre, Sinekler, Varoluscu
Tiyatro, Kendini Aldatma, Tiyatro ve Felsefe.
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Giris

Jean-Paul Sartre, yirminci ylzyilin etkili filozoflarindan biri olarak, sa-
dece felsefede degil, ayn1 zamanda edebiyat ve tiyatro alaninda da derin izler
birakmistir. Sartre eserlerinde edebiyat ve felsefe her zaman ic ice ilerler. Sartre
bir filozof oldugu kadar buytk bir romancidir da. Ancak bununla da kalmaz,
Sartre ayni zamanda buyuk bir tiyatro yazaridir. Onun tiyatro metinleri diger
metinlerinden asagi kalmayan 6énemli metinlerdir ve onu 20. Yuzyil tiyatrosu-
nun en 6nemli simalarindan birisi olarak adlandirmak yanlis olmaz. Ancak
buna karsilik Sartre’in tiyatroculugu akademik calismalarda yeteri kadar islen-
memistir ve 6zellikle Sartre tiyatrosunun felsefi boyutunu inceleyen metin sayisi
yeteri kadar yoktur (O’Donohoe, 2005, s.11). Sartre’in tiyatro metinlerine odak-
lanmak, onun felsefesini anlamak acisindan 6énemlidir cinkt O, Gizli Oturum
(Huis Clos), Kirli Eller (Les Mains Sales), Saygu: Yosma (La Putain Respectueuse)
ve Sinekler (Les Mouches) gibi tiyatro metinleriyle varoluscu felsefesini sahneye
tasimis, teorik diizeyde tartistigi problemleri daha somut bicimde, karakterlerin
sinir durumlar1 Gizerinden izleyicisine aktarmistir.

1943 yilinda, hentiz ikinci Diinya Savasi devam ederken yazilan Sinekler,
Yunan mitolojisinden esinlenerek kaleme alinsa da, esasinda déneminin politik
atmosferini yansitma amaci tasirken, Sartre'in Nazi isgali altindaki Fransa'da
yasadigi direnis ve boyun egme ikilemine dolayli gbndermeler yapar. Oyunun
kahramanlarindan olan Orestes'in derin bir tereddtit halinde bir sucu islemesi,
kendisini eylemle tanimlamasi: ve bunun sorumlulugunu Ustlenmesi, Sartre'in
insan varolusuna iliskin temel tezlerini tiyatro araciligiyla ifade ettigi carpici bir
anlatiya dénusur.

Ayni zamanda Sartre'in sanat ve edebiyat anlayisindan yola cikarak ti-
yatronun toplumsal sorumlulugu tizerine diistincelerini tartisacak ve Sinekler
oyununu bu baglamda degerlendirecektir. Bu nokta 6énemlidir zira Sartre aci-
sindan edebiyat (ve bir edebiyat formu olarak tiyatral metinler) bir taraftan her-
kesin bildigi diinyay:1 canlandirirken 6te yandan ona ézgurligiini katar. Iste
okur da bu dliinyadan yola ¢ikarak kendi somut kurtulusunu gerceklestirebilir
ve gerceklestirmelidir (Sartre, 2008, s. 79-80). Bu nedenle Sartre'in tiyatrosu,
sadece estetik bir etkinlik degil, ayni zamanda etik bir eylem alani olarak okun-
malidir.

Iste bu makale Sinekler oyunu ekseninde etik bir eylem alani olarak
Sartre’in varoluscu tiyatrosunun temel kavramlar olan 6zglrliuk, sorumluluk
ve kendini aldatma cercevesinde incelenmesini amaclamaktadir. Bu amacla 6n-
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celikle onun varoluscu felsefesi kisaca ele alinacak, daha sonra ise tiyatro me-
tinlerinin genel yapisindan hareketle Sinekler oyunu Uzerinden tiyatrosunun
varoluscu karakteri gésterilmeye calisilacaktir.

1. Sartre ve Varolusculuk

Varolusculuk, Sartre’a gére, insanin 6zint 6énceden belirlenmis bir do-
gaya gore degil, kendi secimleri ve eylemleriyle insa ettigi felsefi bir bakis acisi-
dir. "Varolus 6zden 6nce gelir" ilkesi, bu anlayisin merkezindedir (Sartre, 1985,
s. 9). Insan énce vardir, ardindan kendi 6z(inti yaratir. Bu, bireyin tamamen
O0zglr oldugunu ve bu o6zgurlikle birlikte sinirsiz bir sorumluluk ytklendigini
gdsterir. Sartre icin bu ézglirliik, kacinilmazdir: insan, secim yapmaktan kaca-
maz; hicbir sey yapmamak bile bir secimdir ve bu ytizden 6zgurltk, insanin
mahktm oldugu bir durumdur. Sartre'in varolusculugu, ayni zamanda “kendini
aldatma” (mauvaise foi) kavramiyla da yakindan iligkilidir. Bu kavram, bireyin
O0zgurligtint inkar ederek, kendi eylemlerinden kacinmasi ya da onlar1 baska-
larina ya da dis kosullara atfetmesi olarak tanimlanir. Kendini aldatma “kendi-
icin-varligin olumsuzlama edimini, yani hicleyici mesafe alisin1 disariya dogru
degil kendisine dogru yonelttiginde ortaya cikan davranislarin timu olarak ta-
nimlanabilir” (Sunay, 2022, s. 47). “Kendini aldatmadaki gercek sorun elbette
ki kendini aldatmanin bir inanma [foi|, dyle olduguna inanma, aldanma olma-
sindan kaynaklanir. (Sartre, 2009, s. 125”) Birey, kendi kararlarini ve sorum-
lulugunu kabul etmeyerek, sahte bir kimlik icine siginir ve bu yolla kendi ger-
cekligini inkar eder. Bu, Sartre’a gore ahlaki bir zaaf ve 6zgurltikten kacistir.
Sartre’in Edebiyat Nedir? adli eseri, onun sanat anlayisini ortaya koyar. Sanat,
Sartre icin estetik bir deneyimden 6te, etik ve politik bir sorumluluktur. Yaz-
mak, diinyay1 ifsa etmek ve baskalarinin diinyay: anlamasina yardimci olmaktir
(Sartre, 2008, s. 78).

Yazar, pasif bir gézlemci degil, eylemin icindeki bir aktérdtir. Bu yltizden
Sartre, "angaje edebiyat" (littérature engagée) kavramini savunur. Bu kavram,
edebiyatin yalnizca bireysel ya da estetik bir ugras olamayacagini, ayni za-
manda toplumsal ve politik bir sorumluluk tasimas: gerektigini ileri strer.
Sartre’a gore yazar, diinyada olup bitenlere karsi duyarsiz kalamaz. Ctiinku yaz-
mak, sadece s6zclk Uretmek degil; bir durus sergilemek, bir tavir almaktir. Ya-
zarin topluma karsi etik bir yaktmlultigl vardir. Sessiz kalmak ya da hicbir sey
sOylememek bile, dolayli olarak egemen diizenin sirmesine katkida bulunmak
anlamina gelebilir. Bu ylizden Sartre, yazar: "cagin tanigi" ve hatta "mudahili"
olarak goérur. Onun icin yazmak, diinyay: sadece betimlemekle degil, ayni za-
manda donustirmekle ilgilidir. Bu yaklasim Sartre’in varolusculuguyla dogru-
dan iligkilidir. Sartre’a gére insan, 6zgirdlr ve kendi secimlerinden sorumlu-
dur. Bu dusunce yazarhiga da yansir: Yazar, yazdiklarindan, yazmadiklarindan
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ve nasil yazdigindan sorumludur. Yazi, Sartre icin pasif bir ugras degil; eylemle
esdegerdir. Sézcuklerin etkili oldugunu ve bir fark yaratabilecegini savunur. Bu
baglamda, yazmak bir ttir politik eylemdir. Sartre bu goértslerini 6zellikle Ede-
biyat Nedir? (Qu’est-ce que la littérature?) adli eserinde sistemli olarak ortaya
koyar. Burada edebiyatin amacinin “dinyay: degistirmek” oldugunu savunur.
Ona gore, romanlar, 6yktler, oyunlar ya da denemeler sadece bireysel ifadeler
degil, kolektif yasamla kurulan iligkilerin yansimalaridir.

Sartre’in varolusculugu, onun edebiyat ve felsefe anlayisinin temel tasi-
dir. Ona gore insan, sonu gelmeyen bir ihtimaller ve secimler diinyasinda yasar;
bu diinyada stirekli olarak yeni olanaklara yénelmek zorundadir. Insan bu du-
rumdan kacamaz; adeta secim yapmaya mahktmdur. Ancak bu secimleri ya-
parken dayanabilecegi énceden belirlenmis bir 6zi1 yoktur. Insan, dogustan ge-
len sabit bir dogaya sahip degildir. Aksine, kim oldugunu ve ne olacagini yaptigi
secimlerle, yasadig1 her an yeniden belirler. “insan, var olduktan sonra kendini
kavradigi gibidir, varlasmaya dogru yaptigi bu atiimdan (hamleden) sonra ol-
mak istedigi gibidir. Kendini nasil yaparsa 6yledir yani.” (Sartre, 1985, 64).

Bu dustince, en net bicimde Sartre’in varolusun 6zden 6nce geldigine yo6-
nelik veciz ifadesinde kendisini gésterir. Ona goére insan, 6énce var olur; ardin-
dan, karsilastigi durumlar karsisinda aldig1 tavirlarla kendi 6zGntl insa eder.
Bu duistincenin etik anlami insanin ne oldugundan ve meydana getirdigi eylem-
lerden radikal bicimde sorumlu oldugudur. Buna goére varolusculugun temel
anlami her insanin sorumlulugunu kendi omuzlarina yuklemektir (Sartre,
1985, s. 635).

Bu noktada insani nesnelerden ayiran temel fark ortaya cikar: Nesnelerin
belirli ve degismeyen bir 6zU vardir. Ornegin bir masa, var olmadan énce bile ne
oldugu bellidir. Onun o6zellikleri tasarlandigr anda belirlenmistir. Fakat insan
icin boyle bir 6n-belirlenmis ézden séz edilemez. Insan, ancak belirli bir du-
rumda verdigi tepkilerle, yani eylemleriyle tanimlanabilir. Bu ylizden Sartre,
Platon, Aristoteles ya da Kant gibi diisinurlerin savundugu, insanin belirli bir
dogaya gére davranmasi gerektigi fikrini reddeder (Babucgcu, 2022, 268). Ona
gore, insan dogasina dair dogustan gelen sabit bir yapidan bahsetmek aldatma-
cadan ibarettir. iInsan, her durumda 6zglirce karar verirken kendini yeniden
tanimlar. Toplumsal roller, kulttirel normlar ya da psikolojik egilimler bile bu
6zgurliigli tam anlamiyla belirleyemez. Insan, kendisine cizilen sinirlar her se-
ferinde asabilen bir varliktir. Bu anlamda, stirekli olarak “kendi dogasini” olus-
turan bir stire¢ icinde var olur.
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2. Varolusculuk ve Tiyatro: Sinekler Ornegi

Bu noktada Sartre’in perspektifinden tiyatronun yalnizca sahneleme de-
gil, bir felsefe icra etme bicimi oldugu dtistincesi belirir. Zira Sartre, tiyatro-
sunda karakterler araciligiyla seyircisini strekli olarak sinir durumlariyla karsi
karsiya birakir. Babuccu'nun makalesinin isminin isaret ettigi gibi, onun tiyat-
rosu “sahnede felsefe”dir. Ona gore tiyatroda gosterilmesi gereken basit ve in-
sani durumlar ile bu durumlar karsisinda kendilerini belirleyecek olan 6zgir
bireyler olacaktir (Babugcu, 2022, s. 269). Bodylece tiyatro soyut kavramlarin
sahnede bedenlenerek yasam buldugu bir alandir. Tiyatronun bu dogasi, felse-
feyi yalnizca dtistinsel degil, ayn1 zamanda duygusal ve eylemsel dizeyde de
deneyimleme firsat:1 sunar. Seyirci, karakterlerin yasadig: ikilemlerle ytzlesir-
ken, kendi ahlaki durusunu da sorgulamaya baslar. Bu yuzden Sinekler,
Sartre’in felsefi diisiincesinin uygulamali bir sunumu olarak islev goértir. David
Krasner ve David Z. Saltz’in belirttigi gibi, tiyatro ve felsefe tarih boyunca birbi-
rine kosut gelisen iki diistinsel gelenektir. Antik Yunan'da felsefe Sokrates'in
diyaloglariyla, tiyatro ise Sofokles’in trajedileriyle ortaya cikarken, her ikisi de
insan eylemi ve etik kararlar tizerine dustinsel aciklik getirme islevini Ustlen-
mislerdir (Krasner & Saltz, 2006, ss. 2-4). Sartre, bu gelenegi yirminci ytzyila
tasiyan yazarlardan biridir ve tiyatroyu sadece bir estetik ifade bicimi olarak
degil, etik ve politik hakikatin deneyimlenebilecegi canli bir alan olarak goérur.
Aslinda Sartre’in tiyatrosu bicim ve amac acisindan kokld bir mirasa, klasik
Fransiz sahnesine dek uzanir (Leavitt, 1948, s. 102). Bu mirasa dayanmasina
ragmen, Sartre tiyatrosu 6zglin bir karaktere sahiptir. Ona gore tiyatro, yalnizca
olaylar1 temsil eden bir arac degil, izleyicinin kendi varolussal konumunu sor-
gulamasini muimkun kilan bir “durum yaratma” teknigidir (Sartre, 1976, s. 3-
5). Bu nedenle “durum tiyatrosu” anlayisi, yalnizca dramatik olaylarin degil,
insanin kendi 6zinu secme slirecinin sahneye tasinmasidir. Tiyatro, boylelikle
felsefi tartismalar1 teorik olmaktan c¢ikarir ve duygusal, ahlaki ve fiziksel du-
zeyde sahneye tasir. Sartre’in Sinekler adli oyununda Orestes karakteri araciligi
ile yaptig1 da budur: bir etik tercihi, sadece dustinsel degil, sahne tizerindeki
eylemlerle gostermektir. Zaten Sartre’ci perspektiften bakarak denilebilir ki, ti-
yatro metinleri insanin varolussal kosullarini en genis ¢capta ortaya koyma ka-
biliyetine sahip metinlerdir. Teorik incelemelerde gdzden kacabilecek olan ko-
sullar, tiyatro metinleri ile gézler 6ntne serilir. Béylece tiyatro, salt bir anlati
olmanin Otesine gecer. Tiyatro metinleri aracilig: ile karakterlerin diinyas: izle-
yicilerin felsefi sezgisi ile bulusur.

Sartre’in tiyatro eserleri, felsefi yazilarinin sahneye tasinmis hali olarak
gortlebilir. Bu oyunlar, izleyiciye ahlaki ve varolussal kararlar aldirmak Uizere
kurgulanmis sahneler dizisidir. Bu baglamda, Gizli Oturum (Huis Clos), Kirli El-
ler (Les Mains Sales), Saygili Yosma (La Putain Respectueuse) ve Sinekler (Les
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Mouches), Sartre’in varolusculuk dusutincesinin farkli ytzlerini sergiler. Onun
her tiyatro metni bir taraftan cesitli insanlik durumlarini1 gésterirken, bir yan-
dan da Sartre’in varoluscgu felsefesinin baska bir boyutunu kesfedebilmemize
olanak tanir.

Ornegin Gizli Oturum, Sartre’in “cehennem baskalaridir” sézliyle 6zdes-
lesmis, baskasiyla iliskide varolusun tutsakligini anlatan bir yapittir. Ines, Es-
telle ve Garcin karakterlerinin birbirlerine bakislari, onlarin kendi hakikatlerini
inkar etmelerine neden olur (Sartre, 1965, ss. 6-9). Bu oyunda mekansal ka-
panma, psikolojik kapanmay1 da temsil eder ve bireyin 6zgtrligtinti baskasinin
yargisi karsisinda nasil yitirdigini gosterir. Kirli Eller, bireyin politik idealler ug-
runa hangi noktaya kadar etik ilkelerini feda edebilecegini sorgular. Hugo’nun
politik bir cinayeti isleyip islememe arasinda gecirdigi tereddit, otoriteyle birey-
sel etik arasindaki catismay1 dramatize eder (Sartre, 1965, ss. 7-11). Sartre bu
oyunda ideolojinin eylemi nasil ydnlendirdigini ve 6zgurligtin sorumlulukla
olan iligkisini carpici bicimde irdeler. Saygili Yosma ise irk¢ilik, adalet ve tanik-
Iik temalarini isler. Lizzie karakteri, sistemin dayattig1 yalanla kendi vicdani
arasinda sikisir. Bu oyun Sartrein Amerikan toplumuna elestirisini icerir ve
tanikligin ahlaki sorumlulugunu sorgular (Sartre, 1980, s. 2-4).

Bu Uic oyunun ortak noktasi, bireyin ahlaki karar alma suirecinin yogun
dramatik catismalar icinde ele alinmasidir. Bu Ui¢c oyunla belirli noktalarda or-
tak 6zelliklere sahip olan Sinekler, belirli bir anlamda da 6zel bir yere sahiptir.
Levitt’e gore, Sinekler, “kuskusuz Sartre’in en zengin ve yapisal acidan en iyi
kurgulanmis oyunudur (Levitt, 1948, s. 102).” Sinekler’de yalnizca bireysel bir
vicdan degil, tarihsel sucg, tanrisal otorite ve kolektif sucluluk gibi daha genis
etik meseleler ele alinir. Orestes’in 6zgurliige adim atmasi, yalnizca bireysel bir
karar degil, bir halkin suskunluguna kars:1 ¢ikistir. Bu yonuyle denilebilir ki
Sinekler, Sartre’in tiyatrosundaki etik sorumluluk temasinin zirveye ulastigi
metindir.

Ahmet Bozkurt'un Varlik Tutulmast adli ¢calismasinda belirttigi gibi, Si-
nekler oyunu Sartre’in Varlik ve Higlik ile birlikte 6zglurltik distincesinin mutlak
bir deger olarak kodlanmaya baslandigi ilk déneminin distnsel konumunun
bir Girinudur ve 6zgurliuk-zorunluluk ikilemi bu oyunda trajik bicem araciligi
ile gindeme gelir (Bozkurt, 2012, s.64). Dinsel dogmalarin ve otoriter yonetim-
lerin sorgulandigi ve ayni zamanda ¢cok katmanli bir kusatilmislik icinde insanin
kendisini su¢lu géormesine neden olan sistematik baglilik bicimlerine kars1 bire-
yin 6zgurligtinun 6ne cikarildigi (Bozkurt, 2012, s. 64). Orestes’in dile getirecegi
climleler metnin temel karakterini yansitir niteliktedir: “Kendi kendime yaban-
ciyim, biliyorum. Doganin digsindayim, dogaya karsiyim, bagislatici bir nedenim
yok, kendimden baska hi¢ kimseden en ufak bir yardim bekleyemem (Sartre,
1985: s. 75).”
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Sinekler aracilig1 ile bireyin varolussal catismalarinin sadece sahsi bo-
yutu degil, tarihsel politik baglami da sahneye tasinir. Yani Sineklerde Sartre,
mitolojik alegorinin ardinda tarih, iktidar ve etik yuktmluluk fikirleri ile hesap-
lasir. Lucien Goldmann da Sineklerden yola cikarak Sartre tiyatrosunu bu bo-
yutuna dikkat ceker. Ona goére Sartre metinleri kamusallig: etkileyen eylemleri-
miz dahilinde birey ile toplum arasindaki iliskilere odaklanir ve etik gereklilik-
lerle eylemselligin gerekliliklerini bagdastirmaya calisir (Goldmann, 1970, s.
105). Zaten metin insanin otorite ile olan iliskileriyle birlikte kendisiyle olan he-
saplasmalarini birlikte ele alir. Boylelikle bir yandan tiranliga ve baskiya kars:
mucadele etmenin gerekliligini savunan devrimci bir eser gibi gériinebilirken
ote yandan varoluscu bireycilik sorunun merkezde oldugu bir oyundur (Gold-
mann, 1970, s. 108). Boylelikle Sartre’in tiyatrosunun gelisim cizgisinde bu
oyun, hem tematik hem de yapisal olarak merkezi bir noktada durur. Ctinku
burada yalnizca 6zglrltik temasi islenmez; bu 6zglrltigtin tarihsel bedeli ve sah-
nelenmis bir diisiince olarak etigi de tartismaya acilir. Giniimutz dinyasinda
da bireyler, otoriteyle, gecmisle ve kendi sorumluluklariyla ytzlesmek zorunda-
dir. Burada elbette temel kavram 6zgurliik olacaktir. Boéylece 6zgurltikle ylzles-
menin dramatik ytikdl metnin her yanina yayilir ve dramatik yapinin tam mer-
kezine yerlestirilir. Sinekler, bireyin 6zglurlik karsisinda duydugu kayginin, bu
o0zgurlukten kacisin ve nihayetinde otantik bir varolusu se¢cmenin ne kadar zor
ama bir o kadar da gerekli oldugunu gésteren gucli bir anlatidir. Sartre’in bu
oyunu, hem felsefi bir metin hem de politik bir eylem cagrisi olarak hala gin-
celligini korumaktadir. Bu baglamda Sinekler, tiyatronun sadece bir sanat de-
gil, ayni1 zamanda bir distinme ve dontstirme bicimi oldugunu kanitlayan en-
der eserlerden biridir. Sartre’in felsefesiyle tiyatrosu arasindaki bu siki bag, sa-
natin toplumsal ve bireysel sorumluluklarla nasil i¢ ice gectigini gbéstermesi ba-
kimindan buiytik 6nem tasimaktadir.

Bu baglamda tiyatro, felsefeyi kullanmaz; felsefeyi icra eder. Sartre’in dile
getirecegi Uizere, tiyatro ve felsefe i¢ icedir. Ona goére tiyarto felsefidir felsefe de
tiyatraldir ciinku ikisi de eylem halindeki insanla yani basitce insanla ilgilidir
(O’Donohoe, 2005, s. 14). Tek fark seyirci, Orestes'in yaptigl tercihin anlamini
bir argliman olarak degil, bir yasanti olarak tecribe eder. Tiyatronun sundugu
bu etkilesimsel alan, izleyicinin etik ve politik kararlarini gézden gecirmesine
olanak tanir. Sartre’in “seyirciye ayna tutmak” amaci, tiyatroyu entelekttiel bir
deneyimden cikararak, varolussal bir sinav haline getirir.

Iste Sinekler metni de klasik mitolojik figtirler olan Orestes, Elektra ve
Jupiter’i merkeze alarak, bireyin varolussal krizi ve ahlaki uyanisini isler. Sartre
bu karakterler araciligiyla, insanin 6zgurlige mahktm oldugunu ve bu 6zgtr-
ltgh kabul etmenin beraberinde buyuk bir sorumluluk getirdigini sahneye ta-
SIT.
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Orestes’in Argos’a dénuisi, onun gecmisle ve toplumsal hafizayla hesap-
lagsmasini tetikler. Argos halki, yillardir Erinnyler’in (intikam tanricalari) goélge-
sinde, sucluluk ve pismanlik duygulariyla yasamaktadir. JUpiter’in otoritesi al-
tinda, halk kendi eylemlerinden arindirilmis, pasif bir kitleye déntismusttr. In-
tikam tanricalarinde cisimlesen pismanlik, kisilerin hem totaliter otoriteye karsi
cikmalarini hem de kendi 6zgurltiklerinin farkina varmalarinin 6éntine gecer. Bu
nedenle tim otoriteler esasinda insanlarin stirekli olarak pisman olmalarini ve
butun eylemlerini bu pismanliklarin goélgeleri altinda gerceklestirmelerini ister-
ler (Babucgcu, 2022, s. 270).

Sinekler’in kahramani Orestes de esasinda pismanhg gémulebilecek bir
eylem gerceklestirir ancak bunu s6z konusu pismanliga bir baskaldir1 olarak
yapar ya da bunu bir bagkaldiriya dontsttirtir. Onun annesi Klytemnestra ve
Uvey babasi Aigisthos’u 6ldirmesi, ylizlestigi bu toplumsal baskiya ve gecmisin
agirhigina kars: bir eylemdir. Bu cinayet, bir su¢c olmaktan cok, bir varolussal
kararin tezahtUrtdtr. Orestes, 6zglrliginli yalnizca secim yaparak degil, bu
secimin sorumlulugunu kabul ederek de ortaya koyar. Olaylarin sonunda Argos
halki tarafindan dislanmasi, onun ahlaki olarak ézgurlesmesini engellemez; ak-
sine, bu yalnizlik onun otantik varolusunu tanimlar (Sartre, 1985, s. 42).

Elektra karakteri ise tam tersi bir yonde gelisir. Baslangicta Orestes ile
benzer duygular paylasan Elektra, sucu Ustlenmekten ve 6zglr iradesiyle ey-
lemde bulunmaktan kacinir. Jipiter’in sundugu teselliye siginarak, kendini al-
datma yolunu secer. Elektra’nin bu tercihi, Sartre’in mauvaise foi (kendini al-
datma) kavramina somut bir 6rnek olusturur: bireyin 6zgurltikten korkarak oto-
riteye teslim olmasi. “Kendini aldatma” (mauvaise foi), Sartre’in varolusculugu-
nun merkez kavramlarindan biridir ve Sinekler oyununda hem bireysel hem de
toplumsal dtizlemde gliclt bir sekilde géortiintr olur. Bu kavram, bireyin kendi
O0zgurligtiini inkar ederek, bir anlamda kendi gerceginden kacmasi ve baskalari
ya da kosullar adina hareket ettigini iddia ederek sorumluluktan uzaklasmasi-
dir. Sinekler, bu durumu farkh karakterler araciligiyla cok katmanlh bir sekilde
sahneye tasir. Orestes’in karakter gelisimi, kendini aldatma ile ylizlesme stireci
olarak okunabilir. Oyunun baslarinda Argos’a gelis amaci, babasinin intikamini
almak gibi gbértinse de, zamanla gecmisin ytuikiinti sorgulayan bir bilin¢ insasina
dontstr. Jupiter ile karsilasmalar sirasinda, tanrisal otoritenin ona sundugu
kolay cikis yollarini reddetmesi, onun sahte giivenlikten siyrilip kendi 6zgur ira-
desiyle hareket etmeye baslamasinin gostergesidir. Orestes artik kaderin degil,
kendi seciminin sorumlulugunu Utstlenmis bir bireydir. Bu déontistim, Sartre’in
6zgurluk taniminin dramatik bir 6rnegidir (Sunay, 2022, s. 70). Elektra ise oyu-
nun basinda direnisin sesi gibidir. Halki Jupiter’e kars: kiskirtmakta, gecmiste
yapilanlarin unutulmamasi gerektigini savunmaktadir. Ancak eylem zama-
ninda geri cekilmesi ve Orestes’in cinayetinden sonra onun yaninda durmak
yerine halkin arasinda kalmayi tercih etmesi, onun da 6zgurltigiint inkar eden
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bir davranisa yoneldigini gosterir. Elektranin bu tutumu, Jupiter’in sundugu
affa siginarak bireysel sorumluluktan kacma egiliminin bir érnegidir. Bu du-
rum, Sartre’in mauvaise foi kavraminin kadin karakterler tizerindeki etkisini
tartismaya acar. Elektra’nin pasifligi, toplumsal cinsiyet rollerinin 6zgurlikle
iliskisini de ima eder (Murdoch, 1981, s. 37).

