Sayi 4 | Issue 4 Eylul 2026 | September 2026

BUFET FELSEFE DERGISI | PHILOSOPHY JOURNAL OF BUFET

Yilda iki Say Akran Degerlendirmeli
Published Biannually Peer-Reviewed



KHORA - Say1 4 EKIiP | THE TEAM

Genel Yayin Yonetmeni
Sencer CETINKAYA

Editorlerimiz
Omer Semsi TURK
Sarp KARGI
Sencer CETINKAYA

Dergi Tasarimi
Omer Semsi TURK
Sarp KARGI
Sencer Cetinkaya

Kapak Tasarimi
Sencer CETINKAYA

Kapak Resmi
Kubilay AYTEK (@kubilay.aytek.art)

Mizanpaj
Omer Semsi TURK
Sarp KARGI
Sencer CETINKAYA

Instagram: @khorafelsefedergisi @bufet boun
Twitter: @bufet boun
Website: bogazicifelsefe.com
E-posta: bounphilcommunity@gmail.com



KHORA - Say1 4 ICINDEKILER | CONTENTS

Okuru Yoksun Birakmaya Ne Hakkimz Var?
Sencer CETINKAYA

An Interaction-based Model of Epistemology of Complex Systems
Sarp KARGI

Otto Neurath and History of Philosophy of Science
Emirhan DILER

On Language Policies & Epistemic Injustice: Linguicide in the Classroom
Doga Naz KOKSAL

Re-enchantment of Nature and the Return of “the Word”
Yunus SAHIN

Roportaj: Spinoza ve Heidegger Felsefelerinde Keder, Kayip, Yas Kavramlari

Ahmet AKTAS, Hazirlayan: Omer Semsi TURK

Odiillii Bulmaca
Hazirlayan: Sencer Cetinkaya

27

44

56

66

81

87



KHORA - Say1 4 SUNUS | PREFACE

Sevgili okur,

Oncelikle dergimize hosgeldin! Bu sayida KHORA ailesi olarak 6nceki sayilardan biraz daha
farkl bir dergi kurgulamay1 denedik. Sizi bu sayimizda felsefe makalelerinin yani sira felsefe
bulmacasi, filozoflarin hayatlarina dair dedikodu kosesi, roportaj, felsefe toplulugumuzun
tertipledigi okuma gruplar1 ve topluluk kiiltiirline dair tanitim yazilar1 gibi yeni igerikler
bekliyor. Acikcast felsefenin farkli vechelerini yansitmak istedik. Bu ¢agrimiza karsilik verip
blyiik kiiciik demeden iiretimde bulunmus, bir ucundan tutmus tiim arkadaslarimiza da
verdikleri emeklerden ve gosterdikleri medeni cesaretten otiirli tesekkiir ederiz. Biz liretirken
bir araya gelip de ortaya ¢ikardigimiz bu isten biiyiik keyif aldik. Umariz ki siz de okurken keyif
alirsiniz. Dergimizi okumaniz bu iiretimin canliliginin devam ettigini gosterir. Bizi liitfen
elestirilerinizden mahrum birakmayin. Elestiri iltifattir. Ayn1 sekilde, Bogazici Universitesi
biinyesinde bulunan, bulunmus ve felsefeye bir sekilde ilgi duyan herkese KHORA biinyesinde
bir is diiser. Yeter ki beraber bir seyler iiretmek isteyin. Disaridan, daha iyi bilen birilerinin zaten
yaptigi isler gibi goziiken seyler devamli bir sekilde ilgilenen yeni insanlar bularak bir sekilde
cesitlenmeye ihtiyac duyarlar. Su an bu satirlar1 yazan ben de bir KHORA okuruydum. Yarin
tekrar okur olurum; bu satirlar1 da sen yazarsin. Insanlar neseyle bir araya gelip de kendileri
icin kiymeti olan bir seyler iirettik¢e reaktif herhangi yapi onlara yetisemez. Biiyiik bir sey

yapmiyoruz belki ama bir seyler yapiyoruz. Renkler ¢esitli, karart1 yavandir!

Sencer CETINKAYA

/

KUR
HAREKETET
OYNA
RAHATLA
AKTAR




KHORA — Say1 4

“Oyun, tipki 6zerk ve baslangigtan beri var olan oliim, ask, is ve gii¢c miicadelesi gibi temel bir
varolussal fenomendir. Fakat bu fenomenlerle ortak, nihdi bir amag i¢inde bagh degildir. Oyun,
deyim yerindeyse, onlarin hepsiyle yiizlesir ve onlari temsil ederek icine alir. Ciddi olmay:
oynuyoruz, hakikati oynuyoruz, realiteyi oynuyoruz, ¢alisma ve miicadeleyi oynuyoruz, aski ve
oliimii oynuyoruz ve hatta oyunun kendisini bile oynuyoruz.’

v]

-Eugen Fink

! Bugen Fink, Oyunun Ontolojisi, ¢ev. Yiicel Dursun, (Ankara: Dogu Bati1 Yayinlari, 2014), 157.
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OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

Sencer Cetinkaya
MSGSU, Felsefe

YABANCI: Diyesim, bizim ¢ogumuzu fazlasiyla hor goériip hafife aldilar. Zira onlara
soylediklerinde eslik edip etmedigimize veya geride kalip kalmadigimiza hi¢ aldirmadan, her biri
kendine ait olan (soylemi) sonuna kadar gétiiriiyor.

THEAITETOS: Ne demek istiyorsun?

YABANCI: Tanrilar agkina, onlardan biri tutup da ¢ok seyin, bir seyin ya da iki seyin var
oldugunu, olmus oldugunu veya olageldigini soylediginde, dahasi sicagin sogukla karistigini, ve
yine, ayrimlarin ve birlegsimlerin bulundugunu éne siirdiigiinde, ey Theaitetos, biitiin bunlarin ne
mandya geldigini gercekten anliyor musun? Ben gencken, simdi hakkinda ¢ikmaza diistiigiimiiz su
seyi, yani ‘olmayan’i, biri her dile getirdiginde ne oldugunu tam olarak anladigimi sanirdim.
Simdiyse, onun hakkinda nasil bir ¢ikmazin i¢inde oldugumuzu goriiyorsun.

Filozofun okuruna agik ve agiklayict olmamasi illa bir
zayifliktan m1 kaynaklanir? Daha da 6nce, bazi filozoflar
acik ve agiklayici degil midir? Yan bir soru: Acaba filozof
acik ve aciklayicidir da okur mu yetisememekte, uzakta
kalmaktadir? Ben bu
metinde ilk soruya hayir
demeye calisacagim.
Dolayisiyla ikinci soruya
bir sekilde evet denmeli.
Ucgiincii soruylaysa pek
isim olmayacak. Ancak
ilk soruya diyecegim
‘hayir’t agarken metin

iistiinden kurulan
iletisimde okurun
yetenek ve emegiyle

ilgili kisma da dolayh
olarak deginecegim.

[k olarak bu sorularla ne
sekilde iliskilenecegimi

agmaya calisayim.
Felsefe metinlerinde
buldugumuz, birazdan

orneklerle agiklayacagim, benim genel bir tabirle “yoksun
birakma’ diyecegim eylem, kendini insan {iretiminin
farkli farkli alanlarinda gosteriyor. Ozellikle de bir gesit

Platon, Sofist!

iletisim barindiran tiretimlerde. Birkag ¢izgiden olusan bir
figiiriin bir agac ifadesi olabilmesinde veya kaynagi ne
Dogu ne de Bati olan cam fanustaki bir kandilin ilahi
intizam1 anlatisinda ifade edise dahil edilebilecekken
edilmemis, iretilen  iriiniin
sinirlarinin disarisinda birakilmis
bir seyler var.

Elimize bir ip alsak ve onunla
gesitli fikirlerimizi ifade edecek
veya kimi nesneleri temsil edecek
olsak istedigimizi iletmekte bir
ipi havada sallayarak
diislindiirebileceklerimiz ~ kadar
kuvvetimiz olur. Kullandigimiz
ara¢c ne yapabilecegimizi, ne

iiretebilecegimizi belirliyor.
Belki bazilarimiz iple digerlerinin
hayal dahi edemeyecegi

hareketler yapar. Insan kendini
bir ip sallama ustas1 yapabilir.
farkli  farkli  yerlerine

“Centipede Dreams” e
Sanatg1: Zehra Erkog Ipln

diigimler atar; ¢ok hizli hareket

ettirerek  havada  illizyonlar
olusturur veya bazi sabit hareketlere sabit anlamlar
vermeye baslar. Ancak su an, mevcut kiiltiirde, en
yeteneklimiz bile bir iplikle dert anlatmakta g¢ok ileri

! Platon, Sofist 243a-b: “Eévoc: 611 Mov 1@V ToAGY MUGV Vreplddvieg dAydpnoay: 003V Yap epovticavteg it émokolovdoduey
avtoig Aéyovotv [243p] eite dmoAemdpeda, Tepaivouct TO GPETEPOV AVTMV EKOCTOL.

BeaitT0G: TAG AEYELS;

Zévoc: dtav TIc anTdv eOEYENTOL Aymv (¢ EoTv 1) Yéyovey §| YiyveTon moAAd | &V fi SV0, Kol BepudV o Yuyp® CLYKEPAVVOLEVOV,
8AL0Bi 1 Srakpicetc kai cvykpioelg dToTOelc, TovTwY, A OcaitTe, £KGGTOTE OV TL TPOC BE®dV GLVING 8Tt Aéyovstv; &yd v yap &te
P&V TV VEDTEPOC, TOVTO TE TO VOV BIopovEvoV OmdTs TIC £imot, TO pny v, dpPdS Gunv cvviévar. vdv 8¢ 0pdic tv' éopév odtod mépt
g dmopiac.” (geviri bana ait). http://data.perseus.org/citations/urn:cts:greekLit:tlg0059.t1g007.perseus-eng1:243b. Erigim tarihi 5

Eyliil 2026.
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gidemez. Zira genis anlamiyla belli araglar1 kullanan
iletisim, sahsi marifet disinda devirler siiren birikimlerle
ve aligkanliklarla alakali bir konu. Bir aracin iletigmekte
getirdigi kabiliyet devirlerce siiren ugraslarla gelisiyor.
Yani yazmak, ¢izmek gibi cokca tekrar edilmis eylemler
insana ip sallamaktan ¢ok daha biiyiik, cok daha ince bir
kuvvet veriyorsa bu biraz da bu eylemleri yaparken koklii
bir kaynaktan beslenmemizden ileri geliyor. Git gide
optimize ettigimiz aletler ve yaslandiklar1 kokli
kaynaklar. Buna mukabil, iletmek istenileni iletmekte
karsilikli  kabullere, kiiltiirel sistemlere yaslanan
tekniklesmis alet veya aracglar kullanildiginda, alimlayici
tarafindan iiretene dayatilabilecek sorumluluk da artmis
oluyor. Ihtiyac karsilamaktan ileri gidilebildiginden
iletisimin ne oldugu ve nasil degerlendirilebildigi
degisiyor. Kalemle yapilmis seylerin tarihi goélgesinde,
yazilmis her seyin eldeki kuvveti yeteri kadar kullanip
kullanmadigi, hatta ona gerekli saygiyr duyup
duymadigi,® bir mesele héline getirilebilir. Bir insan
kendini ip sallama ustasi yapsa bile ip izleyicisi olmayan
bir ¢evrede ustaliginin biiyiik kismi tecriibesi olmayan
kisilere ip izletmek, ‘ip izleyim’i 6gretmek olur. Kalemin,
firganin, konusmanin alimlayicisi bir 6l¢iiye kadar hazir.
Bagka bir kiiltiirde bu yazim—ya da ip performansim—
filozofun ip izleyicisine kars1 varsayilan
sorumlulugundaki olas1 zayifligina dair olabilirdi:

This is the weapon of a Jedi Knight. Not as
clumsy or random as a blaster; an elegant weapon
for a more civilized age.

-Obi-Wan Kenobi*

Many weapons can kill, but only the lightsaber
can inspire such extremes of hope or fear. And I
shall add that I will be forever glad that only Jedi
carry lightsabers.

-Obi-Wan Kenobi’

Buradan yoksun birakmaya dair 6nden sunmak istedigim
bir belirlemeye variyorum. Yoksun birakma ihtimali,
genelde kiiltiirel olarak yiiklii aletlerin veya araglarin
kullaniminda ortaya ¢ikiyor. Yapilabileceginin izleyecek,
maruz kalacak tarafindan da bilindigi veya bilinebilecegi
bir seylerin yapilmayisindan bahsediyorum. ifade etmeyi
yalmz tiim istediklerimizi vermek olarak diistinmemeli.
Bizi debelendirecek olan az bildigimiz bir dile veya iplige
kiyasla kalem, firca, klavye—prompt muhalefetiyle
LLM—bir bakima eldeki tiim imkanlari seferber ettigimiz
degil; zevkimiz, yapmak istediklerimiz, kitlemizin

3Sevdiginiz birinin éliimiinii bildiren bir Instagram story’si bile
atsaniz ‘de’yi ayr1 yazmaniz gereken yerde birlesik yazmanizi
yargilayacak birileri ¢ikiyor.

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

beklentileriyle kurmayi yegledigimiz iliski gibi cesitli
etmenleri g6z Oniinde bulundurarak segici olarak
kullandigimiz araglar. Eger ugrasarak bir sey meydana
getireceksek de imkan seferberliginin modu rafinelesmis
oluyor. Ingilizcesi zayif bir oyuncu rol icabi bir yerin
aksantyla konugmaya calisabilir ama tikandig1, zorlandigi
noktada aksani kaymaya baglar veya konusmasi yavaslar.
Daha alt bir diizeyde, mesela kelime bulmakta, eldeki
imkénlar1 zorlar ve siklikla eldeki araci yeteri kadar
tanimama kaynakl kliseye diiser. Oysa ayni oyuncu,
sanatin1 ana dili Tiirk¢e’de icra ederken kekeleyen bir
yoriigiin sarhos ve iizgiinkenki konusmasini, oynadigi
kisinin sahsiyetinin inceliklerini de se¢imlerinde vererek,
tikanmadan ve rolden ¢ikmadan ifadenin farkli yonlerini
zorlayarak devam ettirebilir. Ikinci durumdaki zorlanma
veya zorlama iyi tanidig1 bir aracla yapmaya calistigl is
sofistikelestiginden. Yani kendisine dayattig
sorumlulukta ekledigi katmanlardan. ilk durumdaysa
daha en basit diizeylerdeki eksikliklerden dolay1 elde ne
varsa kullanmaya calistigindan. lkinci durumdaki
zorlamasi veya zorlanmasi yalniz segtikleri iizerinden de
olmayacak. Kullanabilecegi motifler arttifindan en akla
gelen yerlerden degil de daha ince detaylardan
faydalanarak bir tasart meydana getirebilecek. Bazi
seyleri maksatlica disarida birakacak. Hakim olunan bir
ara¢ veya alet kullanmak bdyle bir sey. Bazen eldekinin
yiikiinii hafifleterek ferahlik ariyoruz. Hele de alimlayici
da yapilabilecekleri anlayacak kadar kullanilan aracin
kiiltiirtine hakimse.

Iyi tamnan yiiklii bir aleti kullamrken icine girilen
zorlanma haliyle kendini gostermeye baslayan segicilik,
illa tek tek her bir iiretimde, bir ¢izimin veya bir yazinin
bir bagkasi i¢in veya bir baskasiyla iletisim kurmak icin
iiretilip tiretilmemesiyle de baglantili degil. Bunu iletigim
kavramin1 ¢ok genis kullandigimi1 diisiinebilecek olan
okur i¢in ozellikle belirtmek istiyorum. Nihayetinde bu
tiretimlerde kullanilan teknik aletlerin kullanilagelisinde
ve sahsi olarak onlar1 kullanmay1 ogrenisimizde bir
bagkasiyla iletisim kurma, bir sey aktarma islemi bu
aletlere sonradan ayirmasi zor sekilde sinmis vaziyette.
Bu araglarin tekniklesmesi daha ilk noktadan iletisme
fonksiyonlariyla ilintili. Kendi kendimize ve eger
mimkiinse kendimiz i¢in bir firga veya kalem
kullandigimizda, veya kendimizle konusurken bir araci
olarak dili kullandigimizda hala, en azindan, iletisimin
hissi ortadan kalkmiyor. Hatta belki bazi ydnlerden
artiyor. Ciinkii aletteki kiiltiirel yiik arttikga nasil
alimlanabilecegine dair daha fazla ihtimali diisiinebilir

4 George Lucas, dir., Star Wars: Episode IV—A New Hope
(Los Angeles: Twentieth Century Fox, 1977), film.

> Windham, Star Wars: The Life and Legend of Obi-Wan
Kenobi (New York: Del Rey, 2005), 29.
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oluyoruz. Onu kendi kendimize kullaninca da yiiklii alete
sinmis ileticilik fonksiyonundan kaynakli iletisim hissi,
bir kars1 tarafa varip da geri doniit alarak iletisimsel bir
tamamlanigsa varamadigindan dinlenmez bir halde, bir
otekiye varamadan, iiretimimize dair daimi bir
6zalimlama dongiisiinde asili kaliyor. Hem konusuyor
hem de durmaksizin dinliyoruz. Giinliik yazarken ortaya
¢ikan iletisim hissini diistliniin.

Acik ve aciklayici olmama durumu, iletisim hissine bagl
kabuller dahilinde iddia edilebilecek zayifliklardan yalniz
bir tanesi. Mesela bir konunun yetkinine asir1 sekilde
aciklayict olmak da, en azindan kagit iistiinde, baska bir
zayiflik: kitleyi ve isi dogru okuyamama. O hélde zayiflik
olarak acgik ve agiklayict olmamayla bir sebeple yoksun
birakma hakkin1 kullanma arasinda bir kiyaslama
yaparken teknik aleti kullananin kendi yetkinligini mi bir
sebeple bazi yoOnlerden tam olarak kullanmadigi,
maksatlica bozdugu—esas yetkinligin bazen de tamamen
opak bir sekilde tiim yeteneklerini kullanmamak
oldugu—yoksa karsilagtigimizin diipediiz bir zayiflik m1
oldugu iistiine diistinmeliyiz. Diipediiz, zayi1fligin1 6rtmek
icin veya farkinda olmayarak. Belki bu noktada, en basta
yonelttiklerime  eklenebilecek bir doérdiincii  soru,
filozofun veya herhangi bir yiiklii alet kullanicisinin
neden ve hangi durumlarda acikligi, agiklayiciligi 6nemli
meziyetler olarak benimsemeye calisacagi lizerine olmali:
Filozof ne zamanlar agik ve agiklayici olmak ister? Bir
polisiye yazar1 gibi filozofun da okurunu ne zaman
aciklamaya hasret birakacaginin; kaybedeceginin, ne
zaman bir seyleri merak ettireceginin, ne zamansa
aciklayacagmin, bir seylere 1sik tutacaginin kurulmak
istenen iletisimin hissine bagli olarak bir dengesi yok
mudur?® Yoksa filozof hep mi agik ve agiklayict
olmalidir? Bu sorgulamayla beraber girisecegimiz
arastirmaya gelecek bir ton modalite var. Istek faktoriinii
isin igerisine sokunca zira, ilk soruya da sirayet ettirilecek
sekilde, zayiflik ve meziyete dair degerlendirmelerimizi
salt eldeki iiriinler {izerinden yapamaz oluyoruz. Uriinde
sergilenenin hangi kisminin hangi maksatla iretildigi
sekilde iretilmis olabileceginin de g6z Oniinde
bulundurulmasi1 gerekiyor. Uriin iistiinden negatif bir
psikoloji yapmak gerekiyor. Oysa iireteni higbir zaman
yeteri kadar tanimiyoruz.

¢ Emre Siinter, “Deleuze’iin Minér Sug¢ Ortaklari: Tarde,
Simondon, Ruyer,” Cogito, sy. 82 (2016): 199: “Bir tgiinci
yolun Alain Robbe-Grillet ile agiga ¢iktigimi soyleyebiliriz.
Buna gore [polisiye] romanin asil amaci bir cinayetin gizem
perdesini aralamak degil, siire¢ boyunca ortaya c¢ikan farkli
durumlari, taraflarin yanlis yorumlarimi, karakterlerin degisen
magduriyet konumlarmi, yeni gelisen dengeleri ortaya
koymaktir. Deleuze Fark ve Tekrar kitabinda felsefenin buna
yakin bir etkinlik olarak gdriilebilecegini soyler.” Burada
detayina girmeden kullandigim felsefe yazisi-polisiye roman

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

kokskok

Uriin {istiinden girilebilen negatif psikoloji kismina énce
sablonlasmis Ozdeslestirmelerden yaklasalim. Mesela
felsefeye ve felsefi metin yazarina atfedilenlerden. Zira
negatif psikolojiyi tek tek her bir metin ve yazar igin
bastan baslatiyor degiliz. Belli 6n kabul ve
Ozdeslestirmeleri genelgecer normlar olarak bir alandaki
tiriinlerin maksadinin iistiine bir daha ve her seferinde
bastan diisinmek gerekmesin diye alimlamada
kullanilacak paradigmalar iiretmekte kullaniyoruz.