Argos halki da kolektif olarak kendini aldatma halindedir. Suc¢lulugu ic-
sellestirerek bir tiir kutsal kefaret haline getiren halk, aslinda gecmisin sorum-
lulugundan kurtulmak icin sucu ritiellestirir. Erinnyeler’in strekli varligi, bu
ruh halini simgeler. JUpiter’in onlar1 korku ve sucluluk yoluyla denetlemesi,
Sartre’in toplumlarin 6zgurlikten nasil uzaklastirildigini géstermesi acisindan
onemlidir (Babuccu, 2022, s. 268). Jupiter’in kendisi ise 6zgurlik karsit1 otori-
tenin viicut bulmus halidir. O, dlizenin devami adina bireylerin kendi sorumlu-
luklarini almalarini engelleyen tanrisal bir despotizmi temsil eder. Ancak
Sartre’a gore gercek 6zgurlik, dissal otoritelerin dayattigi rollerin ve degerlerin
reddiyle mUimkindir. Bu baglamda, Jupiter'e karsi ¢ikan Orestes, otantik bir
birey haline gelir. Sonug olarak Sinekler, kendini aldatma kavramini birey, top-
lum ve otorite Gicgeninde derinlemesine isleyen bir metindir. Oyun boyunca, 6z-
gurlik ve sorumluluk arasindaki iligki, karakterlerin i¢sel catismalar: ve dissal
baskilar karsisinda verdikleri tepkilerle sahnelenir.

Bu noktada Jupiter/Zeus figlira 6zel bir anlam kazanir. Tanri, Sartre’in
ateist varolusculugu baglaminda, dissal otoritenin ve sahte degerlerin temsilci-
sidir. Sartre metinde Tanr1 Jupiterin halk Uzerindeki etkisinden hareketle
Tanri’nin varligina olan inancin insani 6zgurlestirdigini degil koélelestirdigini
gostermektir. Dahasi gosterilen, insanin eylemlerinin dayanacag: hicbir sabit ve
mutlak yapi olmamasidir. Murdoch’un da séyledigi gibi, Sartre’in kavradigi, her
an gbz 6nunde tuttugu ve Varlik ve Hiclik kitabi basta olmak Uizere g6z kamas-
tiric1 bir basariyla dile getirdigi sey yapayalniz olan insanin psikolojisidir. Bu
yapayalniz insanin ardinda “ne tanrisal amaclarin 6rdiigli bir diizen, ne Newton
fiziginin glvenilebilirligi, ne de calismanin ve muicadelenin diyalektik gelismesi
vardir” (Murdoch, 1981, s. 88). Iste Sineklerde de Orestes, JUipiter’e kars: geldigi
anda, birey olarak kendi etik yasasini yaratir ve 6zgurliginu gerceklestirir.
Boylelikle Sinekler’de bireyin kendi tarihsel baglami icerisinde nasil 6zgtrlestigi
ve bunun ne gibi etik sonuclar dogurabilecegi meseleleri, karakterlerin karsi-
lastig1r sinir durumlar tizerinden serimlenir.

Ancak buradan hareketle onun tiyatrosunun sadece bireysel bir varolusu
sahneledigini diisinmek hata olacaktir. Onun tiyatrosu bireyselligin, gticlti bir
sekilde toplumsalliga baglandig: bir tiyatrodur. Sartre’in tiyatrosu yalnizca bi-
reysel bir varolusu degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal iligkiler agin1 da sahneye ta-
sir. Onun eserlerinde karakterlerin i¢ catismalari, donemin politik ve toplumsal
meselelerine 1s1k tutar. Murdoch der ki, Sartre’a gore reflektif ya da diisintimsel
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bilin¢ ayni1 zamanda ahlaki bir bilinctir (Murdoch, 1981, s. 88). Onun karakter-
leri kendileri tizerine diistintirler ancak kurtulusun eylemde oldugunu bilmek-
tedirler ve Sartre icin eylem demek politika demektir (Murdoch, 1981, s.117).

Sinekler de tam olarak bu durumun viicut buldugu bir metindir. Sinekler
bu yoénuyle, yalnizca mitolojik bir hikayenin modern uyarlamasi degil, ayni za-
manda halkin bilin¢ diizeyini ve itaat psikolojisini sorgulayan bir metindir ayni
zamanda. Adrian van den Hoven Sinekler metninin atmosfer ve elementlerinin
esasinda dénemin Vichy rejimini karakterize etmek amaciyla olusturuldugunu
soyler (Van den Hoven, 2025, s. 13). Tipk: katil kral Aigisthos’un Argos’lulara
yeni bir diizen ve ahlak dayatma cabasi gibi isgal altindaki Fransa’da Vichy hti-
ktimeti de halka yeni bir ahlak dayatmaya calismaktadir. Tipki kralin insanlar-
dan strekli olarak pisman olmasini istemeleri gibi 1943 Fransa’sinda da sava-
sin yenilgisi yasini tutmak ve Fransizlarin ge¢cmisleri icin tovbe etmeleri gerek-
tigini 1srarla vurgulamak, Vichy htiktimetinin propaganda makinesinin ayril-
maz bir parcasidir (Van den Hoven, 2025, s. 14). Esasinda oyundaki politik
gondermeler bunun da 6tesindedir, Sartre her ne kadar Antik Cag tragedyala-
rindan kahramanlarin oldugu bir metin yazmissa da asil amaci yasadig do6-
neme, Nazi isgali altindaki Fransa’ya dikkat cekmektir. Savas sirasinda yazilan
metinde kullanilan Antik dekorun altindaki gercegi savas sonrasinda acgiklayan
Sartre, yazmak istedigi asil oyunun Almanlar1 sokakta 6ldiren bir direnisc¢inin
Oyklisti oldugunu soéyler ve bunu savas sirasinda yapamayacagi icin kendini
ozgur kilarak baskalarina da 6zgurltuk cagrili yapan bir 6rnek olan Orestes’i ya-
zar (O'Donohoe, 2005, s. 55).

Dolayisiyla Sartre tiyatronun déntistirticti glicline inanir, tiyatro insani
edilgin bir seyirci olarak birakmaz. Tiyatro araciligi ile seyirci edilginlikten kur-
tulur ve ahlaki bir farkindaliga kavusur. Sinekler oyunu, Argos halkinin suclu-
luk tzerine kurulu yasam tarzini sorgulatir. Halk, gecmisin ginahlariyla ytz-
lesmek yerine, Jupiter’in sundugu affa ve sinekler tizerinden beden bulan suc-
luluk rittiellerine tutunur. Burada seyirciye, tarihsel sorumlulukla ytizlesme ve
pasifligi sorgulama cagrisi1 yapilmaktadir.

Benedict O'Donohoe'nun belirttigi gibi, Sartre'in tiyatrosu, yasami sah-
nede yeniden kurar: “Tiyatro hem yasami temsil eder, hem de eylemi tesvik eder”
(O'Donohoe, 2004, s. 13). Bu gortis dogrultusunda Sinekler, bireysel 6zgirli-
gun sahnelendigi kadar, kolektif eylemsizligin de teshir edildigi bir alandir.
Orestes'in eylemi, sadece kendisini degil, halki da déntstiirme potansiyeline
sahiptir; ancak halk, bu cagriya diren¢ gostererek sucluluk icinde kalmay: ter-
cih eder. Sanat ve felsefenin kesisiminde duran Sartre, tiyatroyu bir felsefi arac
olarak goriir. Bu nedenle Sinekler yalnizca estetik bir yap: degil, ayn1 zamanda
bir diistinsel mtidaheledir. Seyirciye diisen gorev, sadece olaylar: izlemek degil,
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kendi varolussal ve toplumsal konumunu da sorgulamaktir. Sartre’in tiyatrosu,
tam da bu nedenle angaje edebiyatin sahnedeki karsiligidir.

Sonuc

Jean-Paul Sartre’in Sinekler adli oyunu, bireyin 6zgurlikle olan karsilas-
masini, ahlaki sorumlulukla ytizlesmesini ve kendini aldatma eylemiyle hesap-
lasmasini ¢cok katmanl bir sekilde isleyen, felsefi derinligi olan bir tiyatro eseri-
dir. Mitolojik bir cercevede gelisen olay 6rglisti, modern bireyin ve toplumun
varolussal sorunlarina dair giiclii bir alegori sunar.

Orestes’in 6zgurligini kesfetme stireci, yalnizca bireysel bir dontisimu
degil, ayn1 zamanda kolektif bir cagriy1 temsil eder. Onun eylemi, ge¢cmisle yuz-
lesmenin ve gelecegi insa etmenin sorumlulugunu tasiyan bir 6zgurlik mani-
festosudur. Bu baglamda Orestes, Sartre’in varoluscu 6znesini temsil eder: ken-
dini yaratmaya ve eylemleriyle diinyaya anlam katmaya mahktm bir insan.

Elektra, Argos halki ve Jupiter karakterleri araciligiyla oyun, 6zgirligin
farkli bicimlerini ve bu 6zgurlikten kacmanin ahlaki ve toplumsal sonuclarini
gozler 6nline serer. Sartre’in mauvaise foi kavrami, bu karakterlerin secimle-
rinde ve kacislarinda sahneye tasinir. Ozellikle Elektra’nin pasifligi ve halkin
suclulukla kurdugu rittielistik iligki, 6zgurlikten kacisin dramatik temsilleri
olarak belirginlesir. Sinekler, sadece bireysel etik bir uyanisin degil, ayni za-
manda kolektif bilinclenmenin de imkanini sorgular. Bu yéntyle oyun, Sartre’in
angaje sanat anlayisinin tiyatrodaki yansimasidir. Yazarin “diinyay: baskalari
icin agiga cikarma” gorevini Ustlendigi baglamda Sinekler, dénemin politik at-
mosferine oldugu kadar giintimuiz bireyinin ahlaki dilemmasina da seslenir.

GUnumtiz diinyasinda da bireyler, otoriteyle, gecmisle ve kendi sorumlu-
luklariyla ytzlesmek zorundadir. Sinekler, bireyin 6zgurltik karsisinda duy-
dugu kayginin, bu 6zgurltikten kacisin ve nihayetinde otantik bir varolusu sec-
menin ne kadar zor ama bir o kadar da gerekli oldugunu goésteren gliclii bir
anlatidir. Sartre’in bu oyunu hem felsefi bir metin hem de politik bir eylem cag-
rist olarak hala guncelligini korumaktadir. Bu baglamda Sinekler, tiyatronun
sadece bir sanat degil, ayn1 zamanda bir dlistinme ve dontstirme bi¢imi oldu-
gunu kanitlayan ender eserlerden biridir. Sartre’in felsefesiyle tiyatrosu arasin-
daki bu siki bag, sanatin toplumsal ve bireysel sorumluluklarla nasil i¢ ice gec-
tigini géstermesi bakimindan blyltk 6énem tasimaktadir.
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Extended Abstract

This study provides an extensive philosophical and theatrical analysis of
Jean-Paul Sartre’s play Les Mouches (The Flies), contextualizing it within exis-
tentialist ethics, political theory, and theatrical aesthetics. Written in 1943 un-
der Nazi occupation in France, the play combines classical mythology with the
political urgency of its time, portraying the existential dilemmas of freedom, res-
ponsibility, and bad faith. Through the character of Orestes, Sartre constructs
a narrative that dramatizes the existential imperative to act authentically in the
face of oppressive structures—divine, historical, or social.

The paper opens with an overview of Sartre’s existentialism. The central
tenet, “existence precedes essence,” suggests that human beings are not born
with predetermined natures but create their essence through actions. In this
sense, human freedom is absolute yet burdensome; it demands individuals to
assume total responsibility for their choices. Sartre’s concept of mauvaise foi—
bad faith—further elaborates the human tendency to flee from this responsibi-
lity by adopting socially imposed roles or by externalizing the cause of one’s
actions.

In The Flies, Sartre engages these concepts through a mythological lens,
revisiting the story of Orestes and Electra. However, his treatment is distinctly
modern. Orestes’ initial detachment transforms into ethical engagement, mar-
king a journey from ignorance to freedom. His confrontation with Jupiter, who
symbolizes divine authority and moral determinism, is pivotal. When Orestes
kills Aegisthus and Clytemnestra and refuses to seek redemption from Jupiter,
he breaks from both religious and societal structures. This act is not presented
as revenge but as the existential moment in which a person becomes fully res-
ponsible for himself and his world.

By contrast, Electra and the citizens of Argos exemplify bad faith. Rather
than confronting their historical complicity, they cling to rituals of guilt and
suffering, orchestrated by Jupiter. This aligns with Sartre’s view of religion and
ideology as mechanisms that stifle individual freedom and foster submission.
Electra’s ultimate refusal to join Orestes signifies her failure to transcend fear
and achieve autonomy. The Erinyes, agents of divine vengeance, further mate-
rialize collective guilt and historical paralysis. Sartre uses these symbols to chal-
lenge passive obedience and to illustrate the cost of ethical action.

Beyond The Flies, the article compares Sartre’s other major plays—Huis
Clos (No Exit), Les Mains Sales (Dirty Hands), and La Putain Respectueuse (The
Respectful Prostitute)—to understand how recurring themes of freedom, res-
ponsibility, and societal pressure manifest across his dramatic oeuvre. In No
Exit, the claustrophobic setting and interpersonal entanglements expose how
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identity is formed in relation to others, leading to Sartre’s famous conclusion
that “hell is other people.” Dirty Hands explores the tension between political
commitment and ethical compromise, as the protagonist Hugo must decide
whether assassinating a political figure is justifiable. Meanwhile, The Respectful
Prostitute critiques racism, justice, and gender dynamics in American society,
showing how institutional power corrupts truth and undermines moral integ-
rity.

Among these, The Flies stands out for its integration of myth, philosophy,
and political allegory. Unlike the other plays, it engages with historical memory
and collective responsibility on a broader scale. Orestes’ journey is not only per-
sonal but communal. His rebellion calls others to confront their own freedom.
In this way, The Flies functions as a play of awakening—a call for ethical and
political agency in an age of conformity and fear.

The study also places Sartre’s dramaturgy in the context of “theater of
situations,” a concept he developed in his theoretical writings such as Sartre on
Theater. According to Sartre, characters in such plays are defined not by psyc-
hological depth but by the moral situations they confront. The goal is not to
analyze but to act, and the stage becomes a space of ethical experimentation.
This aligns theater with philosophy, not as a medium to explain ideas, but to
make them visible, affective, and actionable. Building on the work of scholars
the paper argues that Sartre’s theater bridges aesthetic form and ethical func-
tion. Murdoch’s analysis of Sartre’s concept of freedom and her critique of moral
subjectivism enriches our understanding of the risks involved in existential cho-
ice. O’'Donohoe interprets Sartre’s dramatic method as “acts for life,” emphasi-
zing how his plays resist passivity and compel transformation. Bozkurt charac-

4

terizes The Flies as “the staging of the tragic moment of freedom,” noting its
significance in connecting personal choice with historical consequence. Sunay,
in her philosophical thesis, discusses Sartre’s theater as a space for phenome-
nological engagement, where the viewer is implicated in the ethical tensions be-

ing dramatized.

The role of the audience is another key element. Sartre’s plays are not
passive spectacles but active confrontations. He demands that viewers identify
with, reject, or critically assess the characters’ choices. In The Flies, the au-
dience is invited to see themselves in the citizens of Argos: silent, complicit, and
fearful. The possibility of becoming Orestes—of rejecting divine comfort and as-
suming full responsibility—becomes a moral mirror. In this sense, Sartre’s the-
ater functions as an ethical trial, a rehearsal for the kinds of decisions viewers
must make in their own lives. Moreover, the paper reflects on the contemporary
relevance of The Flies. In an era marked by authoritarianism, collective guilt,
and historical revisionism, Sartre’s insights remain piercing. The tendency to
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avoid responsibility, to blame history, leaders, or systems, is a form of bad faith
still prevalent today. The Flies challenges this escapism and calls for political
awakening. The play’s symbolism—flies, rituals, gods—resonates with modern
ideologies that demand compliance in the name of safety or tradition. In conc-
lusion, this study asserts that The Flies is a seminal work that exemplifies
Sartre’s integration of philosophy, ethics, and dramatic form. It is not merely a
narrative about myth or rebellion, but a performance of existential ethics.
Sartre’s play transforms the stage into a philosophical arena where ideas are
not only discussed but embodied and tested. As such, it remains a powerful text
for understanding how individuals might respond to the demands of freedom,
especially in times of historical crisis. The relevance of The Flies extends beyond
its original context and continues to pose unsettling questions: What does it
mean to act freely? What are we willing to sacrifice to remain innocent? And can
true responsibility exist without the courage to defy gods—literal or symbolic?
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Abstract

This article aims to examine the Hart-Fuller deba-
teone of the most striking intellectual confrontati-
ons in XX. century legal philosophy through the
lens of the “purpose of law.” H. L. A. Hart, a lea-
ding representative of contemporary legal positi-
vism, conceptualizes law as a system of norms
whose validity is grounded in social facts and the
position of rules within the legal system, indepen-
dent of moral evaluations. In contrast, Lon L. Ful-
ler, who reinterprets the natural law tradition in a
modern context, defines law as a purposive en-
terprise based on an internal moral structure, ca-
pable of guiding human behavior. The views of
Hart, who defines law as a normative system, and
Fuller, who considers it a moral and purposive or-
der, reflect a profound theoretical divergence con-
cerning the nature, validity, and legitimacy of law.
The opposition between Hart’s understanding of
legal validity and Fuller’s emphasis on the internal
morality of law is not merely a clash of legal theo-
ries but also a reflection of a deeper philosophical
debate about the function of law in human life and
the source of its binding force. This article analy-
zes this confrontation and offers a comparative
evaluation of the differing theoretical perspectives

on the purpose of law.

Keywords: Hart, Fuller, Law, Purpose, Morality.

Oz

Bu makale, XX. yuzyill hukuk felsefesinin en
carpici entelektiiel karsilagsmalarindan biri olan
Hart-Fuller tartismasini, “hukukun amac1” ek-
seninde ele almay1 amaclamaktadir. Hukuki po-
zitivizmin c¢agdas temsilcilerinden biri olan
Hart, hukuku ahlaki degerlendirmelerden ba-
gimsiz olarak, gecerliligi toplumsal olgulara ve
hukuki sistem icindeki kurallarin konumuna
dayanan bir normlar blittinti olarak kavramsal-
lastinnir. Buna karsilik, dogal hukuk gelenegini
modern baglamda yeniden yorumlayan Fuller,
hukuku insan davranisini yénlendirme kapasi-
tesine sahip, i¢sel bir ahlaki yapiya dayanan
amagcsal bir etkinlik olarak tanimlar. Hukuku
normatif bir sistem olarak tanimlayan Hart ile
onu ahlaki ve amagcsal bir diizen olarak deger-
lendiren Fullerm goérutsleri, hukukun dogasi,
gecerliligi ve mesruiyeti konularinda derin bir
kuramsal ayrismayir yansitmaktadir. Hartin
hukuki gecerlilik anlayis: ile Fuller’in icsel ah-
lak vurgusu arasindaki karsitlik, yalnizca hu-
kuki teorilerin bir ¢catigmasi degil, ayni zamanda
hukukun insan yasamindaki islevi ve hukukun
baglayicilig1 tizerine yUruttlen derin bir felsefi
tartismanin yansimasidir. Makale, bu catismayi
cozimlemeye calisarak hukukun amacina ilis-
kin farkli kuramsal perspektifleri karsilastir-
mali bir bicimde degerlendirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hart, Fuller, Hukuk, Amac,
Ahlak.

I®)chadi (2) 12025




Seda Ozdal

Giris'

Hukuk felsefesi, hukukun dogasi, kaynag: ve islevi Uizerine farkli pers-
pektiflerin catistigl bir alan olmustur. Bu tartismalarin merkezinde, hukukun
bir amac1 olup olmadig1 sorusu yer alir. Dogal hukukcgular, hukukun ahlaki bir
temel Uizerine kurulu oldugunu ve belirli bir amaci yerine getirmesi gerektirdi-
gini savunurken, hukuki pozitivistler hukukun ahlaktan bagimsiz, insan ya-
pim1 bir normlar sistemi oldugunu 6ne stirer. Bu baglamda, Lon L. Fuller (1902-
1978) ve H. L. A. Hart (1907-1992) arasindaki tinlt tartisma, hukuk felsefesinde
buyuk bir yanki uyandirmistir. Hart, hukukun herhangi bir i¢sel amaci olma-
digini, yalnizca toplumun isleyisini diizenleyen kurallar btittini oldugunu sa-
vunurken, Fuller, hukukun islev gorebilmesi icin belli bir ahlaki yapiya ve
amacliliga sahip olmasi gerektigini 6ne stirmustur.

Hukuk felsefesinin temel meselelerinden biri olan Hart-Fuller tartismasi,
cagdas hukuk teorisinin sekillenmesinde 6nemli bir rol oynamis; pozitif hukuk
ile dogal hukuk anlayisi1 arasindaki koklti ayrimi ve bu ayrimin ahlak-hukuk
iligkisi ile “olan” ve “olmas1 gereken” arasindaki yansimalarini gézler 6niine ser-
mistir. S6z konusu tartisma, her ne kadar kamuoyunda 1958 yilinda Harvard
Law Review’de yayimlanan yazilar araciligiyla gindeme gelmis olsa da iki dusu-
nur arasindaki karsitlik ve fikir aligsverisi 1969 yilina dek cesitli eserler ve eles-
tiriler araciligiyla stirmustir (Aki, 2018, s. 106).2

Hart, iki dlistintr arasindaki ayrismanin temelinde hukuk felsefesine y6-
nelik baslangi¢c varsayimlar ve ilgi alanlarinin farkliliginin bulundugunu savu-
nurken; Fuller, asil meselenin dile getirilen ilke ve arglimanlardan ziyade, cogu
zaman sorgulanmaksizin kabul edilen zimni varsayimlarda digtiimlendigini ileri
strmusttr (Fuller, 2019, s. 225).

Bu calismada, Hart ve Fuller'in hukukun amaci konusundaki yaklasim-
lar ele alinacak; iki dlisiintrtin temel argiimanlar: karsilastirmali olarak analiz

1 Bu makale, “Hukuk Felsefesinde Finalite Problemi” baslikli doktora tezimden uretil-
mistir.

2 Kronolojik olarak Hart-Fuller tartismasi: H. L. A. Hart, “Positivism and the Separation
of Law and Morals” Harvard Law Review, 1958; ayn1 sayida Fuller’n cevabi “Positivism
and Fidelity to Law. A Reply to Professor Hart” Harvard Law Review, 1958; H. L. A. Hart,
The Concept of Law, Oxford Press, 1961; Lon L. Fuller, The Morality of Law, 1964; H. L.
A. Hart, The Morality of Law, Harvard Law Review, 1965; Lon L. Fuller'n 1969’da “The
Morality of Law’in” ikinci baskisina yazdigi “Reply to Critics”le eserle tartisma sona er-
mistir. Bk. van der Burg, W. (2014). Lon L. Fuller’s lessons for legislators, (Cev. E. Irem
Aky). 1(3), s. 59; Tartisma konulan igin ayrica bk. Rehaag, S. (2010). The Hart-Fuller
debate in the twenty-first century (Ed. Peter Cane) Osgoode Hall Law Journal. 48(%). s.
0691-693. Ayrica detayli bilgi icin bk. Fuller, L. L. (2019). Hukukun Ahlak:, (Cev. Engin
Arikan). Istanbul: Tekin Yaymevi. s. 224-225.
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edilecek ve bu entelektiiel catismanin hukuk teorisi acisindan arz ettigi 6nem
degerlendirilecektir.

1. Dogal Hukuk Ogretisinde Hukukun Amachilig:

Dogal hukuk, hukukun kaynagini insan akli, doga diizeni ve evrensel
ahlaki ilkelerde goren bir hukuk teorisidir. Bu anlayisa gére, hukuk yalnizca
insan iradesine dayali pozitif normlardan ibaret degildir; aksine, dogustan gelen
adalet, insan onuru ve etik ilkeler gibi evrensel degerlerle temellendirilmelidir
(Mtnif Pasa, 2016, s. 197). Dogal hukuk, olan degil, olmas: gereken (de lege
ferenda) hukuku yansittigi icin ona ¢ogu zaman ideal hukuk olarak bakilir (G6z-
ler, 2008, s. 54-55).

Dogal hukuk 6gretisi, bircok kaynakta “adalet ideali” ile 6zdeslestiril-
mekte olup, bu anlayisa gére adalet, hukukun gerceklestirilmesinde temel bir
olcuit islevi gormektedir. Dogal hukukculara gére bir hukuk kuralinin gecerliligi,
yalnizca sekli unsurlara degil, ayni1 zamanda adalete uygunluguna da baghdir.
Bu baglamda adalet, dogru hukuk idealini temsil etmekte; hatta kimi dogal hu-
kukcular acisindan dogrudan hukukun kendisi olarak kabul edilmektedir. Do-
gal hukuk dustincesi, hukuk ile ahlak arasinda gucli ve ayrilmaz bir bag bu-
lundugunu ileri stirer ve hukuku yalnizca pozitif normlardan ibaret gérmez. Bu
Ogretiye gore hukuk, insan dogasina ve evrensel ahlaki ilkelere dayanmali; nor-
matif diizenin mesruiyeti bu temellere gore degerlendirilmeli ve sekillenmelidir
(Cagil, 1966, s. 398-399).

Hukuk felsefesi tarihine bakildiginda, farkli dénemlerde cesitli dogal hu-
kuk yaklasimlarinin gelistirildigi gérulmektedir. Bu cesitlilik, dogal hukukun
statik degil, dinamik bir diistince alani oldugunu; hayatla, insanla ve degerlerle
ilgili anlayislar degistikce dogal hukuk anlayislarinin da déntstime ugradigini
gostermektedir. Bu cercevede, dogal hukuk yalnizca belirli bir dénem ya da du-
sUnurle sinirhh kalmayip, insanligin adalet arayisinin felsefi bir ifadesi olarak
stireklilik kazanmistir (Cagil, 1966, s.404-406).

Dogal hukuk o6gretisinde “hukukun amacsalligi” temel bir ilkedir. Bu
yaklasima goére hukuk, salt bir kurallar butint degil; belirli ahlaki ve insani
degerleri gerceklestirmeyi hedefleyen bir kurumdur. Hukukun yalnizca diizen
saglamaya yo6nelik aracsal bir yap: olmadigi; bunun 6tesinde adalet, insan
onuru ve ortak iyilik gibi yuksek degerlere yonelmesi gerektigi vurgulanir. Bu
diistince, felsefi gelenek icerisinde farkli donemlerde cesitli filozoflar tarafindan
farkli bicimlerde temellendirilmistir. Ornegin Aristoteles, hukukun nihai ama-
cin1 erdemli yasam olarak tanimlamis; hukuku sadece toplumsal dlizenin araci
degil, bireyleri erdemli olmaya y6nelten bir mekanizma olarak gérmustir (Aris-
toteles, 2005, s. 7). Cicero ise, insanlarin erdemde birlesmesi gerektigini savu-
nur. Dustnure gére ruh yuceligi, dostluk, adalet ve comertlik gibi erdemler,
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hazdan, yasamdan ve maddi zenginlikten daha dogaldir ve insan dogasina daha
uygundur (Cicero, 2017, s. 119-122). Orta Cag dusuntrlerinden Thomas Aqui-
nas, hukuku Tanrisal diizenin diinyevi yansimasi olarak degerlendirir ve huku-
kun nihai amacinin dogruyu ve adaleti gerceklestirmek oldugunu belirtir. Aqu-
inas, hukukun amagcsalligini ilahi yasa ile iliskilendirerek metafizik bir temel-
lendirme yapar.3

XX. yuzyilda ise Lon L. Fuller, hukukun islevselligi icin i¢sel bir ahlaka
sahip olmasi gerektigini savunmustur. Ona gére hukuk, ancak anlasilir, tutarh
ve adil oldugu o6lctide islevini yerine getirebilir (Fuller, 2019, S. 174-175; Fuller,
2019, s. 235). John Finnis ise cagdas dogal hukuk anlayisini “temel insani de-
gerler” kuram ile aciklamis; hukukun amacini bireylerin 6zglir, anlamh ve iyi
bir yasam stirmesini mimkuin kilmak olarak tanimlamistir (Kili¢, 2010, S. 240-
248).

Sonuc olarak dogal hukuk duistincesi, hukukun yalnizca yazili kurallar-
dan ibaret olmadigini; insan dogasina, evrensel ahlaka ve toplumsal adalet an-
layisina hizmet etmesi gerektigini savunur. Bu yaklasima goére hukuk, salt bi-
cimsel bir normlar dizgesi degil, etik bir hedef tasiyan ve insan yasamina anlam
katmay1 amacglayan bir sistemdir.

2. Hukuki Pozitivizm ve Hukukun Ahlaktan Bagimsizlig1

Hukuki pozitivizmin temel iddiasi, hukukun ve ahlakin birbirinden ba-
gimsiz iki alan oldugudur. Bu goris, hukuk normlarinin gecerliliginin, ahlaki
dogrularla ilgisi olmadigini savunur. Hukuki pozitivizm, hukukun toplumsal bir
olgu oldugunu ve bu nedenle yalnizca toplum tarafindan kabul edilen ve uygu-
lanan kurallarin gecerli sayilmasi gerektigini éne strer. Ahlak ise, bireysel ya
da toplumsal bir degerler sistemi olarak, hukuki normlarla iligkilendirilmeden
varlik gosterebilir. Bu goruis, en belirgin sekilde John Austin ve Hans Kelsen
gibi diistinurler tarafindan savunulmustur.

Hukuk felsefesi, hukuki normlarin kaynagini, dogasini ve baglayiciligini
coziimlemeye yOnelik cesitli kuramsal yaklasimlar sunar. Bu baglamda, hukuki
pozitivizm, hukuk ile ahlak arasinda zorunlu bir baglant: bulunmadigini savu-
nan temel kuramlardan biridir. Ozellikle Jeremy Bentham, John Austin ve H.
L. A. Hartin katkilariyla kurumsallasan bu yaklasim, hukuki gecerliligin 6l¢ti-

3 Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica, Cev. Fathers of the English Dominican Pro-
vince, 90. Soru; 95. Soru, 2. Madde/ https://www.documentacatholicaom-
nia.eu/03d/1225-1274, Thomas_Aquinas, Summa_Theolo-

giae_%5B1%5D, EN.pdf/06.03.2025
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tinu, ahlaki dogrulukta degil, pozitif hukuk kurallarinin belirli bir otorite tara-
findan olusturulmus ve yururltige konmus olmasinda arar (Keyman, 1978, s.
20).4

Hukuki pozitivizme goére bir normun hukuken gecerli sayilabilmesi icin
iki temel kosulun saglanmasi gerekir: Birincisi, kuralin yetkili bir otorite tara-
findan olusturulmus olmasi; ikincisi ise kuralin, hukuk sisteminin 6ngoérdigi
sekilsel usullere uygun bicimde yururltige girmesidir. Bu cercevede hukuki ge-
cerlilik, etik veya ahlaki bir degerlendirmeye degil, sistem ici tanima mekaniz-
malarina dayanir. John Austin’in “egemenin emri” anlayisi ile H. L. A. Hartin
“tanima kural1”s (rule of recognition) teorisi, bu yaklasimin kavramsal temelini
olusturan Ornekler arasinda yer alir.

Hukuki pozitivizmin merkezinde yer alan “ayrilabilirlik tezi”, hukuk ile
ahlak arasinda zorunlu bir iliskinin bulunmadigini 6ne stirer. Bu tez, bir hu-
kuki normun ahlaki icerige sahip olabilecegini kabul etmekle birlikte, bu iceri-
gin normun gecerliligini belirleyen bir unsur olmadigini savunur.¢ Pozitivist yak-

4 Felsefi pozitivizm ile hukuki pozitivizm, gézlemlenebilir olana verdikleri 6nem acisin-
dan benzerlik gosterse de genel anlamda birbirinden ayrilan iki farkl diistince sistemini
temsil eder. Felsefi pozitivizm, hukuku aciklarken insan davranislarinin gézlemlenebi-
lirligini esas alirken; hukuki pozitivizm, normun kendisini ve normun yapisal somutlu-
gunu merkezine alir. Bu farkin temelinde distinme bi¢imlerinin farklihg yattig ileri
stridlmektedir. Bk. Waline, M. (1951). Felsefi, hukuki ve ictimai pozitivizm, (Cev. Minci
Kapani). Ankara Universitesi Hukuk Faktiltesi Dergisi. 8(3-4), s. 170-182; Oktem, N.
(1977). Hukuksal pozitivizm akimi. Istanbul Universitesi Hukuk Faktiltesi Mecmuasi.
43(1-4). s. 272. Hukuki pozitivizmin tarihsel kokeni ise, Alman tarihc¢i okulunun pan-
dekt koluna dayandirilmaktadir. Bu baglamda hukuki pozitivizmin, bilimsel yéntem ve
siyasal karar streclerinde nasil bir arac¢ olarak kullanildig da tartismaya aciktir. Bk.
Dilcher, G. (1974). Bilimsel metot ve siyasal karar araci olarak hukuki pozitivizm”, (Cev.
Ahmet Mumcu). Ankara Universitesi Hukuk Faktiltesi Dergisi, 31(1), s. 468.

5 Hart hukuk kuramini “kurallar” temelinde olusturmustur. Hart’a gore birincil ve ikin-
cil olmak tizere iki temel kural vardir. Birincil kurallar, kisinin isteginden bagimsiz ola-
rak, kisilere 6devler ytikleyen ve belirli bir davranista bulunulmasi ya da ondan kacinil-
masiyla ilgili kurallardir. Diger kural tirti olan ikincil kurallar ise, birincil kurallarin
islemesiyle ilgili diizenlemeler yapmak ve bu kurallarin hukuksal dtizenlemeleri ile ilgili
problemleri ¢c6zmek amaciyla olusturulmustur. Hart ikincil kurallar1 da tge ayirir. Bi-
rincisi, yasallik ve gecerlilik ile ilgili sorunlar1 ¢ézen ve belirsizligi gideren tanima kura-
hidir. Bu kural nelerin hukuk kurali oldugunu gésteren ve bir kuralin hukuk kurali olup
olmadigini belirleyen kurallardir. Ikinci kural, degistirme kurali olup, kisilerin uymak
zorunda olduklar1 kurallar tizerinde ve hukuksal ytuktmliltklerde degisiklik yapar.
Bunlar baz: birincil ve ikincil kurallarda, yasama ve yarg: tarafindan yapilacak degisik-
lige imkan taniyan kurallardir. Sonuncusu ise muhakeme kurali (karar verme kural)
dir. Bu tir kurallar bir uyusmazhk durumunda yargi organlarinin karar verme usuliinti
belirler ve verimsizlik sorununu ortadan kaldirir. Bk. R. Wacks, (2019). Hukuk felsefe-
sine kisa bir giris. (Cev. Engin Arikan). Istanbul: Tekin Yayinevi, s. 71-74; Y. Isiktac
(2007). Hukukun kaynagt olarak sézlesme. Istanbul: Filiz Kitabevi. s. 318-321.

6 Hukuki pozitivizmin temelini olusturan diger énemli yaklasimlar arasinda sosyal olgu
tezi ve konvansiyonellik tezi yer almaktadir. Sosyal olgu tezi, hukuki pozitivizmin kav-
ramsal cercevesinin merkezinde bulunur ve hukukun temelinde toplumsal olarak tre-
tilmis veya insa edilmis birtakim olgularin yer aldigi diistincesine dayanir. Bu yaklagsima
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lasim i¢inde, hukuk-ahlak iliskisine dair farkli yorumlar mevcuttur. Bu dogrul-
tuda, hukuki pozitivistler “kapsayict” ve “dislayic1” olmak Uizere iki ana gruba
ayrilir. Kapsayici (ya da esnek) pozitivistler, hukukun bazi durumlarda ahlaki
normlari icerebilecegini kabul ederken; dislayic: (ya da kati) pozitivistler, ahla-
kin hukuki gecerlilik tizerinde herhangi bir etkisini btitiintiyle reddederler. Kap-
sayici pozitivizm, Hart, Jules Coleman, W.J. Waluchow ve Matthew Kramer gibi
dustnurler tarafindan savunulurken; dislayici pozitivizmin énde gelen temsil-
cileri arasinda Joseph Raz, Scott Shapiro ve Andrei Marmor yer alir (Himma,
2010, s. 13).

Hukuki pozitivizmin 6nciilerinden John Austin, hukuku egemenin top-
lum tizerindeki iradesinin ifadesi olarak tanimlar. Ona goére hukuk, bir emir
sistemidir ve gecerliligi, yalnizca yetkili bir otorite tarafindan belirli usullere uy-
gun bicimde cikarilmasina ve toplumsal olarak uygulanmasina baghdir (Austin,
2015, s. 27-29). Austin, hukuk ile ahlak arasinda keskin bir ayrim yapar. Ona
gore, bir normun hukuki gecerliligi, ahlaken dogru ya da yanlis olmasiyla degil,
yurtrlikte bulunmasiyla ilgilidir. Bu distincesini su sézlerle dile getirir:

Hukukun mevcudiyeti ile erdemli veya erdemsiz olusu farkl seylerdir. Hu-
kukun var olup olmadigi ayr:1 bir arastirma konusudur; kabul edilmis bir
standarda uygun olup olmadig: ise farkl bir arastirma konusudur. Fiilen
var olan bir yasa, biz onu sevmesek de, uygun bulmamaiz veya bulmamamaizi
kendisine goére ayarladigimiz metinden farkli da olsa, yasadir. Bu gercek,
bicimsel olarak soyut bir 6nerme seklinde ifade edildiginde, tistiinde 1srarla
durmay1 sa¢gma gosterecek kadar basit ve gereksizdir. Fakat ne kadar basit
ve gereksiz olursa olsun, soyut bir sekilde ifade edildiginde ne kadar cok
olayda unutuldugunu tek tek sayacak olursak, tek bir cildi bununla doldu-
ruruz. (Hart, 2017, s. 105-106).

gore, herhangi bir normun gercek anlamda bir hukuk kurali sayilabilmesi, belirli bir
sosyal olguya dayandirilmasiyla mimktndur. Her ne kadar pek cok hukuki pozitivist
bu gbériisti benimsemis olsa da hangi tlir sosyal olgunun hukuki gecerliligin temelini
olusturduguna dair fikir birligi bulunmamaktadir. Bu baglamda, Jeremy Bentham’in
izleyicisi olan John Austin, bir hukuk sisteminin varhgim aciklayan sosyal olgunun,
buyruk verme gliciine ve bu buyruga uymama durumunda yaptirim uygulama kapasi-
tesine sahip bir egemenin varligi oldugunu ileri stirer. Buna karsin H. L. A. Hart, ege-
menin emirlerinin tek basina bir hukuk sistemini aciklamakta yetersiz kaldigini savu-
nur. Hart’a gore, isleyen bir hukuk sistemi; normlarin olusturulmasi, degistirilmesi ve
uygulanmasini saglayan “tanima kurallari”na sahip olmalidir. Bu durumda Hart acisin-
dan hukuk sisteminin temel sosyal olgusu, bu tanima kurallaridir. Konvansiyonellik
tezi ise, hukuk kurallarinin, yetkili merciler tarafindan kabul edilip uygulanmasi ve bu
kurallarin toplumsal olarak standartlastirilmis davranis bicimleri haline gelmesi stire-
ciyle ilgilidir. Bu tez, hukukun temelde toplumsal bir uzlasinin trind oldugunu ileri
strer. Bu konuda Kenneth Einar Himma, hukuk kurallarinin gegerliligine dair ahlaki
kriterlerin kapsamina iliskin kapsayici ve dislayici pozitivistler arasindaki tartismalar:
ele alirken, zayif ve glcli bicimleriyle konvansiyonellik tezlerini de ayiurt eder. Bk.
Himma, K. E. (2010). Hukukun ahlaki kriterleri kapsayici ve dislayic: pozitivistler ara-
sindaki tartisma. (Cev. Saim Uye). Ankara: BilgeSu Yayincilik, s. 8-18; 20-28.
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Austin’in bu ayrimin1 H. L. A. Hart, daha sistematik bicimde su sekilde
formule eder: “Birincisi, anayasal veya hukuki bir htikme dayanmadan, sirf ah-
laki diye bir kuralin yasa olmadigi; ikincisi, sirf ahlaken arzu edilebilir oldugu
icin bir kuralin yasa oldugu séylenemez.” (Hart, 2017, s. 109). Austin’in hukuku
ahlaktan timuyle ayiran yaklasimi, hukukun yalnizca bicimsel gecerliligine
odaklanirken, onun toplumsal mesruiyet boyutunu ihmal etmektedir. Bu yak-
lasim, 6zellikle adaletle agikca celisen yasalarin da “hukuk” sayilabilecegi gibi
tartismali sonuclara kapi aralar. Oysa hukuk, yalnizca yurtrlikte olusuyla de-
gil, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal vicdanda yarattigi yankiyla da degerlendirilmeyi
hak eder.

Hans Kelsen ise hukuki pozitivizme "saf hukuk teorisi" (Reine Rechts-
lehre) ile katki sunmus, hukuk ile ahlak arasinda kesin bir ayrim yapilmasi
gerektigini savunmustur. Kelsen’e gére hukuk, kendi i¢ tutarhiligina ve hiyerar-
sik normatif yapisina sahip, ahlaki degerlendirmelerden bagimsiz bir sistemdir.
Bir normun gecerliligi, yalnizca daha st dlizeydeki bir normdan turetilmis ol-
masiyla aciklanabilir. Bu baglamda, bir normun ahlaki ya da etik degerlerle
uyusmasinin, onun hukuki stattistine hicbir etkisi yoktur (Kelsen, 2016, s. 19-
20; Kelsen, 2018, s. 100).

Ayni cizgide yer alan Léon Duguit de hukuk ve ahlak kurallarini kesin
cizgilerle birbirinden ayirir. Duguit’e gére hukuki normlarin belirleyici 6zelligi,
bireylere belirli eylemleri emretmeleri ya da yasaklamalaridir; bu emir ve yasak-
lar ahlaki degerlerle degil, toplumsal diizenin surekliligi ile iliskilidir (Duguit,
1917, s. 3-4). Duguit, hukuk kurallarinin gecerliliginin metafizik ilkeler ya da
dini inanclarla temellendirilmesine karsi cikar. Evrensel ya da mutlak ahlaki
ilkelerin tarihsel ve kultliirel baglamlara gére degiskenlik gésterdigini savuna-
rak, dogal hukuk anlayisini hukuki diistincenin disinda bir metafizik ugras ola-
rak degerlendirir (Topcuoglu, 1953, s. 147).

Marcel Waline ise normatif pozitivist gelenege daha yumusak bir yakla-
sim getirir. Ona gére hukuk pozitivistleri, yiiksek ahlaki degerlerin ya da ideal-
lerin varligini tamamen reddetmezler. Ancak bu degerlerin hukuki bir nitelik
tasidigini da kabul etmezler. Waline, pozitivistlerin bireyleri her kosulda pozitif
hukuka itaate zorladiklar1 yéntndeki elestirilerin de hatali oldugunu belirtir.
Ona gore, pozitivist anlayis bireylere hukuka uymama 6zguirliglinti tanir; ancak
bu 6zgurligiin dogal bir sonucu olarak, bireyler eylemlerinin sorumlulugunu
da Ustlenmek durumundadir. Bu yaklasima gore pozitif hukuk, dogal hukuk
ilkelerini diglamakla birlikte, onlarin dogru ya da yanlis olusu hakkinda her-
hangi bir degerlendirme yapmaz; ¢cliinkti bu tlr tartismalar esasen metafizik
dizlemdedir (Waline, 1951, s. 172-173; Topcuoglu, 1953, s. 179-180).
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Sonuc olarak, hukuki pozitivizm, hukukun gecerliligini ahlaki degerlen-
dirmelerden bagimsiz olarak aciklayan gliclti bir kuramsal ¢cerceve sunmakta-
dir. Bununla birlikte, hukuku yalnizca toplumsal olgulara indirgemek ve ah-
lakla ttim iligkisini yadsimak, 6zellikle totaliter rejimlerin hukuk anlayislari g6z
ontne alindiginda ciddi elestirilere acik hale gelmektedir. Bu nedenle, hukuki
pozitivizmin analitik glici ve sistematikligi kabul edilmekle birlikte, hukukun
toplumsal mesruiyetinin saglanmasinda adalet ve ahlak ilkelerinin rolti gbz ardi
edilmemelidir.

3. Fuller-Hart: Kural ve Amac¢ Gerilimi

Modern hukuk felsefesinin en ¢etin tartismalarindan biri, hukuk norm-
larinin sadece bicimsel gecerlilige mi yoksa ayni zamanda belirli bir amaca ve
ahlaki icerige de sahip olmas1 gerektigine iliskindir. Bu baglamda H. L. A. Hart
ile Lon L. Fuller arasindaki meshur tartisma, "kural" ile "amac¢" arasindaki ge-
rilimi en keskin haliyle gozler 6ntine sermektedir.

Tartismanin ana hatlarina gecmeden 6nce, iki distUinUrin “amacg” kav-
rami Uzerinden birbirlerine yonelttikleri elestirilere yakindan bakmak yerinde
olacaktir. Hart, Fuller1 yasami boyunca "amacg distncesine tutkulu bir baglilik"
icinde olan bir dlisiinlr olarak gérmus ve bu tutkunun, kimi zaman yaratici bir
esin kaynagi olabildigi gibi, distinsel korliige de yol acabilecegini ileri sirmus-
tiir. Ayrica Hart, Fullerin amag merkezli yaklasimini “yliiksek dozda romantizm”
olarak nitelendirmis ve bu tir yaklasimlarda daha temkinli ve sogukkanli olun-
mas1 gerektigini savunmustur. Buna karsilik Fuller, Hartin amac fikrine karsi
mesafeli durusunu hukuki pozitivizmin bir yanilgisi olarak degerlendirir (Fuller,
2019, s. 226). Fuller’a gore hukuk, dogas: geregi amaclh bir faaliyettir; dolay-
styla bir yasanin amacini dikkate almadan, onun dilsel ifadesini dahi dogru se-
kilde yorumlamak mumktin degildir. Bu nedenle asil yetersizlik, hukuk teori-
sinde amaca gerekli 6nemi vermeyen Hart’in yaklasiminda bulunmaktadir (Ful-
ler, 2017, s. 203).

Goruldiga tizere, Hart ve Fuller’in tartismalarinda “amacg” kavrami mer-
kezi bir role sahiptir. Burada iki farkli yaklasimin oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz.
Hartin yaklasimi, hukuki pozitivizmi ve Fullerin ki dogalci-ahlaki hukuk ku-
rami temsil etmektedir. Her iki diistiintir de hukuk diizeninin yapisini anlamaya
calissa da hukukla amacg arasindaki iligskiye dair yaklagsimlari taban tabana zit-
tar.

Hart, hukuku tanimlarken onu toplumsal diizeni saglayan kurallar bii-
tinu olarak kavrar ve bu kurallarin gecerliligini bliytik 6l¢ctide onlarin sosyal
olarak taninmasina ve i¢sel kabultine baglar (Hart, 2017, s. 146). Diger yandan
Fuller, hukuk diizeninin sadece kurallardan ibaret olmadigini, bu kurallarin
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ayni zamanda belirli bir amac1 gerceklestirmesi gerektigini, aksi takdirde huku-
kun i¢sel ahlakini yitirecegini savunur (Fuller, 2019, s. 174-176). Bu iki yakla-
sim, hukukun yalnizca bicimsel mi yoksa ayni zamanda ereksel bir yapiya mi
sahip oldugu sorunsalinda ayrismaktadir. Hart, hukukun gecerliligini sosyal
tanima ve kurumsal uygulamaya dayandirirken, normlarin icerdigi anlami ikin-
cil goértr. Bu, hukukun degerlerden bagimsiz isleyebilecegi varsayimina daya-
nir. Oysa Fuller’a gore, hukuk ancak adil ve anlaml bir amaca y6éneldiginde
gercek anlamda hukuk olur, aksi takdirde yalnizca bicimsel bir dtizenleme ola-
rak kalir. Bu baglamda, Hartin pozitivizmi hukukla ahlak arasina mesafe ko-
yarken, Fuller hukuku etik bir yapi olarak temellendirir. Béylece tartisma, hu-
kukun yalnizca “ne oldugu” degil, ayni1 zamanda “neye yonelmesi gerektigi” me-
selesine donusur.

Lon L. Fuller, hukuku yalnizca bigcimsel bir normlar sistemi olarak degil,
ayni zamanda rasyonel, anlasilir ve uygulamaya elverisli bir yap1 olarak goérur.
Ona gore bir sistemin hukuk olarak nitelenebilmesi, yalnizca icerdigi kurallarin
varligina degil, bu kurallarin belirli bir bicimsel ahlaki nitelik tasimasina bagli-
dir. Bu nitelikleri saglayan ilkeler ise sunlardir: 1. Genellik (Generality): Hukuk
kurallar1 genel olmalidir. Bireyleri hedef alan keyfi emirler yerine, herkese uy-
gulanabilir tirden normatif dtizenlemeler olmalidir. Aksi takdirde hukuk, oto-
ritenin kaprislerine indirgenmis olur. 2. Yayinlanmis Olma (Promulgation): Ku-
rallar kamuya ilan edilmis, yani bilinebilir olmalidir. Yayinlanmamis bir kuralin
bireyleri yonlendirmesi beklenemez. Bu ilke, hukukun 6ngo6rulebilirligi ve gi-
venligi acisindan merkezi 6nemdedir. 3. Gelecege Déntikltik (Prospectivity): Hu-
kuk kurallar1 kural olarak ileriye déntik olmali, gecmise yonelik ceza ya da yu-
kumluluk dogurmamalidir. Retrospektif yasalar, hukuki éngoértlebilirligi ihlal
eder ve hukukun giiven veren dogasina zarar verir. 4. Anlasilabilirlik (Clarity):
Kurallar acik ve anlasilir bir dilde formtule edilmelidir. Aksi takdirde bireyler
neye uymalar gerektigini bilemezler ve bu da hukuka gtiveni zedeler. 5. Celis-
mezlik (Non-Contradiction): Hukuki diizenleme icerisinde kurallarin birbiriyle
celismemesi gerekir. Celigkili kurallar bireyi iki farkli yaktumliltige sokar ve uy-
gulamada keyfilige yol acar. 6. Uygulanabilirlik (Possibility of Compliance): Ku-
rallarin, bireyler tarafindan fiilen yerine getirilebilir olmasi gerekir. imkansiz yti-
kumlaliikler, hukuki sorumlulugu abstrt hale getirir. 7. Istikrar (Cons-
tancy/Temporal Stability): Kurallar cok sik degismemelidir. Hukuki dlizenin sU-
rekliligi ve 6ngortlebilirligi bireylerin gliven duymasini saglar. Strekli degisen
kurallar, diizenin kaosa surtiklenmesine neden olabilir. 8. Uygulama ile Uyum-
luluk (Congruence between Official Action and Declared Rule): Yetkililer tara-
findan yapilan uygulamalar, ilan edilen hukuk kurallariyla tutarli olmalidir.
Aksi takdirde hukuk, mesruiyetini yitirir (van der Burg, 2014, s. 60-62; Aktas,
2011, s. 64).
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Fuller’e gore bu ilkeler yalnizca teknik kurallar degil, hukukun ahlaki
yapisina ickin normlardir. Bu ilkelerin tamami, hukuk sisteminin adil, 6ngéru-
lebilir ve islevsel olmasini saglayan temel kriterlerdir. Fuller, bu ilkelerin ihlal
edildigi noktada sistemin “hukuk” olmaktan ciktigini iddia eder. Bu baglamda
hukuk ile ahlak arasinda bicimsel ama zorunlu bir bag kurar. Boylece, poziti-
vistlerin savundugu icerikten bagimsiz hukuk anlayisina karsi giiclii bir argi-
man sunar.

Buna karsilik Hart, hukuk kurallarinin gecerliligi ve normatif glticii aci-
sindan bu tir amaclara dogrudan referans verilmesinin gerekli olmadigini sa-
vunur. Ona gore, hukuk diizeninin amaca donik olmasi, 6rnegin adaleti ger-
ceklestirmesi elbette tercih edilir bir durumdur ancak bu, bir normun hukuki
olup olmadigini belirlemez. Hart icin hukuk, sosyal gerceklige ickin bir kurallar
sistemidir ve onun deger yukli bir icerige sahip olmasi gerekmez. Hukukun
gecerliligi, icerdigi ahlaki degerlere dayanmaz. Ona gore, bir yasa adaletsiz ola-
bilir ama yine de hukukidir. Hukuk, ahlaki dogrulukla degil, yetkili makamlarin
koydugu kurallarla belirlenir (Hart, 2017, s. 146-150). Bu noktada hukukun
yalnizca formel gecerliligiyle yetinmenin, onun toplumsal islevini ve etik boyu-
tunu g6z ardi etme riski tasidigi sOylenebilir. Hartin yaklasimi, hukuku acikla-
mada 6nemli bir ¢éziimleme sunsa da Fullerin vurguladigi amagcsallik boyutu
hukukun mesruiyeti acisindan daha bittinctl bir ¢erceve sunar. Nitekim hu-
kukun sadece "ne oldugu" degil, "ne olmasi gerektigi" sorusu da hukuk felsefesi
baglaminda g6z ardi edilemez bir 6neme sahiptir.