Omnek olarak, egitimle bilenin bilmeyenlere kars
agiklayici edimini 6zdeslestiren yaygimn bir egilim var.’
Felsefi iireticiyi de bu tiirde bir egitici olmakla. (oysa bu
iki 0zdeslestirmeyle dahi) Bir bicimde rekabet edilen
alanlarda® egiten kisinin {istiinliigli varsayilsa bile egiten,
ogrencisini zayiflik gostererek de egitebilir. Mutlak bir
otorite figlirii gibi konumlanmasi, giivenilir bir agiklayici
olarak bilgi liitfetmesi her zaman en iyi yol olmayabilir.
[lla karsilikli rekabetten bahsetmiyorum ama o sekilde
orneklendirilmesi daha kolay. Sonradan notasyonuna
ulastigimiz bir satrang partisi tek tek her hamlesini
degerlendirebilecegimiz bir sey. Acar Stockfish’i
bakarsin. Bir satran¢ partisini sadece notasyona bagl
kalarak inceledigimizde rakibi her kosulda bertaraf etmek
isteyen iki kisi iizerine kurulu, bununsa tek yolunun en
dogru hamleleri segmek oldugu bir sablonu, siyah/beyaz
paradigmasimi verili almig oluyoruz. Satrang i¢in bu
genelde de dogru incelemeyi miimkiin kilacak olan
paradigma. Hatta alimlarken bunu varsaymazsak hataya
diiseriz. Bu paradigmayla dgreten kisi 6grenenden tistiin.
Ustiinliigiinii de hamle se¢im kabiliyetinden aliyor. Bunu
saglayan strateji, tema, agilig, taktik vs. gibi ona rehberlik
eden bilgileri olsa da giiniin sonunda bunlar, en dogru
hamle se¢imi igin kullaniliyor. Dolayisiyla, bir oyunun
notasyonunu analiz edince iistiinliigii ve taraflarin oyuna
olan yetkinligini dogru degerlendirebiliyor olmamiz
gerekir. En kot ihtimalle yetkin kisi dikkat kaynakli bir
hata yapar veya bir hamleyi gormez. Fakat mesela
Ogrencisine 0grettigi bir temay tatbik ettirmek isteyen bir
hocanin maksatlica yaptig1 ince bir hatayr veya sike
yaptig1 belli olmayacak sekilde mag satacak bir siiper-

benzetmesine ilham kaynagi olan bu makalenin en azindan “Bir
Polisiye Roman Olarak Felsefe” boliimiinii okumanizi siddetle
oneririm.

7 Bkz. “banking concept of education”: Ogretenin bilgiye
hakimiyeti ve onu pasif roldeki bilmeyene acgik edisi temelli
pedagojik model. Bu modelin tahlil ve elestirisi i¢in: Paulo
Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Ing. ¢ev. Myra Bergman
Ramos, (New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2014), 71-86.

$ fletisimin hissinde rakiplik bulunan, 6zalimlamada dahi
rekabet listiinden diisiiniilen {iretim alanlari.
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GM’nin yavag yavas konumunu eritecek pozisyonel
‘yanlig’larint (blunder yapsa belki isi daha kolay olurdu),
siire sikintis1 yasayan rakibi berabere konumda strese
sokmay1 Onceleyen bir varyanta giren online oyuncunun
tercihini ne yapildigini dogru anlayarak
degerlendirebilmek icin alimlarken kullandigimiz
paradigmamizda varsayilan ana normdan belli bir
sapmaya aciklik tanimaya ihtiya¢ var. O hélde, agip
Stockfish’ten bakman yetmez. Bu durumlarda ‘rakibi her
kosulda bertaraf etmek isteyen iki kisi paradigmasi’na ve
bunun da tek yolunun her seferinde en dogru hamleyi
secmek olmasi kabuline hakim olmadan hala
okunamayacak ama ondan ne sekilde, ne kadar ve hangi
sebeple maksatlica sapilabilecegine de hakim, en dogru
hamle se¢iminin disinda kalan maksatl tercihlerle gelen
davranigsal modaliteleri de kapsayacak yeni bir bakisa
ihtiyag var. Davranigsal oldugu ve bizim iireteni tam
olarak tanryamayacagimiz Olciide negatif psikolojik
dehlizlere giriyoruz. Over-interpretation’a diisme veya
Leo Strauss olma riski var. Yanlis feda yapip kazanan bir
Rigali psikolojik dahi mi olacak yoksa rakibi mi
cezalandiramamis olacak?

Burada ana normdan agilinan yer tabiri cdizse agik-diinya.
Davraniglari okumanin ¢ok daha gii¢ oldugu bir modalite
geliyor. iletisimsel {iretimlerde iletisimin hissinde bilinen
dogruyu veya bilinmesi gereken dogruyu se¢menin
otesinde igler doniiyor. Hele de igerisinde farkli tercihler
ve tercih maksatlar1 ve bir sekilde rekabet barindirabilen
iletisimsel {iretim alanlarindan bahsediyorsak. Yukarida
verdigim {li¢ Ornege yakinsayacak durumlari sirasiyla
Platon’un Sokrates tiplemesinde, miitekellimiinun kagit
iistiinde kars1 durulani giiniin sonunda kuvvetli ¢ikaracak
maksatli  subartikiilasyonlarinda  ve  Youtube’da
izledigimiz herhangi bir siire kisitli filozof tartigmasinda
goremiyor muyuz? Yanlis ne zaman yanlis? Yetkin olanin
yetkinlik kaynakli yanlisi diye bir sey var mi? Felsefi
iiretime ickin bir 6greticilik ve liretene alimlayan {iistiinde
bir iistiinlilk varsaymayla bile eger iireten maksatli yanlis
tercih yapabilir ve bu bir sekilde yine yetkinlik olabilir ise
yapilan1 okumak, iiriiniin belli bir paradigmada kalarak
yapilan analizinden fazlasini talep edecek.

Kald1 ki felsefe metni degerlendirilmesinde bizi ¢ogu
zaman satranctaki gibi verili normdan acgik-diinya’ya
degil—eger tek yonden ifade edilecekse—agcik-diinya’da
kesfedilebilecek  ve seffaflastirilmasi satrancin
siyah/beyaz paradigmasindan ¢ok daha kolay ve her
zaman goz Oniinde bulundurulmasi gereken bir ihtimal
olan normlara yonelmeye davet ediyor. Egiticilik bu isin
yalniz bir kism1. Egitme maksadina bagli bir tercih olarak
aciklayiciliksa daha kiigiik bir kismi. Burada da bizim
niyetlere ne kadar ulagabilecegimiz tstiinden bir ucu
yazar1 gormeye ¢alismak olan ancak diger ucta da biraz
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daha genel kaniya dayanan; hala belli sablonlar1 kullanan,
dolayisiyla bazi seyleri de alenen hokkabazlik kabul
etmeye veya zayiflik oldugunu kabul etmeye kapiy1
kapatmayan bir yaklasimda kalmaya ¢alisacagim.

Kisaca, yazmak veya herhangi bir felsefi ifade tiretimi sira
bazli bir en dogru hamle se¢me pratigi degil. Diyalog bile
bu degil. Ancak {iretiminin i¢inde bir rekabet hissi var.
Higbir sey olmasa o zamana kadar sdylenmislere dair.
Ustiinliigii, kimin kimi egitebilecegini belirlemekse gok
zor. Zira kurulu yapilar ve kullanilan normlar dahi her
zaman askida. Kurumsal devamlilik az. Mantik gibi daha
formal sistemler ise katildiginda buna yakinsaniyor gibi
diistiniilebilir. Fakat felsefede veya yakinsayan alanlarda
kullanilan formal sistemlerde dahi her seferinde maksata
bagh degisimler ve onlarla getirilen eklentiler oluyor.
Higbir zaman mekanik olarak tamamlanmig, karsilikli
kabulle sabit bir sistemin icerisinden tartisilmiyor.
Oyuncular sistemi ve hamleleri giincelleyerek rekabet
ediyor. S6ziim ona Godel’i ilk kez okuyacak biri, ondan
onceki mantik sistemlerine hakim olsa dahi onlar
istiinden kapatict  bir paradigmayla en dogru
degerlendirmesi yapamayacaktir—ya da ondan sapma
degerlendirmesi. Niye? Ciinkii Godel’in gelenekle girdigi
rekabet dogrudan aksiyomatik olarak kurulmus bir
sistemin ne Olgiide tamamlanabilir ve kendi islemleri
hakkinda konusabilir bir yap1 olusturabilecegine, eksiklik
durumunda ise bu eksikligin sistemin isleyisini nasil
degistirdigine dair. Satrangta onceki oyuncular roku o
zamana kadar yanlis yapmakla veya 64 kare sandiklar
tahtanin aslinda yanlis parsellenmis oldugu i¢in bazen mat
ettiklerini sandiklarinda aslinda sahin gidecek yeri
olmasiyla; onlarin bunu fark edememis olmasiyla
suclanmiyorlar. Felsefede rekabette olanlar kural
kitabinda miitabik degil. Oyunun biiyiik kismi1 da daha iyi
kural kitapg¢iklari yazmak. Ancak daha iyi de tartismali.
Her yeni metinde degismis problemler, ifadeler, yeni
operasyonlar;  Oncekilerde  goriilmemis  maksatlar
olabilecegi ihtimalini cepte tutmak gerek. Dolayisiyla
genelgeger bir ana hat ve sapma manueli olusturmak,
geriye doniip belli bir kapsamda—onlar i¢in oyun ve
kurallar suna benziyordu diye—okurken dahi imkansiz
gibi. Analizin paradigmasini belirlemekte her zaman i¢in
alimlananin niyetine dair bir aralik birakilmasi gerekiyor.
Bu benim bu baglamda negatif psikoloji dedigim sey.
Bizim baglamimizda yazarin ne zaman agik ve agiklayici
olmay1 tercih etmis olabilecegi ne zamansa bundan
kacinabilecegi veya baska modlarda bir iletisimi tercih
etmis olabilecegini tahlil etmemize yarayacak.

ko kok

Peki felsefede yoksun birakmaktan, metni okuyanin
goziinden yoksun kalmaktan, kastima neler dahil?
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Izninizle yirmi tane 6rnek vereyim. Bunlardan bazilari
dogru ornekler degil:

1.Elimize fragmanlar halinde ulagmis veya ulastirilmis
metinler. Insan1 karsisindaki fikrin tamamlanisina varmak
icin hayal etmeye mecbur birakan kalintilar.

ii. Metnin akisinda her seyi en bastan vermeme durumu:
tuta tuta vermek. Metni, okur i¢in tasarlanmis bir yolculuk
gibi, kademeli olarak agmak. Bunu yaparken de bazen
verilen taahhiitleri yerine getirmemek.

iii. Belli sebeplerle—veya sebepsiz yere(!)—temsili
hikayeler kullanip temsilleri tekil bir anlama oturtacak
aciklamalar sunmadan birakmak. Mukaddes kitaplardan
asina oldugumuz miitesabih anlatim.

iv. (kontr-iii) Baska sekillerde okunabilecek bir seyi
maksatli olarak tekil ve belirli bir anlam sahasina
sikistirmak. Miisterekten miievvele zorlama. Yiizeysellik
mi manipiilasyon mu?

v. Antik diyalektigin bazi 6rnekleri, eristik olmaya kayan
diyaloglar. Karagoz/Hacivat tadinda—hatta bir Evil
Karagdz tadinda—okurun fark edebilecegi yanlis
anlamalarla; sorulmayan ve sorulanlarla: “Ben olsam
sunu sorardim. Bu kadar da olmaz! Sokrates burada isi
iyice aceleye getirdi. Bilerek yanlis anladi. Theaetetos da
amma salakmis.” hissiyati veren anlatim formu.

vi. Yazarin maksath olarak zayif bir fikirle baslamasi.
Kendi taraf ¢ikmadan karsisinda gibi goziktigi fikri
parlatmasi.

vii. Ele aliman konulara kapatici bir tavirla yaklasmadan,
soru iiretmeyi On plana koymak. Cevap beklentisi
olusturup karsilamamak.

viii. Kavram iiretip agiklamadan, tanimlamadan; belli bir

hissiyata yaslanarak veya bir kavrami igten
imkansizlastirmak  istercesine  genisletip  muglak
birakmak.

ix. Ima edilen istikamete tam da varmadan, metni
kapatmadan birakmak veya eldeki konuyu kapatmanin
imkansizligin1  gostermek i¢in  basarisiz  yazmak.
Basarisizligi kaniksayarak sistemlestirip neden diger
deneyeceklerin de bir huduttan sonra ileriye gitmeye
calisirlarsa basarisiz olacaklarini uygulamada gostermek.
Ust sinir gdstermek igin kullanmak, apofati; veya hem
genel hem de iist bir sinir gostermek, kritik felsefe.

x. Filozofun hakim olmadigimi gizlemeyen bir tonla bir
konuya girip hakim gibi de yapmadan birakisi veya hakim
gibi yapip hakim olmadigini, yazara mukavemet gosteren
bataklik gibi bir konunun ispatlamasma alan saglayisi.
Anti-Lanark.

xi. (varyasyon ii, v, vii ve x) Pedagojik bir siire¢ olarak
okunabilecek agikliklar: Metnin basta koca bir alan sunup
o alanin ne kadar kapanmaz oldugunu gdstermesi.
Boliimlere ayirip tek tek aporiai vermek. Kapatabildigini
kapatmak ama her seferinde eldeki isin ne kadar itina
istedigini, hatta bazen imkansiz oldugunu gostermek.

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

xii. Arap sairlerin ve Fransiz teorisyenlerin ortak edimi:
Ayrim verip kullanmamak: “Bu durum sekize ayrilir”
diyip hicbirini agiklamadan veya sadece birkacina
tistlinkorii bakacak sekilde okuru sunulan bir listeyle
yalniz birakmak. Herhangi bir kimse yaptig1 ayrimi bir
Alman filozofu gibi 6miir boyu veya 400 sayfa kullanmak
zorunda miyd1 ki? Bunu baska yerde agikladik.

xiii. Takip edilemeyecek kadar sik konu degistirmek.

xiv. Bir konuyu bir /akirtry1 haddinden fazla uzatmak.
Okura maksatl olarak asil konuya girilmedi tatminsizligi
yasatmak.

xv. Baskalarina atfedilen, kaynagi kismen belirsiz veya
kismen tahrif edilmis muglak fikirler sunmak veya Gtesini
berisini vermeden aforizma kullanmak.

xvi. Yazarin tamamini temsil edemeyecegi yar1 opak bir
diinya kurmasi. Tam o diinyaya girecek gibiyken
kurgudaki eksiklerin, bosluklarin okuru da yazari da

disariya cekisi.
xvii. Tam olarak neye gitti§i, neyden bahsettigi belli
olmayan atiflar (et. al...’lerimiz). Hermodndtikei,

spekiilatif filolog bazen bir kavramin bile yarisina atifta
bulunuyor. Oysa mazbut bir akademik calisma
iddiasindaki metinler bazen Oylece, higbir agiklama
sunmadan bir kitaba gonderiyor. Ne bulacagim ki o
kitapta? Hi¢c mi yardim edemezdin?

xviii. Yazida kendini veya bir seyleri rahatsiz edici
bicimde asir1 sunmak: [ exorbitant/teaddi tutum.

xix. Paragraf veya yazi sonu vurucu slogan atip birakmak.
xx. Sezdirmeden yoksun birakmak: Bir tarihi donemin en
yan isimlerine kadar girip, detaylandirip ana figiirlerden
birini hi¢ agmamak. Nietzsche neden hi¢ Aristoteles’i
konusmuyor?

Fark edilecektir ki bunlarin ¢ogunun yoksun birakma gibi
diisiiniilebilisi daha en basindan metne, agik olmaya,
okurla yazar arasinda yapilmis bir antlasmaya iki tarafin
da bir Olglide hakim olmasi fikrine dayaniyor gibi.
Aksiyomlar veya kurallar iistiinden iiriinden beklenenler
var gibi—muglak da olsa bir paradigma. Sapma
oluncaysa, giires diliyle, oyun yapiyor yazar. Boyle
goriilebildikleri  Olgiide  ilk  refleksimiz  yoksun
birakislarin, en azindan bazilarinin, antlagmayr bilip
bozmaktan alinan bir hazla okunabilecegi yoniine
kayabilir. Ben buradan bakmiyorum. Yepyeni bir maksat,
bozmaktan aliman haz veya en basinda bilinen bir
antlagsma varsaymakta aceleci olmak tehlikeli. Bunlar
metnin yoksun birakis kuvvetini tam héliyle gormemizin
oniline gegebilir. Negatif psikolojiyi abartmak olabilir.
Dahasi, eger gercek hatalar: tespit etmek miimkiinse,
yazarin kendisinin de saklamaya calistigi, zayiflig1 olan
seyleri bulmamiz ihtimalinin Oniine gegebilir. Yine de
daha detayli bir bakisa ulasana kadar antlagsma, (yenilik
kaynakli) maksath sapicilik ve haz fikirleri aklimizin bir
kosesinde bulunsun. Yine simdilik, bir seylerin ne

10
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oldugunu tahlil etmeye ¢alisirken aslinda sevmedigim bir
ikilik olan aydinlik/karanlik fikrine de zaman zaman
yakinsayacak veya dogrudan kullanacagim. Bir
miiddetligine yirmi 6rnegimde saydiklarimi (B) safsatayla
retorik ara¢ arast gidip gelen yoOntemler olarak
konumlandirabilecek bagka bir bakisa da cevap
vermeyecegim. Ama ona da sira gelecek.

(o halde, simdilik benimseyecegimiz ikiligin diliyle)
Gortilecegi iizere tim bu bahsettigim formlar bir sekilde
karanlik kisimlar1 kalmis metinlere isaret ediyor. Bazen
bu baska kisimlarin fazlasiyla aydinlatilmasindan
basliyor. Bazen tiim metne sirayet etmis bir karartma var.
Bazen okur, ona sezdirilen bir seylerle karanlikta kalan
yerleri tamamlamaya sevk ediliyor. Bazense dogrudan bir
zayiflik hissediyoruz: Beceriksizlikten aydinlatiimamis
oldugunu hissettigimiz bir seyler var—gercek hatalar(?).
Yine bazense ¢ok sonradan fark edilen bir karartma insani
bir yazar iistiine, eskiden okudugu metin iizerine bir anda
urpererek diisiinmeye sevk ediyor. Girse girerdi, niye
girmedi o konuya?

Diger bir yandan, apacik bir metin yazilabilir mi? Bunu
hedeflemek farkli agilardan yoksun birakan, muglak
taraflar1 olan bir metin iiretmekten hangi agilardan daha
iyi? Benim iddiam, daha ziyade belli felsefi okullara
yakigtirilan ikinci ihtimalin esasinda her metinde bir
sekilde kendini gosterdigi olacak. Higbir sey olmasa, her
zaman Yyapilsa yapilabilecek bir seyler yapilmamig
kalacak. Sahip olunan estetik tercihler basta olmak iizere
felsefeden ne beklendigi, yazarin yetkinligi gibi faktorler
metinlere has karanlik sahalari, yoksun birakigin farkli
sekillerini olusturuyor. Asil mesele, yazarin yoksun
biraktiginin ne kadar farkinda oldugu ve neyi, eldeki ise
binaen nasil yaptig1 gibi diisiiniilmeye agik. Bu meseleler
iistiinden yazimda son olarak bir yoksun birakma
ekonomisinden bahsedecegim: Mademki her haliikarda
metin yoksun birakicidir—bu benim iddiam—ifade
yaratirken ne tiir yoksunluklara sebep verecegimizi nasil
ve neye gore belirlemeliyiz—veya belirleyebilir miyiz?
Yine mi normativite? Simdilik 1siklarla oynayalim.

sesksksk

Yalniz birileri yaparmis gibi, yapilmayadabilirmis gibi
yoksun birakmaktan kasttmi agaymm. Once felsefe
disindan. Benim iiretilen bir ifadede alimlayiciy1 yoksun

® Frangois Chédeville, “Le viaduc dans la plaine de 1’ Arc 111
(FWN235-R598, FWN236-R599, FWN297-R767, Cl1158,
RW238, RW241),” Société Paul Cezanne, 12 Ekim 2014,
https://www.societe-cezanne.fr/2014/10/12/le-viaduc-dans-la-
plaine-de-larc-iii/, erisim tarihi 9 Eyliil 2026.