Fuller, hukukun icsel bir mantiginin olmasi gerektigini ve hukukun bir
dlizen yaratma amaci tasimasi gerektigini savunur. Ornegin Nazi Almanya’sin-
daki yasalar gecerlilik durumu her iki distinur tarafindan farkl ve zit degerlen-
dirilmektedir. Hart’a gére gecerlidir, ¢ctinkdl yetkili makamlar tarafindan ytrtr-
Iige konmuslardi. Fuller’a gore ise gecersizdir, ¢cinkti hukukun i¢sel ahlakina
aykiriydilar ve bir toplumda adil bir dtizen yaratmiyorlardi. Bu noktada, Ful-
ler’in hukuku neden amach bir yap: olarak gérdiigi daha da netlik kazanmak-
tadir. Cunkti distunutre goére eger hukuk adil ve dtizenli bir toplum yaratma
amacina hizmet etmiyorsa, gercek anlamda hukuk olamaz (Fuller, 2019, s.
234). Bu nedenle Fuller hukukun sadece sekilsel bir kurallar btittini degil, be-
lirli bir toplumsal amaca hizmet eden bir yap1 olmasi gerektigini savunur. Fuller
bu duistinceyi sOyle ifade eder: “Bir kanun tabii ki de belli bir amaca, giruha
veya ilgili hedeflere hizmet eden amacl bir seydir. Asil itiraz edilen sey tekil
kanunlara belli amaclar ytklenmesi degil, bir biittin olarak hukukun 6&yle ol-
dugu iddiasinadir” (Fuller, 2019, s.175).

Hart, Fullerin hukuk anlayisinin gercek diinyada uygulanamaz oldu-
gunu soyler. Hart’a gére hukuk, toplum dlizenini saglayan normatif bir sistem-
dir ancak bu sistemin islemesi icin herhangi bir ahlaki ya da amagsal gerekceye
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ihtiya¢c duyulmaz. Bir hukuki normun gecerliligi, onun belirli usullerle olustu-
rulmus olmasina baglhdir. Dolayisiyla iceriginin adil ya da ahlaki olup olmamasi
bu gecerliligi etkilemez. Bu y6nuyle Hartin yaklasimi, “hukukun iceriginden
bagimsiz olarak” gecerliligini stirdiirebilecegini ileri stiren pozitivist bir c¢izgiye
yerlesir (Hart, 2017, s. 146-150). Ancak yine Hart, hukuk sistemlerinin asgari
duizeyde ahlaki icerige sahip olmas1 gerektigini kabul eder. Hart’in, “asgari dogal
hukuk” gortisti, onun kendi pozitivist sistemine belli 6l¢ctide normatif bir zemin
kazandirma cabasi olarak okunabilir. Onun, insanlarin birlikte yasama arzu-
sunu ve hayatta kalma gereksinimini hukukun rasyonel temelleri arasinda gor-
mesi, distnUrin saf pozitivizmden ne 6lctide ayrildigini distindirmektedir.
Zira burada icerikten bagimsiz bir hukuk anlayisinin sinirlarina dair bir farkin-
dalik ortaya cikar. Bu baglamda Ronald Dworkin’in, Hartin hukuk anlayisini
“kurallarla sinirli” buldugu ve “ilkeler”in hukuki karar stireclerindeki belirleyici
rolint disladigi yéntindeki elestirisi énemlidir. (Dworkin, 2007, s. 47) Dwor-
kin’e gbére, hukuki argiimantasyon yalnizca pozitif kurallara degil, ayni za-
manda ahlaki yuktimlultikler tasiyan ilkelere de dayanir (Oktem, 2011, s. 89).
Bu elestiri, Hart’in “asgari dogal hukuk” vurgusunun, sistemin teorik tutarliligi
pahasina ortuk bir deger yargisina dayandigini gosterir niteliktedir. Dolayisiyla
Hartin pozitivizmi, kendi sinirlarini taniyan bir pozitivizm olmakla birlikte, bu
yo6nuyle dogalct hukuk anlayislarina zimni bir kapi aralamaktadir.

Hart diger hukuki pozitivizm savunucularindan ayirarak, ilimli bir po-
zitivist olarak goriilmesine neden olan ve dogal hukuk ile iliskilendirilen hayatta
kalma arzusu, bircok dusintur tarafindan elestirilmistir. Bu dtistnurlerin ba-
sinda Fuller ve Finnis gibi yeni dénem dogal hukukc¢ular gelmektedir. Fuller’a
gore Hart, hayatta kalma istegini insanlarin baska gayesi yokmuscasina tek bir
hedef olarak sunmasindan 6ttirtl hataya dismektedir. Ona gére yasami sur-
dirme eregi, diger tim amaclarin gerceklestirilmesi i¢cin sadece gerekli bir ko-
suldur. Fuller, Thomas Aquinas’in verdigi “...eger bir kaptanin en nihai hedefi
gemisini korumak olsaydi onu sonsuza kadar limanda tutard:i” (Fuller, 2019, s.
221) s6zunl O0rnek gostererek elestirisini stirdurtr. Fuller’a gore insanin tek
amaci hayatta kalmak olmamalidir. Finnis de Fuller ile benzer bir distinceyi
paylasarak, Hartin ontolojik ve ahlaki iyilik arasindaki farki géremeyerek, olan
ve olmasi gerekeni birbirine karistirdigini sdyler. Insanin yasami stirdiirme
eregi, ontolojik anlamda iyidir fakat insan biyolojik dlizeyden cok daha yukari-
dadir. Hart, insani diger varliklardan ayiran 6zellikleri vurgulamamaktadir. Fin-
nis, insanin nihai sonuna iliskin bir aciklama yapilacaksa, onun varolusunun
biyolojik yontintin yani sira, entelektiiel ve toplumsal kapasitesinin de ele alin-
mas1 geregine isaret eder (Ceylan, 2014, s. 199-200). Bu elestiriler, hukukun
yalnizca temel biyolojik ihtiyaclara indirgenemeyecek bir insan anlayisina da-
yanmasi gerektigini ortaya koyar. Zira hukuk, yalnizca diizeni ve givenligi degil,
ayni zamanda insanin entelektiiel, etik ve toplumsal gelisimini de gézetmelidir.
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Bu baglamda, dogal hukuk gelenegi, hukukun nihai amacina dair daha kapsa-
yic1 bir perspektif sunmaktadir.

Fuller, Nazi rejiminin ardindan yasanan yikimin, “daha ytksek bir hu-
kuk” dtistincesine olan y6nelimi beraberinde getirdigini ileri stirer. Bu diistince,
mevcut hukuk normlarinin yetersiz kaldigi durumlarda basvurulan, daha adil
ve ideal bir hukuk anlayisina duyulan ihtiyaci yansitir. Ancak bu kavram, Hart
basta olmak tizere bircok hukuki pozitivist tarafindan kuskuyla karsilanir (Ful-
ler, 2017, s. 196-197). Fuller’a gére bunun nedeni, pozitivistlerin genel olarak
“amac” fikrine kars1 duyduklar direnctir (Fuller, 2019, s. 236). Ona goére Hart,
bu karsi durusun somut bir temsilcisidir, ¢cinkt pozitivistler, yasalarin ve hu-
kuk kurumlarinin tasidigl amaclarin yorumlanmasinin sinirlarini asabilecegin-
den endise ederler (Fuller, 2017, s. 210-212).

Fuller, bu endisenin temelinde toplumsal diizenin bozulmasindan cok,
bireyin istemedigi bir ydéne zorla yoénlendirilmesi korkusunun yattigini savunur.
Bu durumu somutlastirmak icin, kati Protestan kurallarinin egemen oldugu bir
toplumda yasayan inangsiz bir adam 6rnegini verir. Bu 6rnekte adam, pazar
guinu golf oynamay1 yasaklayan bir diizenlemeye istemeyerek de olsa boyun ege-
bilir. Ancak, ayn1 yasa onu kiliseye gitmeye veya dua etmeye zorlasaydi, bu du-
rum kisinin varolugsal butunliigline dogrudan bir muidahale anlami tasirdi.
Fuller’a gore, pozitivist hukuk anlayisi, béyle bir mtidahalenin kapisini aralaya-
bilecek sinirsiz amagsal yorumlara karsi temkinlidir; ancak bu temkin, “amac”
fikrinin tamamen bastirilmasina ve béylece hukukun en temel sorunlarinin g6z
ard: edilmesine neden olmaktadir (Fuller, 2017, s. 212-213).

Fuller, hukukun amagcsal yorumunun ayni zamanda bireyin daha genis
etik sorumluluklariyla birlikte ele alinmasi gerektigini savunur. Bu sorumlu-
luklarin timu, dogalar: geregi amacsaldir ve dyle kalmalidir. Eger bu yén goéz
ard: edilirse, hukuka yo6nelik i¢csel baglilik da ortadan kalkar. Ona goére “hukuka
baglilik”, sadece hukukun islerliginin degil, ayni1 zamanda yasalarin toplumsal
hayatta etkinliginin de vazgecilmez kosuludur. Eger hukuk, Austin’in 6ne sur-
dugu gibi yalnizca egemenin buyrugu ya da devlet goérevlilerinin tekrar eden
davranis kaliplar1 olarak algilanirsa, yazili bir anayasa dahi kendi kendine is-
lerlik kazanamaz (Fuller, 2017, s. 210-211).

Fuller, insan tirintl yasalarin etkili olabilmesi icin, bu yasalara yalnizca
itaat degil, ayn1 zamanda ahlaki bir inancla, icten gelen bir baglilikla yaklasil-
mas1 gerektigini vurgular. Bu baglamda, insanlar yercekimi yasasina nasil zo-
runlu olarak uyuyorlarsa, hukuk da ayni ttirden bir zorunlulukla degil, ahlaki
motivasyonla desteklenerek etkili kilinmalidir. Sonug olarak Fuller, Hart ve ben-
zeri pozitivistlerin, hukuk kurumlarinin amagsal yorumuna dair duyduklari
korkunun pozitivizmin baskin karakterini sekillendirdigini ileri stirer. Bu kor-
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kunun izlerine hemen her pozitivist diistintirde rastlanabilecegini savunur (Ful-
ler, 2017, s. 210-211). Fullern vurguladig: i¢sel baglilhik, hukukun yalnizca
yaptirimlarla degil, ayni1 zamanda vicdani bir kabul ile gltic kazanabilecegini or-
taya koyar. Hukuka yo6nelik bu tiirden ahlaki inang¢, hukuk dizeninin mesrui-
yetini ve surekliligini saglayan temel unsurlardan biridir. Pozitivizmin amagcsal-
liktan uzak durma egilimi ise, hukuku toplumsal yasamdaki déntstirtct gu-
ciinden mahrum birakma riskini tasimaktadir.

Ozetle Hart'n hukuk anlayisinda “amac¢” kavrami, sistem dis1 bir unsur
olarak goruluir. Ona gére hukuk, belirli hedeflere yonelmis bir faaliyet degil, be-
lirli kurallarla tanimlanmis ve isleyen bir diizen mekanizmasidir. Bu da hukuku
buytk 6lctide “amacsiz” ve islevsel bir yap: olarak konumlandirir. Fuller’a gére
hukuk, insan yasamina y6n vermeli, anlam tasimali ve onuru gézetmelidir. Bu
anlayis, hukuku sadece bir diizenleme araci degil, ayni1 zamanda etik bir caba
olarak gérmemizi saglar. Bu baglamda “kural ve amac gerilimi”, Fuller ile Hart
arasindaki diistinsel ucurumu 6zetler. Hart, hukukun normatif gecerliligini ku-
rallardan turetirken, Fuller bu kurallarin ancak belirli bir amac1 gerceklestir-
dikleri 6lctide hukuki mesruiyet kazanabileceklerini 6éne stirer. Fuller’in yakla-
simi, hukuki pozitivizmin soyutlama duzeyine karsi bir elestiri sunarken;
Hartin teorisi, hukukun aciklanabilirligini ve sistematikligini savunur.

4. Hukukun Baglayicilig: ile Amacsallig: Arasindaki Iligki

Hukukun baglayicilig: ifadesi bireylerin ve kurumlarin hukuka uymasi
gerektigini ifade eder. Hukukun neden baglayici oldugu sorusuna ise farkl yak-
lasimlar getirilmistir. Hart ve hukuki pozitivist diistintirler, hukukun, otorite
tarafindan konulan kurallar oldugunu ve yaptirimlarla desteklendigi icin bag-
layict oldugunu soéylemislerdir. Bu diisinurlere gore, hukukun icerigi ahlaktan
bagimsizdir ve hukukun gecerliligi onun bir normatif sistem olmasindan kay-
naklanir (Hart, 2017, s. 109; Arikan, 2020, s. 557; Uygur, 2003, s. 147). Aris-
toteles, Aquinas, Fuller gibi dogal hukukcular ise hukukun, sadece bir kurallar
butunu degil, ayn1 zamanda adalet ve ahlak ile iliskili bir yap1 oldugunu séyle-
mis ve savunmuslardir. Hukukun baglayiciligi onlara goére, onun etik ve ahlaki
temellerinden gelir (Fuller, 2019, s. 174-176; Del Vecchio, bty., s. 141).

Hukukun amagcsalligi ise hukukun salt bir mekanizma olmadigini, belirli
bir amaci gerceklestirmek icin var oldugunu savunan bir gértustir. Fuller gibi
distnurlere gore hukuk yalnizca bir diizen araci degil, toplumda adaleti ve is-
birligini saglamak icin vardir. Hart’a goére, hukukta bir amacin olma zorunlu-
lugu yoktur. Fuller icin ise hukukun baglayiciligi onun amaclara sahip olma-
sindan kaynaklanir. Fuller’a gére eger hukuk ahlaki ve adil olmazsa, zamanla
baglayiciligini kaybeder. Dolayisiyla hukukun amaci toplumu iyiye yénlendir-
mektir.
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Hukukun baglayiciligi meselesi, yalnizca normlarin varligina veya yapti-
rimlara indirgenemeyecek kadar cok katmanl bir sorunsaldir. Hukuk, toplum-
sal yasami dliizenleme ve bireyler arasi iliskileri belli ilkeler dogrultusunda yoén-
lendirme iddiasinda olan bir kurumdur. Bu yonlendirme islevi, hukukun yal-
nizca bir normlar sistemi olmasindan degil, ayni zamanda belirli amaclara -
adalet, duzen, guivenlik, hakkaniyet gibi- yonelmis olmasindan kaynaklanir.
Hukukun baglayiciligi da bu amagsal yénelimiyle dogrudan iligkilidir. Eger hu-
kuk bireyler acisindan anlamli, mesru ve rasyonel bir yasam dlizeni 6neremi-
yorsa, yalnizca dayatilmis kurallar btittinti olarak algilanacak, bu da onun top-
lumsal mesruiyetini ve i¢sel otoritesini zayiflatacaktir. Bu noktada hukukun
baglayiciligi, Fuller’in i¢sel ahlak ilkeleriyle 6rttisen bir bicimde, sadece digsal
yaptirnmlardan degil, bireylerin hukuk dtizenini i¢sellestirmesinden dogar. Hu-
kuk, belirli bir ama¢ dogrultusunda bireyleri rasyonel olarak yénlendirme ka-
pasitesine sahip oldugunda yani birey, hukuku hem anlayabildiginde hem de
onun hizmet ettigi amacin kendi yasamiyla bag kurdugunu hissettiginde, hu-
kuk gercek anlamda baglayici hale gelir. Bu cercevede hukukun amacsalligl,
baglayiciligin hem epistemolojik hem de normatif temelini olusturur. Zira hu-
kuk, yalnizca "ne yapilmali?" sorusunu degil, ayni zamanda "neden yapilmali?"
sorusunu da cevaplayabildigi 6lctide bireyleri ikna eder ve mesruiyet kazanir.
Iste bu noktada, yalnizca normlara uymay1 degil, o normlara neden uymamiz
gerektigini sorgulamak, bizi Fullerin hukuk ile iyi hukuk, duzen ile iyi diizen
arasinda kurdugu ayrimin merkezine tasir. Fuller’a gére amac yalnizca bir hu-
kuku degil, “iyi hukuku” ortaya koymak ve siradan bir dlizeni degil, “iyi dlizeni”
saglamaktir. Diisinure gore “iyi” olan amaclanirsa ve uygulanabilirse, insanla-
rin yasalara karsi: duydugu baglihik da artar (Fuller, 2017, s. 173;192). Dlizen
ve iyi dlizen arasindaki farki Fuller su sekilde acikliyor: “Hukukun, anlasilabilir
kilinmis (simpliciter) bir diizeni temsil ettigi sdylenebilir. Iyi diizen, adaletin ve
ahlakin yahut insanlarin neyin olmasi gerektigi konusundaki géruislerinin talep
ettigini hukukun karsiladigi dizendir” (Fuller, 2017, s. 173). Fuller, dtizen pe-
sindeyken, bir seyin iyiligini gézetmedikce dlizenin tek basina bize iyiyi sagla-
mayacagini da alttan alta kendimize hatirlatmamiz gerektigini soyler.

Hart’a gore ise daha 6nce de vurgulandigi gibi yasalar, ahlaken kinana-
bilir olsa da hala yasa olmaya devam eder. Bu nedenle Hartin hukuk kura-
minda, ahlaki kaygilar dogrudan bir rol oynamamaktadir. Hart, hukuk normla-
rinin gecerliligini, ahlaki degerlerden bagimsiz olarak sosyal kurallar temelinde
aciklar. Boylece Hart, hukuk ile ahlak: birbirinden ayri tutar (Hart, 2017, s.
147). Fuller ise, ahlaktan yoksun olan herhangi bir maddi hukuk kuralinin uy-
gulanmamasi gerektigini savunarak, hukuk kurallar ile ahlakilik arasindaki
dengenin iyi kurulmasi ve bu kurallarin insanligin amaclarini tesvik etmesi ge-
rektiginin altini ¢izer (Tucker, 1965, s. 270-279). Fuller’a gore yazili bir anayasa
etkin olmak icin yalnizca hukuk diye degil ama “iyi hukuk” olarak da kabul
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gbérmelidir ve bu diistiince, hukuka baglilik ideali ile yakindan ilgilidir. Dtistintire
gore, pozitivist felsefe, hukukun ne oldugu ve ne olmas: gerektigini birbirinden
kesin surette ayirmadaki israri, hukuka bagliligi da zedelemektedir. Bu nedenle
hukukcular “Hukuk nedir?” sorusu kadar “lyi hukuk nedir?” sorusuyla da ilgi-
lenmelidir (Fuller, 1956, s. 697-705; Fuller, 2017, s. 171; 178-179; Winston,
1988, s. 329-333).

Hukukun ahlaki kaygi tasimasi ile hukukun baglayiciligi arasindaki iliski
sadece teorik duzlemde degil, pratikte de 6nem tasir. Eger bir hukuk sistemi,
toplumdaki bireylere adil ve mesru gelmezse, bireyler bu hukuka uyma konu-
sunda isteksiz hale gelir (Cohen, 1927, s. 239). Ornegin, Nazi Almanya’s1 déne-
minde yuruklikte olan yasalar usulen hukuka uygundu, ancak adaletsiz ol-
duklari icin mesruiyetlerini kaybettiler. Bu ytizden dogal hukukcular, “gayri adil
bir hukuk, aslinda hukuk degildir” derler. Eger hukuk salt kurallar btitiint
olarak gorultrse, adalet ile tamamen celisen yasalar bile gecerli sayilabilir. An-
cak hukukun asil amaci toplumsal diizeni saglamak ve bireylerin haklarini ko-
rumak oldugu icin baglayiciligi, icsel olarak adalete dayanmalidir. Bu nedenle
hukukun amagsalligini reddeden ve onu sadece kurallarin olusturdugu bir me-
kanizma olarak géren yaklasimlar, toplumsal mesruiyet acisindan eksik kal-
maktadir. Adalet olmadan hukuk, yalnizca bir bask: araci haline gelir ve za-
manla toplum tarafindan reddedilir (Fuller, 2019, s. 176-177). Bu baglamda
hukukun yalnizca bicimsel gecerliligi degil, icerdigi adalet anlayis: da toplumsal
kabul icin belirleyicidir. Ctinku bireylerin hukuka génullt olarak uymasi, yal-
nizca yaptirim korkusuyla degil, hukuk normlarinin adil ve anlamli bulunma-
styla mimkutndtir. Hukukun icerigini g6z ardi eden yaklasimlar, mesruiyet kriz-
lerinin zeminini hazirlar.

Sonuc

Hukukun dogas1 ve amaci Uzerine yurutilen felsefi tartismalar, hukuk
teorisinin en temel meselelerinden biri olmustur. Bu baglamda Hart ve Fuller
arasindaki tartisma, hukukun ahlaktan bagimsiz bir normlar butint mu,
yoksa belirli etik ilkelerle uyumlu bir yapi m1 olmasi gerektigi konusunda énemli
bir ayrismay1 temsil etmektedir. Hart, hukukun i¢sel bir amaci olmadig: ve yal-
nizca toplumsal diizeni saglayan bir sistem oldugu gértistinti savunurken, Ful-
ler hukukun belirli etik ilkeler icermesi gerektigini ve adaletle dogrudan baglan-
til1 oldugunu ileri sirmustir. Bu tartisma, hukuk sistemlerinin nasil sekillen-
digi ve hukuk kurallarinin gecerliliginin neye dayandigi konusunda farkl pers-
pektifler sunmaktadir. Hart’in hukuki pozitivist yaklasimi, hukukun belirli pro-
seduirel kurallara dayanarak isledigini ve ahlaki degerlendirmelerin hukuku ge-
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cerliligi acisindan bir 6énkosul olmadigini savunurken, Fuller hukukun etik il-
kelerden bagimsiz diistintlemeyecegini ve hukukun ic¢sel bir amaca sahip ol-
mas1 gerektigini 6ne stirmektedir.

Gunumuz hukuk sistemleri incelendiginde, Hart ve Fuller’in argimanla-
rinin hala etkili oldugu goértulmektedir. Modern hukuk, bir yandan hukukun
yazili normlara ve belirli proseduirel diizenlemelere dayanmas: gerektigini kabul
ederken, diger yandan hukukun mesruiyetinin ahlaki ve etik ilkelerle de bag-
lantili oldugunu g6z ardi etmemektedir. Ozellikle insan haklar1 hukuku, huku-
kun i¢sel ahlaki ve amacina iligskin Fullerci yaklasimla 6rttisen bircok ilkeyi icer-
mektedir.

Hart ve Fuller arasindaki tartisma, yalnizca hukukun tanimina dair teo-
rik bir ayrisma olarak kalmamais, ayni zamanda hukukun amaci, islevi ve ahlaki
temeli Uzerine suregelen bir distnsel ayrismanin semboltl haline gelmistir.
Hart, hukuku ahlaktan bagimsiz bir normlar sistemi olarak konumlandirirken;
Fuller, hukukun anlaml bir sekilde islemesinin, ancak belirli ahlaki ilkeler cer-
cevesinde mumkuin olabilecegini ileri sirmustir. Bu baglamda hukukun yal-
nizca gecerli kurallar btutiiniinden ibaret olup olmadigi yahut bir “amac¢” dog-
rultusunda sekillenip sekillenmemesi gerektigi sorusu glincelligini hala koru-
maktadir.

Dogal hukuk yaklasimi, hukukun adaletle olan bagina dikkat cekerken,
pozitivist gelenek bu bagi asgari diizeyde tutmay tercih etmektedir. Ancak mo-
dern hukuk sistemlerinde karsilasilan toplumsal krizler, adaletsizlik 6rnekleri
ve normatif bosluklar, hukukun yalnizca teknik gecerlilige indirgenmesinin ye-
tersizligini ortaya koymaktadir. Fullerin vurguladigi “hukukun i¢sel ahlaki”, bu
anlamda hukuk normlarinin iceriksel mesruiyetine dair énemli bir katki sun-

maktadir.

Bu calisma, hukukun baglayicilig: ile amagsalligr arasindaki iliskinin yal-
nizca soyut bir kuramsal mesele degil, ayni zamanda hukukun toplumsal islev-
selligi ve mesruiyeti agisindan da belirleyici bir unsur oldugunu ortaya koymak-
tadir. Hukukun sadece normlarin uygulanmasindan ibaret olmadigi aksine, bu
normlarin bireyler nezdinde tasidigi anlam ve degerle glic kazandig: aciktir. Bu
baglamda, hukukun amacsal yéntintin g6z ard: edilmesi, onun toplumsal ka-
buliini ve icten gelen baglihigini zayiflatma riski tasimaktadir. Dolayisiyla, hu-
kuk distincesinde “amac” fikri, salt teorik bir séylem degil, hukukun deger insa
eden bir sistem olarak varligini stirdtirebilmesinin temel kosullarindan biridir.

Bu calisma, hukukun yalnizca teknik ve normatif bir sistem degil, ayni
zamanda insanin adalet, anlam ve vicdan arayisiyla i¢ ice ge¢cmis bir toplumsal
pratik oldugunu goéstermektedir. Hukukun islevselligi yalnizca normlarin varh-
gina degil, bu normlarin toplumda nasil karsilandigina, adalet duygusuyla ne
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6lctide 6rtustiigtine baghdir. Bu baglamda, hukukun baglayicilig: ile amagsalligi
arasindaki iligki g6z ard1 edilemez bir nitelik tasimaktadir. Hart’in pozitif hukuk
anlayisi ile Fuller'in amacsal hukuk yorumu arasindaki tartisma, modern hu-
kuk dustncesinin temel gerilimlerinden birini olusturmakta ve hukukun yal-
nizca bir kurallar btitiinti mU yoksa degerler tasiyan bir sistem mi oldugu so-
rusunu diri tutmaktadir. Bu tartisma, hukukun teorik zeminine katk: sagladig:
kadar, onun toplumsal mesruiyeti ve etik temelleri agisindan da énem tasimak-
tadur.
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Extended Abstract

This article addresses one of the most significant debates in contempo-
rary legal philosophy: the Hart-Fuller debate. It offers a philosophical analysis
of the nature, normative foundation, and social function of law within this con-
text. Initiated in 1958 in the Harvard Law Review, the debate between H. L. A.
Hart and Lon L. Fuller represents a fundamental tension between positivist and
natural law interpretations of legal theory. The divergence between Hart’s analy-
tical positivism and Fuller’s purposive natural law theory has influenced not
only theoretical discourse but also the ethical and legitimacy dimensions of legal
practice. Therefore, this study considers the debate not merely as a historical
episode but as a foundational theoretical split that continues to shape modern
legal thought. According to Hart, law is a social fact, and its validity rests on a
system of rules accepted by a given society. The validity of law is independent
of its content; whether a norm is morally right or wrong does not determine its
legal status. This view is based on the principle of the "separation of law and
morals." By asserting this separation, Hart aims to construct a more objective
and scientific theory of law. At the core of Hart's theory lies the "rule of recogni-
tion," a foundational norm that determines which rules are to be accepted as
legally valid in a society. Hart’s approach thus provides a systematic framework
that grounds law in authority and institutional structures. Fuller, in contrast,
views law not merely as a system of rules but as a form of communication aimed
at guiding human behavior—essentially a moral enterprise. For Fuller, law pos-
sesses an "internal morality" inherent in the structure of legal norms. His theory
is based on eight principles of legality: generality, publicity, prospectivity, cla-
rity, non-contradiction, practicability, constancy, and congruence between offi-
cial action and declared rule. These principles are essential for a legal system
to be functional and legitimate. In Fuller's view, a system that does not conform
to these principles does not deserve to be called “law,” as the rationality and
reliability of the legal relationship with citizens depend on this internal moral
structure. The main argument of this article is that the Hart-Fuller debate rep-
resents a fundamental divergence in how law is understood: either as a purely
normative system or as a moral guidance mechanism rooted in ethical aims.
Hart’s approach facilitates the analytical description of legal systems, whereas
Fuller emphasizes the social legitimacy and moral responsibility of law. This
debate gains particular significance in analyzing formal legal systems under to-
talitarian regimes. The case of Nazi law, for instance, reveals that the legitimacy
of law cannot be explained solely by adherence to formal rules. Fuller’s criti-
cisms illustrate how approaches that exclude the ethical dimension of law may
lead to serious practical and moral problems. Moreover, the article discusses
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the influence of the Hart-Fuller debate on contemporary legal philosophy. App-
roaches that disregard the moral foundations of law tend to mechanize legal
practice, often neglecting human dignity and freedom. On the other hand, tying
law entirely to moral standards may undermine legal certainty. This dilemma
highlights the necessity of balancing the normative power of law with its ethical
obligations. The article thus seeks a synthesis between the two positions, con-
ceptualizing law as both a normative system that maintains social order and a
value-based guide for human action. In conclusion, the Hart-Fuller debate is
not merely a polemic between two scholars but a philosophical framework that
reveals the fundamental problems of legal theory and offers multiple approaches
to these problems. This study reconsiders the debate to assess both the struc-
tural and ethical dimensions of modern law from a holistic perspective. Law,
therefore, is not only about power relations and procedural mechanisms but
also about human dignity, the pursuit of justice, and social responsibility.
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Abstract

Following the world wars, humanity entered a pe-
riod of profound existential crisis. Fundamental
values that once rendered life and its meaning in-
telligible began to lose their significance. In an at-
tempt to overcome this crisis or to re-establish the
lost sense of meaning, existential philosophy
emerged as a response. One of the principal func-
tions of philosophy—particularly moral and politi-
cal philosophy—is to underscore the sanctity of
human life and to seek the possibility of a moral
and livable world for all human beings. Indeed,
movements such as the Renaissance, the Refor-
mation, the Enlightenment, and the emergence
and global acceptance of human rights are all ma-
nifestations of this philosophical orientation.
However, when the subject pertains to regions
outside the Western world, even philosophy—
which is assumed to be the most 'universal' of dis-
ciplines—either remains local in its impact or, reg-
rettably, falls under the sway of particular powers,
thereby failing to fulfill its essential vocation. Of
course, this failure is not inherent in philosophy
itself but lies with the philosophers who enact it.
In this context, the pro-Israeli statements and the
declaration signed by Jirgen Habermas regarding
the question of Palestine and the Gaza massacre
have elicited significant reactions both within phi-
losophical circles and across global public opi-
nion. This paper aims to offer a critical examina-
tion of such attitudes, focusing broadly on Wes-
tern intellectuals and specifically on the renowned
philosopher Jurgen Habermas (1929).

Keywords: Philosophy, Palestine Question, West-
ern World, Habermas, Values.

Oz

Duinya savaslarindan sonra insanlik buyutk bir
bunalim dénemine girmis, hayat ve hayatin an-
lami gibi insan yasamini anlamh kilan degerler
anlamini yitirmeye baslamistir. Bu bunalimi at-
latabilmek veya yitirilen anlami yeniden tesis
edebilmek icin varolus felsefesi ortaya cikmis ve
bu soruna cevap getirmeye calismistir. Ctinktl
felsefenin (6zelde ahlak ve siyaset felsefesinin)
pratikteki en 6nemli islevlerinden biri insan ya-
saminin kutsiyetine dikkat cekmek ve tim in-
sanlar i¢in ahlaki, yasanabilir bir diinyanin im-
kanini aramaktir. Nitekim Rénesans ve Reform
Hareketleri, Aydinlanma ve Insan Haklarinin
ortaya cikisi ve tiim diinyada kabul gérmesi hep
bu anlayisin neticesinde meydana gelen durum-
lardir. Ancak konu Bati disinda bir yer oldu-
gunda ne yazik ki ‘en evrensel’ olan sey dedigi-
miz felsefe bile ya yerel kaliyor ya da hi¢bir bo-
yunduruk altina girmemesi gereken felsefe belli
glclerin etkisi altina girerek asli islevini yerine
getiremiyor. Tabi bu, 6ztiinde felsefenin degil
onu icra eden filozoflarin problemi. Bu bag-
lamda Habermas’in Filistin meselesi hakkinda
yapmis oldugu Israil yanlisi agiklamasi ve imza-
ladig: bildiri gerek felsefe camiasinda gerekse de
diinya kamuoyunda buytk tepki topladi. Bu ca-
hsmayla, genelde Batili diistintirlerin ve 6zelde
de tinli filozof Jiirgen Habermasin (1929) gos-
termis oldugu yaklasima elestirel bir perspektif
sunulmaya calisilacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Felsefe, Filistin Meselesi,
Bati Dlinyasi, Habermas, Degerler.
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Giris

7 Ekim 2023 tarihinde sézde Israil Filistin savasi olarak adlandirilan
dztinde ise “Israil’in Gazze Katliami” olarak gerceklesen olay her ne kadar gorii-
nurde gincel siyasetin veya uluslararasi iligkilerin bir sorunu olarak tartisma-
lara konu olsa da esasen, felsefe icerisinde etik ve politik bakimlardan ele alin-
mas1 gereken 6nemli bir meseledir. Meselenin felsefi diizlemde yani bir “deger
sorunu” olarak yeterince degerlendirilmeyisi, bununla birlikte mevcut degerlen-
dirmelerin yanli tavirlardan meydana gelmesi hem konunun ciddiyetinin yete-
rince idrak edilememesine hem de durumun ehemmiyetinin gélgede birakilip
s6z konusu katliamin iki yila yakin bir sturedir devam etmesine sebebiyet ver-
mektedir. Konunun ytlizeysel ve ¢6zimsuiz kalisi, Bati’nin 6rtik bir sekilde ser-
giledigi emperyalist, cikar odakli ve 6tekilestirici yaklasimdan kaynaklanmak-
tadur.

Son birkac¢ ytzyildir Bati, degerler, demokrasi, insan haklar: gibi unsur-
lar1 ileri surerek medeniyetin ve modernlesmenin kendinde bulunan 6zellikler
oldugunu ve tim diinyada barisi ve huzuru saglamak icin bunlar yerytzinin
her bir yanina yayma misyonunu sahiplendigini iddia etmektedir. Gercekten de
Bat1 boyle bir misyona sahipse ve diinyadaki tim toplum ve devletleri ikna et-
mek istiyorsa o halde iddiasinin icini doldurmali, esit ve adil bir anlayisla, teori
ve pratiginde tezatliklar barinmadan hareket etmelidir. Ancak Bati’nin bu iddi-
as1, gerceklikten cok uzak kalmakta ve daha da énemlisi emperyalist niyetleri-
nin araci olarak gelistirdigi bir argimandan ibarettir. Kald: ki, Bati’nin bugtin
elde etmis oldugu refah ile ulasmis olduklar1t medeniyet seviyesi, ge¢cmis dénem-
lerden sUregelen somuriler sayesindeki kazanimlarindan olusmaktadir. Bu-
nunla birlikte, Batili devletlerin énemli meselelerde sergiledikleri tutumlar (Irak
ve Suriye meselelerinde oldugu gibi) da cikarlar1 devreye girdiginde tam aksi
yonde degiskenlik gdstermistir. Bu ytuzden, Bati gibi herhangi belirli gtic odak-
larinin tekeline birakmadan buitiin diinyanin dahil olacagi daha st bir yer veya
yapidan olaylara yaklasmak gerekmektedir. Ciinktl insanhgi ilgilendiren evren-
sel konular, herhangi bir yere veya yapiya birakilmayacak kadar ciddi mesele-
lerdir.

» s

Dolayisiyla 6zellikle felsefi baglamda “insanin ne oldugu”, “insan yasami-
nin neden 6nemli oldugu”, “savasin ne anlama geldigi” gibi asil konularin gin-
deme getirilmesine ve bu kavramlarin yeniden tanimlanip tizerlerinde ciddi tar-
tismalarin gerceklestirilmesine ihtiyac vardir. Ctinkd bu tirden ileri stirtilebile-
cek sorular, toplumsal ve siyasal meseleleri ele alis ve degerlendirme tarzimizi
dogrudan etkileyen felsefi yaklagimlar: yansitir. Bu baglamda Ludwig Wittgens-
tein’in (2018) ileri stirdtigli, “dilimizin sinirlar1 diinyamizin sinirlarini belirler”

ifadesi 6zel 6nem tasimaktadir. Nitekim, dlinyaya bakisimiz, onu deneyimleyip
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anlamlandirisimiz tamamen dil araciligiyla gerceklestigi icin, dil diinyamizda
yapacagimiz degisiklikler diisiince diinyamizi da btiyuk oranda belirleyecektir.
Buradan hareketle, dil dinyamizin yeniden yapilandirilmasi, savas, insanlik
onuru ve ahlaki sorumluluk gibi konularda daha kapsayic: ve adil degerlendi-
rilmelere ulasmamiz saglayacaktir. Ozellikle Filistin meselesi gibi siyasi ve in-
sani bakimlardan ciddi krizler iceren bir durumun hem politik hem de kavram-
sal ve ahlaki acidan yeniden ele alinmasi elzem hale gelmistir. Bu gerceklestigi
zaman, basta Bati olmak Uzere tim dinyanin 6zellikle Filistin meselesinde
daha dogru degerlendirmelerde bulunabilmeleri mimkin olacaktir. Ctnku
mevcut haliyle mesele eksik degerlendirilmekte, cekimser ve pasif aciklamalar
yapilmakta ve en énemlisi de yapilan aciklamalar Israil yanlisi olarak ileri sti-
rulmektedir.

Nitekim, -her ne kadar stirece dogrudan etki eden aktdrler olmasalar da-
[srail-Filistin meselesinde Slavoj Zizek, Jiirgen Habermas ve birtakim diigtintr-
lerin yaptiklar1 aciklamalar ve benimsedikleri tutumlar bir taraftan genel Bati
dustincesini yansitarak, sergilenen tavrin raslantisal olmadigini gésterirken; di-
ger taraftan da slirecin daha da kotliye gitmesi acisindan olumsuz sonuclar
meydana getirmistir (ctinkti bu durum Israil’in Filistin’e yénelik politikalarina
elestirel bir kamuoyu olusmasini engelleyerek veya zayiflatarak kars: tepkilerin
olusamamasina neden olmustur)!. Bununla beraber, Bati zihniyetinin mevcut
Otekilestirici, oryantalist ve islamofobik bakis agisi, sorunun ¢éziime ulastiril-
masini saglamak bir yana dursun, goz goére gore yapilan insanlik sucunu daha
da buyuk boyutlara ulastirmakta ve stiregelen insan haklari ihlalinin daha sis-
tematik ve yaygin bir hal almasina zemin hazirlamaktadair.

1. Felsefenin Temel Kaygis1 ve Oncelikli Problemi Uzerine

Bilgi, bilim, varlik, ahlak, siyaset, tarih, hukuk, sanat, din ve egitim ol-
mak Uizere neredeyse her alanda boy gosteren ve bunlar: temel ugraslar: olarak
kabul eden felsefe, insani ilgilendiren ve daha da énemlisi insan yasamini dog-
rudan veya dolaylh olarak konu alan tiim alanlarda ciddi sorgulamalar gercek-
lestirmekte ve 6nemli dliistinceler ileri stirmektedir. Bunun yani sira, -her ne

! Bu calismada ozellikle Zizek ve Habermas gibi filozoflarin tizerinde durulmasinin ne-
deni, ginimuzde 6énemli derecede bir poptlerlige sahip olmalarindan ve calismalariyla
da diinya capinda buiytik élctide karsilik bulmalarindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Israil-Fi-
listin meselesi Uzerine aciklamalarda bulunmalariyla beraber; diger filozof, distnur
veya teorisyenlerin bu konu hakkinda ya sessiz kalmalari ya da ciliz tepkilerde bulun-
malarindan dolay1 odak noktasi bu iki filozof olmaktadir (nitekim Butler ve Chomsky
gibi filozoflarin aciklamalar: gérece zayif ve yetersiz olarak degerlendirilmistir). Ote yan-
dan yalnizca birkag filozofun genel anlamda Bati zihniyetini temsil ettigi iddias: ilk ba-
kista yanlhs dursa da; bu filozoflara verilen cevaplar, karsi yonde elestirilerin getirilme-
mesi ve tam aksine yaptiklar aciklamalarin destek bulmasi Bati'nin genel diistinsel
dliinyasini ortaya koymaktadir.
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kadar baz1 donemlerde bazi filozof ve dlistintrler kendi gortis ve distincelerinde
geri adim atarak fikirlerini cesurca savunamamis olsalar da- genel olarak fel-
sefe, tarih boyunca hicbir glic¢, otorite ve baski altinda kalmadan ideal olanin
pesinden kosmus ve déoneminin problemlerinin Uizerine giderek insanlik adina
buytik muicadeleler vermis ve vermeye de devam etmektedir.2 Belki de bu y6nt
onu bu kadar 6nemli ve vazgecilmez bir konuma yutikseltmektedir. Nitekim Sok-
rates’in idami pahasina distincelerinin pesinden gidisi, Galileo’nun -bir dénem
fikrini degistirmek zorunda kalmis olsa da- yine kilisenin tim baskilarina rag-
men gunes merkezli evren savunusu, Martin Luther King’in kilisenin kapisina
bildiri asmasi, Aydinlanma, Ronesans ve Reform hareketlerinin ve bunun gibi
yasanmis tim gelismeler felsefenin insanlik adina vermis oldugu mticadelenin
orneklerindendir. Ancak giinimuzde 6zellikle diistinsel alanin politik c¢ikarlar
tarafindan cevrelenmesi sonucunda, benzer niteliklerde bir felsefi durus ve ha-
kikat savunusu cesareti gittikce daha az gérinur hale gelmektedir.

Peki insanlarin cok kolay bir sekilde élduriltip hayatlarinin éneminin
kalmadig1 yerde felsefe ne ise yarayacaktir? insanin, insan onurunun hice sa-
yildig: bir yerde hangi felsefeden bahsedecegiz? Bilgi, bilim, tarih, sanat, egitim
gibi alanlardaki felsefi distincelerin ne 6énemi kalacaktir ve bunlar neye ya da
kime hitap edecektir? Iste tiim bu sorular ve ayni minvalde gerceklestirilecek
butun sorgulamalar icinde bulundugumuz cagin akil tutulmasina yoneltilebile-
cek yerinde sorulardir.

Insanlik durumu adina btiytik kirilmalarin yasandigl anlardan biri kus-
kusuz Duinya Savaslari olmustur. Ozellikle 1. Diinya Savastyla birlikte baslayan
2. Dlinya Savasiyla zirveye c¢ikan aci tablo, insanligl bir anlam arayisina suriuk-
lemistir. Bu savaslarda insanlarin basit davalar ve neredeyse bir hi¢ ugruna cok
kolay bir sekilde 6lmeye baslamasi beraberinde, hayatin anlamini ve hayatin
neden yasanmaya deger olduguyla ilgili sorularin yogun bir sekilde sorulmasina
neden olmustur (Wartenberg, 2018: 21). Bu kirilmayla birlikte insanlik varlik
amacini sorgulamis, boéylelikle de varolusculugun ytdkselmesine yol acmistir.
Baska bir ifadeyle, varoluscu felsefe icinde bulundugu dénemin problemlerini
tespit etmis, halihazirdaki sorunlar: glin ytiziine ¢ikartmis ve bunlara cevaplar
getirmeye calismistir.

2 Burada idealize edilmis tanima ragmen, modern dénemde felsefeye daha farkl mis-
yonlar yuklenmis ve baz filozoflarca kendi paradigmalar: 1s181nda felsefeye yeni boyutlar
atfedilmistir. Bu baglamda Turner’in ifade ettigi tizere modern toplumda felsefe, din gibi
kurumsal yapilarla etkilesim icinde yeniden sekillenmis ve sektlerlesmeyle beraber ye-
niden tanimlanmistir (Turner, 2013). Ote yandan Islam toplumlarinda geleneksel bilgi
formlarinin yeniden yapilandirilmas: stirecinde modern dtisiinceyle catisan ya da onu
dontistliren bir arag olarak belirmistir.
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Benzer sekilde 19. ytzyilin sonlarindan itibaren, Frankfurt Okulu da in-
san sorununu toplumsal agidan ele alarak, elestirilerinin merkezine bireyin pa-
siflestirilmesi ve yabancilagsmasi sorunlarini yerlestirmistir. Okul, buyuk 6l¢ctide
Avrupa’da fasizmin yukselisi, 6zellikle de Nazizm’in Almanya’daki etkisiyle bi-
cimlenmistir. Bu gelismeler, Karl Marx’in bazi toplumsal kosullar: g6z ard: ettigi
yonundeki elestirileri gindeme getirmis ve Marksist teoriyi yeniden degerlen-
dirme strecine yoneltmistir (Bagce, 2019: 7-16).

Frankfurt Okulunun temel elestiri noktalarindan birini, pozitivist bilim
anlayisi olusturur. Okulun dustnturleri -6zellikle Max Horkheimer, Theodor W.
Adorno, Herbert Markuse ve Habermas- ac¢isindan pozitivizm, ideolojik bir ta-
hakkitm bicimidir ve bireysel, toplumsal, ekonomik ve kulttirel baglamlar: dis-
layan, olgular:1 yalnizca gbézleme dayali olarak ele alan bir bilgi anlayis1 gelistir-
mistir.3 Bu yaklasimin neticesinde de insanin metalagsmasi, edilgenlestirilmesi
ve toplumsal iligkilerin nesnellestirilmesi durumuna zemin hazirlanmistir. Hal-
buki Frankfurt Okulu’na goére insan, yalnizca gézlemlenebilir ve 6lctilebilir 6zel-
liklerden ibaret degildir; bu nedenle bilimsel yontemlerin insani1 nesnelestiren
tutumu elestirilerin ana hedefi olmustur. Insanin bilime ve bilimsel olana bir
arac¢ ya da malzeme olarak sunulmasi, bu disunurler tarafindan toplumsal ya-
bancilasmanin ve kulturel yozlasmanin bir boyutu olarak degerlendirilmistir.
Bu stureg, bireyin ttiketim toplumunda nesne haline getirilmesiyle birlikte, kul-
tirtn de bir endtstri haline déntismesine yol acmistir. Okulu’nun ortaya koy-
dugu bu kuramsal cerceve, yalnizca bir ideoloji ya da kultur elestirisi degil, ayni
zamanda modern toplumlarda bireyin 6zglrlesmesi icin gelistirilen etik ve poli-
tik bir durustur (Bagce, 2019: 7-16). Kisacasi, Frankfurt Okulunun almis ol-
dugu pozisyon ve Bati’nin mevcut anlayisina géstermis oldugu yaklasimi dua-
stinsel anlamda 6énemli bir déniisimu meydana getirmis ve yeni bir kirilma
daha yaratmaistir.

Gunumuz dlinyasinda, bir taraftan bu arka plana sahip olunmasi diger
taraftan Ronesans ve Reform hareketlerinin yasanmasi, Aydinlanmanin gercek-
lesmesi ve Insan Haklarinin tim diinyada genis 6lcekte kabul gérmiis olmasi
aslinda bizleri insanlik ve medeniyet adina yeterli bir konuma veya dlizeye ge-
tirmis olmasi beklenmektedir. Belki bu durum Bati i¢in gecerli olabilir; ancak
Filistin meselesinde ac1 bir sekilde tecriibe ettigimiz tizere Bati disinda kalan
yerler icin hicbir zaman s6z konusu olmadi ve anlayisla olmayacaktir da. O

3 Adorno ve Horkheimer’in (2016) birlikte kaleme aldiklar1 “Aydinlanmanin Diyalektigi”
eserde, aydinlanma akli, ilk etapta insani doganin egemenliginden kurtarmay: hedefle-
misse de, zaman igerisinde aracgsal aklin egemenligine dénitiserek insanlarin 6zgurles-
mesinin éntindeki en bliytk engel haline gelmistir.

Ayni sekilde Marcuse (2008) “Tek Boyutlu Insan” eserinde pozitivist bilim anlayisinin
modern toplumlarda bireyselligi ve 6zgir diistinceyi bastirdigini ifade eder. Ona goére
bilimsel nesnellik insan1 nesnelestiren bir stirece aracilik etmektedir.
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halde basta sordugumuz sorular “hangi insan, hangi insanlarin yasami” sek-
linde degistirilerek yeniden sorulmalidir.

2. Bat’nin Insan Anlayisinin iflas:

Bati1 merkezli diinya anlayis: ve kavrayisi -bazen hakli bazen de haksiz
gerekcelerle- tim alanlarda gecerli olan bir olgudur. Bu nedenle ele alinan her
konu veya sey onlarin bakis acilar1t dogrultusunda gerceklesmektedir. Dolayi-
styla buglin Bati, modernlesme anlayisini diinyaya sunarken, toplumlarin y6-
netim bicimi, ekonomik yapilar1 ve sosyal diizenleri i¢cin bir model ortaya koy-
makta ve bu modelle liberal degerleri, insan haklarini, hukukun tstinliginu
gibi unsurlar1 6n plana c¢ikarmaktadir. Bunlar1 benimsemeyen toplumlar, Ba-
t1'nin medeniyet 6l¢litlerine ulasmak i¢cin bu degerleri kabul ettikleri oranda mo-
dernlesmis veya daha dogru bir ifadeyle Batililasmis sayilmaktadirlar. Yani, Ba-
t1'nin 6z0 olarak kabul edilen 6zgurlikler, uluslararast hukuk, insan haklar: ve
demokrasi gibi ilkeler, Bati disindaki toplumlari da medenilestirmek icin bas-
vurulan olmazsa olmaz unsurlar olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Ancak pratikteki realite bunun tam tersi yontndedir. Bat1 -gecmis do-
nemlerde Dogu’ya kars: géstermis oldugu olumsuz tutumlar (Irak ve Afganis-
tan’da oldugu gibi) bir yana- bugtin hala Filistin meselesinde s6z konusu deger-
leri géreve kosmamakta ve savundugunu iddia ettigi degerleri adeta yok say-
maktadir. Nitekim Israil’in Gazze'de stirdiirdtigi askeri operasyonlar, yalnizca
buytk bir insani krize yol acmakla kalmamakta, ayni zamanda modern Bati
dusincesinin temel dayanaklarini da derinden sarsmaktadir. Bu baglamda, Ay-
dinlanmanin temel anlatilarindan en énemlilerinden biri olan "insan" kavramu,
mevcut gelismeler karsisinda kendisini ciddi bir kriz icerisine bulmaktadir. Mo-
dern dénemin etik ve rasyonaliteye dayal felsefi ve bilimsel temelli yaklasimai,
yasanan insanlik trajedisi karsisinda islevsiz hale gelmektedir. Bu durum da
haliyle, Bat1 diistincesinin insan temelli hiimanist, kurucu paradigmalarini ¢6-
kuise strtiklemektedir.

Bu c¢okus, yalnizca siyasi alanla sinirli olmayip diistinsel veya entelekttiel
alanda da gozlemlenmektedir. Zizek ve Habermas gibi diistintrlerin Israil'in
Gazze’de gerceklestirdigi yikimi géormezden gelmeleri ve tarafli degerlendirme-
lerde bulunarak meseleyi baglamindan koparan yaklasimlar sergilemeleri, etik
sorumlulugun gerekliligini yerine getiremediklerine acik bir sekilde isaret et-
mektedir. Ustelik cok éviindtikleri degerlerden biri olan evrensel insan haklari-
nin, o kadar da evrensel olmadigini ve kendilerini de bunun savunucular: olarak
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goérmelerinin sadece teorik alanla sinirli kaldigini pratikteki basarisizliklar tize-
rinden okumak mumkundur. Zizek’in olaylar1 “pogrom” kavramai tizerinden ta-
nimlarken Israil’in orantisiz giic kullanimini géz ardi etmesi, bu felsefi tutarsiz-
ligin somut bir 6rnegidir.> Bu durum, yalnizca basit bir sdylemsel celiskiden
ibaret degildir; ayn1 zamanda Bati’nin tarihsel olarak insa ettigi evrensel deger
sisteminin strdurtlmesi imkanina yoénelik btiytk stipheler olusturmaktadir.
Batili bircok duistinlir ve teorisyenin benzer bir cizgide yer almasi, Bati1 diisin-
cesinin evrensellik iddiasina yoénelik ciddi bir elestirilerin dogmasina yol agcmis-
tir. Bu, ktiresel kamuoyunun vicdani tepkisini harekete gecirmekte ve Bat1 mer-
kezli epistemolojik yapinin mesruiyetini zayiflatmaktadir. Nitekim emperyalist
anlayisla yapilan sémuriinliin sadece ekonomik ve politik alanla sinirli kalma-
dig1 ayn1 zamanda kuresel 6lcekte bilgi tiretim mekanizmalarini da ise kostu-
gunu gosteren acik bir delildir.

Ote yandan Israil’i elestiren filozof ve diistintirler de vardir. Ornegin Ju-
dith Butler “Yas Pusulasi” baslikli yazisinda, bir taraftan Hamasin 7 Ekim’de
yapmis oldugu saldiriy1 kinarken diger taraftan da Israilin Gazze’de yapmais ol-
dugu saldirilar sert bir sekilde elestirmistir. Meseleyi tarihsel boyutuyla da ele
alan Butler, Filistinlilerin bitmek bilmeyen bir 6lim durumuyla yasamayi 6g-
renmeye mecbur birakildiklarini da ifade etmistir (Butler, 2023). Daha sonra
Butler ve Nancy Fraser’in aralarinda bulundugu bir grup diustntr Gazze’deki

4 Pogrom, soykirim anlamina gelen Rusca bir kelimedir. Genel itibariyle kitlesel siddet
olaylarini tarif etmek icin kullanilir. Daha 6énce Rusya’da Yahudilere kars: yapilmis olay-
lar icin s6ylenmistir

5 13 Ekim 2023 tarihinde Slavoj Zizek, The Real Dividing Line in Israel-Palestine baslikli
yazisinda, Hamas’in gerceklestirdigi saldirilar ile Israil’in 6zellikle Netanyahu htiktimeti
déneminde izledigi politikalar arasinda bir karsilastirma yaparak, catismanin tarihsel
baglamini tartismaya acmistir. Zizek, Israil’in uyguladigi radikal gtivenlik politikalarinin
yani sira Hamas’in eylemlerinin de esit derecede kinanmasi gerektigini vurgulamis; her
iki tarafin da barisin 6ntinde yapisal bir engel teskil eden dis disman ihtiyacimi strekli
yeniden Urettigine dikkat cekmistir. Zizek, ttim Israillilerin fanatik olmadig gibi, tiim
Filistinlilerin de antisemitik olarak tanimlanamayacagini belirtmis ve bu savini, binin
tzerinde Filistinli akademisyen ve entelektiielin Israil karsiti olmanin antisemitizmle
o0zdeslestirilmesine kars: yayimladig: acik mektuba referansla temellendirmistir. Ancak
ayni yazida, Filistinli aktoérlerin politikas: ya da soylemleri dogrudan ele alinmamus; Fi-
listin’e dair Uretilen politik ifadelerin neden siklikla radikal olarak etiketlendigi sorusu
gindeme getirilmemistir.