19 Chantal Guyot-de-Lombardon ve Magali Jouannaud-Besson,
Marie et Joachim Gasquet: Deux écrivains de Provence a
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birakmaktan ilk anladigim, 6rneklemesi en kolay sekilde
gorsel ve plastik sanatlardan yapilabilecek olan belli
yonleri almayis—yukarida tattirmaya c¢alisttm bunu.
Pozitif bir ifadeyle, yalniz belli yonleri alis. Cézanne’ i
tablolar1 veya Brancusi’nin heykelleri gibi bir agaci veya
bir kus motifini, ifadesini, o seyden bekleyecegimiz belli
ozellikleri olmadan, belki hatta akla da ilk gelecek
ozellikleri olmayan bir ozellikler kiimesiyle sunmak.
Burada beklentinin ne olduguna girecegiz ama 6nce bu iki
insanin yaptiklar islere bir tur daha dolayim katarak
yaptiklarina dair dediklerine bakalim. Bununla da (B)’ ye
de bir cevap olusturabilecegim bir istikamete gidecegim.

Ihtiyar Cézanne bir siginti gibi iki ay kaymbiraderinin
evinde kalip her giin iki tuvalle ayn1 acgidan, bir ¢cam
agacmin altindan Arc Vadisi’ne bakarak ayni manzarayi
resmediyor. Yapacagim atif Cézanne’la muhabbetlerini
kayda geciren sair, sanat elestirmeni Gasquet’den.
Arkaplanla ilgili de onun yalancistyim. Atfi da
stenografik almayin. Eserler iistiinden arastirdigimda
mekansal tarif, asagida iginden kisa bir monologu
aktaracagim muhabbetin R598-599 tablolarinin yapildig1
1886-7 yillarinda yapilmis olmasi gerektigine isaret
ediyor.” Gasquet’nin Cézanne’la ilk yiiz ylize gelisi
1896.1% Aralarimin ilerlemesi 1897. Altta o tabloya
calisirken ustanin  sdyledigi sdylenen soziin ¢ok
benzeriyse 4 Ocak 1901 tarihli bir mektupta var.!! Ama
keske hin bir sekilde bunlar1t arastirmadan evvel
Gasquet’nin 1926 tarihli kitabinin alintilayacagim
kismindan yedi satir dncesini okusaymigim. Zira adam
Cézanne’la gergek konusmalarindan, hatirladiklarindan ve
topladigi malzemeden hareketle {i¢ hayali sahne
kurdugunu bastan acikg¢a soyliiyormus zaten: “Simdi
onlari, hem bana yazdigi mektuplardan hem de
edinebildigim ya da alanlar tarafindan yayimlanan
mektuplardan  yararlanarak—tipki  Saym  Emile
Bernard’in Anilar’min ardindan bizlerle paylastigi o
degerli yazigmalar gibi—oldugu gibi yaziya dokmeye
calisacagim. Imkan buldugum her an Cézanne'm bizzat
kendi kelimelerini aktaracagim. Sunum siram disinda
hicbir seyi uydurmayacagim. Uzun diistincelerden sonra,
etkilerini daha iyi hissettirebilmek adina hepsini ii¢ biiyiik
diyalog etrafinda toplamaya karar verdim. Gergekte
onunla kirlarda, Louvre’da ve atolyesinde yaptigim
yiizlerce konusma arasindan hayali olarak kurguladigim
li¢ konusma etrafinda, onun resim hakkindaki fikirlerine

I’épreuve du temps, (Aix-en-Provence: Académie d’Aix
Editions, 2011), 40.

' Paul Cézanne, Joachim Gasquet’ye mektup, 4 Ocak 1901;
bulundugu kaynak, John Rewald, ed., Paul Cézanne,
Correspondance (Paris: Bernard Grasset, 1978), 274.
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dair toplayabildigim ve hatirlayabildigim her seyi bir
araya getirdim: O boyle konusurdu ve inantyorum ki
boyle diisiiniirdii.”!> Bazen kerli ferli insanlarin, hem de
felsefe tarihgilerinin hemen her Platon metninin bagindaki
“ben bunu dayimdan, o arkadasindan, o da carsidaki
esnaftan duymus” kisimlarini, benim Gasquet’yi okurken
yaptigim gibi atladiklarim diigiiniiyorum.'

S6zii (démihayali) Cézanne’a birakiyorum:

—Eh! Evet... (Aym hareketi yeniden yapar;
ellerini acar, on parmagini da agik tutar, sonra
ellerini yavasga, yavasca birbirine yaklastirir;
sonunda birlestirir, sikar, kenetler, parmaklarini
birbirlerinin arasina gegirir.) Iste ulasilmasi
gereken sey bu... Fazla yukariya ya da fazla
asaglya gecersem, her sey mahvolur. Tek bir
ilmegin bile fazla gevsek olmamasi gerekir;
duygunun, 15181n, hakikatin disar1 sizabilecegi tek
bir delik bile bulunmamali. Anliyor musunuz,
biitin resmimi ayni anda, bir biitlin olarak
yonetiyorum. Dagilip giden her seyi aym
hamleyle, ayni inangla birbirine
yaklagtirtyorum. ..

Degil mi ki gordiigiimiiz her sey dagiliyor, ¢ekip
gidiyor! Doga hep ayni, ama onun bize goriinen
seylerinden higbir sey kalict degil. Bizim
sanatimiz ise onun oOgeleriyle birlikte siiren
varolusunun iirpertisini, biitiin degisimlerinin
gorlinligiinii vermeli. Bize onun sonsuzlugunun
tadini tattirmali. Onun altinda ne var? Belki higbir
sey. Belki her sey. Her sey, anliyor musunuz? iste
o zaman onun basibos dolasan ellerini
birlestiriyorum...

Sagdan, soldan, buradan, suradan, her yerden
onun tonlarini, renklerini, niianslarini aliyorum;
onlar1 sabitliyor, birbirlerine yaklastirtyorum...
Cizgiler olusturuyorlar. Nesnelere, kayalara,
agaclara doniisliyorlar; ben bunu diisiinmeden.
Bir hacim kazaniyorlar. Bir deger tasiyorlar.

Eger bu hacimler, bu degerler, tuvalimde, benim
duyarliligim iginde, gézlerimizin 6niinde bulunan
diizlemlere, lekelere karsilik geliyorsa, iste o

12 Joachim Gasquet, Cezanne, (Paris: Les Editions Bernheim-
Jeune, 1926), “CE QU’IL M’A DIT...” Project Gutenberg,
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/78132/78132-h/78132-
h.htm?utm_source=chatgpt.com, erisim tarihi 8 Eylil 2026.
Ceviri Google Gemini 3.6 destegiyle yapildi.

13 Bkz. en bastaki yan bir soru.
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zaman! Resmim ellerini birlestiriyor!
Sarsilmiyor. Ne fazla yukar c¢ikiyor ne de fazla
asagi iniyor. Gergek, yogun ve dolu oluyor...

Ama en ufak bir dikkat daginikligi, en ufak bir
aksama olursa, hele bir giin fazla yorumlarsam,
bugiin beni diinkiine ters diisen bir teori

striikklerse, resim  yaparken  disiiniirsem,
miidahale edersem, patatras! Her sey dagilip
gidiyor.'

Patatras!’tan nasil korunulur?'® Giiniin belli bir aninda bir
tepeden bakilip da ¢izilen bir manzarayla doganin sonsuz
ifadesini birlikte diistinmeye ¢alisalim. Aktardigim pasaja
bakinca ressamimiz i¢in bu ikisinin iligkisini temin eden
sey, gordiiklerini sabitleyip de birbirlerine yaklagtirirken;
cizgiler olusurken korunmasi gereken bir dengeyle ilgili.
Tek bir delik bile kalmamali! Telif hakkindan Otiiri
koyamiyorum buraya, benim i¢in acip R598-599
tablolarina bir bakin litfen. Tek bir delik bile kalmayis
yakistirmas1 yapilan c¢alismalar1 alabildigine agik
duruyor—agcik ve agiklayicidaki agiktan bahsetmiyorum.
Dikkat ederseniz Cézanne—en azindan burada—derine
inmek, altta yatana ulagmak gibi seylerdense yogunluktan
bahsediyor. Altta hi¢bir sey veya her sey var. Yiizeydeyse
her haliikdrda saygi gerektiren bir sonsuzluk.
Fenomenologlarin tiiketilemeyen algilanani. Algilanani
aktarmada dogrudan yiizeyle ilgili olan bir saflarin sik
olmasi1 arzusu var. Parantez iginde verilen el
kenetlemesinden ilmek analojisine, sizmaya izin
vermeyecek deliksizlikten bir seyleri Dbirbirlerine
yaklastirmaya; kurdugu tim bu imgelem, fazla
yorumlamak veya durup diisinmekle elden kaymasi
miimkiin goziiken, tekrar tekrar ayn1 manzarayi ¢izmekle
saglanacak bir sikilik hedeflendigine isaret ediyor.
Cézanne hazeften korkuyor. Cuma namazlarindan
hatirlanacak bir hadis-i serif:

Saflarimizi  siklagtirimiz. Ve saflari  birbirine
yaklagtiriniz... Nefsim kudret elinde olan
(Allah)’a yemin ederim ki, seytanlarin siyah ve
kiigiik koyunlar gibi saf araliklarma girdiklerini
goriiyorum. '

Bu g¢eviride Arkaik Arapga bir kelime olan ve sik
kullanilmayan hazef, veya Tirkcelestirmeden hadhaf

14 Joachim Gasquet, Cézanne (Paris: Les Editions Bernheim-
Jeune, 1926), “Le Motif,” Ceviri OpenAl GPT-5.6 Luna ve
Google Gemini 3.6 destegiyle yapildi.

15 Oztiirkge “Sirakkadak!”, “Giimbedek!” veya eski Tiirk¢e
“Patadak!”.

16 Ebt David, Siinen-i Ebi Davud ve Tercemesi, ¢ev. Ibrahim
Kogasly, 5 cilt (Istanbul: Erkam Yayinlari, 2008), c. 2, hadis no:
667.
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(<33, igin terimi dogrudan ¢evirmek yerine aciklama
kullanilmis: “Hadis-i serifte seytanlarin benzetildigi
kiigiik ve kara koyunlar aslinda Yemen’de [423] yetisir ve
kuyruksuz olur.”'” Bos kalan bir mekdm1 o anda
kosusturarak dolduracak hazefler veya hazef gibi
seytanlar, sikiligin saglanamayisinda arada kalan bosluga
pozitif bir ifade kazandiriyor. Hem de doldurulmus olan
mekanda birbiriyle koordine hareket eden, ayn1 amaca
yonelmis; aralarinda bosluk olmasa tek wviicut
calisabilecek olanlarin amellerini mudill sifatiyla
saptirabilen bir pozitif ifade. Bosluk, bosluk olarak
kalmadig1 gibi dolulugu saptirabilecek yeni bir doluluga
doniisiiyor. Yeni dolulugun miisebbibiyse dolulugun
kendisindeki gevseklik. ilk ve organize olan doluluk,
kendisindeki gevseklik sebebiyle yeni dolulukca
saptiritlma, ayartilma tehlikesi yastyor. Bir bakima her
sanatc1 hazeflerden korkar. Patatras!

Peki ama en delik kalmayacak hali demek iiretilen sey igin
ne anlama geliyor? Tersten, nitelik kazanabilecek olan
delikler, bosluklar ne? “Ama en ufak bir dikkat
dagmikligi, en ufak bir aksama olursa, hele bir giin fazla
yorumlarsam, bugiin beni diinkiine ters diisen bir teori
stiriiklerse, resim yaparken diisliniirsem, miidahale
edersem” kismini hatirlayalim. Diigiiniilmemesi gereken
yerde spontan olan eyleme niifuz eden diisiince: vehm.
Bosluk kaldi mu iiriine sizabilen, sanat¢inin kendi vehmi.
Sanatg1 kendi vehminden korkuyor. Kendi i¢indeki
catallanmadan. Zira kendi diislincesi veya vehmi
dedigimiz sey higbir zaman Oylece kendisinin degil. Daha
dogrusu yalnizca kendi iginde ifade buldugu icin
kendisinin. Algiladiginin kisimlarinin arasi siki olsa dahi,
algisindan biraz kendi igine ¢ekilse orada kendinden
olmayan bir karinden'® kaynaklanan, ¢oktan disari
cikmay1 bekleyen hazefler var. Sanatgi keske sadece
ylizeyde ve onun sikiliginda kalabilse! D.H. Lawrence’
1929 tarihli “Cézanne” makalesinin natasavvufi ifadesiyle
(italik bana ait):

It is just because he was real, and could only
believe in his own expression when it expressed a
moment of wholeness or completeness of
consciousness in himself. He could not prostitute
one part of himself to the other. He could not
masturbate, in paint or words. And that is saying
a very great deal, today; today, the great day of

17 Ebti David, Siinen-i Ebi Davud ve Tercemesi, hadis no: 667,
aciklamasi.

8 flyas Celebi, “Karin”, 7DV Islim Ansiklopedisi,
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/karin, erisim tarihi 7 Eyliil
2026: “Karin: Insana refakat edip onu manevi agidan ve daha
cok menfi olarak etkileyen goriinmez varlik anlaminda Kur’an
terimi.” Ayrica bkz., Sahih Muslim 2814a: “There is none
amongst you with whom is not an attache [karin] from amongst

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

the masturbating consciousness, when the mind
prostitutes the sensitive responsive body, and just
forces the reactions. The masturbating
consciousness produces all kinds of novelties,
which thrill for the moment, then go very dead. It
cannot produce a single genuinely new
utterance.

Catallanmanin ustanin bir tarafini digerine yedirmeyisiyle
siiriikledigi yerde: “Cézanne was a realist, and he wanted
to be true to life. But he would not be content with the
optical cliché.”?® Goriinenin fotografik ifadesini agik ve
aciklayici alacak olursak goziin gordiigiiniin tipkisini
yapmakta veya daha oncekilerin alimladigini aktarigini
taklit etmekte diisiilen sey klise oluyor. Egitimli sanatgi—
kompozisyonda olsun, temsilde detay kagirmamakta
olsun—duragan bir fotografa 16. yy.’da resim sanatinda
kullanilmaya baslandigi raporlanan camera obscura ile
beraber ama ondan da 6nce ve daha temel bicimde zaten
goziin teknik bir arag islerligi kazanmasiyla alabildigine
hakim  durumda.  Perspektifin  Ozbilincine  ve
aktarilabilirligine sahip olan géz. Bir de lstiine galisilmis,
iyl taninan, sanat¢inin iliklerine islemis ve aletin
kullaniminin koklii tarihinde sabitlenmis iiretim yollar
var. Yukarida dedigimi hatirlatayim: Bizi debelendirecek
olan az bildigimiz bir dile veya iplige kiyasla kalem, firca,
klavye—prompt muhalefetiyle LLM—bir bakima eldeki
tiim imkanlar1 seferber ettigimiz degil; zevkimiz, yapmak
istediklerimiz,  kitlemizin  beklentileriyle  kurmay1
yegledigimiz iliski gibi cesitli etmenleri goz Oniinde
bulundurarak secici olarak kullandigimiz araglar. Eger
ugrasarak bir sey meydana getireceksek de imkan
seferberliginin modu rafinelesmis oluyor. Peki ya g6z?
kalemden, firgadan ve herhangi wuzantidan evvel
tekniklesmis bir ara¢ degil mi? Bu 6lgiide de goriilen her
sey, belli gorme modlarmin hepimize ag¢ik olusuyla
tiiketilmislik hissi vermiyor mu? Al slop veya On-
Raffaelloculuk. Basta hakli itirazlardan beslenir, tekrara
karst ¢igir acic1 yenilikler gibiyken tekrar disina
cikamamay1 kendinde tatmak. Yine de onciiliiktiir. Ama
biz tekrardan kagmak i¢in ¢i1gir agmistik?!

Acik ve aciklayici olana tekrar edilebilir sekilde sahip
olunan yerde, apagcik bir figiir tiretimi—kompozisyon ne
kadar kompleks olursa olsun—goriinenin goriilmesi igin
tekrari; bir nevi yukarida bahsettigim bir konunun

the jinn (devil). They (the Companions) said: Allah’s
Messenger, with you too? Thereupon he said: Yes, but Allah
helps me against him and so I am safe from his hand and he does
not command me but for good.”
https://sunnah.com/muslim:2814a, erisim tarihi 7 Eyliil 2026.
YD, H. Lawrence, “Cézanne”, The Paintings of D. H. Lawrence
(Londra: Mandrake Press, 1929), 202-203.

20D, H. Lawrence, “Cézanne”, 204.
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yetkinine asir1 sekilde agiklayici olmak zayifligina, kitleyi
ve isi dogru okuyamamaya yakinsiyor. Goz sahibi
herkesin, bu tekniklesmis organin mirasini biraz tasidigi
Olciide rahatsiz olacagi, karsisinda hakarete ugramis
hissedebilecegi bir zayiflik. Ancak hala bu anlamda bir
acik ve agiklayicilign fircayla yapabilmek bir meziyet
oldugundan, tek basina bu teknik yeterlik takdiri hak
ediyor ve fir¢a kullanan i¢in gatalin bir ucunda bulunmaya
devam ediyor. Optical cliché olarak. Tanidigimiz biri,
mesela kuzenimiz bir seyi fotograf gibi cizebiliyor olsa
gurur duyariz. Sanatgi da teknikte gecirdigi vakitle
beraber iletisimin hissinden her an geri ¢ekip getirebildigi,
onun olan, gurur duyulasi bir meziyet ve onun beraberinde
sundugu bir norma sahip. Orta parmaginin kalem degen
yerindeki nasir ne kadar goziiniin tekniklesmesinin bir
uzantisiysa goziniin tekniklesmesi de nasirinin bir
uzantisi. Ona ait bir sey gordiigiinii ¢izebilmek. Cok
gerekirse yapariz! Yine ona ait bir sey ondan oncekilerin
gordiigii gibi cizebilmek; goziin tarihine hakim olmak.
Cok gerekirse yapariz! Bir adim daha atincaysa
yapabildigi kadar yapmayip miisterek olana ne kadar az
hamleyle atifta bulunabilecegine dair yeni bir oyun
basliyor. Bu sefer de, yine giires terimiyle, sanat¢i oyun
artyor. Gerisini ¢iinkii alimlayici olarak biz, kafamizdan
gbzlimiizden tamamlayabiliyoruz. Bu da vehmin sahsi
olmayisinin, hepimizde de benzer bir sik1 olmama halinin,
bakilana sirayet eden tiim referanslarin bahsettigi kisim.
Bunu da g6z oOniinde bulundurarak ve catalin klise,
paylasimdaki ucundan kagmaya calissa da beyhude
oldugundan (italik bana ait degil):

The cliché obtruded, so he just abstracted away
from it. Those last water-colour landscapes are
just abstractions from the cliché. They are blanks,
with a few pearly coloured sort of edges. The
blank is vacuum, which was Cézanne’s last word
against the cliché. It is a vacuum, and the edges
are there to assert the vacuity ... Cézanne’s last
water-colour landscapes, made up of a few
touches on blank paper, are a satire on landscape
altogether. They leave so much to the
imagination!—that immortal can’t phrase, which
means they give you the clue to a cliché and the
cliché comes. That’s what the cliché exists for.
And that sort of imagination is just a rag-bag of
memory stored with thousands and thousands of
old and really worthless sketches, images, etc.,
clichés.”!

O halde sanatc1 hazeflerden korksa da hazeflerin varligina
yenik diisecegini anladiginda son bir hamleye—aslinda
basindan  beri—sahiptir:  Saflar1 maksatli  olarak

21 D. H. Lawrence, “Cézanne”, 207-208.
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gevsetmek. Bos kalan bir mekdn1 o anda kosusturarak
dolduracak olan hazefler, sanat¢inin saflar1 maksath
olarak gevsetmesiyle meydana gelmislerse eger, benim
yoksun birakma dedigim sey oluyor. Hazefinin gobani
olmak. Aklimdaki ilk anlam bu en azindan.

Boylece bu oOrnek iistiinden diyecegimi demis oldum.
Simdi Cézanne’dan, Cézanne’dan ve daha ¢ok
Cézanne’dan bahseden bir felsefe metni daha tiretmekle
kliseyi iliklerinize = kadar  hissettirdimse  bosluk
birakmadan bir sonraki duragimiza gec¢iyorum (bir tur da
Brancusi’ye girmekten simdilik vazgectim).

skkskok

“...o0 seyden bekleyecegimiz belli ozellikleri olmadan,
belki hatta akla da ilk gelecek 6zellikleri olmayan bir
ozellikler kiimesiyle sunmak” demigtim.