Bu eksiklik, Zizek’in, 23 Nisan 2024’te kaleme aldig1 bir baska metinde kismen telafi
edilmeye calisilmistir. Almanya'da Filistin yanlisi gdsterilerin ve Filistin temali akademik
ya da kiilttirel etkinliklerin yasaklanmasini ele alan Zizek, Filistin hakkinda fikir tret-
menin dahi antisemitizm suclamasiyla bastirildigina dikkat cekmistir. Ne var ki, bu
ikinci yazisinda da elestirel dikkatini esas olarak antisemitizmin tanimi ve olasi sonug-
lar1 izerine yogunlastirmis; Filistin’in 6znel ve tarihsel baglami yine ikincil diizeyde kal-
mistir. Zizek, Almanya’da Filistin’e dair séylem alaninin daraltilmasinin halkin tepkisini
tetikleyerek yeni bir antisemitizm biciminin ortaya ¢cikmasina neden olabilecegi yéniinde
endiselerini dile getirmistir. Bu yonuyle, Filistin sOyleminin ifade 6zgtirltigti baglaminda
savunusu yapilirken, bu savunu hala Yahudi karsithg: riskine referansla gerekcelendi-
rilmistir (Canli, 2025: s. 558).
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katliami kinayan bir bildiri yayinlanmis ve bu bildiri de yine Batili cevrelerden
yogun elestiriler almistir. Ozellikle Seyla Benhabib, bu bildiriyi Hamas’in eylem-
lerini mesrulastirip ylicelten yéntine dikkat cekmistir (Benhabib, 2023).

Batili aydinlarin (en azindan bdyle oldugunu iddia edenlerin) Gazze'deki
insani krize yonelik sdylemsel yaklasimlari, yalnizca bireysel pozisyonlar: degil,
ayni zamanda temsil ettikleri diistince geleneklerinin de sorgulanmasina yol a¢-
maktadir. Tabi burada ortaya konan dtistince tarzi, yalnizca siyasi bir elestiriyi
degil, ayn1 zamanda Bati Gisti bir dlizenin ve yapilanmanin ihtiyacini gindeme
getirmektedir. Clinkti mevcut diizen ginimuzlin etik ve insani sinamalar1 kar-
sisinda gecerliligini btiytuk 6lctide yitirmistir. Glicten ve glicltiden yana, glcli-
nun hakliligi Gizerine kurulu mevcut uluslararasi yap: yerine, adaletin, esitligin
ve karsilikli sayginin 6éncelendigi yeni bir sistem arayisi giderek daha fazla elzem
hale gelmektedir. Etik duyarliligi, insan haklarini ve hakikatin savunusunu
merkeze alan bir diistiinsel yaklasimin yeniden insasi, ginimuz kuresel krizleri
karsisinda her zamankinden daha hayati gériinmektedir. Bu noktada en btuyuk
is belli bir gli¢c veya otoritenin etkisi altina girmemis felsefeye ve bunu yapabile-
cek filozoflara dtismektedir.

3. Habermas’in Israil-Filistin Meselesine Yaklagimi

Unli Alman filozof/sosyolog Habermas’in da icinde yer aldigi énemli dii-
stintrlerin Israil’i destekleyen ve yaptigi katliami mesrulastiran aciklamalari,
yayinladiklar: acik mektuplari ve altina imza attiklar: ortak bildiriler s6z konusu
insanlik dramina ¢6ziim getirecegine ne yazik ki durumu daha da icinden cikil-
maz bir hale getirmektedir. Bu durum deyim yerindeyse glinimtiziin post-mo-
dern akil tutulmasini meydana getirmektedir. Bunlar icerisinde belki de en car-
pic1 ve hayret verici olani, Habermas’in da imzasinin bulundugu “Dayanisma
Ilkeleri Uzerine Aciklama” bildirisidir. Bu bildiride su sézlere yer verilmisti:

Hamas'in genel olarak Yahudi yasamini yok etme niyetiyle gerceklestirdigi
katliam Israil Devleti’ni bir misilleme yapmaya sevk etmistir. Temelde hakl
olan bu karsi saldirinin nasil gerceklestirilecegi tartismali bir konudur.
Orantililik ve mutekabiliyet ilkeleri, sivil kayiplardan kacinma, gelecekte ba-
risa dénismesi arzulanan bir savasin yuritilmesi yol gosterici ilkeler olma-
lidir. Filistin halkinin kaderine iligkin tiim kaygilara ragmen, Israil'in eylem-
lerine soykirimci niyetler atfedildiginde bu degerlendirmeler ve yarg: stan-
dartlar1 tamamen sasmaktadir. Israil'in eylemleri hicbir sekilde, 6zellikle de
Almanya'da, antisemit tepkileri hakli cikarmaz. Federal Almanya Cumhuri-
yetinin insan onuruna sayg: yikumluligtine dayanan demokratik ethosu,
Nazi déneminin kitlesel suclar 1s1ginda Yahudi yasaminin ve Israil'in var
olma hakkinin 6zel olarak korunmaya deger temel unsurlar oldugu bir si-
yasi kulttirle yakindan baglantilidir. Buna baglilik siyasi yasamimizin teme-
lini olusturmaktadir. Temel 6zglrltk ve fiziksel butinlik haklarn ile irk¢i
iftiralara karsi korunma haklar1 bélinmezdir ve herkes icin esit derecede
gecerlidir (Serbestiyet, 2023: 1).
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Oncelikle bu aciklamada yer alan 7 Ekim’de gerceklestirilen saldirinin,
“Yahudi yasamini yok etmeye niyetiyle” yapildigini iddia etmek daha en basin-
dan problemli bir ifadedir. Ctinkll s6z konusu saldirinin bir soykirim niteliginde
yapilmadig ve savas sucu olarak da adlandirilacak siddette -bir niikleer veya
kimyasal/biyolojik saldiri- bir eylem olmadig: acik bir sekilde ortadadir. Evet,
insanlig ve insan yasamini hedef alan her saldir1 kinanmali ve sucun faillerine
hak ettikleri cezalar uluslararas: hukuk ve insan haklar1 baglaminda verilmeli-
dir. Ancak, gerceklestirilen eylemin neredeyse seksen yildir stiren Israil-Filistin
sorunundan bagimsiz olarak distinmemesi de gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu
bildiride, s6z konusu saldirinin bilingli bir sekilde kategorize edilerek bu denli
buyutilmesi ve en énemlisi de Yahudi nefreti tizerinden okunarak tim Filistin-
lilerin diismanlastirilmas1 dogru bir tutum olmamakla birlikte kabul edilebile-
cek bir durum da degildir. O halde, daha ilk cimlesinde buyuk sorun tasiyan
bu metindeki agciklamaya ve kullanilan ifadelere birtakim karsi sorularla bir ce-
vap getirmeye calismak yerinde olacaktir.

23 Mart 2025 tarihi itibariyle énemli oraninin ¢ocuk, kadin ve yashlar
olmak tizere 50 bini asan sivil insanlarin 61imu nasil olur da “temelde haklilik
ile orantililik ve karsiliklilik ilkesine” dayandirilabilir?é 7 Ekim tarihinde 61du-
riilen, yaralanan ve kacirilan Israillilerin sayis1 kac kisi de bunun karsiligi 113
binlere tekabtil ediyor? Yoksa Israilli birinin caninin karsiligi binden fazla Filis-
tinli can1 m1 ediyor? Peki cocuklarin 6limu s6z konusu ilkenin neresine yerles-
tirilip haklilastirilabiliyor? Daha cocuk yastaki insanlarin “terérist” veya “potan-
siyel teroérist” olarak gortlip ve dogrudan hedef olarak alinmasi hangi hukuk
veya medeni bir yasada karsilik bulabiliyor? Bunula birlikte, Israil’in sézde “mi-
silleme hakkini kullanmak” adina yapmis oldugu saldirilarin hangisinde s6z ko-
nusu ilke Israil’e “sivil kayiplardan kacinma ve gelecekte barisi saglama” yo-
lunda yol goésterici olabildi? Aksine hastaneler, okullar ve sivillerin yer bulun-
dugu kamplar bombalanmad: m1? Tim bunlar hangi rasyonalitenin tirinti ola-
biliyor da bize belli bir ilke etrafinda hareket etmemizi salik verip Israil’in tiim
eylemlerini mesrulastirabiliyor?

Israil’in tim Gazze’yi tamamiyla kapatarak disardan gelecek insani yar-
dimlara hicbir sekilde izin vermeyip bolgeyi abluka altina almasina ve Gazze’nin
aclik-susuzluk basta olmak tizere herhangi bir deger, ilke ve sinir tanimayan
saldirilara maruz birakilmasina ragmen hala oradaki Filistinlilerin kaderleriyle
ilgili kaygi duymamamiz mi gerekiyor? O halde kaygi duymamizi gerektiren du-
rumlar hangileri olmalidir? Bir bucuk yil1 askindir stiren saldirilar hangi kelime,

6 Gazze Saglhik Bakanhiginin resmi verilere dayali aciklamasina gére, 7 Ekim 2023’ten
bu yana Gazze’de can kaybinin 50 bini astigi, 113 bini askin kisinin de yaralandig ifade
edildi (Ali ve Canik, 2025: 1).

123
I ® \ebadi (2) 12025



Saban Arslan

s6z veya ifadeyle daha nasil yumusatilip masum goésterilebilir ki? Bu bir soyki-
rim degil de nedir? Bununla birlikte, onca insanlik sucu islenip insanlik drami
yasanirken basta Almanya olmak tizere diinyadaki insanlarin bu aci sahne kar-
sisinda antisemitist” duygulara kapilmalar: dogal psikolojik bir tepki degil mi?
Hicbir kosulda kotultige kars: kottltkle cevap verilmemesi gerekliligine ragmen
(insani bir deger olarak), -diinyanin bircok yerinde yapilan onca miting ve ey-
lemlerin sonug¢suz kalmasindan veya hicbir seyi degistirmiyor olusundan da
oturti- Gazze’deki insanlara yardim etme veya fayda saglama bakimlarindan
elinden hicbir sey gelmeyen caresiz cogu insanin gecmise sitem mahiyetinde
“Nazi Almanya’sinda yapilanlarin haksiz olmadigi, bosuna yapilmadig ve hatta
yapilanlarin az kaldig1” yéntiinde duygularini nefret sdylemi olarak disavuru-
mundan daha insani ne olabilir ki? Herkesin, bu bildiriyi yayinlayanlar ve ben-
zeri yonde aciklamalarda bulunanlar gibi, gerceklige koér, yanh ve ¢ikar odaklh
sekilde insanligini kaybedip ttim bu olanlara tepkisiz, duyarsiz ve duygusuz mu
kalmasi bekleniliyor?

Almanya’nin “insan onuruna saygi yukumluliigine dayanan demokratik
ethos”™u acaba Gazze’de zulme ugrayanlar icin nasil bir durus gostermektedir?
Yoksa sadece Israillilere 6zgti bir kulttirel yaklasimi mi ifade etmektedir? Cok
aciktir ki burada, Bati’nin Dogu’yu 6tekilestiren islamofobik bakis acisiyla bir-
likte, Almanya’nin Nazi dénemindeki giinahlarinin kefaretini Filistin meselesi
lzerinden sorgusuz-sualsiz ve kosulsuz olarak, diistinsel, maddi ve manevi bir
destekle 6deme durumu s6z konusudur. Ancak daha farklh bir sekilde, eger bu
saldirilar yine Israilliler tarafindan Almanya’ya veya baska bir Batili tilkeye ya-
pilmis olsaydi, bu bildiriye imza atan Habermas ve arkadaslari ayni demokratik
ethosu o zaman da gostermeye devam edebilecekler miydi? Peki, gecmis glinah-
larinin diyetini -gézden c¢ikarilabilecek- bir halk tizerinden vermenin getirecegi
glinahin Ustesinden gelebilecekler mi? Hi¢c kusku yok ki, gecmiste oldugu gibi
gelecekte de isledikleri, katkida bulunduklari, destekledikleri ve seyirci kaldik-
lar1 bu insanlik sugu kendilerine ve temizlemeye calistiklar: tarihlerine kara bir
leke daha olarak eklenecektir.

Bildirinin son bélimtinde yer alan belki de en trajik ve ayni zamanda
ironik olan ifade ise, “temel 6zgurluk ve fiziksel buitiinltik haklar ile irker iftira-
lara karst korunma haklar1 bélinmezligine ve herkes icin esit derecede gecerli
olusuna” yapilan vurgudur. Burada ifade edilen s6z konusu haklar neden sa-
dece Israil icin gecerli, tistelik mevcut Filistin Devleti icerisinde isgalci bir anla-
y1s ve cesitli stratejilerle devlet kuran halkin, baska bir halkin fiziksel btittiinli-
gini bozmusken? Ote yandan bildiride belirtilmis olmasina ragmen neden

7 Antisemitizm, Yahudi diismanligi veya nefreti. Bati’nin Israil-Filistin meselesini ve ytiz-
yila yakindir yasadiklar catismay: antisemitizm tizerinden okumasi bolgedeki temel me-
seleyi 1skalamalarina neden olmaktadir. Kald: ki antisemittik yaklasimlar tarih boyunca
Hiristiyanlar tarafindan sergilenmistir.
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Bati’nin bir¢cok yerinde Filistin’e atilan iftiralara karsi birakin koruma hakkini,
orada zulme ugrayan masum halkin ¢igliklarini duyurmaya bile tahamml edi-
lemiyor? Ne yazik ki hangi insanin hangi insandan; hangi halkin da hangi halk-
tan daha Ustin olduguna belirli gic odaklar1 karar vermektedir. Bu da bize
diinya Uizerinde genel gecer, mutlak anlamda bir esitligin var olmadiginin kaniti
niteligindedir.

Goruldugu uzere, bildiride yer alan agiklamalarin her biri ayr: bir sorun-
sal meydana getirmekte ve Israil’i destekleyici séylemlerin hicbirinin elle tutulur
bir tarafi bulunmamaktadir. Ancak burada 6zellikle Habermas’a ayr1 bir paran-
tez acmak gerekmektedir. Ctinkd O, bir taraftan modern diinyanin demokrasi
krizine ¢6zUm olarak gelistirdigi mtizakereci demokrasi anlayisiyla -tiim prob-
lem ve eksikliklerine ragmen uygulanabilir- kiiresel capta alternatif demokratik
bir model sunmay1 basarmistir. Nitekim, konumuz baglaminda dikkat cekici
eserlerinden biri olan “Oteki Olmak ve Otekiyle Yasamak” (Habermas, 2019) adli
eserinde -en azindan teorik olarak- bizlere, azinlikta ve alt kdltiirde olanlar ile
cogunlugu elinde bulunduranlarin birlikte uyum icinde yasayabilmelerinin im-
kanlarini sunmaya calismistir. Ancak diger taraftan ise, Habermas’n Kant’a da-
yandirdigr ahlak anlayisi bu bildiriyle beraber kendisinden beklenilenin tam
aksi yontinde, onu benimsedigi normatif cercevenin disina ¢ikarmistir. Ayni za-
manda, Israil’in Insan Haklarini ve Uluslararas:1 Hukuku ihlal etmesine sessiz
kalmis ve bu ulkeye yonelik kosulsuz bir destek sunmustur.8 Tabi bunu yapar-
ken de buyuk bir tutarsizlikla, Filistinlilerin hayatlarini, ézgurltuklerini ve bu-
tiinltiklerini umursamaz bir sekilde gérmezden gelerek Israilin yaptiklarini
mesrulastirmistir. Habermasin demokratik bir toplum ideali ugruna yaptig: ca-
lismalar her ne kadar bircok cevre tarafindan takdir gortip siyaset felsefesi ice-
risinde dnemli bir yere sahip olsa da Filistin meselesinde aldig: tavir ve goster-
digi yaklasim ne yazik ki tim bunlar gélgede birakmistir.

Aslinda Habermas’in yakin gecmiste yasanan cesitli uluslararasi krizler
veya savaslar konusunda farkl (kendi felsefesiyle tutarsiz) aciklamalarda bu-
lundugu da bilinmektedir. Ornegin Birinci Kérfez Savasi’na ve NATO’nun Yu-
goslavya saldirisina destek vermesine karsin, 2003 Irak Savasi’nda Jacques
Derrida ile birlikte uluslararas: hukukun ihlal edildigini belirten bir bildiriyi ka-
muoyuyla paylasarak Avrupa’y: “aydinlanma degerlerine donme” ¢agrisinda bu-
lunarak Dogu ile Bat1 arasinda ciddi bir ayrimi gézetmistir. Yine Israil-Filistin
meselesine dair tutumu basindan beri temkinli ve mesafeli olmakla birlikte s6y-
lemleri de bu minvalde sekillenmistir. Nitekim 2012 yilinda gerceklestirdigi bir
roportajda Israil’in siyasi tutumlar hakkindaki diistinceleri soruldugunda, bu

8 Kaldi ki, kendi sistemini ve sistemin islerligini saglamaya calisirken Habermas, Insan
Haklar1 Evrensel Beyannamesi ya da Avrupa Insan Haklar1 Sézlesmesi gibi uluslararasi
belgelerde yer alan siyasal, medeni, toplumsal, ekonomik ve kultirel insan haklan
normlarini érnek gésterir. (Ozbank, 2017: s. 727.)
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sorunun “siyasi bir degerlendirme gerektirdigini” belirtmis, ancak “Benim ku-
sagimdan siradan bir Alman vatandasinin isi degildir” seklinde yanit vermistir
(Ozdemir, 2023: s. 4). Dolayisiyla, onun bugiin gdéstermis oldugu Israil yanlsi
tutum ve aciklamalari esasen ¢ok sasirilacak bir durumken; konu Doguya ve
orada yasayan insanlara geldiginde, gecmiste Irak Savasi hakkinda yapmis ol-
dugu cagrida oldugu gibi, Habermas’in tutumu tam tersi yonde degistiginden
sasilacak halden ¢ikmaktadir. Ancak ortaya koydugu teorikteki felsefi durus ile
pratikteki yani glincel hayatta ve siyasal alanda meydana gelen durumlara karsi
gostermis oldugu yaklasim burada onu elestirilerin hedefi haline getirmektedir.

Sonuc

Israil’in Gazze’de isledigi ve islemeye de devam ettigi insanlik sucu karsi-
sinda Bati gerek politikacilariyla gerekse de dustnur, aydin ve filozoflariyla tg¢
maymunu oynamaktadir. Bati’nin emperyalist ¢cikarciligi bu suskunlugun te-
melini olusturmaktadir. Genelde Dogu’ya 6zelde ise Filistin’e ise gostermis ol-
dugu cifte standart, esasen oryantalist ve islamofobik bakis acisinin terk edil-
medigini ve s6z konusu insanlik krizinin antisemitizm tizerinden degerlendirilip
mesrulastirildigini géstermektedir. Medeniyetlerinin temel unsurlari olarak gor-
dukleri tim evrensel ahlaki degerleri ile demokrasi, insan haklar: gibi yap1 ve
sistemleri Filistin halki s6z konusu oldugunda hem yerel kaldigini hem de en-
telekttiel tutarsizligin sergilenmis oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ctinkd pratik-
teki uygulamalar ve agiklamalar hep bu yénde gerceklesmistir.

Zizek ve Habermas gibi filozof ve diistintirlerin Israil-Filistin meselesinde
kendilerinden beklenilenin aksine almis olduklar: pozisyon, sergiledikleri yanlh
tavir ve beyan ettikleri akil almaz dusutinceler, birer filozof olmalar1 bakimindan
buytik problem yaratmakta ve konunun dogru bir sekilde anlasilmasina engel
olup ¢6ziimsliz kalarak insanlik draminin sirmesine sebebiyet vermektedir.
Bunlar icerisinde 6zellikle Habermas’in etik temelli, iletisimi merkeze alan mu-
zakereci demokrasi modeli gibi uygulanmasi muhtemel (en azindan teorikte) bir
demokrasi anlayisini1 gelistirip tim diinyaya sunmus olmasina karsin “daya-
nisma ilkeleri Gizerine aciklama” adli bildirinin altina imza atmasi Bati felsefesi-
nin de sorgulanmasi gerekliligini glindeme getirmektedir. Boylesi bir tutarsizlik
hem felsefenin genel ruhuna hem de bir filozofta bulunmasi gereken niteliklere
aykiridir. Bu anlamda Filistin meselesi énemli bir felsefi kirilma noktas: olus-
turmustur.

Aslinda konuyu 6zetleyen en gilizel sézler Aliya Izetbegovic’in meshur Bati
degerlendirmesinde ortaya konmustur: “Bunu hi¢ unutma evlat! Bat1 hi¢cbir za-
man uygar olmamistir ve bugltin refahi; devam edegelen sémurgeciligi, doktiigi
kan, akittig1 gdzyas: ve cektirdigi acilar tizerine kuruludur” (izetbegovig, 2018).
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Dolayisiyla Bati’'nin basta insan olmak Uizere bircok konuda paradigmalar: sor-
gulanmalidir. Savunduklar1 Bati menseili evrensel degerler mevcut haliyle artik
strdurtlebilir olmadigi icin yeni bir etik-politik anlayis elzem olmustur.
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Extended Abstract

During and after the First and Second World Wars, humanity was conf-
ronted with an existential and moral crisis. In the aftermath of widespread death
and destruction, a profound search for meaning emerged—one shaped by ques-
tions such as: What is the meaning of life? What is the value of human exis-
tence? Why is life worth living? In this context, philosophy stepped in as a res-
ponse to the deep malaise into which humanity had fallen, leading to the rise of
existentialist thought. Existentialist philosophers and thinkers—most notably
Heidegger, Camus, and Sartre—sought to reconstruct the lost sense of meaning
through the philosophies they developed. Similarly, movements such as the Re-
naissance and the Reformation, the Enlightenment, and the advancement of
human rights have historically occurred as a result of efforts to preserve human
dignity and the sanctity of life.

As can be discerned, all the major turning points addressed here have
emerged within a Western-centric framework. Just as in politics, science, eco-
nomics, and history, philosophy too has been shaped by an epistemological un-
derstanding and worldview that place the West at the center. Within this con-
text, the very construction of the concept of "the human" is also shaped under
the influence of Western thought. Consequently, in the face of events occurring
anywhere outside the Western world, we often witness the helplessness, ina-
dequacy, and failure of Western institutions (such as the EU or human rights
organizations) as well as Western philosophy itself. Western thought—which
harbors significant traces of fascism, orientalism, and Islamophobia—appears
to be experiencing a form of cognitive dissonance, if not moral collapse, in the
face of the Israel-Palestine conflict that is unfolding before the eyes of the entire
world. The silence or insufficient responses to the crimes against humanity com-
mitted in Gaza, and the implicit or explicit legitimization of Israel’s atrocities,
are stark indicators of a profound moral inconsistency and insincerity.

Jurgen Habermas’s pro-Israeli stance and his recent public statements
illustrate just how far he has departed from the ethical and intellectual posture
expected of a philosopher. Despite advocating a universal framework of social,
political, and moral order through his model of deliberative democracy and his
theory of communicative action, Habermas’s justification—or at the very least,
implicit legitimation—of the oppression inflicted upon Palestinians highlights a
deep inconsistency between his theoretical commitments and his practical judg-
ments. This disjunction severely undermines the philosophical integrity of his
position. Therefore, it becomes imperative to liberate philosophy from the hege-
monic grip of Western thought if it is to fulfill its essential functions. The current
Western-centric worldview not only fails to address the pressing crises faced by
humanity but also contributes to their intensification.
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Abstract

Thomas Stern’s Nietzsche’s Ethics focuses on Nie-
tzsche’s mature ethics. Instead of an apologetic or
creative reading, Stern promises a reading which
carefully follows Nietzsche’s texts in the light of
his intellectual background and which presents
the philosophical ideas or positions presented in
them in a clear, unbiased and as detailed a man-
ner as possible. In this context, Stern discusses
the basic assumptions, general structure, and
tensions of Nietzsche’s mature ethics; what Nie-
tzsche is trying to achieve by producing a geneal-
ogy of Christian morality and to what extent he
achieves it; the relations between some of the
basic assumptions in Nietzsche’s ethics and some
of the ideas or themes that can be found in his
broader philosophy; and finally, the possibility of
a Nietzschean ethics today. Thus, Stern offers a
very clear account of Nietzsche’s mature ethics
that demonstrates his mastery of Nietzsche’s cor-
pus and intellectual-historical background and
also of the secondary Nietzsche literature. It must
be said, however, that the Nietzsche Stern thus
portrays is less likely to win our sympathy than
the Nietzsche portrayed in apologetic or creative
readings. But therein, in part, lies the value of
Stern’s book: it presents a challenge that should
not be ignored by those who believe that a more
sympathetic portrait of Nietzsche is more accu-
rate.

Keywords: Nietzsche, Morality, Genealogy Power,
Life Theory.

Oz

Thomas Stern’in Nietzsche’s Ethics (Ni-
etzsche’nin Etigi) bashkli kitabi, Nietzsche’nin
olgun dénem etigine odaklaniyor. Stern, apolo-
jetik veya yaratict bir okuma yerine, Ni-
etzsche’nin entelektiiel artalan: 1s181nda metin-
lerini dikkatle takip eden ve bu metinlerde tak-
dim edilen felsefi diisince veya pozisyonlar:
acik, yansiz ve olabildigince ayrintili bir sekilde
sunan bir okuma vaat ediyor. Bu cercevede Ni-
etzsche’nin olgun dénem etiginin temel varsa-
yimlarini, genel yapisimi ve gerilimlerini; Ni-
etzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakinin bir soykutu-
gunu cikararak neleri basarmaya calistigini ve
bunlari ne 6l¢ctide basardigini; Nietzsche’nin eti-
gindeki bazi temel kabuller ile genel olarak fel-
sefesinde bulunabilecek kimi distince veya te-
malar arasindaki iligkileri; nihayet, Nietzscheci
bir etigin imkanini tartisiyor. Sonug¢ olarak
Stern, Nietzsche’nin olgun dénemindeki etigine
dair son derece berrak bir izah sunuyor ve bunu
da gerek Nietzsche’nin kulliyatina ve tarihsel-
entelekttiel art alanina gerekse ikincil Nietzsche
literattirine hakim oldugunu gosteren bir se-
kilde yapiyor. Bununla birlikte Stern’in resmet-
tigi Nietzsche’nin apolojetik veya yaratici oku-
malarda resmedilen Nietzsche ile kiyaslandi-
ginda sempatimizi kazanmaya daha uzak oldu-
gunu soylemek gerekiyor. Fakat Stern’in kitabi-
nin degeri biraz da burada yatiyor: Kitap, sem-
patimizi kazanmaya daha yakin bir Nietzsche
yorumunun daha isabetli oldugunu diistinenler
icin gérmezlikten gelinmemesi gereken bir mey-
dan okuma sunuyor.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Nietzsce, Ahlak, Soykutuk,
Gug, Yasam Teorisi
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Thomas Stern’in Nietzsche’s Ethics (Nietzsche’nin Etigi) baslikli kitaba,
Nietzsche’nin olgun dénem etigine odaklaniyor. Kitabin Girigsinde Stern, Ni-
etzsche’nin olgun dénem etigine —yani Nietzsche’nin Zerdtist (Also sprach Zarat-
hustra, 1883-1885) sonrasi eserlerine- odaklanmasiyla ilgili olarak, Ni-
etzsche’nin etigi dendigi zaman muhtemelen akla ilk gelen ve Ingilizce konusan
diinyada Nietzsche’nin en etkili eseri olmus gibi gértiinen Ahlakin Soyktitiigti
Uzerine’nin (Zur Genealogie der Moral, 1887) bu déneme ait olmasi, éte yandan
bu eserin diger ge¢c dénem eserleriyle, 6zellikle de Mesih Karsiti (Der Antichrist,
1888) ile baglantili olarak yorumlanmas: gerektigi, dahasi Nietzsche’nin gec¢ do-
nem eserlerinin énceki eserlerine goére daha acik, daha tutarh ve bu itibarla da
kisa ve acik bir sekilde serimlenmeye daha muisait bir etik projeyi temsil etmesi
gibi gerekceler sunuyor (s. 2) Ayni zamanda, Nietzsche’nin ge¢ dénem etik du-
sUincesinin nispeten acik olmasina ragmen yorumcular tarafindan yeterince
acik bir sekilde ortaya konmadigini ve Nietzsche’ye ilk defa yaklasan 6grencinin
diistincesini bogup 6z glivenini sarsan yorumlar kakofonisini hak etmedigini
One suruyor (s. 2). Stern, bu kakofonik yorumlar cesitliligini yaratan faktorler-
den biri olarak, Nietzsche’yi buglintin Anglosakson felsefecilerinin ilgileri bagla-
minda hos veya cazip gOsterecek, apolojetik ve yaratici bir okuma tarzina isaret
ediyor (s. 3). Buna karsilik Stern, apolojetik veya yaratici bir okuma yerine, Ni-
etzsche’nin entelektiiel artalani 1s181nda metinlerini dikkatle takip eden ve bu
metinlerde takdim edilen felsefi diisiince veya pozisyonlari acik, yansiz ve ola-
bildigince ayrintili bir sekilde sunan bir okuma vaat ediyor ve bu okumanin
ortaya koyacagi Nietzsche’nin, en azindan yer yer, eskimis, bazi yanilgilarinda
inatla 1srar eden ve son derece itici bir Nietzsche olabilecegini teslim ediyor (s.
3).

Kitabin “Nietzsche’s Ethics in Outline” (Nietzsche’nin Etiginin Anahatlan)
basligini tasiyan ilk béliimui, 6nemli bir terminolojik belirlemeyle aciliyor. Stern,
“bir ahlak” (a morality) ile, “Eski Yunan ahlaki”, “Eski Israil ahlaki” veya “Hris-
tiyan ahlaki” gibi ifadelerdeki anlamiyla ahlaki, yani olumsal tarihsel gelismeler
neticesinde bir veya daha cok tarihsel grubun benimsedigi belli bir deger siste-
mini anliyor (s. 5). O halde bu anlamiyla ‘bir ahlak’, nasil yasamamiz ve dav-
ranmamiz, neden kacinip neyin pesinden kosmamiz gerektigini, neyin degerli
ve neyin degersiz oldugunu vb. bildiren ve insanlarin diisiinme ve eyleme bi-
cimleriyle somut olarak pratige doktilen bir deger sistemini ifade ediyor. Bu bag-
lamda Stern, Nietzsche’nin elestiri oklarinin hedefindeki “Hristiyan ahlaki”nin
bu gibi ahlaklardan sadece biri oldugunu unutmamak gerektigini vurguluyor
(s. 5) ve Nietzsche’nin “ahlak” deyip gectigi cogu yerde tarihsel veya olanakli her
ahlaki degil ama spesifik olarak Hristiyan ahlakini kastettiginin —bdylece 6rne-
gin Ahlakin Soykiitiigti Uzerine bashginmi aslinda Hristiyan Ahlakiun Soykiitiigii
Uzerine seklinde anlamamiz gerektiginin— altini ciziyor (s. 6). Nihayet Stern, Ni-
etzsche’nin cesitli ahlaklar1 degerlendirirken dayandigi anlayisa veya yerlestigi
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pozisyona “Nietzsche’nin etigi” diyor (s. 5) ve (kitabin ikinci b6limUtintin sonunda
da) bu anlamiyla Nietzsche’nin etiginin ahlaklar arasinda bir diger ahlak olmak-
tan ziyade ahlaklarin degerlendirildigi bir meta-etik oldugunu ifade ediyor (s.
23-25).

Eger Nietzsche’nin etigi bu anlamda bir meta-etik, yani cesitli ahlaklarin
degerlendirildigi ahlaklar tGisti bir perspektif ise o zaman bu degerlendirme
perspektifinin nasil tanimlandigini, onu kuran temel 6ge ve dayanaklarin neler
oldugunu sormamiz gerekiyor. Stern, bu sorunun cevabini, kitabinin omurga-
sini teskil eden ve yine ilk béliimde yer alan iki kesimde veriyor. Bu kesimlerden
“The Descriptive Thesis: The Life Theory” (Betimleyici Tez: Yasam Teorisi) basl-
gin1 tasiyan birincisinde (s. 6-11) Stern, Nietzsche’nin notlarini ve kitaplarini
dikkatle takip ederek ve Schopenhauer ile ve caginin bilimsel literattirti ile etki-
lesimini dikkatle irdeleyerek, Nietzschenin (Stern’in kendi adlandirmasziyla) bir
“Yasam Teorisi’ni savundugu iddiasini gticlii bir sekilde ortaya koyuyor. Buna
gore Nietzsche, yasamanin veya yasamin, gii¢c aramak, giicin pesinden kosmak
oldugunu, yasamin ve gug¢ arayisinin veya gug¢ istencinin birbirinden ayrilama-
yacagini disltnuyor (s. 6) ve (Stern ile beraber bizim de ilk harfini bltiytik yaza-
rak) ‘Yasam’ seklinde belirtebilecegimiz bir seyin, yani yasayan her organizmayz,
hatta organizmalarin kisimlarini dahi yéneten ve gli¢-artirict amaclar1 basar-
mak icin yasayan seyler araciligi ile is géren bir gii¢ veya kuvvettin varligini ka-
bul ediyor (s. 7). Nihayetinde Stern, Yasam Teorisinin pek de iyi temellendiril-
memis bir tir metafizik olarak gorulebilecegini, fakat her haltikarda Ni-
etzsche’nin ge¢c dénem etiginin dogasini ve ayirt edici ydnlerini bu teoriyi dikkate
almadan anlamanin mumkin olmadigini (s. 11), zira bu teorinin olgun Ni-
etzsche’nin etigini kuran temel bir ayrimin, yani “Yasamdan yana mi yoksa Ya-
sama karsi m1?” (s. 8) zithginin dayanag: oldugunu belirtiyor.

Kitabin omurgasini teskil eden iki kesimden ikincisi ise “The Normative
Command: Further Life’s Goals!” (Normatif Emir: Yasamin Hedeflerine Yardimci
O1!) basligini tasiyor. Burada Stern, bir 6nceki kesimde Nietzsche'’ye atfettigi Ya-
sam Teorisinin sirf betimleyici oldugu icin dogrudan etik bir pozisyon ifade et-
medigini (normatif bir imasinin olmadigini) vurguluyor ve Nietzsche’ye bu be-
timleyici gértistin yani sira bir de “Nietzsche’nin temel etik pozisyonu” adi al-
tinda, su degerlendirici tezi atfediyor: “Yasamin hedeflerine yardumct olmak etik
[ethical], Yasamun hedeflerini engellemekse gayri-etiktir [unethical]” (s. 11). Buna
gore Nietzsche, aslinda Nietzsche’nin ge¢ donem eserlerini okuyan herkesin kisa
stirede fark ettigi tizere, bir seyi (pratigi, inang¢ veya deger sistemini vs.) Yasami
olumladigr 6lctide 6vgliye ve Yasami olumsuzladigl veya inkar ettigi 6lctide de
yergiye layik buluyor. Bununla birlikte Stern, gliclii metinsel delillere dayana-
rak ve buitlin kesim boyunca Nietzsche’nin olumlama, olumsuzlama, acima, 6z-
gecilik ve bencillik gibi meselelerdeki gortislerini Schopenhauer’in ve dénemin
bazi evrimci diistinlrlerinin ayni hususlardaki gortsleriyle mukayese ederek,
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Nietzsche icin Yasami olumlamanin, basitce yasamin veya yasiyor olmanin nasil
da gtlizel veya hos oldugunu diisiinmek anlamina degil, Yasamin buyruklarinca,
Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci olacak sekilde eyleyip yasamak anlamina geldi-
gini, yani Nietzsche’nin Yasami olumlamaktan “artmayi, glic aramayi, genisle-
meyi, somirmeyi” (s. 12) ve Yasami olumsuzlamak veya inkar etmekten de Ya-
samin bu gibi 6zellik veya yonelimlerinden ytiz cevirmeyi anladigini iddia ediyor.
Yine bu kesimde Stern, Nietzsche’nin anlatim cesitliligine de dikkat cekerek,
Nietzsche’nin ahlaklar degerlendirirken “dogal” ve “saglikli” gibi ifadelerle Ya-
sami olumlayan ahlaklari, “doga karsit1” ifadesiyle ise Yasami inkar eden ahlak-
lar1 kastettigini (s. 14), ayrica, Yasami inkar edenlerin nihayetinde yasayan sey-
lerin yikimina yol acacak isler yaptiklar: gibi bir gerekceyle, Yasam: inkar et-
meye “nihilizm” de dedigini (s. 12) ifade ediyor.

Kitabin “Christian Morality” (Hristiyan Ahlaki) bashgini tasiyan ikinci bé-
Iim ilging bir uyar ile aciliyor. Stern, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakini Yasama
kars1 oldugu gerekcesiyle pek cok vesilede mahkum ettigini teslim etmekle bir-
likte, “Nietzsche’ye gore, Hristiyan ahlaki en azindan gédriintiste Yasam-karsiti-
dir” (s. 15) demenin daha isabetli oldugunu, zira Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahla-
kini Yasama hakikaten kars: bir sey olarak betimledigi pasajlar kadar Yasama
sadece gdriintiste karsi olan bir sey olarak betimledigi pasajlarin da bulundu-
gunu, dahasi bu iki betimleme arasindaki ayrimin son derece énemli oldugunu
ve bu ayrima kitabinin ticincil béliimtnde daha ayrintili olarak deginecegini
belirtiyor. Bu uyaridan sonra ikinci boliim, Nietzsche’nin “Hristiyan ahlaki” ile
tam olarak ne anladigini irdeliyor. Genel olarak séylememiz gerekirse bu bo-
ltmde, Nietzsche’nin “Hristiyan ahlaki” veya ayni anlama gelmek Uizere bazen
kisaca “ahlak” s6zu ile belirli bir deger sistemini anladig, fakat bununla sadece
Hristiyanlar tanimlayan bir deger sistemini kastetmedigi, baska din veya ina-
nislarin mensuplarinin da Nietzscheci anlamiyla Hristiyan ahlakina bagl olabi-
lecekleri, hatta Hristiyan ahlakina bagli olmayan Hristiyanlarin dahi bulunabi-
lecegi ve Nietzsche’ye gore Hristiyan ahlakinin dinsel olmayan, son derece din-
yevi tezahurlerinin de bulundugu izah ediliyor. Bununla birlikte Stern, Ni-
etzsche’nin bu deger sistemine 6zellikle “Hristiyan” nitelemesiyle isaret etmesi-
nin gerisinde Hristiyanligin cileciliginin ve Schopenhauer’in bu cileciligi istencin
kasitl olarak kirilmasi seklinde, yani dogal olanin veya Yasamin bir tir inkari
olarak yorumlamasinin bulundugunu belirtiyor (s.15-16). Yani Hristiyanlik
veya daha dogrusu Hristiyan cilecilik, dogal diinyadan, dogal egilim ve istekler-
den ylz cevirmenin, onlara diisman olmanin, kisacast Yasami inkar etmenin
tipik bir 6rnegi oldugu 6l¢tide, “Hristiyan” nitelemesi de Nietzsche’nin Yasam
karsiti oldugunu distindigt deger sistemleri icin semsiye bir terim haline geli-
yor. Bu baglamda Stern, Nietzschenin, 6rnegin duyulara ve dogal hazlara duis-
man oldugu o6lcude felsefeyi; Yasamin tistiin gelmek, temelltik etmek gibi yén-
lerine aykir1 olduklar: 6l¢ctide 6zgecilik, esitlik, demokrasi, liberalizm, sosyalizm
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gibi dinsel ve /veya politik fikir ve akimlari; ne kadar 6nemsiz olursa olsun ve ne
pahasina olursa olsun hakikati hedefledikleri ve béylece hedeflerinin Yasam aci-
sindan yarar veya zararini gozetmedikleri 6lctide (ister beseri ister dogaya iliskin
olsunlar) bilimsel disiplinleri Hristiyan ahlakinin tezahtrleri olarak gérdiginu
belgeliyor (s. 18-22).

“The Square Circle: Nietzsche’s Two Conflicting Strategies” (Kare Cember:
Nietzsche’nin Catisan Iki Stratejisi) seklinde kasith olarak oksimoronik bir basg-
lik tasiyan Giciincti béliim, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakini degerlendirirken iki
farkli strateji kullandigini ve bu stratejilerin birbiriyle catistigini tespit ediyor;
dahasi1 bu iki stratejiyi ve onlar arasindaki catismay: irdelemenin Nietzsche’nin
neyi nicin yaptigini, 6rnegin Yasam ve ahlak hakkinda yer yer nicin farklh ve
catisan seyler sOyledigini anlamanin en iyi yolu oldugunu iddia ediyor (s. 25).
Stern, bu stratejilerden birincisini “Gayri-etik Strateji” (Unethical Strategy), ikin-
cisiniyse “Imkansiz Strateji” (Impossible Strategy) olarak adlandiriyor (s. 25). Ote
yandan biz, daha anlasilir olmas1 ac¢isindan, burada bunlardan birincisine
gayri-etik olmakla itham etme stratejisi, ikincisineyse imkansizi 6nermekle it-
ham etme stratejisi diyebiliriz. Buna gore, gayri-etik olmakla itham etme stra-
tejisi Hristiyan ahlakinin Yasamin hedeflerini hakikaten engelledigini ve dolay:-
siyla gayri-etik oldugunu iddia ederken, imkansizi 6énermekle itham etme stra-
tejisi ise Hristiyanligin Yasam-karsiti sloganlar atip gériintiste Yasam-karsiti
olan davranislar 6glitlemesine ve Uretmesine ragmen aslinda Yasamin hedefle-
rini engellemedigini, ¢inktl Yasamin hedeflerini engellemenin imkansiz oldu-
gunu iddia ediyor. Stern, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakina dair (olumsuz) de-
gerlendirmesinin esasen ilk stratejiye dayandigini teslim etmekle beraber, Ni-
etzsche’de —belki daha ikincil bir diizeyde olsa bile- ikinci stratejinin de mevcut
oldugunu ve bunun bosuna olmadigini, yani ikinci stratejinin spesifik bir amaca
hizmet ettigini belirtiyor (s. 26). Stern, Nietzsche’nin, imkansizi 6énermekle it-
ham etme stratejisi sayesinde, Hiristiyan ahlakini benimseyen veya savunan
karsitlarina soyle ifade edebilecegimiz bir itiraz getirme imkani buldugunu be-
lirtiyor: ‘Sizler sadece miimkiin ama kdétii bir seyi degil, imkdnsiz bir seyi (mesela
esitlikci olmayan Yasamin idaresindeki organik alanda esitligi) savunuyorsu-
nuz!’ (s. 27). Stern’e goére, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakini bu sekilde, yani im-
kansiz bir seyi énermek ve dolayisiyla bizzat sagcma olmakla itham etmesinin
gerisinde, Yasamin hedeflerini engellemenin mtimkuin oldugunu (dolayisiyla da
Hristiyan ahlakinin Yasamin hedeflerini hakikaten engelleyebilecegini) aslinda
cogu kez yaptig1 tizere kabul etmesi halinde karsitindan gelebilecek soyle bir
itiraz bulunuyor: ‘Sizin de kabul ettiginiz gibi Yasamin hedeflerine aykir1 bir
sekilde —mesela esitlikci bir sekilde— yasamak pekala mtimkiin. O halde nic¢in
boyle yapmayalim?’ (s. 27). Buna gore Nietzsche, kendi etiginin temel normatif
ilkesinin, yani ‘Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci ol!” buyrugunun nicin benimsen-
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mesi gerektigi sorusunun gindeme gelebilecegi hallerde, bu buyrugu benimse-
meyi hakl kilacak saglam gerekceler sunmaktan ziyade onun aksine davran-
manin imkansizlig1 gérisine siginiyor. Fakat bu goértis de, Yasama kars1 veya
aykir1 davranmanin nihayetinde imkansizligini ima eden bir gértis oldugu 6l-
cude, Nietzsche denince belki de aklimiza ilk gelen seylerden birini, yani Hristi-
yan ahlakinin Yasama kars1 veya aykiri oldugu gerekcesiyle mahkum edilmesini
bosa dusutruyor.

“Morality, History and Genealogy” (Ahlak, Tarih, Soykutuk) baslikli dor-
diincd béltim, olgun Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakina dair yazilarinin, 6zellikle
Ahlakin Soykiitiigii Uzerine ve Mesih Karsitt 6rneklerinde gértildtign tizere, esa-
sen birer tarith formunu aldiginin altini ¢iziyor ve ilk olarak, Nietzsche’nin, bu-
raya kadar anlatildig: sekliyle etigi de hesaba katildiginda, nicin Hristiyan ahla-
kinin bir tarihini yazmakla ilgilenmis oldugu sorusunu soruyor (s. 30). Nihaye-
tinde Stern, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlaki tarihlerinde ti¢ temel amac ayirt edi-
yor: (1) Yasamin tam da Nietzsche’nin betimledigi gibi isledigini géstermek ve
bunu da (a) Yasami is basindayken gostererek ve (b) Hristiyanligin Yasamin ger-
cek dogasini nasil kararttigini gostererek yapmak; (2) Yasamin gercekte nasil
isledigini géren okura nihayetinde nasil olup da Yasam karsit1 bir ahlaka vardi-
gimizin cevabini vermek; (3) okuru Yasami olumlayan bir ahlak lehine Yasam
karsiti1 ahlaktan vazgecmeye ikna etmek. (s. 31-2). Yine bu bélimde Stern,
ikinci olarak, Nietzsche’nin tim ahlak tarihlerine “soyktitik” adini vermedigini
ve Nietzsche’nin ahlak tarihlerinin veya soykutuiklerinin icerik, yap1 ve argliman
teknigi bakimindan baska neleri iceriyor olurlarsa olsunlar temel bir bilesenle-
rinin de Yasam Teorisi oldugunu unutmamak gerektigini vurguluyor. Boylece
Stern, Nietzsche’nin tarihlerinden veya soykuttiklerinden ilhamla tarif edilen
farkli ‘soykuittik’ veya ‘soykutuksel arastirma’ fikirlerinin felsefe icin degerini
inkar etmemekle beraber, olgun Nietzsche’nin ahlak soykttiiklerinin Yasam Te-
orisinden bagimsiz bir sekilde var olmayacaklari ve anlasilamayacaklar1 konu-
sunda okuru uyariyor (s. 32-3).

“Nietzsche’s History: The Plot” (Nietzsche’nin Tarihi: Olay Orgtisti) baslikli
besinci béltim, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlakinin ortaya cikisi, gelisimi ve niha-
yetinde muzaffer olusuna dair tarih veya 6ykiistintin klasik ifadesi olan Ahlakin
Soyktittigii Uzerine’yi bir énceki béliimde ayirt edilen t{ic temel amaci gdzeterek
okuyor. Boylece Stern, 0rnegin Soykititiik'in ilk denemesinde, Yasamla dolup
tasan efendilere dair betimlemelerin Yasami is basinda goéstermeyi amacladigini
(s. 38), buna karsilik 6zgur isteng fikrinin kolelerce icat edilmis ve Yasamin is-
leyisini karartan bir yalan olarak sunuldugunu tespit ediyor (s. 36). Stern, Soy-
ktittik"an ikinci denemesinde de vicdanin esasen ice donmus acimasizlik veya
saldirganlik olarak izah edilmesinin Yasami is basinda goésterdigini, buna kar-
silik Hristiyan ahlakinin taraftarlarinin vicdani deyim yerindeyse ahlaki haki-
kati ayirt etmemizi saglayan bir ttir biligsel kapasite olarak yorumlamalarininsa
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bir karartma olarak takdim edildigini saptiyor (s. 42; ayrica bkz. s. 39). Stern,
Nietzsche’nin (en azindan gértiinuste) Yasam karsit1 olan bir ahlakin nasil mu-
zaffer olduguna dair bir izah1 Soyktitiikiin Giciincti denemesinde sundugunu ve
bu tictincti denemenin genel olarak imkansizi 6nermekle itham etme stratejisini
takip ettigini belirtiyor (s. 42). Buna gore Soyktitiik'in icincti denemesinde Ni-
etzsche, Hristiyan cileci ahlakini gérintirde Yasam karsit1 olsa da aslinda Ya-
samin amagclarini basarmasinin bir yolu olarak takdim ediyor. Biraz daha ac-
mamiz gerekirse: Soyktittiik'in Gicincll denemesi, cileci ideal ve pratiklerin, is-
tenci kirmaya veya bir diger deyisle iste-me-meye yonelmis gibi gértinseler de —
aslinda Yasam istenci veya istemeyi zorunlulukla icerdigi icin— yine de bir istencg
ifadesi olduklarini ileri stirtiyor. Buna gore, cileciligi hicbir seyi “iste-me-mek-
tense hicligi istemek” (Soyktitiik, 111, 28) seklinde anlamak gerekiyor. Soykii-
tiikin G¢clincld denemesinde anlatilan hikayeye gore, bu anlamiyla cileci ideal,
cileci rahibin dehas1 sayesinde, cekilen acilari ttirlti yalan ve karartmalara da-
yanarak da olsa anlamli kiliyor ve bdylece muzaffer oluyor. Sonuc¢ olarak, ilk
bakista Yasam karsit1 gériinen cileci ideal ve cileci pratikler, ac1 ceken insanla-
rin Yasami busbutin olumsuzlamaktansa dejenere bir formda da olsa devam
ettirmelerini sagladig: 6lctide, Yasamin amaclarina hizmet ediyor.

“Does the History Achieve Its Goals?” (Bu Tarih Amaclarina Ulasiyor Mu?)
basligini tasiyan altinci bolimde Stern, Nietzsche’nin Hristiyan ahlaki tarihleri-
nin dérdincd bélimde ayirt edilen tic amact ne 6l¢tide basardigini tartisiyor.
Stern, Nietzsche’nin ilk amaci basarmak, yani Yasami is basinda gostermek ve
boylece Yasam Teorisini ikna edici bir sekilde sunmak igin ciddi bir ¢caba har-
cadigini, fakat gintimtz okurunun Yasam Teorisine muhtemelen ikna olmaya-
cagini, 6te yandan donemin entelekttiel art alan1 hesaba katildiginda Yasam
Teorisinin Nietzsche’nin cagdaslar icin ikna edici bir izah olup olmadigininsa
felsefi olmaktan ziyade tarihsel bir mesele oldugunu distnutyor (s. 45-6). Stern,
Nietzsche’yi ikinci amac¢ bakimindan da pek basarili bulmuyor. Stern’e gére Ni-
etzsche, efendilerin dahi cileci ideale nihayetinde nasil boyun egdigi, yani Hris-
tivan ahlakinin en sonunda nasil muzaffer oldugu konusunda yeterince iyi bir
aciklama sunamiyor (s. 47). Bununla birlikte Stern, Nietzsche’nin bu mesele ile
ilgili olarak en ¢ok 6ne cikan hipotezinin “irk-karisimi” hipotezi oldugunu belir-
tiyor (s. 51-2). Bu hipoteze gore, efendi irk ile kole irklarin karismasi efendi irkin
yozlasmasina ve bu da yozlasan efendilerin cileci ideali benimseye giderek daha
yatkin hale gelmesine ve nihayetinde cileci idealin zaferine géttirtiyor.

Uclincti, yani okuru Yasami olumlayan bir ahlaka ikna etme amacina
gelelim. Stern, ilk olarak, énceki kisimlarda Nietzsche’nin metinlerini irdeleye-
rek sunu gosterdigini hatirlatiyor: Nietzsche'ye goére Yasami olumlayan bir ah-
lak, baska seylerin yani sira, toplumun bir yeniden dtizenlenisi anlamina geliyor
ve bu yeniden dlizenleme de s6zgelimi insanlarin nasil tiredigini kontrol etmeyi,
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hasta kimseleri kendilerini 6ldirmeye tesvik etmeyi, cinsellik, glic arayisi, ta-
hakkim ve sOmuru gibi seylere daha pozitif bir sekilde yaklasmayzi, esitlige kars:
cikmayi vb. iceriyor (s. 51). Ote yandan Stern, bu gibi hususlari bir kenara koy-
sak bile burada Nietzsche’nin catisan iki stratejisiyle ilgili bir diger 6nemli prob-
lemin oldugunu distnuyor ve sOyle bir tespitte bulunuyor: Nietzsche, cogu kez,
imkansizi énermekle itham etme stratejisinden (ki burada onu Yasamin amac-
larin1 daima gerceklestirdigi iddias1 olarak alabiliriz) ayriliyor ve bunun yerine
Yasamin kendi amaclarini daima gerceklestiremedigi gériistiinti (bu da demektir
ki Yasamin engellenebilecegini kabul eden diger stratejiyi) benimsiyor. Bu bag-
lamda Nietzsche’nin Yasami olumlayan bir ahlak ¢cagrisini, yeterince etkin veya
saglikl bir sekilde isleyemeyen Yasama yardim etme, amaclarini en etkili bir
sekilde gerceklestirebilmesi icin Yasam lehine miicadele etme cagrisi olarak gor-
mek mUmkln hale geliyor. Fakat Stern’in hakl olarak belirttigi gibi (s. 51), bu
kez de can alici soru su oluyor: Nicin bdyle bir mticadele verelim veya nicin bdyle
bir muicadele vermemiz gereksin? Bir diger deyisle can alici soru, Stern’in ilk
boélimun ikinci kesiminde Nietzsche’nin olgun dénemindeki etiginin temel nor-
matif ilkesi olarak belirledigi ‘Yasamin hedeflerine yardimeci ol!’ buyruguna nicin
uymamiz gerektigi, bu buyrugu nicin yasamimizi yénlendiren temel norm ola-
rak kabul etmemiz gerektigi sorusu haline geliyor.