Beklentimiz ne? Beklentimiz karsilansa bir an daha durur
muyuz? Kaydiriveririz. Ancak hi¢ karsilanmasa da
kaydiriveririz. Sanat dstiinden verilecek oOrneklerde
verilen/beklenen iligkisi bir sekilde hep bozuluyor olmali
gibi. Hem de daha sanatcinin iiretirken mecbur kaldigi
6zalimlamasinda. Gegici siireligine varsayalim dedigim
aydinlik/karanlik ikiligi {lizerinden akla ilk gelen
ozdeslestirme, Ibrahimi dinlerden Yunan felsefesine,
aydinhikla varlik veya varligin kaynag: arasinda. Uretim
de hi¢ yoktan tekil bir var etme gibiyse aydinlaticiligi
kararticiligindan  fazla gelmeli gibi. Bdyle bir
paradigmadan kimi zaman diisliniirler kararticiliginin
fazla geldigini diislindiikleri sanatlara karsi tavir
almiglardi. Belirli bir iletimde bulunan veya sinmis
sekilde bu islemi biinyesinden ayiramayan iiretimden
bahsediyorsak tasinan bir aydinlik olacak. Temsil edilen
olur, yapilmak istenen olur, alelade bir sey yaparken
Oylece akla geliveren seyler olur; iiretilende 1s1yan bir
seyler olacak. Nesnesinin netligiyle iletenin mahareti
birlesince, bu tiir bir diistinmeyle, iyi lirlin apaydinlik veya
1518a vardirict mi oluyor? Vazife tek bir hiizme dahi
eksilmeden aksettirmek mi? Her sey acik.

iki ayr1 mesele: Ilki nesnenin netligi. Mental 1s1k. Sahip
olmadigimizi aktaramayiz degil mi? Bizim sahip olup
olmadigimizin da en net ifadesi biz o seyi verirken goriiliir
gibi. Bu da tamam diyelim. Ancak bazen de bir sekilde
kapildigimiz his, sahip olmakla aktarmak farkli edimler
oldugundan, birinin birini yapabilip veya yapmis olup
digerini yapamiyor veya yapmamis olabilecegi. Nesnesi
netse bile bize aksettiremiyor. Daha nadir, bir sey
aksettiriyor ve iyi ama aslinda onun da kafasinda net degil.
Musalar devrede. Mevcut konumuz ilk hat iistiinden. Ona
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ek olarak da bastan zaten nesnenin de net olmayisi
istiinden, varsayimsal olarak, iletebilecek olsa da
iletecegi bir seyi olmayisindan hissedilen eksiklik. Biz ne
zaman Uriinde karartili kalmig yerler goriiyoruz bu
modelle? Nesnesi (bile) net degil ya da nesnesi net, bir
sekilde iletemiyor. Iletemediginden biliyorum ki nesnesi
o kadar da net degil ya da iletemiyor ama bagka
bildiklerimle; belli bir izlenimime dayanarak, nesnesi net
ama iletemiyor. Negatif psikoloji. Son ihtimalin en iyi
gostergesi, belki ironiktir, tiretenden bagka bir iiriinle bize
gelmesini isteyince; mesela yazardan falanca yerde ne
kastettigini agiklamasini isteyince konusarak inanilmaz
detayli sekilde orada yaptigini, okur i¢in de agik oldugunu
diisiindiigii seyi aktarmasinda ortaya ¢ikiyor. E ¢cok netmis
kafanda o baglantilar, niye kagida gecirmedin? Negatif
psikolojiden terapiye gegis.

Negatif bir yaklasimla, o halde, beklentinin
karsilanmayis1 karartt olmamasi gereken yerde kararti
oldugu hissi veya gozleminden geliyor. Bunun iistiinden
de iriinii treten hakkinda simdilik kisith tuttugum
modelle yukaridaki saptamalardan birinde bulunuyoruz.
Bunu (xii) ayrim verip kullanmama {istiinden
ornekleyeyim. “Ayrimi iistiine biraz daha diisiinmiis olsa
filozof, yaptigi ayrimi ince ince kullanirdi.” Bdyle bir
yargida nesnenin netliginin eksikligi sebebiyle veya kendi
nesnesiyle kurdugu iliskide yiizeysel kalisiyla eserde
karanlikta kalmis yerler oldugunu disiindiigiimiizii ifade
ediyoruz. “Ayrim giizel. Kafasinda net gibi. Bos
konusmuyor. Peki niye kullanmadi veya niye
aciklamadi?” Bu ikinciyi hissettigim bir metinden somut
ornek vereyim. Félix Guattari’nin U¢ Ekoloji metni.
Guattari metnin girizgdhim1 bitirip de ana dertlerine
girmeye baslarken, kurmak istedigi ekozofiyle mevcut
kapital arasindaki iligskiyi agmaya ikincisinin tahlilinden
giriyor. Hizli hizli saptamalar ve Orneklerle Entegre
Diinya Kapitalizmi dedigi yapiy1 okura tanitirken 6nceki
kapitalizm formlariyla miisterek bu yeni formda da 6znel
kuvvetlerin kapitalizasyonunun 6nemli bir mekanizma
oldugunu, ancak 6teden beri, kendini hem yonetici elitin
diinyasimin i¢inde hem de proleteryaninkinde gdsteren bu
sosyal mekanizmanin is¢i hareketlerince yeter dikkatle
incelenmedigini iddia ediyor.”> Hemen akabindeyse
EDK’nin iizerine kuruldugunu iddia edecegi dort ana
semiyotik rejim oldugunu soyliiyor. Onemli bir ayrim
geliyor. Bu mekanizmalarsiz EDK olmazdi:

(1) Ekonomik semiyotik (parasal, finansal,
muhasebe ve karar alma mekanizmalar1); (2)
Hukuki semiyotik (tapu senetleri, her tiirden

22 Félix Guattari, The Three Ecologies, ¢ev. lan Pindar ve Paul
Sutton (Londra and New Brunswick, NJ: The Athlone Press,
2000), 47.
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mevzuat ve diizenlemeler);(3) Tekno-bilimsel
semiyotik (planlar, diyagramlar, programlar,
incelemeler, arastirmalar vb.); (4) Oznellestirme
semiyotigi. Bunlarin bir kismu yukarida
belirtilenlerle Ortiisiirse de bunlara mimarlik,
sehir planlamasi, kamusal tesisler vb. ile ilgili
olanlar gibi daha pek c¢ok semiyotigi de
eklememiz gerekir.”®

Okurken defterime tek tek not aldim bunlari. Bekliyorum
ki simdi Guattari
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Guattari, semiyotik rejimlerarasi hiyerarsi
uru S1N1— , U 1 irleri 1bi—
kurulamayacagini—altyapi stya fikirleri bi

belirtip EDK tek viicutta {irlin verici-ekonomik-6zneldir
diyip sonra da aslinda skolastik dort sebepli yapiya da
benziyor baglantisiyla nokta koyarak palas pandiras
sosyal ve mental ekolojilerle ilgili yeni konulara devam
ediyor. Yarmm sayfa durmad: bu konuda. fhanet degil mi
bu? Kullanmayacaktinsa niye verdin bu ayrimi? Oysa ben
yanima kalem almay1 unuttugumdan birinden buldugum
kalin uglu mavi titkkenmezle tek tek yazdim senin ayrimini.

Metnin bu kismimi okurken, en azindan basta, igimde
tatminsizlik hissetmemin sebebi biraz da aliskin oldugum
aktarim pratikleri. Ayrimlarimi okuru yorma pahasina
sayfalarca inceleyen metinlere asinayim. Bu iyl
yapildiginda da hayranlik duyuyorum. Onceden dedigim
gibi, negatif psikolojiyi tek tek her bir metin ve yazar i¢in
bastan bagslatryor degiliz. Sablonlagtirdigimiz
0zdeslestirmelerle kurdugumuz, kurduk¢a da goérmeye
bagladigimiz  veya gormeyince eksikligini nasil
yorumlamamiz gerektigini diisiinmek zorunda kaldigimiz
normlar var. Ancak, yine dedigim gibi, felsefe
metinlerinde genelgeger bir ana hat ve sapma manueli
olusturmak, iyi metin olmaya dair bir paradigma
belirlemek zor. Analizin paradigmasim belirlemekte
alimlananin  reticisinin niyetine dair bir aralik
birakilmasi gerekiyor. Elimizdeki 6rnege dair de pesinen,
kotii manada bir eksiklik veya sapma oldugunu diisiiniip
analizi bu agidan noktalamak yerine niyete dair olan
araliktan ilerlemeye ¢aligabiliriz.

Farkli sekillerde okunabilir Guattari’nin yaptigi. Bence
kafasindaki nesne net. Niye bize aktarmadi? Bir ihtimal

23 Félix Guattari, The Three Ecologies, 48. Bu kaynaktan ben
Tiirk¢e’ye cevirdim.
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aktardi. Bu kadar1 yetti. Ayrimi isme getirmesi, 6te bir
kullanim veya agiklama gerektigi hissi vermeden yetti
ona. Cok istersek zaten biz alir oynariz metnin kalan
kismiyla veya yakinsayan konulardaki diger metni, son
metni, Kaozmos ile iliskilendirerek. Bir diger bakisla bu
ayrim “leavefs] so much to the imagination!—that
immortal can’t phrase, which means [it] give[s] you the
clue to a cliché and the clich¢ comes. That’s what the
cliché exists for. And that sort of imagination is just a rag-
bag of memory stored with thousands and thousands of
old and really worthless [taxonomies], [structural
analyses], etc., clichés.” Ressamin egitimli gézii manzara
ve natlirmort ¢izmekte kullanilan kag cesit optik kliseye
hakimse sosyal bilimci, esit agirlik¢i, solcu da en az bir o
kadar diairetik kliseye hakim. Hele de kapitalizmin
calismasina, mekanizmalarina dair. Diger bir kliseyi de
Guattari hatirlatryor: dort sebep fikri.

Kimse U¢ Ekoloji’yi ders kitabi diye okumuyor veya Al’a
Ozetletmiyor veya YouTube videosundan duymuyor.
Gelinen noktada ¢ogu metin en fazla birka¢ figiir almak
i¢cin orada. Mesela bu metinden bende kalan figiir russal
ekoloji olmustu. Bu dortli ayrimin sadece varligini ve
bendeki hissini hatirltyordum; bu 6rnegi vermek isteyince
de PDF’ten agip baktim igerigine. Diisiiniince Guattari
ruhsal ekolojiyi de o kadar agmiyor. Belki baskasi metni
okumasindan bu dortlii ayrimi almistir ve mesela ruhsal
ekolojiyeyse gerekti mi doniiyordur. Bu bir okuma. Metin
her seyi konfigiire etmek zorunda degil—yazara da okura
da kiilfet. Mundus vult decipi, ergo decipiatur!

Bununla ilintili bir diger okuma, biitiin kapsamiyla olmasa
da aslinda (B)’ye gelisi hazirliyor. Yolu biraz uzun
kuracagim. Benle kalin. Bu yukarnida verdigim
okumalardaki tona karsi biri ¢ikip: “E o zaman metnin
biitiinliigli icinde konfigiire etmeye gerek duymadigi
seyleri hi¢ koymasin. Ya da aktarmak istedigi figiirler i¢in
bu iletim pratigiyle delikli, taslak gibi kalacak bir metin
yazmasin. Figiirlerin kendileriyle, ek bir retorige ihtiyag
duymadan, ¢ok daha kisa ve net iletiselim.” diyebilir.
Guattari’yi zay1f bir diisiiniir gibi degil de yanlis formatta
ac1 ¢eken/gektiren biri gibi goren biri ona yardimci olmak
dahi isteyebilir. Twitter’n kurucusu Jack Dorsey: “My
goal is to simplify complexity. I just want to build stuff
that really simplifies our base human interaction.”**
Guattari’nin bir Twitter, veya X, hesabi1 olsa, baglantilari
belirsiz tutulan kirk adet figiirle aralarin1 dolduran retorik
aracglardan meydana gelecek metinler yerine, yine
birbirindeki Ggeleri ¢agristiracak tweet’ler atip vermek
istedigi figiirleri dolasima sokabilir. lla birlikte, art arda

Zhttps://www .brainyquote.com/quotes/jack dorsey 529876,
erigim tarihi 5 Eyliil 2026.
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okunmasini istedigi figiirleri i¢in de thread; tweet dizisi
veya zinciri kullanabilir. Bir sey eksilir mi yaptigindan?

Su an akademisyenlerden devlet liderlerine iletilmek
istenen figilirler icin diisik konfiglirasyonlu, delikli
metinler liretmek yerine bu iiretim formunun sagladigi
ozgiirliik yaygin bir kullanimda. Parga parca diyeceklerin
var; parca parca iiretiyorsun. Genelde de zaten parca parca
diyeceklerimiz var. Hazefse tweet’ten tweet’e gecerken
veya thread’lerin, organik tartismalarin icinde yine var.
Bu ozgiirliik ve ulastirma, dolasima sokma imkaniyla
paralel, akademik metin de git gide daha sk,
konfigiirasyonu tamam ayri1 bir form gibi algilaniyor.
Amacim sosyotarihsel bir iddiada bulunmak degil.
Eskiden de olan bir egilime dair giincel tezahiirii
istiinden, kapatici olmayan, son derece temsili bir anlati
veriyorum. Parcali iiretimin miibah ve herkese agik
oldugu alanlarin aksine ciddi metni yeter sayida kelimeyle
siki bir sekilde yazip ayr1 platformlarda saklayalim.
Uzmandan wuzmana. Kurumsal ulasimi olmayan
alimlayicinin ya ¢ok fazla para 6deyerek ya da korsanini
bularak erigebildigi bir alan. Yine kimin nasil iiretecegi ve
hangi iretimin kabul edilebilir oldugu da kurallarla
korunuyor.

Her seyden once gereksiz yerleri atip yapilacak isleri ve
varilacak sonuglar1 yazinin bagina koydugumuz bir format
olsun. Tezimi yazarken danigsmanim Karin de Boer
demisti: “Bir climle bile ana hedefinden sapmamis olsun!
Yazdigmm her ciimlede kendine, “Bu ispat etmeye
calistigim tezde neye hizmet ediyor?” diye sor.” Hazefsiz
bir alan yaratma istegi. Karin karinime karsiydi. I¢
sesimdeki ¢atalda da git gide Karin karinim oldu: Acaba
yeteri kadar acik degil miyim? Hayir degilsin.

Acik ve aciklayicilik diye yola girip ne kastettigimi hig
acmadim. Acik ve aciklayici yazmayi oOgiitleyen ana
modellerden birini, akademik makale formatim1 daha
detayl ele alalim. Akademik bir makale genel olarak bir
abstract ile baghyor. Yaptiginiz seyleri niye yapacaginizi,
hangi goriislere karsi hangi ¢ercevede nasil bir yenilik
getirmeye calisacaginizi ve en oOnemlisi tezinizin ne
oldugunu, hiilasa yapilacak her seyin bir silsilesini 150-
250 kelime civari bir kisimda temiz bir sekilde sunmaniz
bekleniyor. Okura ve chatbot’lara yardimci olacak anahtar
kelimelerle bezeli. Akabinde temiz bir giris yapip konuyu
tanitiyorsunuz. Biraz daha felsefe makaleleri lizerinden
ilerlersek genelde yavas yavas hakkinda yorumda
bulunacagimiz  konudaki belirsizlikleri 6n plana
cikariyorsunuz ve bazi seylerin makalenizin maksat ve
kapsamini astigini belirtip metninizi
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saglamlagtirtyorsunuz. Muahharen, sizin bu yaziniza niye
ihtiyac  oldugunu  gosterecek  sekilde emeginizi
tanmittiginiz, belli bakis acilarindan  Gzetlediginiz
meselenizi elestirel bir dille ele almaktan sizin
savundugunuz fikre uzanan bir koprii kuruyorsunuz.
Farkli dayanaklandirma metotlariyla tezinize varip—
litutkar bir yazarsaniz sayet—olasi elestirileri de ele alip
diirtistce nelerin yapilmamis birakildigini, further study
gerektirdigini belirtip yapilmis her seyi bir kez daha bu
sefer argliman akigini1 da bastaki silsileden daha belirgin
bicimde vererek makaleyi kapatiyorsunuz. Tamamdir
clean girl. Herhalde apaydinliga en yakin paradigma bu.
Kafadaki nesne net, onu aktarirken de yoksun birakis
minimize edilmis gibi. Yukaridaki yirmi madde bu
estetikten sapma oluyor. Yer yer xvii ve xx var. Ancak
geri doniip bakin, yirmi maddeden ¢ogu i¢in dogrudan bu
formatin iginde zamanla oturtulmus Onlem pratikleri
oldugunu fark edeceksiniz. Mesela abstract ii’ye karsi
koyulmus bir mekanizma. Sonu¢ yazmak, sapmamak,
atiflar1 agik ve bulunabilir sekilde vermek, agiklayict
degilse hikaye anlatmamak... Bu benim ilk {i¢ noktam.
Idealde konfigiire edilmemis bir sey kalmiyor. Okudugu,
yazdig1 metinde bu estetigi seven biri yirmi Ornekte
gecenler i¢in (B) safsatayla retorik arag arasi gidip gelen
yontemler yargisini getirebilir. Ciddi metnin alaninda
bunlara yer yok.

Simdi xii ve Guattari’ye donelim; (B)ye Kkarst
getirilebilecek en kuvvetli elestiri bence nesnenin ne
olduguna bakmakla kurulur. Burada Guattari’nin nesnesi
Entegre Diinya Kapitalizmi. Bunu isleyisinde de insanin
cevresini, evini inceleyen ekolojiyle insanasiri veya -disi
dogay1 inceleyen daha bildigimiz anlamiyla ekolojiyi
ayirmanin giicliigliyle ilerliyor. Pasaji uzun uzun vermek
istiyorum affiniza siginarak (italik yine benden):

...an experiment once conducted on television by
Alain Bombard. He produced two glass tanks, one
filled with polluted water—of the sort that one
might draw from the port of Marseille—
containing a healthy, thriving, almost dancing
octopus. The other tank contained pure,
unpolluted seawater. Bombard caught the octopus
and immersed it in the ‘normal’ water; after a few
seconds the animal curled up, sank to the bottom
and died. Now more than ever, nature cannot be
separated from culture; in order to comprehend
the interactions between ecosystems, the
mechanosphere and the social and individual
universes of reference, we must learn to think
‘transversally’. Just as monskous and mutant
algae invade the lagoon of Venice, so our

25 Félix Guattari, The Three Ecologies, 42-43.
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television screens are populated, saturated, by
‘degenerate’ images and statements. In the field
of social ecology, men like Donald Trump are
permitted to proliferate freely, like another
species of algae, taking over entire districts of
New York and Atlantic City; he ‘redevelops’ by
raising rents, thereby driving out tens of
thousands of poor families, most of whom are
condemned to homelessness, becoming the
equivalent of the dead fish of environmental
ecology. Further proliferation is evident in the
savage deterritorialization of the Third World,
which simultaneously affects the cultural texture
of its populations, its habitat, its immune systems,
climate, etc.?

Bu analojik ¢ercevede ekolojinin anlami bu kadar
genigletilince (bkz. wviii) ekozofi ve onun ana
nesnelerinden biri olan EDK de alabildigine genislemis
oluyor. Tersten, zaten her seyi kendisine katmakla EDK
alabildigine genislemis oldugundan tiim bu kavramsal
genisletmeye gerek var. Bu kapsamda EDK’ye dair temsil
mahiyetinde sunulan dort ana mekanizma zaten kapatici
olamaz. 1312 tane mekanizma verse anca agiklayabilir
eldeki yapiy1. Bu noktada hayali (B)’cimizin Guattari’ye
Onerisi konuyu kiigiiltmesi veya tweet atmasi olabilir.
Isiramayacag1 kadar biiyiik bir lokma hakkinda metin
yaziyor. Ancak italikle verdigim kisimdan ve yukaridaki
pasajin hissiyatindan genel olarak anlagilacagi {izere
Guattari’nin benimsedigi usulde kendini gdsteren hareket
noktalarindan biri, Guattari’nin yasadigr kargacik
burgacik zamanin ancak u¢ ve apayr1 goziiken seyleri bir
sekilde bir arada ve genis, cok genis kavramlar kullanmak
pahasina ayni gati altinda ele alinarak diisiinebilecegine
inaniyor olmasi. 1989°da istilact bir mutant algle
benzetilerek sosyal ekolojide ele alinan Trump, su an bir
yandan herhangi bir okyanusun cevresel ekolojisini
etkiliyor. Mesafeler varsayacagimizdan ¢ok daha yakin
olabiliyor. Bir araya getirilen alakasiz Ggeler ve genis
kavramlardan miirekkep, yeteri kadar konfigiire
edilmemis ve deliklerle dolu goziikken metin, kendi
igerisinde baska kuvvetleri olan apaydinlik akademik
metinden farkli islerliklere sahip. Rahmetli Guattari,
Twitter’a veya Trump’in ABD bagskanligindaki diinyaya
fiili olarak yetisemedigi igcin—go6rmedigi i¢in diyemem—
daha fazla spekiile etmeyecegim. Ancak metin pratiginin
tim ciddiyeti icerisinde su an yasayan bizim yoksun
birakiciligin  bazi formlarini, belki Guattari’yle de
benzeserek, bayrak devralarak, kullanigimizla
yapabilecegimizin bu alanin digarisina itilmesi egilimine
kars1 bu konuyla ilintili bagka bir yere gidebilirim.
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Simdi soru su: Arc Vadisi yerine tekil bir agact ¢cizmek
daha mu siki bir ¢aligmaya vardirir? Nesnenin hudutlarini
daraltip da tek bir nesneden bize ulasan 1s18in etkisini
cizsek ¢izilen sey daha mi aydinlik olur? Bu meseleyi
nesnenin boyut ve kapsami ilizerinden konusunca bence
¢ok rahatca iddia edebiliriz ki nesneyi ne kadar
kiigiiltirsek kiigiiltelim hala nesnemiz ayri ve yalniz
kendisi alinsa daha detayl1 incelenebilecek, yalniz onun
15181 aksettirilebilecek daha kii¢iik kisimlardan olusuyor.
O kisimlar da nesnemiz olabilirdi; farkli detaylar
calisirdik. Parcalar, o sekilde bakinca hep digerlerinin
disinda: partes extra partes. Bunun disinda da nesne ne
kadar biiyiik almirsa alinsin digt veya en azindan
kavramsal olarak bir o olmayan’t one siiriilebiliyor.
Dolayisiyla, bence sectigimiz nesnenin boyutu ne kadar
detayli bir is yapilacagini belirlemiyor. Bahsedilecek
detaylarin ve detayli calismanin ne oldugunu, temsil
sahasinin nasil kurulabilecegini belirliyor. Akademik
makalelerin maksatlica daraltilmig kapsamlariyla igerikte
gecen kavramlar ve onlarin kapsandigi biitlinler birbirine
yakinlig1 daha rahat ve az adimla agikga gosterilebilir gibi
dursa da hem ana konu kadar detayli verilemeyecek
sabitler almak hem de ayni zamanda bir¢ok seyi konudisi
tutmak gerektiginden pargalar diger tiim parcalarin ve
makalenin biitiinii olan ¢atinin hala ve ancak o sekilde
konfigiire etmek secilmis oldugundan i¢inde ve ilisiginde
kalan seyler.

Aristoteles’in Fizik 1V.4 212b19-20’de yer alan 10 10D
nep1EYovTog TEPAS akivnrov Tpdtov seklinde ifade edilen
mekan anlayisinin genelgecer bir okumayla ele alinisi
genel egilimindeki falanca okunmalarina karsi orada
bahsedilen = mekanin yalmz doga felsefesinin
prensiplerinin ve olasi prensiplerinin tartisildig1 ilk bes
kitap baglaminda ele alinarak mevcut baglamdaki genel
hareket tanimi lizerinden [IV. kitapta kalarak
anlasilabilecek ince bir fonksiyonu oldugunu, bu gozden
kacarsa da gercek durumlarda bir cismin birden fazla
kusaticis1 olmasi gibi meseleler iistiinden girilecek
¢ikmazlar oldugunu olabildigince [V.4’te kalan
gerektikceyse [V.1-3’e bakan ama miimkiin mertebe
212b19-20 iistiinden nereye gidilecekse gidip hemencecik
geri gelerek savunacak bir makale yazmaya ¢aligsam, bu
baglamda kalarak tartigmakta gdsterecegim ince g¢abanin
kurucu unsurlar1  Aristoteles’in  Fizik’inin  prensip
tartigmasmin genel bilimsel ¢aligmanin yapilisiyla ne
sekilde iliskilendigi, Aristoteles’te neyin tanim olup
olmadigi, Fizik’te heniiz fizik yapilip yapilmadigi,
Meteoroloji’nin girisindeki doga felsefesinde yapilmasi
gerektigi sdylenenlerin ilk ikisinin ayr1 maddeler olarak
Fizik’in Antik komenterler ve Menn tarafindan tespit
edilen iki kismina denk diisiip diismedigi (Falcon, Hussey
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ve Pfeiffer’a bu konuda katilinmasi gerekip gerekmedigi),
Aristoteles’in prensipten ne anladigi, doga prensiplerinin
hareketle iliskisinin nasil kuruldugu, ilk ii¢c kitabin
dordiinciiyli nasil hazirladigy; tek tek kusatanin, simirin,
hareketsizin, ilkin  Aristoteles tarafindan  hangi
baglamlarda ne anlamlarda kullanildigiyla kiyaslayarak
burada tam olarak ne anlamda kullanildiklari, mekanin
IV.4 disinda baska bir anlayis gerektiren sekilde baska
kitaplarda wvarsayilip sayilmadigi gibi bircok kendi
baslarma daha az incelik gerektirmeyen makale
konusunun hakkinda benim durdugum ama bu makalede
tam olarak acamadigim fikirlerim olacak. Daha kiiciik bir
konu se¢sem de durum ayni. Hep baska makalelerin ana
konusu olabilecek seylerde hizli gegmek, verili almak ve
mevcut konudan sapmamak adina daha az detayh
inceleyip birakmak suretiyle okuru yoksun biraktigim bir
seyler olacak.

En kiigiik nesnemiz, konu edildiginde hala i¢indeki tiim
nesne alinabilecek daha kiigiik kisimlar ve disinda kalan,
eldekini incelemek igin sabit tutulmasi gerekecek alakali
nesneler tarafindan  {silisiilmekten kurtulamaz.
Aristoteles’in tek ifadesindeki mepiéyovroc’la mpdTov,
Trump’la kirli suya aligmis ahtapottan veya istilaci algden
daha yakin degil. Bence apagiklik ¢cabasindaki akademik
metinlerde yapilana yeteri kadar saygi duyunca, gdgiin
altinda kurulabilecek her baglantinin kiilfetinin altindan
konu kiigiiltmek, daraltmakla kalkilamayacak bir
biiyilikliikte oldugunu, sabit alinmasi gerekenlerin kendi
baglarina yine baglantilart es zorlukta kurulacak ayri
makale konulari oldugunu fark ediyoruz. Kendimize bunu
hatirlatinca hafifletici bir sey hissetmenin 6nil agiliyor.
Ozgiiriiz. Ancak birazdan gosterecegim gibi, konu
seciminden baglayarak, hareket sahasindaki bu 6zgiirliik,
yazara daha bile fazla sorumluluk getiriyor. Kurdugun
anlatinin ¢aligmasi tamamen senin sorumlulugunda.
Maksatli yoksun birakicilik, yazarin konfigiirasyonun
kiilfetinden kagmasit degil. Antlagsma, antlasmadan
sapmak, sapmanin hazzi ve haz bdyle bir yerden yetersiz
izlekler.

Son iki paragrafta, bana iki yil evvel: “Ben de gencken
Ozgiirlik hakkinda falan yazilar yaziyordum. Sonra
olgunlastikca felsefenin boyle bir sey olmadigim
ogrendim.” diye feedback veren, émriiniin son 30 yilin
Aristoteles Metafizik Theta ve Fizik 111 ile gegirmis olan
hocamla son iki yildir baz1 geceler kafamda gecen hayali
diyalogdan bir kesiti okudunuz. Tesekkiir ederim! Ister bir
hidrojen atomuna, ister bir agaca, ister Arc Vadisi’ne,
istersek de kainata dair temsil yaratmaya 300 yilimizi
verelim; onlar1 ¢izmeye veya haklarinda yaz1 yazmaya
calisalim, biri hakkinda, sec¢tigimiz nesnenin boyutu
sebebiyle digerinden daha net bir konfigiirasyona sahip
olamayacagiz. Konusulan sahanin boyutu baglantilarin

18



KHORA — Say1 4

zorlugunu, imkén ve imkansizligin1 belirlemiyor.
Baglantilar, kurarken alimlayana tamamiyla
gostermedigimiz alt detaylar1 ne sekilde sabitledigimiz
veya onlarin bizim i¢in ne sekilde sabit oldugu; hangi
kabullerle temsil sahamizi kurdugumuz veya bizim i¢in
fenomenal olarak kurulu geldigi ve bu sahadan neleri
dislayarak onlardan bahsedebilecegimize bagli cokga
etmen vasitasiyla hareket kazaniyor.

ek

Diyesim, iletisimin en azindan hissini tasiyan her
iretimde disarida birakilan ve igeride tutulan her sey, biz
farkinda olduk¢a farkli farkli yonlere gidebilecek,
organize veya anorganize birakilmasiyla  farkl
modaliteleri miimkiin kilabilen, farkli opaklik/saydamlik
dengelerinde ele alinabilecek seyler. Ozgiirlik burada
farkli kuvvetlerin farkindaligim1 kazanip uygulamaya
koyabilmek. Boyle bir yerden acik ve agiklayicilik
yalnizca bir kuvvet. Genelde isleri ¢ok karigtirmama
egilimiyle agilan bir kuvvet. Okuru ve kendini ¢ok baslh
catallanmalarin ~ yorulmaz  varhigindan kolay ve
tiiketilebilir olan evcil ¢atallanmalarin diinyasina gekmek.
Belki haz ve yagamsal manada antlasma bozmay1, konuyu
kiigiiltiip takip edilebilir bir savas icerisinde kendi
ehlilestirdigi temsillerle tatmin hissi yaratan, kendi
kaleminin kuvvetini ispatta sahip olmadig1 bir aydinlikta
tekil bir canavar olarak makale konusunu diger onun
kadar kuvvetli ve onun bitisiginden ayrilmayan
canavarlardan ayri, tek basina kistirilabilirmiggesine konu
edinen agik ve aciklayici, mazbut akademik yazarin

yaptigim1  yorumlamada kullanmaliyizdir. Ben bu
makalede bu kavramin bu kitabin su boliimiindeki
mevcudiyetinden  ¢ikarsanabilecek anlamlarin1  su

gelenegin su yorumlariyla ilintilenecek bigcimde ele
alacagim. Elle tutabilmek istiyorum. Tek basina
tutabilecegimi, avlayabilecegimi gostermek istiyorum:
“Ama en ufak bir dikkat daginiklig1, en ufak bir aksama
olursa, hele bir giin fazla yorumlarsam, bugiin beni
diinkiine ters diisen bir teori siiriiklerse, (makale yazarken)
diisiiniirsem, miidahale edersem, patatras! Her sey dagilip
gidiyor.” Pek cok hareketliyi bir sekilde sabit temsil edip
incecik bir ¢izgide kalinca her sey acik.

Ancak isi belli bir agik ve aciklayicilik formuna
sikistirmamaliy1z. Kendi icinde iretenle alimlayanin
paylasabildigi  aligkanliklar ve harmonik olarak
6zalimlamayla Otekinin alimlamasi arasinda miimkiin
kilinabilecek beraber hareketlerle edinilen yenilikler; ve
bunlarin miimkiin tim kombinasyonlar1 kadar fazla agik
ve aciklayicilik seti mimkiin. Yine ayni sekilde, benim
yoksun birakmayla ifade etmeye c¢alistigima dahil
edilebilecek her sey, bu miimkiin agik ve agiklayicilik
setlerinin her biri i¢in baglangigcta o setin bir sekilde
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disarisina hareket gibi goriilebilecek, veya ilk bakista
karanlik/karartili  denilebilecek, iletisim  hissinde
kazanilmis ¢esitlilige denk gelen ve kullanilan aletle
kesfedilmis alanlar kadar renk kazanmig baska bir kuvvete
isaret ediyor. Serial Experiments: Lain’deki renkli
golgeler gibi. O incecik c¢izgiden sapmalarin
miimkiinligiine mevcut anlatida girip isleri karistirmadan
further study Onermek yerine, incecik ¢izginin
parcalanmis, tutmuyor goziikmesi pahasina yapilan her
hareket.

Bu iki kuvvet birbirine karsit degil. Durum ancak agik ve
aciklayiciligin  belli bir formunu iletisimin hissinde
sabitleyince boyle gibi gdziikiiyor. Bu yiizden, ozellikle
disarisina hareket gibi goriilebilecek veya ilk bakista
karanlik/karartili  denilebilecek diyorum. Bir agik ve
aciklayicilik setinin igerisindeki 6zalimlamayla 6tekinin
alimlamas1 arasinda yiriitiilebilecek beraber hareketler
dahilindeki yoksun birakiciliklar, bir seyleri daha kolay
anlagilabilir de kilabilirler. Kliselerin, tam da Kklise
olduklarindan, hazef c¢obanliginda, {iretenin iletisim
hissindeki aligkanliklar1 kullanarak siiriiyii yonlendirdigi
ancak opakea vardirmadigi patikalar olabilmesinde basta
konfigiirasyon eksikligi gibi goziiken seylerin tam da
temsil edilen nesneyi tattirabilen maksath saf agislara
alan saglamasi gibi. Yikli aletin kullaniminda ve
iretilenin alimlaniginda verdikleri ferahlik, acik ve
aciklayiciliga hizmet ettirilebilir. Bu da biraz, gelecege
yonelik olarak, iiretenin irettigi kitleye; hayalinde ve
0zalimlamasinda varolmaya baglayan alimlayicisina dair
yiirtittigii negatif psikoloji. O da bizi gérmeye ¢aligtyor.
Guattari’nin istilaci-mutant-alg-Trump’1, benim genis
kapsamda ekolojiye dair gegisken mevzuyu agikca
anlamamda  heniiz Guattari’nin  moda  mod
gorebileceginden de daha iyi bir 6rnek. Dortlii ayrimin
sonundaki Oznellestirme semiyotiginden agilan ilerisi
aciklanmamis mekan planlama sahasi gibi.

Diger yandan, aray1 tamamen siki tuttugunda ve organize
biitiinii meydana getirecek konu cemaatini yeteri kadar
kiigiik aldiginda hazeflere girecek bir yer kalmayacak
inancindaki yazin da kendi yoksun birakiciligiyla acik ve
aciklayici oluyor. Analitik bir tanim vermekten Gte bir
iddias1 olan bir seyi agik kilma tesebbiisleri, cogu zaman
acik kilinanin evcilce igerisinde ve vahsiliginden
disarisinda tutulan gidilebilecek yeni kapaliliklardan
kivrakga kacimmmakla miimkiinlesiyor. Opaklik: seytan
taglama.  Mevcut  konunun temsili  diizeyinde
tekillestirilmis sorunla girilen aydinlatma miicadelesi,
arenaya konulmus vahsi bir siirli hayvaninin, yardimsiz
kalan ferdiyle girilen geleneksel “Iste insan kazand.”
torenlerini ¢agristirtyor. Bir gelenegin yaklasimindan yola
cikarak  evvela  bagkalarimm da onu  benzer
sabitlemislikleriyle gosteriliyor. Seytan ii¢ kiitle olarak
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kiiciik(s), orta(m), biiyiik(l) (Cemre-i Ul4, Cemre-i Viista
ve Cemre-i Akabe) diye dizilmis degil; arenada doviisiilen
hayvan tek tutuldugu kafesinden a¢ susuz getirildi. Bir
miiddetligine karinimizi, her yandan usisiilisimiizii ve
muzaffer olmamiza engel her bizim icin kapatici hareketi
sabit, ancak torene dahil edilebilecegi olclide opak
aliyoruz. Herhangi bir kiiltlir yaratmakta son derece
onemli olsa da, acik ve aciklayicilik sahip oldugumuz
kuvvetlerden yalniz bir tanesi.

skok ok

Bu bahsettigim 6zgiirliik/sorumlulukla aydinlik/karanlig:
giincelleyerek daha rafine bir bakisa gitmek maksadiyla
asmaya calisalim—bu da benim opaklastirmam olsun.
Malum, tarihsel olarak da aydinlik/karanlik ikiligi
zamanla esnedi. Esnedik¢e de kuvveti artt1 ama igten ige
de tiikkenmeye bagladi. Hem de daha antik donemde. (yine
konfigiire etmeden birakacagim bir atifla) Antik felsefede
yokluga, karanliga nitelik kazandirma  biiyiik
projelerdendi. Mutlak yoklugu biraz daha kenara
birakarak nispi, olan seylerdeki degisimler veya olan
seyler hakkindaki siniflandirmalar iistiinden diistiniilen
yeni bir yokluga gidildi. Ikiligi esneten de biraz bu oldu.
Platon’un Sofist’ine bakilabilir. Bir seyin yoklugu. Yine
Aristoteles’in Fizik 1.7°de forma karsit olarak doganin iig
prensibinden biri olarak 6ne siirdiigii yoksunluga ve
hemen ardindan, bu kesfinin dogal siirecleri anlamakta
¢Ozecekleri Ustiinden gegtigi kutlamaya. Varliktan eksik
olan yerler, yoksun birakilmig yerler, hemen
beraberlerindekilerle anlam kazaniyor. Hem o yoksunluga
ickin hemenberaberindelik, yani ondan ¢ikabilecegin
¢ikmamishigi, hem de disinda ama hemenberaberinde
olanlar, yani organize edilmemis olarak kurgulu veya
edilebilecegi kadar edilmemis olan kisimlar, karanligi
karanlik degil; lisisen—en Onemlisi de tam oraya ait—
kara koyunlar yapiyor. Nispi yokluk veya yoksunluk
ontolojik dead-end degil. Varlik/yokluk yerine formla
yoksunluga veya belli bir diizenle o sekilde
diizenlenmemise denk geldigi dlciide aydinlikla karanlik,
ayni nesnenin igerisinde birbirlerinin fark edilmesini
saglayacak sekilde varyasyonlar olarak caligmaya
baslamigsa herhangi bir sey, bir otekinin yoklugu
olabileceginden bu ikilige en az bir diizey daha ekleniyor.
Ayrmin, dolayistyla da ontolojinin, kiiltiirelligi ortaya
cikiyor. “Bastan beridir de durum buymus. Biz fark
etmemisiz!” denilerek. Yani basta secilmis olan diismanin
ele alinisinda ¢ok daha kolay bir paradigma yiiriitiilmiis
oldugunu, heniiz yalniz en disarida bir sey-dahi-olmayan
hakkinda konusulmamasi gerektigi hakkinda
konusuldugunu selefleri adina itiraf ederek. Bir i¢ savasa
hazirlanarak.

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

Bundan sonraysa ya bu ikilikle diislinmeye calistigimiz
seyler, nispi olarak, bizim onlara yaklasisimizdan
kaynakli bir aydinlik/karanlikla aynistiriliyor ya da bu
ikiligi zeminlendiren, birinin Otekini yok edici
mahiyetinde ikisinin karsitligindan etkilenmeyen bir alt
diizey olmasiyla. iki sekilde de mevzubahis dtede ve
hakkinda konusulmazdan her seye dahil ve bizi kusatan,
her konugmada dislanmaya calisilan ancak bize iisiisene
cekiliyor. Bir nevi kiiltiir, bir kiiltiir oldugunun 6zbilincine
varlyor.

Her sekilde bir defa bagka bir diizeyde bu mutlak géziiken
ya o ya o islemeyecek oldugundan aydinlik ve/ya karanlik
olarak diisliniilemeyecek, aydinlik ve/ya karanligin
diisiiniilebilmesi iginse diigiiniilmesi veya postiile
edilmesi gereken bir tiglincii sey var. Miimkiinliik kosulu
olarak gozlemci ya da zeminden en az biri lazim. Bogluk
kara koyunlara doniismedi. Zira bosluk, bir eksiklik veya
ihmalden kaynakla dahi olsa olusmus degildi. Herhangi
bir konfigiirasyon, icerisinde konfigiire edilmemis yerler
veya beraberinde tasidigi nitelik kazanan gdlgeler
tasimiyor. Her konfiglirasyon ya ona yaklasildiginda,
aydinlik/karanlik paradigmasini uygulanabilir kilacak
aydinlik secilebilecek (bir sebeple o sekilde goziiken)
benzer seyler denebilecek kisimlardan; bir siireklilikten
ve onlar secildigi ve siireklilik goriildiigii gibi onlarin
eksikligi olarak goziikecek farkli veya onlardan eksik
kalan seylerdense yerler denmesi daha uygun kisimlardan
olusuyor ya da yaklasmaya gerek kalmadan
aynilik/farklilik zaten her seyin yer gibi baslayip
bazilarinin sey bazilarinin hala yer olarak diistiniilmeye
daha uygun oldugu kisimlardan olusmus. ilk hatta bir
sebeple aydinlik goziikenin kaynagini sabit ve mutlak
alirsak  kotii  Platoncular  oluruz. Hala o yone
gidilmeyebilinecek bir noktada tarihi takipten ¢ikalim.

skskoskosk

Soyle demistim: “Uretim de hic yoktan tekil bir var etme
gibiyse aydinlaticiligi kararticiligindan fazla gelmeli gibi.
Yine belirli bir iletimde bulunan veya sinmis sekilde bu
islemi biinyesinden ayiramayan iiretimden bahsediyorsak
da tagman bir aydinlik olacak.” Aydinlik/karanligin
getirilebilmesinin  gozlemci ve/ya zemin kaynakli
olusuyla iletisimin en azindan hissini tasiyan tiretimleri
tekrar ele alalim. Bu tiir iiretimler, analojik olarak, hem
zemini hem de sonradan gelen ama ayni zamanda
0zalimlama sayesinde c¢oktan gelmis olan, gozlemciyi
barindiriyor. Zaten bu yiizden iletisim olmayisinda dahi
alete sinmig bir iletisim hissi, bir sahne kuruldugu ve
seyircinin ¢oktan yerinde oturdugu hissi, yiiklii aletlerin
kullaniminda kendini hep devam ettiriyor. Simdi maalesef
diyalektik kullanacagiz.
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Zeminle baslayacak olursak Kkastettigim alimlayanin
ancak negatif psikolojiyle varmaya calistigi, her kurgunun
mimkiinliigiinden hususi bir {iretime geciste belirli bir
bicime sokulmus olan kurgusal baslangi¢. Yukarida
bahsedilen o6zgiirliigiin de imkan kosulu bu. Konu
edilecek nesnenin boyutu ile temsilin ve i¢inde kurulacak
baglantilarin ne kadar siki kurulabilir oldugunun degil; ne
sekilde operasyonlar yiiriitiilebilecek bir alanda (vahsi
hayvanin salindig1 arenadan ¢oban olarak ¢ikilan yabana)
tiriiniin sekillendirilebilecek oldugunun
belirlenimlerinden ilkinin geliyor olusu durumundan
bahsediyorum. Yani zeminden atilan ilk adimda gelen bir
kisit yok. O admmla ancak sonrakilere gelecek,
baglantilama ve neyin organizasyon sayilacagina dair
olan kisitlar var. Kurulabilecek herhangi bir zitliktan
kendisi etkilenmeyen, ancak kendisinin
sekillendirilmesiyle de temsilde miimkiin olan her zithig1
miimkiin kilan alt zemin, ortaya c¢ikan ilk figiirlere

karismaz.  Zeminden  bigimlenebilenler  aydinlik,
zeminden bicimlenmemis araliklar gibi anorganik
bi¢cimlenenler(!)se—yani hala yer demek uygun

diisenlerse—karanlik. Kurulacak sahnede bu ikisi
birbirine doniisebiliyor. Olusabilecek tiim bi¢imlerin
miimkiinat1 da her bigimin tekrar anorganik olana yikilip
zeminlesebilmesi (gercek bir zemine doniis degil—bir
daha kurgusal baslangictaki kadar zengin ve belirsiz,
kendiligi olmayan bir agiklik yok), sonra gerekli
stireglerle baska bir bigime ve ona nispi, bicimlenmemis
gibi bir seye bicimlenebilmesiyle miimkiin. Boyle bir
dogustan paradigma c¢ekince de verili olan bir
organizasyon dahilinde temsil edilecek bir 6lgli ve nispi
karanligin yoksunlukla beraber diisiiniiliisii sabit kaliyor.
Mevcut organizasyon, kendisinin islerligi icin bir seylerin
kendi disinda gibi ancak ona doniisebilecek bir sekilde
beraberinde tutulmasini gerektiriyor. Tekrardan zemine
doniis yok. Zemin gibi gosterilen yoksun seyler de
kurgulamanin  vazgegilmez pargalari. Iletisimin en
azindan hissini tasiyan iiretim, bu bakis1 uygulayarak,
miimkiin bir bi¢imlenme silsilesini anlar olarak, bir siire¢
icerisinde sabit alip onun diginda kalacaklar1 da
organizasyon eksikligi olarak gdsteren bir operasyon
oluyor. Operasyonun eksik oldugu alanlar, organizasyonu
sonradan gelecek icin anlagilabilir kilacak olan yeni
anlamdaki bir zemine doniisiiyor: anorganik yerler.