Stern (s. 52), Nicin Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci olalim?’ sorusuna Ni-
etzsche’nin metinlerinde verildigini diistinebilecegimiz bir cevabi sOyle tespit
ediyor: Clinkli saglikli olan budur! Saglik gercekten de kendisi bakimindan arzu
edilir bir sey gibi gértintiyor. Boylece, eger hakikaten Yasam = saglik ise Yasami
tercih etmek, yani Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci olmak kendisi bakimindan
arzu edilir bir seymis gibi gériintiyor. Ama Stern’in hakli olarak isaret ettigi gibi,
bu noktada Nietzsche’nin saglik anlayisinin son derece kendine 6zgi oldugunu,
mesela Nietzsche’nin hasta bir insanin elinden geldigince saglikli kalmaya ve
yasamaya calismasindansa kendini 6ldirmesini daha saglikli bulabildigini ha-
tirlamak gerekiyor. Boylece Yasam = saglik 6zdesliginin pek cogumuz icin sahip
olabilecegi cazibe, saglig1 Nietzsche’nin anladig: gibi anladigimizda ortadan kal-
kiyormus gibi gériniyor. Stern (s. 52), Nietzsche’nin ge¢c dénemine ait eserle-
rinde Yasamin hedeflerine uygun bir yasamin haz verici ve hatta rahat bir ya-
sam olacagini ifade eden pasajlarin bulundugunu, béylece Nietzsche’nin ‘Nicin
Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci olalim?’ sorusuna ‘Ctinkd bu haz ve rahatlik ge-
tirir’ gibi bir cevap verdigini de dlistinebilecegimizi teslim ediyor. Fakat Stern’in
hakli olarak belirttigi gibi olgun Nietzsche, 6rnegin Soykiitiik'in ticincll dene-
mesinin yedinci kesiminde, Yasamin hedeflerine ulagsmak icin canlilar1 haz, ra-
hatlik veya mutluluga gétirmekten ziyade sefalete stirtikledigini de sdyleyebili-
yor. Stern (s. 53), olgun Nietzsche’de okuru Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci ol-
maya ikna etmek icin ona asagi yukar: sunlarin séyledigi bir argiimanin da bu-
lunabilecegini distinUyor: ‘Sen, tam da yasayan, canli bir varlik olarak Yasamin
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bir tezahtiristin. Fakat tezahtirti oldugun seye ve bu anlamda kendine yeterince
yardimci olmuyorsun. Tepeye cikmak isteyen ama bunu etkili bir sekilde yap-
may1 reddeden biri gibisin’. Fakat Stern’e gére, Hristiyan ahlakinin bir tarafta-
rinin buna 6rnegin séyle cevap verebilecegini gérmek gerekiyor: Yasamin bir
tezahlirti oldugumu veya Yasamin benim araciligimla is basinda oldugunu ve
aslinda benim de Yasamin hedeflerine yardimci olmak tizere yola koyuldugumu
kabul edelim. Dahas1 Yasamin tahakktim, siddet ve sémtirti oldugunu da kabul
edelim. Ama senin sdyledigine gore Yasami engelledigimi de kabul etmeliyiz.
Yani Yasami engelleyebiliyorum. O halde bunu yapmaya devam etmeyi de sece-
bilirim. Ki tam olarak bunu, yani Yasami engellemeye devam etmeyi seciyorum!’
Stern, Nietzsche’nin buna s6yle bir cevap verebilecegini kabul ediyor: Boyle bir
secim bolinmus veya yabancilagsmis bir varolusu secmek anlamina gelir, ciinkt
boyle bir seyi secen kimse kendisini nihai olarak harekete geciren seyin ne ol-
dugunu bilse de ona tam olarak baglanmamis olur. Ote yandan Stern, bdyle bir
boélunmede 6zellikle yanlis bir seyin olup olmadigini sorguluyor ve hatta bu tur
bir béliinmenin uygun sekilde tarif edilirse kulaga son derece trajik ve kahra-
mans1 gelebilecegini ifade ediyor (s. 53). Dahasi Stern, Nietzsche’nin, sik sik,
insanin durumunu kacginilmaz bir bolinme iceren bir durum olarak resmetti-
gini hatirlatiyor. Nihayetinde Stern, Nietzsche’nin ‘Nicin Yasamin hedeflerine
yardimci olalim?’ sorusuna iyi bir cevap veremedigini distnuyor.

“Nietzsche beyond Nietzsche’s Ethics” (Etiginin Otesinde Nietzsche) bas-
ligin1 tasiyan yedinci bélimde Stern, Nietzsche’nin felsefesinde bulunan veya
bulundugu kabul edilen ama buraya kadar ortaya koydugu Nietzsche yoru-
muyla catistigr diistintlebilecek bazi distince ve pozisyonlara egiliyor. Genel
olarak sOylememiz gerekirse bu béltiim, Nietzschenin yorum, perspektif, haki-
kat ve hata, sanat, 6z-yaratim ve deger yaratimi gibi konular hakkinda séyle-
diklerinin ona bir Yasam Teorisi atfetmeyi kuskulu kilmadigini, tersine Yasam
Teorisinin Nietzsche’nin bu meseleler hakkinda séylediklerini séyleyebilmesinin
kosulu gibi gérindtgunu iddia ediyor. Burada sadece tek bir 6rnege yer vererek
Stern’in Nietzsche’nin perspektivizmi ile ilgili olarak ne sdyledigine deginebiliriz.
Stern, Nietzsche’nin perspektivizmi olarak adlandirilan seyin tam olarak nasil
anlasilmasi gerektiginin tartismali oldugunu hatirlatarak basliyor (s. 54). Simdi,
cok genel olarak ifade etmemiz gerekirse, Nietzsche’de her turlii hakikat veya
bilgi iddiasinin belli bir perspektife bagli bir yorum veya anlamlandirma oldu-
gunu, perspektife bagli olmayan bir bilmenin mtimkiin olmadigini ve farkh pers-
pektiflere ait bilmelerin (yorumlarin, anlamlandirmalarin) birbiriyle catistigini
telkin eden pasajlar gercekten de bulunuyor. Fakat bdyle bir perspektivizmi ka-
bul ettigimiz zaman, Nietzsche’nin Yasam Teorisinin (yani canliligin hakikatine
dair séylediklerinin) de sadece Nietzsche’nin perspektifine ait 6znel bir yorum
oldugunu ileri stirme imkani aciliyor. Boylece Nietzsche’nin canlilik ile ilgili nes-
nel bir hakikat olarak éne stirtiyor gérindtigli Yasam Teorisi ile her tirli nesnel
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hakikat iddiasinin altini oyuyor gériinen perspektivizmi arasinda ciddi bir geri-
lim tespit etmek mimktin hale geliyor. Bu baglamda Stern, Nietzsche’nin eser-
lerinde perspektif ve yorumlama veya anlamlandirma gibi temalarin giindeme
geldigi bir dizi kritik pasaji inceliyor ve bu pasajlarda belli bir perspektifi benim-
seyen ve boylece belli bir anlam veya yorumu ortaya koyan veya dayatan nihai
6znenin Yasam oldugunu, dolayisiyla bu pasajlarin, Yasam Teorisinin sadece
bir perspektif oldugunu telkin etmek veya Yasam Teorisini sorgulamak soéyle
dursun, onu varsaydiklarin ifade ediyor (s. 55).

“Conclusion: The Future of Nietzschean Ethics?” (Sonugc: Nietzscheci Eti-
gin Gelecegi?) basligini tasiyan son boéliim, Nietzsche’nin kitapta izah edildigi
sekliyle etiginin belli bir zaman, yer ve entelekttiel baglama —daha spesifik ola-
rak sdylemek gerekirse, pesimizm ile ilgili tartismalara, on dokuzuncu yutzyilin
biyoloji bilimine, irk teorilerine ve Schopenhauer felsefesine— bagli oldugunu
vurgulayarak aciliyor (s. 59). Bizimkinden farkli bir baglamda ve farkli kabul-
lerle is goren tarihsel figlirlerce ortaya konmus teorilerin buglintin standartla-
riyla dogru mu yoksa yanlis m1 oldugunu sormanin pek de yararl olmayabile-
cegini teslim eden Stern, olgun Nietzsche’nin etigi hakkinda bdéyle bir soruyu
mutlaka cevaplamasi gerekirse cevabinin olumsuz olacagini ima etmekten de
geri durmuyor. Devaminda Stern, Nietzsche’nin etiginin ne tiir bir etik oldugunu
sormanin daha verimli olabilecegini belirtiyor ve bu soruyu da Nietzsche’nin eti-
ginin birbirinden bagimsiz olarak ele alinabilecegini distindigu doért yon veya
O0gesini ayirt ederek cevapliyor (s. 59-60).

Stern, ilk olarak, Nietzsche’nin etiginde bir anlamda Aristotelesci oldu-
gunu sodyleyebilecegimiz bir ahlaki dogalcilik ayirt ediyor. Eger Aristotelesci ah-
laki dogalcilig: bir seyin iyisinin veya iyi olma halinin bu seyin isini iyi yapmasi
oldugu duisuncesinde temellenen ve insanin iyisini de kendi isini iyi yapma-
sinda, bu da demektir ki kendi dogasini yetkin bir sekilde gerceklestirmesinde
bulan gorutsler icin genel bir ad olarak anlarsak, insani dogasi geregi glic arayan
ve elde etmeye yonelen bir varlik olarak tanimlamasi ve insanin iyisini de bu
dogay1 yetkin bir sekilde gerceklestirmesinde bulmas: 6l¢istiinde Nietzsche’nin
etigini boyle kategorize etmek gercekten de mimkuiin gértintiyor. Elbette bu ka-
tegorizasyonun genel bir yap1 benzerligine dayandigini ve érnegin Aristoteles’in
etigi ile Nietzsche’nin etigi arasinda —temelde insan dogasina dair fikirlerindeki
farklihga dayanan- cok ciddi farklar bulundugunu unutmamak gerekiyor.
Stern, ikinci olarak, simdi oldugumuz ttirden ahlaki 6zneler haline nasil geldi-
gimizi, bu hale nasil evrildigimizi Yasam Teorisi temelinde aciklamasi itibariyla
Nietzsche’nin etiginde evrimci bir 6ge ayirt ediyor. Stern, ticinci olarak, Ni-
etzsche’nin etiginin soykutiiksel yontine ve ahlaki olumsal tarihsel gelismelerin
bir sonucu olarak sunduguna dikkat cekiyor. Buna gére Nietzsche, mevcut ah-
laki gortislerimizin gerisindeki olumsal gelismeleri mutlaka fark edip hesaba
katmamaizi talep ediyor ve bdyle yapmamamiz halinde dar gortsli bir yerellikle
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kalacagimiz ve kendimizi dev aynasinda gérecegimiz konusunda 6nemli bir uya-
rida bulunuyor. Stern, dérdlincl ve son olarak, Nietzsche’nin etiginin bilingli ve
aleni put kiriciligina isaret ediyor ve bu yonuyle diistinceyi 6zglrlestirmeye yar-
dimc1 olabilecegini belirtiyor.

Nihayetinde Stern, Nietzschenin etiginin bu yén veya 6gelerinden birini
veya daha fazlasini ve bu 6geler arasindaki bagintilar1 gérmezden gelen bir oku-
manin Nietzsche’nin etiginin isabetli bir okumas: olamayacagini ve Ni-
etzsche’nin etiginde bu dort 6genin sagilmadan bir arada durabilmesini mim-
kiin kilan seyin tam da Yasam Teorisi oldugunu savunuyor. Ote yandan bu
ogelerin hepsini degil ama bir veya daha fazlasini kabul eden ve bu yonuyle
“Nietzscheci” oldugu sodylenebilecek bir etik gelistirmek hi¢ stiphesiz mtimkuin
ise de Stern kitabini1 “Eger Yasam Teorisine ikna olmadigimizi gériiyorsak o za-
man Nietzsche’nin adin1 anmaktansa etik hakkinda bizzat kendi adimiza tartis-
mamiz bizim icin daha iyi olacaktir” (s. 61) diyerek bitiriyor.

Sonugc olarak Stern, atmis bir sayfalik kisa bir kitapta, Nietzsche’nin ol-
gun doénemindeki etigine dair son derece berrak bir izah sunuyor ve bunu da
gerek Nietzsche’nin kulliyatina ve tarihsel-entelektiiel art alanina gerekse ikincil
literattire hakim oldugunu goésteren bir sekilde yapiyor. Bize gére Stern, apolo-
jetik veya yaratici bir okuma yerine Nietzsche’nin entelektiiel art alani 1s5181nda
metinlerini dikkatle takip eden ve bu metinlerde sunulan felsefi diistince veya
pozisyonlar: acik, yansiz ve olabildigince ayrintili bir sekilde takdim eden bir
okuma vaadini hakkiyla yerine getiriyor. Bununla birlikte Stern’in resmettigi
Nietzsche’nin apolojetik veya yaratici okumalarda resmedilen Nietzsche ile ki-
yaslandiginda sempatimizi kazanmaya daha uzak oldugunu soOylemek gereki-
yor. Fakat Stern’in kitabinin degeri biraz da burada yatiyor: Kitap, sempatimizi
kazanmaya daha yakin bir Nietzsche yorumunun daha isabetli oldugunu dtisu-
nenler icin gérmezlikten gelinmemesi gereken bir meydan okuma sunuyor.

Book Review

Thomas Stern’s Nietzsche’s Ethics focuses on Nietzsche’s mature ethics.
In his Introduction, Stern argues that although Nietzsche’s late works represent
an ethical project that is clearer, more coherent, and therefore more amenable
to a concise and clear exposition than any ethical position which might be found
in his earlier works, Nietzsche’s late ethical thought has not been made clear
enough by commentators (p. 2). Stern points out that there is a cacophonous
diversity of interpretations of Nietzsche’s late ethical thought, and argues that
one of the factors creating this cacophony is an apologetic and creative reading
of Nietzsche that makes him seem attractive to the interests of contemporary
Anglo-Saxon philosophers (p. 3). Instead of an apologetic or creative reading,
Stern promises a reading which carefully follows Nietzsche’s texts in the light of
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his intellectual background and which presents the philosophical ideas or po-
sitions presented in them in a clear, unbiased and as detailed a manner as
possible, conceding that the Nietzsche that will emerge from this reading may
seem, at least in places, “dated, wrong-headed and extremely unappealing” (p.
3).

The first chapter of the book, entitled “Nietzsche’s Ethics in Outline,” be-
gins with an important clarification of terminology. By “a morality,” Stern means
a particular value system adopted by one or more historical groups as a result
of contingent historical developments, and gives as examples “ancient Greek

» o«

morality,” “ancient Israelite morality,” or “Christian morality” (p. 5). Stern em-
phasizes that it is important to remember that “Christian morality,” the target
of Nietzsche’s critique, is only one such morality (p. 5). Finally, Stern calls the
position Nietzsche takes in evaluating various moralities Nietzsche’s “ethics” (p.
5) and states (at the end of the second chapter of the book) that Nietzsche’s
ethics is in this sense a meta-ethics in which moralities are evaluated rather

than being another morality among moralities (pp. 23-25).

If Nietzsche’s ethics is in this sense a meta-ethics, i.e. a perspective from
which various moralities are evaluated, then we must ask how this evaluative
perspective is defined and what its fundamental elements are. Stern answers
this question in the second and third sections of the first chapter. In the second
section (pp. 6-11), entitled “The Descriptive Thesis: The Life Theory,” Stern con-
vincingly argues that Nietzsche advocated a “Life Theory” (as Stern himself calls
it) by carefully tracing Nietzsche’s notes and books and closely examining his
interaction with Schopenhauer and the scientific literature of his time. Accord-
ing to this, Nietzsche believes that to live, or being alive is essentially to seek
power (p. 6) and that there is something we can refer to as “Life”, i.e. a force
which governs every living organism, even parts of living organisms, and which
operates through living things in order to achieve power-enhancing ends (p. 7).
Stern notes that the Life Theory can be seen as a kind of metaphysics that is
not very well grounded, but argues that it is impossible to understand the na-
ture and distinctive aspects of Nietzsche’s late ethics without taking it into ac-
count (p. 11), since it is the basis for a fundamental opposition in Nietzsche’s
late ethics, namely “for Life or against Life” (p. 8).

The third section of the second chapter is entitled “The Normative Com-

'”

mand: Further Life’s Goals!” Here Stern emphasizes that the Life Theory that he
attributed to Nietzsche in the previous section does not directly express an eth-
ical position since it is only descriptive (so that it has no normative implication),
and ascribes to Nietzsche, in addition to this descriptive view, the following eval-
uative thesis under the title “Nietzsche’s basic ethical position: “it is ethical to

further the goals of Life and it is unethical to impede them” (p. 11). Accordingly,
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Nietzsche considers something (a practice, belief or value system, etc.) worthy
of praise to the extent that it affirms Life and worthy of condemnation to the
extent that it negates or denies Life. Stern argues, however, that for Nietzsche,
affirming Life does not simply mean thinking how nice or great to be alive, but
to act and live according to the dictates of Life, in a way that is conducive to
Life’s goals — that is, affirmation of Life for Nietzsche means “to increase, seek
power, expand, exploit, while Life-denial means the opposite” (p. 12).

The second chapter of the book, entitled “Christian Morality,” begins with
an interesting caveat. Although Nietzsche on many occasions condemns Chris-
tian morality on the grounds that it is anti-Life, Stern argues that it is more
accurate to say that “Christian morality, according to Nietzsche, is at least ap-
parently anti-Life” (p. 15), since there are also passages in which Nietzsche pre-
sents Christian morality as something only apparently anti-Life. Stern notes
that the distinction between these two depictions of Christian morality (i.e., be-
tween its depiction as something that is truly anti-Life and its depiction as
something only apparently anti-Life) is extremely important, and that he will
elaborate on this distinction in the third chapter of the book. With this caveat,
the second chapter examines what exactly Nietzsche meant by “Christian mo-
rality”. Stern (ss. 15-22) shows that when Nietzsche employs the term “Christian
morality,” or sometimes simply “morality,” he is referring to an ascetic value
system defined by an attitude of turning away from the natural world, natural
tendencies and desires, of being hostile to them, in short, of denying Life. He
also shows that according to Nietzsche this value system can manifest itself in
many different fields, from philosophy to politics, from religion to science, etc.

The third chapter, which bears the deliberately oxymoronic title “The
Square Circle: Nietzsche’s Two Conflicting Strategies,” argues that Nietzsche
employs two different strategies in evaluating Christian morality and that these
strategies conflict with each other. Stern calls the first of these strategies the
“Unethical Strategy” and the second the “Impossible Strategy,” and claims that
examining these two strategies and the conflict between them is the best way to
understand why Nietzsche does some of the things that he does, for example,
why he sometimes says different and conflicting things about Life and morality
(p- 25). According to Stern, the Unethical Strategy claims that Christian morality
actually impedes the goals of Life and is therefore unethical, while the Impossi-
ble Strategy claims that although Christianity produces anti-Life slogans and
seemingly anti-Life behaviour, it does not actually impede the goals of Life be-
cause it is impossible to do so. Stern concedes that Nietzsche’s (negative) as-
sessment of Christian morality is essentially based on the first strategy, but
notes that the second strategy is also present in Nietzsche, and that even if it
might have a subordinate role, it is there for a reason (p. 26). Stern argues that
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“the Impossible Strategy enables Nietzsche to turn to his Christian-moral oppo-
nents, and to tell them “that they are advocating something impossible (e.g.,
equality within an organic realm that is governed by anti-egalitarian Life) and
not merely something possible but bad” (p. 27). According to Stern, when Nie-
tzsche employs the Unethical Strategy, as he frequently does, he implies that
the goals of Life can be impeded, but this implication invites a possible response
from his Christian-moral opponents: Why shouldn’t one impede the goals of
Life? Stern’s view (which he elaborates in chapter 6) is that Nietzsche does not
provide an adequate answer to this response, but rather turns to the Impossible
Strategy at critical points where he may encounter it, accusing Christian mo-
rality of presenting something impossible and thus of being absurd. In other
words: In Stern’s view, when the crucial question arises as to why one should
accept the fundamental normative principle of Nietzsche’s ethics, namely the
commandment to further Life’s goals, Nietzsche takes refuge in the assertion
that it is impossible to act contrary to Life, instead of providing cogent reasons
that justify the acceptance of the commandment. But then the claim that it is
ultimately impossible to act against Life undermines one of the first things that
might come to mind when we think of Nietzsche, namely, the condemnation of
Christian morality as being against or contrary to Life.

The fourth chapter, “Morality, History and Genealogy,” emphasizes that
Nietzsche’s writings on Christian morality essentially take the form of histories,
as can be seen especially in On the Genealogy of Morality and The Antichrist,
and begins by asking why Nietzsche was interested in writing a history of Chris-
tian morality, given his ethics described thus far (p. 30). Ultimately, Stern dis-
tinguishes three main aims in Nietzsche’s history of Christian morality: (1) to
show that Life works exactly as Nietzsche describes it (a) by showing Life in
action and (b) by showing how Christianity obscures the true nature of Life; (2)
to provide the reader, who sees how Life actually works, with an answer to the
question of how we ended up with an anti-Life morality; (3) to convince the
reader to abandon anti-Life morality in favour of a Life-affirming one (pp. 31-2).
Thus, Stern warns the reader that Nietzsche’s histories or genealogies of moral-
ity are impossible and cannot be properly understood without the Life Theory
(pp- 32-3).

The fifth chapter, “Nietzsche’s History: The Plot,” offers a reading of On
the Genealogy of Morality, Nietzsche’s classic account of the history of the emer-
gence, development, and ultimate triumph of Christian morality, with an eye
toward the three main aims distinguished in the previous chapter.

In chapter six, “Does the History Achieve Its Goals?”, Stern discusses the
extent to which Nietzsche’s history of Christian morality achieves the three aims
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distinguished in chapter four. Stern argues that Nietzsche makes a serious ef-
fort to achieve the first aim, namely to show Life in action and thus to present
his Life Theory in a convincing way, but that today’s readers will probably not
find it convincing, and that the question of whether it could be a convincing
explanation for his contemporaries, given the intellectual background of the
time, is a historical rather than a philosophical question (pp. 45-6). Stern does
not find Nietzsche very successful with regard to the second aim either. Accord-
ing to Stern, Nietzsche fails to adequately explain how even the masters ulti-
mately submitted to the ascetic ideal, i.e. how Christian morality ultimately tri-
umphed (p. 47). Finally, Stern argues that Nietzsche also fails to give his readers
adequate reasons why they should adopt a Life-affirming morality (pp. 51-3).

In the seventh chapter, entitled “Nietzsche beyond Nietzsche’s Ethics,” Stern
deals with some of the ideas and positions that can be found or are supposed
to be found in Nietzsche’s philosophy, but that could be considered to be in
conflict with the interpretation of Nietzsche that he has presented so far.
Broadly speaking, this chapter claims that what Nietzsche says about interpre-
tation, perspective, truth and error, art, self-creation and value creation does
not make it questionable to attribute the Life Theory to him, and argues that,
on the contrary, what Nietzsche says about these topics seems to presuppose
the Life Theory.

The final chapter, “Conclusion: The Future of Nietzschean Ethics?” be-
gins with the observation that Nietzsche’s mature ethics belongs to a particular
time, place, and intellectual context (p. 59). While acknowledging that it may
not be helpful to ask whether theories put forward by historical figures working
in a different context and with different assumptions than ours are right or
wrong by today’s standards, Stern does not hesitate to suggest that if he had to
answer such a question about Nietzsche’s mature ethics, his answer would be
in the negative. Stern goes on to suggest that it might be more fruitful to ask
what kind of theory Nietzsche’s mature ethical theory is, and he answers this
question by distinguishing four aspects or elements of Nietzsche’s mature ethics
that, according to Stern, can be considered independently of each other (pp. 59-
60). Stern first distinguishes an Aristotelian moral naturalism in Nietzsche’s
ethics. If we understand Aristotelian moral naturalism as a general designation
for views that claim that a good thing is that which successfully fulfils its func-
tion, or equivalently, that a good thing is that which realizes its specific nature
well, then it does indeed seem possible to categorize Nietzsche’s mature ethical
view in this way, insofar as it defines man as a being that by nature seeks power,
and finds the good of man in the realization of that nature. Of course, it is im-
portant to keep in mind that this categorization is based on a general similarity
of structure and that there are very serious differences, for example, between
Aristotle’s ethics and Nietzsche’s ethics — differences that are essentially based
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on differences in their conceptions of human nature. Second, Stern distin-
guishes an evolutionary element in Nietzsche’s mature ethical theory in that it
explains, on the basis of the Life Theory, how we have become the kind of moral
subjects we are today, how we have evolved to our current state. Third, Stern
draws attention to the genealogical aspect of Nietzsche’s mature ethical theory
and to its presentation of morality as the result of contingent historical devel-
opments. Accordingly, Nietzsche demands that we recognize and take into ac-
count the contingent developments that lie behind our current moral views, and
he warns that otherwise we will remain stuck in a parochial localism and see
ourselves in a giant mirror. Fourth and finally, Stern points to the deliberate
and overt iconoclasm of Nietzsche’s mature ethical theory and suggests that it
can help to liberate our thoughts through this aspect.

In the end, Stern argues that a reading that ignores one or more of these
aspects or elements and the relations between them cannot be an accurate read-
ing of Nietzsche’s ethics, and that it is precisely the Life Theory that makes it
possible for these four elements in Nietzsche’s ethics to stand together without
fragmenting. On the other hand, while it is undoubtedly possible to develop an
ethics that accepts one or more, but not all, of these elements and in this respect
can be described as “Nietzschean”, the concluding sentence of Stern’s book
reads as follows: “If we find ourselves unpersuaded by the Life Theory, then we
would be better off arguing about ethics in our own right, rather than invoking
Nietzsche’s name” (p. 61).

In conclusion, in a short book of sixty-one pages, Stern offers a very clear ac-
count of Nietzsche’s mature ethics, in a way that demonstrates his mastery of
Nietzsche’s corpus and intellectual-historical background and also of the sec-
ondary literature. In our opinion, Stern adequately fulfils the promise of a read-
ing that, rather than being apologetic or creative, carefully follows Nietzsche’s
texts in the light of his intellectual background and presents the philosophical
ideas or positions presented in them in a clear, unbiased and as detailed a man-
ner as possible. It must be said, however, that the Nietzsche Stern thus portrays
is less likely to win our sympathy than the Nietzsche portrayed in apologetic or
creative readings. But therein, in part, lies the value of Stern’s book: it presents
a challenge that should not be ignored by those who believe that a more sym-
pathetic portrait of Nietzsche is more accurate.
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