Her konfigiirasyon, her acik kilma bir seyleri anorganize
yerlere indirgiyor. Sahnenin disindan kulise, sahnenin
kendisine ve perdeye. Bunlar1 da tek tek belirlenmis
temsildeki eyleme dahil edip organize etmeye ¢aligsak ya
yeni yoksun birakmalar ortaya c¢ikacak ya da eger
gercekten her seyi organize, tek bir canl gibi konfigiire
etmek miimkiinse bu yone dogru atilan her organizasyon
adimiyla daha az cesitte organizasyon iiretilebilinecek,
siglasmis yoksunluklara ulasilacak. Ik zemin her seyin

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

tiretilebildigi bir yoksunluk hali gibiyken git gide bir yan
irlin olarak daha az potansiyele sahip yeni zeminler
iiretiliyor gibi.

Hakkinda en azindan iletisimin hissini tagiyan bir tiretim
yapilacak olan nesne tekil olarak zeminden ne sekilde
cikarilirsa kurulacak tiim baglantilar da o ¢ikariligtan
kerteriz alinarak kurgulanmak durumunda. Bunun
giivencesi de kurulabilir baglantilari miimkiin kilan
opaklastirilmis bir organizasyon silsilesinin gerektirdigi
yoksunlastirmalar. Heniiz niteliksiz olan zeminin ugsuz

zenginligi, tliketilemez  firiinler  ¢ikariciligindan.
Yoksunlukla giivence altina alinan ikinci zeminin
zenginligiyse her an dekordan aktorliige

cekilebilirliginden veya halihazirda &yle olusundan.
Ancak bu gii¢ her seyi konfigiire etmek i¢in kullanilirsa,
yoksunluk yakit olarak kullanildigindan sahne kiigiiliicek
ve ironik olarak temsilin kabiliyetini kullanmak i¢in
gereken alan da azalacak.

Bu modelle, tireten i¢in, zeminden ¢ikarttig1 bicimle gelen
yoksunluklari  maksathh ~ kullamisiyla  bahsettigim
ozgirlik/sorumluluk geliyor. Olay nesnenin netligi ve
iletim iistiinden bahsettigimiz modeldeki gibi apaydmnlik
aksettirmekten ziyade, yumusatilmis ikilikle, zeminden
bicimleniste karanligin da nitelik olarak disiiniilmesini
gerektiren bir 151k izlegi sunmak. Aydinlattikca belirli
kuvvetler azaliyor. Sahneyi yok etmemek veya cok
kiigiiltmemek adina belli bir zevkin, bir eyleme bi¢ciminin
gozetilmesi gerekiyor. Cilinkii elde yalnizca igerisinden
gereklilik edinen bir yap1 var: dekorun, sahnenin ne
oldugu hareket eden figiirii istenildigi gibi organize
etmekte nispeten hareketsiz ve anorganik gibi tutulanlarla
belirleniliyor. Bunun kapsam ve operasyonlari i¢in de bir
ilksel figiir veya ilksel figiirler var. Ancak figiir kapatici
olmaya da calismamali gibi. Bu yilizden ilk hareket
ettirilenle  baglayacak  sabitlenmis  operasyonlarin
farkindalig1 deger kazaniyor.

Gozlemciyle baslayacak olursak kastettigim daha énceki
alimlamadan tasinan bir organizasyon farkindaliginin
rehberligi veya eger miimkiinse ilk gbzlemden, ilk maruz
kalmadan baslayarak beraber goriilebilenlerin etkisiyle bir
seyleri aydinlikta iglemekle sabitlemek. (kendi roliinii
bagta fark etmeden ve yalnizca seyirci oldugunu sanarak)
Bir 151k izlegi varmis. Baktik¢a daha ¢ok gorecegim. Bu
sefer her ikilikten etkilenebilen, alimladiginda taraf
tutabilen ve zaten duyumsayabildigi taraf olunabilir
kutuplagsmalar kadar aydinlik/karanlik gorebilen—ikiligi
gorebildigi kadar da duyumsayan—daimi gozden
bahsediyoruz. Neyin sahne oldugunu neredeyse simultane
sezebiliyor; ancak dikkatini onun digina, anorganik olana
cekmekte  Ozgiir. Zira esasinda gordigi  sey
benzerlik/farkliliktan fazlas1 degil. Seyirci olgular yerine,
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ikinci zeminin hikayesine de odaklanabilir. Zeminden
cikisin taraflanabilmesi belli bir operasyon farkindaligi
gerektirdiginden aydinligin degeri de ancak bu goziin
Ozgiirligiilyle miimkiin. Fizyolojik olan {iriin—yani
dogumu organizasyonunun neligini belirleyen—ilk
figiiriinden baslanarak etkisiyle icerigini tanitryor. Ancak
hep reddedilebilir kalarak. Buradaki reddetme secenegi de
hem 6nceki izlenenlerden, kurulu olan kliselerden, hem de
gercek hata iddiasin1 tasiyabilecek sekilde {iriintin
hareketsiz tutulanla harmonik olmadigi, kurgunun igten
calismadig elestirisinin verilebilirliginden geliyor. Goziin
bu 6zgiirliigiinii bastirmak, dnceki, sert aydinlik/karanligi
ona dayatmak olur. G6z i¢in de her seyin organize olmasi
iyi degil. Uretimdeki 6zgiirliik/sorumluluk, zeminin bir
seylerlesmesinde bu sekil bir anlayiciyla karsilasmis ve
benzerlik kiimelerinin ig¢indeki baskinliklarla  bir
organizasyon yakalayabilmis olmasindan, yani ikna
edilebilir bir g6z olmasindan ileri geliyor. Ancak tekrar,
hicbir sey olmasa, agik ve aciklayici, didaktik bir oyun
izleyebilmesi ve oOgremmesi gerekeni Ogremmesi, yani
iiriine dahil edilerek bir toplum gibi organize edilebilmesi
dahi bir seylerin anorganize birakilisina bagl.

Simdi eger hem bu (ii) daima etkilenip taraf takinan, taraf
olup kiimelenme yakalayabilen ve dikkatini baska yone
cekme 6zglirliigiinii kendinde tasiyan goz; (i) hem de hic
etkilenmeyen, kendisinden her seyin ¢ikarilabilinecegi ve
ancak ondan bir sey ¢ikarildiginda sorumlulugu ¢ikaranin
cikardig1 iiriin ve yan frlinlerinin takibiyle alinmasi
gereken zemin, iletisim bazli iiretimde bir nevi kurucu ve
devam ettirici unsurlar gibi mevcutlar iddiasinda
bulunulursa aydinlik/karanlik, bir ayrim olarak, iki
yonden de bu figiincii seylerce—iiriiniin sabit halini
niteleyen kaba bir ayrimdan ziyade—iiretici\etkilenici
iletisimindeki  isletme mekanizmalarina dondsiiyor.
Ustelik is birliginde olmalilar. Aydimlik, mutlak
organizasyona yonelisi hususunda terbiye edilmeli. Yani
nesnenin iletiminde baskin olan aydinliksa iletisim
basarili karanlikta kalis fazlaysa da iletisim basarisizin
devri bitiyor. Onun yerine, sunmay1 sectigi 151k izleginde
zeminden ¢ikardigiyla iiretici, 6zalimlamayla bastan beri
mevcut, sonradan gelmemis olan, izleyiciyle bir uyum
yakalarsa basarili, bunu yakalayamazsa basarisiz oluyor.
Ureten, algiladig1 seyin nasil iletileceginde araya istedigi
kadar ilk bakista anorganik duran hareket alam
ekleyebilir. Eklememeye dair girebilecegi mutlak cabasi
ya cokca seyi digsarida birakacak akademik agik ve
aciklayiciliktaki ince yola ¢ikar ya da kendisinin
sahnelenmesindeki sahnesini, dekorunu tiiketen, tiim i¢
unsurlarin1 organize etmeye c¢alistigindan sahneleme
alanin1 kaybeden temsile doner.

[k bakista aydinliktan karanliga taviz gibi duran seyler,
iletisimdeki Ozgiirliikleri kullanmay1 sectigi baglamlar
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dahilinde {iiretenin ancak kurgusunun sectigi figiirlerine
duymay1 tercih ettigi ve kendi tanimlayacagi saygisi
dahilinde okunabilecek hazefler veya ikinci zeminler.
Burada bu bahse baglarken dedigim gibi aydinlik/karanlik
ikiligi zamanla esnedi. Esnedikce de kuvveti artti1 ama
icten ice de tiikkenmeye bagladi. Bu anlattigim héliyle bu
ikilige giiclinii kaybettiren ne? Neden yoksunluga,
yokluga, karanliga nitelik kazandirma  projesi
aydinlik/karanlik ikiligini icten ice tiiketiyor? Ciinkii
karanligin niteliklerini fark edip belli bir 151k izlegindeki
anorganik, bigimsiz gibi bigimlenen seyler olarak
diisiinmek hald yoksunlugun ve bir eylem olarak yoksun
birakmanin kuvvetini anlayabilecegimiz bir paradigma
sunmuyor. Bunun sebebi bu ikiligin en esnetilmis
versiyonuyla bile kurucu unsuru olan gérme duyusunun,
organizasyonu zeminden fizyoloji vasitasiyla goriingiiye
varilan bir doniisiimde izlemekten fazlasini yapmaya
caligsa da pek yapamiyor olmasi. Aydinligin
niteliklenmeyle iligkisi acik olsa da nitelik kazanan
aydinlik olmayanin niteliklerini gézle gormeye ¢alisinca
hep mistik tavizlerden bahseder gibi oluyoruz. Oysa ikinci
zeminin, hazeflerin, karinimizin ve aydinlikla varilan
gormenin destekeisi bir kontrast kaynagina indirgenmis
olan karanligin niteliklerinden bahsedeceksek gormeden
bagka seylerden konusmaliyiz. Diyalektigin sikintisi bu.
Zenginlestirilse ve devirici bir karsi dominasyondan
bahsetmeyi biraksa dahi bariz bir dominasyona alan
tantyacak bir istiinliik paradigmatik ve tekil olarak i¢kin
kaldikc¢a ezilmis olanin 6zneligini, kiymeti fark edilmemis
olan unsuru savunmak, sefkate, rekognisyona ve tam
tamimlanamayan akiskan kiymetlere bagli kaliyor.
Politopik, transversal, transdiiktif—adina ne derseniz—
diisinmenin  tekil  bir alamin  igerisinde  zit
almabileceklerin, karsilastirma igeren, sentezi ana hareket
unsuru kabul eden yontemden daha iyi calistigi konu,
farkli degerlendirme unsurlariyla bir seylerin ayni anda
giizel bir iglerlikle beraber dokunulabilir kilinmasini
miimkiin saymasi. Bir tarafi digerinin bariz {istiin oldugu
bir paradigmanin igerisinde paradigmay1 esnetme liitfuyla
infantalize etmeden.

skkkok

Hazefler goriinmez varliklar. Gorme ve gostermede
kalarak yoksun birakiciligi agiklamakta kullanabildigim
analojiler tiyatro iistiinden oldu. Dekor, sahnenin zemini,
dekorsuz kisimlar, perde, sahnenin dis1 ve kulis. Temsilin
zeminini, ikinci zemini, daha ¢ok dekora ve daha ¢ok
aktore  doniistirmek, yoksun birakmanin  sahip
olabilecegi, anorganik kalisindan ediniyor gibi goziiktiigi
kuvvetlerini azaltarak aslinda temsilin izletildigi alan1 da
kiigiiltiyor demistim. Ancak bunun neden iyi bir
degerlendirme olmadigi su an agiktir umarim. Zemin
dokunsal bir sey. Kulis sahneye ses olarak geliyor.
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Disarisi izlence olarak oyundan bagka bir ifade ¢oklugu:
oOksiiriilen, yanmimizdakilerle sikis sikis; birbirimizin
kokusunu, tenini, terini yakindan hissettigimiz bir yer.
Her sey izlencenin hiikiimranligma c¢ekilince dikkati
dagitan tiim bu diger duyusal alanlara ve mesela seyirci
arasindan begendigimiz birini kesmekteki gibi ayni
duyuda yer alan alanlara sterilize edici sinirlar gekiliyor.
Seyircinin oldugu yerde 1sik kapali—gerci
gorilintliniin tekil

egemenligi yine
kazanamiyor; salon,
arkada oturup

yiyisebildigimiz

bir yere

doniisiiyor. Sahne

perdelerle  Oriilii.
Zemin  dekorlanarak
gorlintiisel ~ bir  seye
donistiirilityor.  Her  sey

gorilingii dahilinde aktorlesirse niye temsilin
sahnelendigi alan kiigiilmiis olur simdi daha
agiktir  herhalde.  Tekil bir izlekte
organizasyon arttik¢a dikkati dagitacak alan
azaliyor, dogru, ama yapilabilecek seylerin

de alami azaltiliyor. Cok dayatilirsa da

aksine daha da fazla yoksunluk alani

cikiyor: bkz. ince yol. Yoksunlugu 1s1ksiz kalan
yerler gibi degil de diger duyulara hitap etmeye
devam edebildigi ve ana semiyotik dahilinde anorganize
kaldig1 miiddetce yonsiiz, daginik goriildiigii ama aslinda
kendi dalgasinda bagka ifadeler oldugu seklinde yeniden
formiilize edelim:

Fragman kalmis olmak yazidan devamliligini aliyor.
Aralara yasamdan, o zamana dair hayal ve
spekiilasyonlarimizdan, anokronik arzularimizdan her bir
sey girebilir. Tuta tuta veren metin, verilecegi vermedikce
biz bir seyler kuruyoruz. Temsili hikayeleri alip bambagka
baglamlara sokuyoruz: kole efendi kole efendi kole
efendi. Miitesabih anlatim mezhep savaslarin1 dogurdu.
Tekil anlam zorlayan her yazar haleflerine tahmin
edemeyecegi okullar kurdurdu. Bilerek yapilan yanliglart
fark edince bir sonraki gece utaniyoruz: tecahiil-i arif
yarast sonradan cikan hin bir silah. Sokrates yash ve
cahil(!). Bir devirde sdylenemeyecek fikirler zayif karsi
cikiglarla diisman durulan rakipler gibi verildi. Kag cilt
tensel hazzin her tiirii anlatilan kitap yazilip, insanlar
fenaliga siiriiklenip son cilt bunlarin hepsi haram, gercek
olan ilahi ask denildi. Iktidar kanallar1 suglamalar1 “iddia
ediliyor” diyene kadar yarim saat siraliyor. Sorulan
sorular cevaplardan uzun yasiyor. Muglak kavramlar kati
kavramlardan daha c¢ok bagra basiliyor. Yabancilagsma
Besiktas’ta kac kafe acgtirdi. Apofati spiritiiel ablalari, ama
ayn1 zamanda kesisleri ve hayalperestleri; kritik felsefe
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Israil sempatizan1 Habermas’1 dogurdu. Kimse 6biiriinden
daha iyi degil. Deleuze’iin bilmeden siktiklarini agip
arastirlp bir sirii sey Ogrendik. Veya ogrenmedik.
Bogazi¢i’'nin dergisi diye bilerek bir siirii terimin
Ingilizce’sini  kullandim. Bazi atiflart  cevirmeden
biraktim. Anlamak diinyayla olan iliskinin... dedi Ulus
Baker. Sevmedigim hocalarimin yetersizligi benim
felsefeye olan sevgimi artirdi. Aristoteles’in aporiai’
klasik mekanige vardirdi. Veya vardirmadi.
Ayrimini 6miir boyu kullananlarm ayrimlarim
kimse daha samimi bulmadi. TACENDA:
sOylenmeden birakilmasi daha iyi olan seyler
demekmis. Konu ben de c¢ok degistirdim:
buraya kadar okuttumsa size tesekkiirii
borg¢ bilirim. Bu arada bence de deminki
aydmlik/karanlik kismini ¢ok uzattim.
Muglak atiflar kullanildi. Yar1 opak
diinyalar tamamiyla bitmislerin
aksine hayal kurduruyor. Fan
fiction’lar, OVA’lar, Wattpad
hikayeleri muhafazakar evlerin
icine  manifestolardan,  Biiyiik
Adorno’lardan daha ¢ok ozgiirlikk
getirdi. Heidegger ve Nietzsche
Antik  Yunanca  kelimeleri
kafalarina gore yorumluyor ama
Antik  Yunanca Ogrenmeye
onlar sevk etti: Menn veya Ross degil.
Furkan Akderin’in tistimdeki emegi fiim
o yetkin ¢evirmenlerden daha c¢ok. Kendini paylagsmak
giizeldir. Metin niye beni yansitmasin ki? Instagram
hesabim: @sencerov. Al isimizi elimizden almayacaksa
bu biz kendimize has yoksun birakma bigimleri
buldugumuzdan olacak. Filozoflar diinyayr yalnizca
cesitli bicimlerde anlamaya calisti; oysa mevzu onu
degistirmektir! Nesemizi de calamazlar ya!? Iste 20
maddemiz. ****

beni

Son boliim. Sabitlemek ve diizenli yapilar kurmak karst
oldugum bir sey kesinlikle degil. Yaptigimsa diizenli
yapilardan sapma degil. Yukarida kendisiyle kafamda
gerceklesen kavgalart paylastigim antik uzmaninin
yazilarini  okudugumda inanilmaz bir hayranlik
hissetmistim. Urettigi makaleler, iyi calisan motorlarin
veya insanin bir seyleri tekillestirerek esyada yaratabildigi
maksatl organizasyonlarin kagitta islenmis ifadesi gibi. O
bu yaptiginin 6zgiirliik i¢in yapilamayacagim diisiiniiyor,
olsun. Ancak olay su ki o adamin 30 yil ugrasip da
kimsenin izlemedigi, 4 yilda bir TRTde bir 6glen vakti
karsimiza ¢ikan ve kendine sponsor bulamayan olimpik
sporlardaki yetkin atletler gibi islerlik kazandirdig:
organizasyon, pek ¢ok kisinin yaklasamadigi halde
yapabilirmis gibi veya yapiryormus gibi taklit ettigi bir
iretim formu. Neylerden yoksun birakarak o acik ve
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aciklayiciligin tiretilebilecegini o kadar iyi biliyor ki o!
Pek cok insansa o mazbut iiretimin yoksun birakicilik
kismmin farkinda olmadigindan agiklaya aciklaya
gittiginde o paradigma dahilinde ne kadar zayif ve her
yerinden saldiriya acgik bir iiriin ortaya koydugunu fark
etmiyor. Pek cok sporda gosterilen birkag saniyelik
performanslar, viicudun kullanilan kismi diginda kalan her
uzvunun sabitlenmesiyle, valsalva manevrasiyla alinan
nefesin dahi igten saglanan bir sikilikla viicudu siki
tutmaya hizmet etmeye zorlanmasiyla, giyilen kiyafet ve
kullanilan araglarla siirtiinmeyi gereken yerlerden artirip
gereken yerlerden azaltmakla, on binlerce kez ayni
hareketi tekrarla viicudun tiim o organizasyona karsi olan
egilimlerini marjinalize edip zayiflik olarak iistiine gidip
yok etmekle; ortam 1sisinin, zeminin, tiiketilmis gidanin,
viicudun tiim avantaj ve dezavantaj getirecek
hormonlarinin optimize edilmesiyle milkemmel bi¢cimde
ifha ediliyor. Kiiltiirii olusturan pek ¢ok farkli baglamda
kendi bedenlerimiz de dahil esyaya yiikleyebildigimiz
tekillestirici gorevlerdir. Bunlar ekseninde de iirettigimiz
optimizasyon. Yazilimdan tipta kullanilan tedavi
tekniklerine, miizikten mimariye, halk oyunlarindan
mithendislige kiiltiirii teskil eden her nevi teknik alan i¢in
bu gegerli. Her seyimizde de teknik var gibi bir sey.
Disiplin: faktorleri istenildigi gibi tutmak. Mevcut tiim
ifadeye, etkilenime veya tek seferde yapilamayacak
seylere izin vermekle iiretim olmaz. Akademik disiplinler
de faktorleri istedigi gibi tutarak parametrelerini ve
iglerliklerini insa ediyor. Bu baglamda opaklasabilen her
sey bir seylerin saydamligiyla saglanan dolayimlarda
mimkiinlesiyor. Normal ve devrimsel siireglere, bir
seyleri  anlamlandirmakta  kullanilan ~ devamsizlik
modellerine yakinsamakta acele etmemek gerek. Normal
denilenin saglanmasi daha az ucguk bir devamlilik
dongiisiinde gerceklesmiyor. fyi normal son derece
anormal. Ucgakta yol alirken sipsiradan bir ugusta arada
tiim teknigi unutup da bir kutu ve maymundan hallice
varligimizla veya en normal gilinlerimizdeki tiim kiiltiirel
yapilarla bir an evrende ne kadar kiigiik bir yerde bir
seyler yarattigimizi diislinmeye baslaymca Patatras!
geliyor. Napiyoruz boyle? Yine en siradist seyler de
iistiine diisiiniince gayet beklendik. Ayni1 anda diinyanin
elli farkli yerinde bir anda ayni sigrama. Tek tek tam da
bdyle olurdu dedirten kan donduran radikal olaylar.
Sadece ¢okca ifade var. Normativite getireceksek olaya
bir seylerin hakkim vermekten yanasmaliyiz gibi.
Normalin ne kadar zor oldugunu hatirlayarak ve
hatirlatarak. Kiiltiirel teknik {iriinlerde bize alisildik gelen
pek cok diretme siireci istenileni bozabilecek bircok
unsuru her seferinde sabitlemekle, pek ¢ok seyden yoksun
birakmakla tekrar edilir hale getiriliyor. Iletisimsel

0 Ahmet Hamdi Tanpnar, Saatleri Ayarlama Enstitiisii
(Istanbul: Dergéah Yayinlari, 2017), 9.

OKURU YOKSUN BIRAKMAYA NE HAKKINIZ VAR?

tiretimde veya iletisimin hissinden ayrilamayan {iretimde
de kullanilan ara¢ veya aletler kullanilageliste bir
seylerden yoksun birakicilikla; bir seyleri
saydamlastirarak unutturmaktan, istenmeyen her bir
cizikten kacinmaktan, yiizeyin; istline konulanin tam
istenildigi gibi olmasi ic¢in disarida birakilanlardan,
disarida tutulan fikir ve uygulamalardan besleniyor. En az
yaratilan kadar, opak kadar yaratilmayan ve saydamdan.
Aleti kullandik¢a daha fazla saydamlastirma bulunuyor.
Bu da aslinda elde edilen tekilliklerin gelistikce tekillikten
cikartilabilmesi, basta o liretim bigiminin geligmesi adina
cok daha sabit tutulmaktan zamanla ¢oklastirmaya
vardirilmasi veya bagka tekniklerle birlestirilerek yeni
kiiltiirel {irtinler liretmeye imkan saglar hale evrilmesiyle
ilgili. Bu yazida oraya buraya gitsek de nihayetinde zevke
ve hissettirmeye dahil bir kiiltiirel alandan, felsefi
yazindan bahsettik. Umarim. Bu alan da bir kiiltiirel
teknik icerisinde 6zalimlamayla baglayan iletisim temelli
bir tiretim pratigi. Temsilinin yetkinligi parazitsiz mesaj
iletmeye indirgenemeyecek bir alan. Evet, bazi filozoflar
acik ve aciklayici degildir. Ag¢ik ve acgiklayicilik tek
oncelik veya tek yetkinlik modu degil. Derdini agik
verebilmek de yine temsilde yoksun birakicilikla gelen bir
meziyet. Felsefede ele alinmaya galisilan higbir mesele
kolay halledilebilir degil. Mesele okuru yoksun
birakmamak degil; neler yapabileceginin farkinda, tiim
inceligimizi takinarak ve normal olandan sapmak i¢in
degil, bilakis belki de normale yarasir olmak i¢in
elimizdeki aletin giizelliklerini fark ederek kullanmak.
Birilerine sevdirmek. Bu noktada verilen samimi bir
emek, alana saygisini korudugu miiddetce zaten birgok
maksatli yoksun birakiciligi biinyesinde barindiracak.
Olmadigin bir sey gibi davrandiginda fark edilmeyecegini
sanmak, bilmedigini Ortbas edebilecegini sanmak, en
jenerigi; klise olan1 bunu yaptigim1 fark etmeden tekrar,
isimizin  kurguyla; temsille c¢alistigin1  yadsimak,
denemenin ve sahsi dertlerin getirdiklerinin paylagsmaya
deger olmadigini diisiinmek, hiilasa farkinda olmadan
yiizeysel kalarak alete saygisizlik yapmak sikinti. Davasi
olan, onu bunu deneyen insana giinah yazilmamali. lyisini
yapmakta ugrasabilmeli. Maksatsiz gerceklestirilen
mucizeler varsa bile ne ydnlerden yoksun biraktigini
diisiinmek belli bir liretimde bulunan herkes i¢in iyi. Yani
ben iyi olur diye diisiindiim. Hayri Irdal’m Van
Humbert’le olan imtihan1 dahilinde dedigi gibi:
““[DJervis¢esine tavirlarimiz ve laubaliyane, hatta
tiryakice ahvalimiz” bizi kurtardi Biz kendi
alemimizde yasayan insanlariz! Her seyimiz kendimize
goredir.”%
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EPISTEMOLOGY OF COMPLEX SYSTEMS

An Interaction-based Model of Epistemology of Complex Systems

Abstract — Complex systems are physical systems
whose full structure and dynamics are difficult or
impossible to derive from the dynamics of the
constituents. Since complex systems are ubiquitous in
our world, attempts at understanding their nature will
depend significantly on understanding complex systems.
Assuming that complex systems are fully physical
constructions, [ propose that they are to be analyzed and
known about via a framework of physical interactions.
As such, in the model established in this paper,
epistemological concepts such as information and
knowledge are established as physical concepts, closely
dependent on physical interactions and system dynamics.
The kinds of interaction that allow acquisition of
information about a complex system and the physical
changes required to retain memory of such knowledge
are discussed non-technically but in reference to
established technical literature. Subsequently, various
challenges and limitations on physical information
transfer and memory are discussed in the context of
epistemological construction of causality of complex
systems. Such limitations impose contextual restrictions
on the causal picture a given physical system can have of
another system. Thus, the concluding argument of this
paper is that, even if the ontology of a complex system is
complete and reductively physical, obtaining a full
causal picture of this ontology may be (and almost
always is) physically impossible. Therefore, any study of
such a complex system is forced to be based on an
incomplete causal picture, resulting in epistemologically
emergent phenomena.

' Robert B. Northrop, Introduction to Complexity and Complex
Systems (CRC Press, 2011), 2.

2 Herbert Goldstein, John L. Safko, and Charles P. Poole,
Classical Mechanics, 3rd ed. (Pearson Education Limited,
2014), 5

Sarp Kargi

Bogazici University, Physics

1. Introduction

1.1. Systems and Complex Systems
Before anything else, we should establish what systems
and complex systems are, as well as introduce a few
important concepts this work will revolve around.

We may define systems as collections or wholes
formed by a plurality of entities and their relations and/or
interactions.! At the simplest physical construction, a
physical system will be formed by a collection of particles
taken to be elementary that are related by their physical
interactions (denoted by forces or potentials equivalently)
that depend on their spatial configurations.? This simple
collection of interacting particles is an easy to work with
abstraction that is key in physics, and will also inform the
understanding of causality and causal interaction dynamics
that I will establish later in this paper. However, naturally,
this simple picture only applies to a very small subset of
actual physical and relational systems; rather, most
systems in the real world are made up by such a vast
number of objects and relations that even if they could be
ontologically made up by such simple physical elements, it
would be functionally impossible to describe them in those
terms.’> We are required to describe such systems using
terms from different physical scales and semantic
constructions, leading to the distinction of complex
systems.

What, then, are complex systems? The exact
definitions are disputed* and largely depend on the context
a particular system is studied. However, for our purposes,
we can call a system “complex” when: i) the system has
many components and high degree of
connectivity/interaction between the components and ii)

3 Of course, sheer number of elements and relations are not the
only reasons for complexity in systems; for further examples and
discussions, see Ernesto Estrada, “What is a Complex System,
After All?”, Foundations of Science, no. 29 (2024): 1143-1170.
4 Estrada, “What is a Complex System, After Al1?”, 1143-1146.
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those relations or the overall congregation of relations are
non-linear and the analysis of the system is highly non-
trivial.> While many definitions of complex systems
include so-called “novel” behaviour that is not predicted
by the configuration of its components,® the
philosophical commitments in this paper will lead us to
an ontologically reducible picture that allows for an
(ideal)  analytical match between lower-level
configurations and higher-scale behaviour of such
systems. I will develop a rudimentary, classical
understanding of such a causal structure emerging from
the lower-level configuration of a complex system’
throughout Section 2.

Even so, how can we relate this configurational
picture at the ontologically lowest level with the variety
of behaviours at higher levels that seem to be described
by a vastly different set of explanatory terms?® The
answer is far from simple and determined, and this very
paper is simply a very small stone to add to the vast
scientific and philosophical complex that is operating on
this problématique.’ The direction that I do point to here,
however, comes from two sets of considerations.

The first is the set of background assumptions about
the ontology of our world (and therefore of complex
systems) that I find the most agreeable. These
assumptions are that: components and constructions of
complex systems at different ontological/relational levels
are integrated mechanistically and fully (mechanism),
that a picture of the most elementary components and full
account of their dynamics and relations form a causally
complete picture (ontological reductionism),'® that these
dynamics and relations are explained by the physical
constructs studied within physics (physicalism), and
finally that this configurational picture refers to a system
that is ontologically real and this ontology can be
discovered via scientific endeavours (scientific realism).
These will be explored further shortly.

The second set of considerations comprises the main
technical set of arguments in this paper, concerning how

5 Northrop, Introduction to Complexity and Complex Systems,
2-3; Estrada, “What is a Complex System, After All?”, 1143-
1146.

¢ Estrada, “What is a Complex System, After All?”, 1143-
1146.

7 Throughout the rest of this article, “complex system” and
“physical system” were used interchangably; within the
premises of this article, all complex systems are strictly
included in the concept of physical systems.

8 David Chalmers, “Strong and Weak Emergence.” In The Re-
Emergence of Emergence: The Emergentist Hypothesis from
Science to Religion, ed. Philip Clayton and Paul Davies
(Oxford University Press, 2008), 244-254.
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a real physical system can be analyzed and learned about.
In Sections 3 and 4, we will be concerned with the physical
mechanisms and interactions that constitute and constrict
transfer of information from and to a complex system. In
Section 5, then, I will lay out a very early version of a
theoretical framework that constructs concepts of
epistemology overall from these physical forms of
information and knowledge. Allow me this spoiler: we will
see that these physical mechanisms have certain
constrictions that, if they indeed constitute epistemology
overall, would impose such limitations on knowledge for
all systems and agents that make the perception of
emergent (rather than analytically reducible) behaviour of
observed systems not only natural'! but actually necessary.

1.2. Mechanisms and the Mechanistic
Approach

The most important assumption for this paper will be that
complex systems are comprised of mechanisms that link
the dynamics of the system at different scales causally via
“mechanistic inter-level integration”.'? Integrating various
scales or causal levels of a complex system together is
necessary to be able to make inferences for the overall
dynamical/causal structure from physically limited
(Sections 3 and 4) observations and, conversely, for this
structure to be responsible for the observations we will
explore. If the aforementioned scales or levels were not
mechanistically integrated, there would be no reason
whatsoever for limited observations to have anything to do
with an “actual structure” of the relevant system; we would
thus be stuck in “anything goes” and would fundamentally
need to rely on only piecing together observational
information strictly empirically, rendering essentially all
theorization I will go through in this paper moot.

What, then, are mechanisms? For the purposes of this
paper, I will take Glennan’s “minimal mechanism”
definition as a reference point: “A mechanism for a
phenomenon consists of entities (or parts) whose activities
and interactions are organized so as to be responsible for

° For an ensemble of works on complex systems and physical
information, see Wojciech H. Zurek, ed. Complexity, Entropy
and the Physics of Information (Westview Press, 1990).

10 Jaegwon Kim, “The myth of nonreductive materialism.” In
Supervenience and Mind: Selected Philosophical Essays
(Cambridge University Press, 1993), 265-284.

' Mark Bedau, “Weak Emergence,” Noiis 31, no. s11 (1997):
375-399.

12 Yunus Sahin, Radicalizing the radical: towards a radically
externalist biology of cognition (Bogazici University, 2025), 39-
52.
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the phenomenon.”? This definition has a minimum of
assumptions and restrictions on what a mechanism can
be'* and thus it is a good starting point for further
arguments on mechanisms; indeed, [ will depart from this
with further background assumptions and constraints on
what [ take to be relevant causal mechanisms for
complex systems. For now, however, I do not wish to
muddy the waters too much by lingering in such
arguments; as long as the causal characterization of the
mechanisms we will study integrate causal dynamics at
different physical scales or conceptual levels together,'
I believe that will suffice to formulate at least some
alternate forms of my main claims.'®

1.3. Background Assumptions

Alongside the crucial assumption of complex systems
being mechanistic constructions that I explained above,
there are three further and related philosophical
assumptions/concepts that [ will rely on for the particular
model explored in this paper.

The first of these is physicalism. 1 take physicalism
to be the claim that all systems, processes, events etc. are
supervenient on physical constructions (physical
dynamics and substances, etc.)!” as theorized and
described by the scientific field of physics. Therefore, the
complex systems considered here are all physical
constructs whose components must obey the laws of
physics; still, with this criterion alone causal dynamics
not described by physical laws that nonetheless avoid
violating them are possible.'®

This brings us to the next assumption: ontological
reduction. This assumption posits that all the physical
and causal construction and dynamics of a system is

13 Stuart Glennan, The New Mechanical Philosophy (Oxford
University Press, 2017), 17

14 Glennan, New Mechanical Philosophy, 17-18.

15 Carl F. Craver, Explaining the Brain: Mechanisms and the
Mosaic Unity of Neuroscience (Oxford University Press,
2007), 170-195

16 For a more in-depth introduction to mechanisms, New
Mechanism and their relevance to causal explanations, see
Sahin, Radicalizing the radical, 37-52

17 Jaegwon Kim, “Making Sense of Emergence,”
Philosophical Studies 95 (1999): 3-36; Olivier Sartenaer,
“Sixteen Years Later: Making Sense of Emergence (Again),”
Journal for General Philosophy of Science 47, no.1 (2016):
86-89. Physicalism is often taken to be equivalent to
materialism; indeed, Kim describes rather a materialist
supervenience. However, Sartenaer argues for subtle
differences between the two; here I will adhere to Sartenaer’s
slightly stricter criteria of physicalism to ensure the validity
of the physical principles I make use of.
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entirely constituted by the full dynamics of the system’s
components, and therefore the causal dynamics of the
entire system are equivalent to the dynamics of the
components’® while taking their configurations into
account within the dynamics.?® With this further
constriction, the causal accounts of systems are closed and
causal factors not included in the full physical account are
disallowed.?! While a non-reductive mechanistic and
physicalist account would nonetheless allow the discussion
of physical limitations of observation to come, reduction
grants us the possibility of working on and comparing
phenomena with a complete picture of a causal basis. Note
the distinction I made of onfological reduction rather than
an explanatory reduction;?? indeed, the arguments in
Sections 3 and 4 will render a complete explanatory
reduction impossible in principle.

Lastly, I commit to a sense of scientific realism where
the physical picture of systems I refer to throughout is
based on a mind-independent reality that can (with
limitations, see Section 5 and Conclusion) be explored
through scientific work.?® Of course, it is plausible that
mechanistic, scientific constructions as made in science are
possible without commitment to realism.>* Nonetheless,
for our present purposes, I believe sticking with an external
reality we can point to and empirically learn from* will
serve to maintain metaphysical simplicity and clarity.

2. Causal Structure of

Systems

Complex

2.1. Classical Causality

Before delving into emergence and emergent complex
behaviour, it will be useful to review a rudimentary picture
of physicalism; namely how fundamental physical parts

18 Sartenaer, “Making Sense of Emergence (Again),” 86-89.

19 Kim, “Making Sense of Emergence,” 3-36.

20 Some accounts of reduction(ism) do not fully take the
spatiotemporal configurations of components into account; see
Brian P. McLaughlin, “The Rise and Fall of British
Emergentism,” in Emergence or Reduction?: Prospects of
Nonreductive Physicalism, ed. Angsar Beckermann, Hans Flohr
and Jaegwon Kim (New York: De Gruyter, 1992), 49-92.
However, a physically complete account of causality
necessitates spatiotemporal configuration due to the
dependencies of interactions; see Goldstein et al., Classical
Mechanics, 5-12.

21 Kim, “Myth of nonreductive materialism,” 265-284.

22 Bedau, “Weak Emergence,” 377-379.

23 Peter Godfrey-Smith, Theory and Reality (The University of
Chicago Press, 2003), 173-180.

24 Sahin, Radicalizing the radical, 52-55

25 Godfrey-Smith, Theory and Reality, 173-180.
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and mechanisms interact to constitute and govern the
behaviour of higher scale systems. The current physical
picture of a sufficiently fundamental basis can be traced
to the Standard Model of particle physics.?® The Standard
Model (hereafter SM) is sufficiently fundamental in the
sense that pretty much all of the higher-scale scientific
framework can in principle be established from SM;
while it leaves out some fundamental theoretical work
(such as a full account of the equally strong General
Relativity and deeper ontological discussions within
quantum field theories), these are currently expected to
have minimal to no bearing on higher-scale
phenomena®’. A quantum field theory which posits the
existence of quantum mechanical particles as particular
excitations of associated physical fields; these particles
causally interact via fields of fundamental force whose
excitations can also be expressed as particles called
“force carriers”. SM and the mathematical framework
behind it is a most wondrous and extremely complicated
puzzle and I am, naturally, omitting almost all details that
make it so. Most importantly, however, SM establishes
two fundamental aspects of the physical work that we
will require in our account of causality: substantial
particles and their behavioural markers, and mechanistic,
causal interactions®® that determine® the time evolution
of particle behaviour. Having established this
fundamental basis I will, for present purposes, disregard
difficulties with quantum mechanical ontology: the
causal bases [ will discuss from now on will arise from a
semiclassical account that assumes physical behaviour at
the relevant scale (i.e. classical limit) is sufficiently
classical and can be ontologically constructed from the
SM scale.*®

2.2. Causal Bases

Now, let us establish a rudimentary sense of a causal
base; A causal base of a system S, I define, is the
ensemble of microstructural elements (C;, C,, ... C,) (at
its reductive extreme, material particles), their

26 David J. Griffiths, Introduction to Elementary Particles
(Wiley-VCH, 2004), 46-49.

2T However, for some counterarguments see Mark H.
Bickhard and Donald T. Campbell, “Emergence,” in
Downward Causation: Minds, Bodies and Matter, ed. Peter
B. Andersen et al. (Aarhus University Press, 2000), 322-349.
28 These interactions are local and are limited by the speed of
light; therefore they are compatible with the temporal
implications of Special Relativity.

2 Although some properties of quantum mechanical particles
are indeterminate due to superposition of wavefunction
solutions, the mechanical evolution of the wavefunction itself
is well-defined; see John S. Townsend, A Modern Approach
to Quantum Mechanics (University Science Books, 2000),
93-96.
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fundamental interactions that inform the internal state and
properties of this system, and all possible interactions of
these microstructural elements with any eligible
elements/systems outside S. Generally, the causal base of a
system isolated from external interactions could be
represented with a certain mathematical function F that
encapsulates all internal dynamics. Then, if our system S
came into contact with any elements/systems JX;, the causal
interaction between S could be characterized as G(S, X)),
while the interaction between the elements (C;, Cs, ... Cy)
and Xi would be
G(F(Cy, Cy, ... Cy), Xi). The reductive physicalist claim,
then, would be twofold:

a) For any construction of system S and
outside element(s) X,
G(S, X)) = G(F(C;, C,, ... Cy), Xi). Namely, all
causal influence exerted by S is equal to the
influence of its causal base (reduction).

b) For physical system/elements S and X,
their causal bases are also physical. These two
claims together form the Causal Closure
Principle.’!

Then, assuming a classical mechanical physical ontology,
we could establish the internal dynamics of $* from
fundamental particles®® with the following formula:

n

Ve = Z V(C,C))

i<j
where V(C;, C;) denotes the potential generated by the
interactions between two particles C; and C;, while Vs is
the total internal potential that governs the internal
dynamics of the system. Then the interactions between S
and X; would be pr0V1ded by:3

Vine = Zv(a.c)@v(

i<j

with claim a) baked in. It is expected that any ensemble of
systems can be in principle deconstructed to such a

30 For further discussion on the classical limit of quantum
mechanics see John T. Bruer, “The Classical Limit of Quantum
Theory,” Synthese 50 (1982), 167-212.

3 Kim, “Myth of nonreductive materialism,” 280.

32 Goldstein et al., Classical Mechanics, 10-11: In physics it is
often much more practical to define and use the potential
between particles; they can be constructed elementarily from
interaction forces.

33 Griffiths, Elementary Particles, 143-184: While quantum
mechanical particles obey some different physical principles,
potentials can still be constructed from causal interactions to
then determine the mechanical dynamics of the system.

3 For simplicity, this expression only shows interactions with
singular external elements X;. However, with the ontology
assumed here, interactions with systems of (Xj, ...) can be
constructed elementarily.
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configuration of fundamental particles, though with
careful definitions and distinctions of systems, causal
bases represented by (sub)systems rather than
fundamental particles can be similarly constructed,;
indeed, this will almost always be the case for work on
macroscopic systems, and the field of statistical
mechanics provides rigorous methods for working with
ensembles of systems.>’

Of course, the above formulation of causality takes great
inspiration from other formulations in philosophy?®® and I
have attempted to portray my view in a form comparable
to these prior formulations. The systems defined above
are mereologically supervenient’’ to their physical
constituents (C;, C, ... C,), though importantly the
particular physical properties of these constituents and
the total causal base F(C;, Cs, ... C,) may depend quite
sensitively on internal and external relations. While I
have relied on a physical sense of causality defined by
interactions, I do not expect much difficulty in translating
the physical language into a philosophical ensemble of
properties and causal powers of constituents with given
properties.*®

2.3. Emergence Through Causal Bases

A behaviour M(S) or interaction G(S, X;) of a system S
can be said to be emergent if this behaviour cannot be
explained and (in principle) predicted/deduced from an
established account of a lower level physical basis (i.e.
causal base).* Broadly, emergence is divided into two
general categories.** Weak emergence occurs when the
higher level system is fully supervenient on the lower
level causal base and in principle all of the system’s
causality is constituted by the causal base, however this
behaviour is either “unexpected” from the lower level
causal account (albeit deducible in principle),*' or while
the full predictive mechanisms of the causal base cannot
be derived, the behaviour can be explained via simulation
or analogy.* Strong emergence, on the other hand,
implies behaviour that is ontologically incompatible with
mereological supervenience on a causal base which is
constructed by an ensemble of microphysical
constituents and pairwise interactions.** Therefore,

35 Tony Guénault, Statistical Physics, 2nd ed. (Springer
Dordrecht, 1995), 132-136.

36 Kim, “Making Sense of Emergence,” 13-18; Bedau, “Weak
Emergence,” 375-379.

37 Kim, “Making Sense of Emergence,” 7.

38 Kim, “Making Sense of Emergence,” 13-18.

39 Chalmers, “Strong and Weak Emergence,” 244-254.

40 This is the popular account, though there are different ways
to understand and define types of emergence. For an
interesting and in-depth taxonomy, see Sartenaer, “Making
Sense of Emergence (Again),” 86-89.
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strongly emergent behaviour allows for genuinely novel
behaviour and theoretical construction that in principle
cannot be made to agree with our current physical
accounts, even if the system is determined to be of entirely
material nature. Based on this, accounts of strong
emergence are touted to potentially solve some problems
of difficulty to science such as the hard problem of
consciousness.*

For the purposes of this paper, I will take “emergent
behaviour” to refer to various types of disagreement
between a system’s observed account of its causal base as
inferred from its behaviour and its actual®* causal
construction.

As we defined above, from a reductively physicalist
viewpoint, we expect
S=F(C, C,, ... Cy) and G(S, X)) = G(F(Cy, C,, ... Cp), X)).
Now, let us explore some possible discrepancies in these
accounts.

A) S = F(D) (or no material/causal base
whatsoever), where D is a microphysical
constituent set partly or entirely different from (C;,
G, ... Cy).

1.  This could be an utter rejection of
mereological supervenience, and thus of
substance monism. The system, then,
would be at least partly constituted of
“substance” that is wholly incompatible
with the physicalist account.

2. This could occur due to an
inaccuracy in the account regarding the
definition, boundaries etc. of the system.
The system could be constituted of
microphysical elements that have been
missed or misidentified in the observation
process.

B) S = FC/, C7, C.)), where S is
constituted by the expected microphysical
constituent set and the causal relations can be
defined as usual, however there is a discrepancy
between the established account of the properties of

41 Chalmers, “Strong and Weak Emergence,”, 244-254.

42 Bedau, “Weak Emergence,” 377-379.

431 believe complex constructions of pairwise interactions are
to be included in the ‘compositional forces’ of British
Emergentists; see McLaughlin, “British Emergentism,” 39-41.
4 Chalmers, “Strong and Weak Emergence,” 244-254; Joseph
Levine, “Materialism and Qualia: The Explanatory Gap,”
Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 64, no. 4 (1983), 354-361.

4 As informed by my reductively physicalist and realist
commitments for the present work.
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these constituents and their actual, current
properties/states/behaviour.

1. The constituents may have been
altered through the construction of the
system S itself, exemplifying downward
causation.*® I believe this account is very
similar to  Samuel  Alexander’s
emergence account’’ which argues that
the causal powers/interactions of

microphysical constituents are
conditional on the full construction of the
system.

2. The constituents may have been
altered by physical interactions with
internal and external elements that were
unexpected, either through theoretical
gaps in the construction of the system or
limitations in the observation of the
system.

C) § = F(C, G, C,), where the
microphysical base of the system and the
properties of the constituents are as expected,
however the full account of causal interactions is
different than what a more fundamental theory
would inform us.

1. The system configuration may
contribute/bring about causal
mechanisms/behaviour different than the
microphysical laws that govern the
ensemble of constituents. This account
causes a blatant breach of the causal
closure principle since there are multiple
mechanisms that compete for causal
power over the ensemble of constituents.

2. The system may have properties
incompatible with the causal Dbase
account that, nonetheless, have no causal
influence on the system’s behaviour or
external interactions; the emergent
properties are entirely epiphenomenal.*®

3. The mechanisms that govern the
totality of causal interactions for a given

systematic  configuration may be
different from what contemporary
theoretical  accounts  inform  us.

Regardless of the ontological status of the

46 Kim, “Making Sense of Emergence,” 19.

47 Carl Gillett, “Samuel Alexander’s Emergentism: Or,
Higher Causation for Physicalists,” Synthese 153 (2006), 261-
296.

48 Chalmers, “Strong and Weak Emergence,” 244-254.
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system and its mechanisms, this is quite
often the case in science with numerous
theoretical gaps in how systems at different
scales, configurations etc. work as
determined by more fundamental
mechanisms.
These accounts and explanations for emergent phenomena
can roughly be divided into two categories, in accordance
with the popular account described at the start of this
section: All, B.1 and C.1 describe
phenomena/interpretations of phenomena that put the
ontological reality of the system in dispute with what
should be in accordance with a physicalist ontology. A.2,
B.2 and C.3 on the other hand concern rather the causal
account of the system, rather than its ontological status.
Correspondingly we could define two types of emergence:
Ontological/Strong Emergence and Epistemological/Weak
Emergence.®’

The metaphysical commitments I described in Section
1.3 eliminate the ontological possibilities of emergence;
therefore, I commit to the idea that the “emergence” of
behaviour has to do with theoretical accounts of causal
structure that do not reflect reality. In the following two
sections, we will explore physical methods and limitations
of observing and obtaining information on physical
systems which then are used to construct theoretical causal
accounts; we will get a glimpse of how the physical nature
of these observations will naturally give rise to the types of
disagreements we discussed above. The core argument of
this paper, then, will be to flip the reductionist script on its
head and say that epistemologically emergent behaviour is
physically necessary.

3. Interaction and Information

Acquisition

In the previous section, I have laid out a general
rudimentary model of how a complex system is
constructed from the causal dynamics of microphysical
constituents that come together in the necessary
spatiotemporal relations. That model is an idealized picture
of the causal construction of the system; it naturally
assumes theoretical knowledge of everything there is about
that system. Philosophically such ideal knowledge is
represented by the concept of Laplace’s demon®® which has
the ability to know all physical processes and dynamics.

49 C.2 is the odd one out since the ontological status of
epiphenomenality is a subject of question.

30 Pierre-Simon Laplace, 4 Philosophical Essay on
Probabilities (John Wiley & Sons, 1902), 4.
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However, that unfortunately is not at all how physical
beings can learn about other physical beings.

Now, say you have a complex system you are in the
process of observing. How could you go about
understanding its causal dynamics, as modelled
previously? There are various physical methods by
which you could probe the system from outside,’! which
will yield some macroscopic and even microscopic
information about the system, yet you would be very
unlikely to be able to probe all constituents to their full
detail which would result in A type discrepancies.
Alternatively, you could consider systematically
dismantling these constituents to the point that you have
a fairly accurate idea about the set of microphysical
constituents; the process of dismantling, however, would
involve breaking the causal relations between the
constituents (such as breaking apart chemical bonds) and
forcibly taking the constituents out of their dynamical
contexts (such as stopping oscillatory processes) so we
lose information about the dynamics and causal relations
(B and C type discrepancies). A further alternative could
be to refrain from invasive probing and instead to
evaluate the system functionally®® by considering how
the system behaves given particular, systematically-
changed background conditions and environmental
inputs. Even though such methods would preserve the
nature and macroscopic dynamics of the system, your
causal information would be limited to your sensitivity
in controlling the environmental factors and reading the
output behaviour, and overall you could only rely on
your current expectations of behavioural output; your
ability to predict the behaviour of the system is again
limited by B and C type discrepancies. Naturally, the best
way to go about analyzing a complex system will be to
use appropriate combinations of such methods
summarized above, though even through improvements,
discrepancies due to physical limitations of observation
are to be fundamentally expected.

Throughout this section, we will be exploring some
of the fundamental physical principles that limit physical
observations, with a few practical examples examined
superficially. Due to spatiotemporal limitations, these
examinations will be light in technical detail or
justification; the references to be provided allow for

3! Leon Brillouin, Science and Information Theory, 2nd ed.
(Dover Publications, 1962), 202-228.

52 Janet Levin, “Functionalism,” The Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy (Summer 2023 Edition),
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2023/entries/functional
ism/

33 Norman S. Nise, Control Systems Engineering, Tth ed.
(John Wiley & Sons, 2015), 2-3.
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further such study. Importantly, in this section, the
aforementioned “observations” will be received and
evaluated by an ideal “observer” that will run into no
trouble or limitations; instead, the observational
information provided will be limited ad hoc. In the next
section, we will turn our focus on physical “observers” that
will have their own limitations.

3.1. Physical Theory of Information
Before we move on to observations and their limitations,
we should develop a minimal understanding of how
“information” is to be expressed in physical terms.
Although the observational information we discuss in this
paper is applied very generally in the context of the causal
picture I established in Section 2 (and for now is limited to
mostly physical considerations), any further considerations
and applications to other epistemological concepts will
require this link.

Our contemporary understanding of “information” as
utilized in modern studies is based on Claude Shannon’s
seminal paper “A  Mathematical Theory of
Communication”.>* In the paper, Shannon defines the basic
units of information in terms of discrete “bits” and
establishes acquisition, transmission and computation of
information as stochastic processes. ‘“Meaningful”
information, then, is understood as particular constraints on
these stochastic processes such that a limited section from
(the phase space of) all possibilities of the state of the
information source is acceptable. This constraining, then,
is measured in terms of “Shannon Entropy™ that is
directly inspired from the equivalent concept from
statistical mechanics.®® This equivalence of concepts of
phase space and entropy lays the path to evaluate
Shannon’s concept of information in a physical manner, as
first technically established by Jaynes®’ and further
developed by, among many others, Brillouin.>®

Statistical mechanics informs us that the entropy, i.e.
how determinate the current state of a system is based on
its macrophysical constraints, is based on the thermal
properties of the system, and importantly it will tend to
increase in time under unchanging constraints due to
thermal  fluctuations  (the  Second Law  of

>4 Claude E. Shannon, “A Mathematical Theory of
Communication,” Bell System Technical Journal 27, no. 3
(1948), 379-423.

55 Shannon, “Mathematical Theory of Communication,” 393-
398.

36 Edwin T. Jaynes, “Information Theory and Statistical
Mechanics,” Phys. Rev. 106, no. 4 (1957), 620-630.

57 Jaynes, “Information Theory,” 620-630.

38 Brillouin, Science and Information Theory, 152-162.
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Thermodynamics).> Therefore, the  more
strictly/particularly you want to determine the
thermodynamic state of a system, the stricter you need to
constrain it i.e. the more precise your various
macrophysical constraints or measurements need to be.
Brillouin establishes this with the “negentropy principle
of information”:% having more information about a
system is to decrease the entropy of it (in terms of our
theoretical construction of the system). Due to
thermodynamic considerations, including the dynamical
necessities of any functions you would want to observe
of a particular system, the entropy can only be decreased
so much — establishing a thermodynamic limitation on
information.

In this paper I will not yet establish a clear and in-
depth relation between the ‘“causal bases/causal
dynamics” picture in Section 2 and the “states” described
above; however, as my picture of causal dynamics is to
be based on a physicalist understanding, a close such
relation is to be assumed: my picture will need to
conform to statistical mechanical considerations if it is to
hold any weight.

3.2. Physical Scales, Resolution and
Limitations

I alluded to some general thermodynamic limitations on
information above; now, to serve as examples, I shall
focus on a few specific physical limitations on observing
a complex system. I will do this via considering three
types of physical scales: spatial, temporal and energetic.

Spatial: The dynamics of a complex system are
closely dependent on the spatial structure/configurations
its constituents take. Therefore, knowledge of any
complex system involves knowledge of its spatial
properties: its location in space, volume, surface and
boundaries, internal structure, and so on. The spatial
knowledge that one system (“observer”) can obtain about
another system (“object”) is limited by the nature of the
two systems and their interactions, as elaborated below.

One limitation is the spatial resolution at which the
“observer” system can process the space where the
“subject” is placed. Consider that the “observer” can
distinguish spatial details at a, say, millimeter scale,

9 Guénault, Statistical Physics, 20-21.

60 Brillouin, Science and Information Theory, 152-162.

61 Assuming the “object” system itself is not smaller than the
“observer’s” resolution.

62 While opacity is typically associated with visible light, the

concept can be generalized to different types of interaction.
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which roughly means that all of space within a radius of ~1
mm is treated as the same location. If, then, some structural
properties of the “object” is significantly finer than the
“observer’s” resolution (such as the pits of a CD, or the
molecule placements in a crystal lattice), then the
“observer” cannot know about these particular properties.
Similarly, if some spatial properties of the “object” are too
large compared to scales accessible to the “observer”, these
properties too remain impossible to observe. Importantly,
however, the “observer” will still obtain structural
knowledge about the “object™! at the scale of its
resolution: one system may be able to observe only the
rectangular frame and full size of a table, whereas another
may be able to observe the wood fibers yet not the larger
frame. Additionally, a system may have the capacity to
(have subsystems that) interact at multiple/a range of
spatial scales; in that case, knowledge of the “object” at
multiple scales is possible if the “observer” has a
“memory” mechanism that can effectively combine the
knowledge of multiple scales (this will be detailed further
in Section 4.3)

Another type of limitation is whether the “object”
system’s physical properties allow sufficient interactions
for a particular structural property to be observed. The
internal structure of a completely opaque® system may be
impossible to observe, while the surface details of a
completely translucent material will be hard to distinguish.

Temporal: The dynamics of a complex system also
depend on the temporal scale at which particular changes
and oscillations take place. A dynamical event in an
“object” system corresponds to a variation of the
configuration and properties® of microconstituents, across
a given time interval, in a particular way. This variation can
then be represented as a trajectory in the phase space of the
system and shown on a phase diagram.%*

Similar to its spatial resolution in observing, an
“observer” system also has a temporal resolution: the
“observer” will register variations in its environment
(including the “object” system) at a particular scale which
determines its “temporal resolution”; events that take place
in a shorter time interval than this resolution cannot be
distinguished while events that take longer require
operation at a longer temporal resolution i.e. “memory”
(see Section 4.3).

63 Including spatial structure and configuration, energy of
microconstituents, interactions and bonds, etc.

% For more on phase/state spaces and phase diagrams, see
Ralph H. Abraham and Christopher D. Shaw, Dynamics. The
Geometry of Behavior (Addison-Wesley Publishing Company,
1992), 15-30.
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Let’s consider how the temporal resolution of the
“observer” would affect its knowledge of a dynamical
event of the “object”. Recall the event depicted in Fig. 1;
if the “observer” has a temporal resolution of A¢ (and has
sufficient memory for the complete interval of the event),
then the “observer” can obtain information on the event
once in each 4t interval.® Therefore, for the “observer”
the state of the “object” is determined only at the
endpoints of these intervals of 4¢ which constrains the
phase space trajectory only at these points (meaning the
state of the “object” between these points is
indeterminate).

It is also possible that the “memory” of the
“observer” system is inadequate for the full duration of
the event, meaning that the “observer” can only obtain
knowledge on a part of the event and not the fuller
picture.

Information/knowledge as discussed in this section is
to be taken as the interaction between the “observer” and
the “object” systems that induces a particular and
significant change in the dynamical properties of the
“observer”. For this change, affected by the given event
of the “object”, to be significant in the “observer”
system, it needs to match the temporal scale of the
“observer”.

Energetic: The interactions that occur between the
systems are exchanges of energy,” therefore the
interactions affect the energetic processes of both
systems. As the interactions that enable information also
affect the systems, it is in essence “impossible” to obtain
“objective” information on any system concerning its
dynamics without the “interference” of the interactions,
nor is it possible for there to be an agent that obtains any
information without itself changing into a new system.
Thus, the interactions that enable information also affect
the very nature of the “reference” of this information.

If a particular dynamical event induces interactions
that are energetically too weak, there are two particular
effects that prevent the “observer” from distinguishing it:
the interactions may be either too energetically similar to
the thermal fluctuations of the “object” system and
therefore be indistinguishable from random thermal
processes®’ or be too weak to induce significant change
in the “observer” system’s dynamics (detailed in Section
4.1).

8 Disregarding other temporal factors, such as the delay
involved in interactions, for demonstrative purposes.

% Goldstein et al., Classical Mechanics, 9; Griffiths,
Elementary Particles, 50-55; 87-93.

7 Guénault, Statistical Physics, 3-4.
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Conversely, if the dynamical event causes very strong
interactions, this may affect the dynamics of either system
too greatly, up to the point of “destroying” the systems.

As these interactions can work both ways, it is also possible
for the “observer” to induce a dynamical event in the
“object” in order to probe it; such energetic exchanges
work with the same principle in that if the energy induced
is too low observing distinct events is impossible, while if
the energy induced is too high the dynamics of either
system may be altered too greatly. Certainly the best way
to understand a system’s configuration would be to take it
apart bit by bit, but would that be the same system at all
that is being measured?

Finally, it is important to note that these different
scales are certainly not as distinct/orthogonal as described
here; this separation is depicted only for explanatory ease.

3.3. Scales and Patterns

As discussed in the previous section, an “object” physical
system and its dynamical events are interpreted differently
depending on the different physical scales and interactive
possibilities of the “observer”. These different
interpretations will result in different conclusions on the
causal makeup of the “object” as described in Section 2.3:
let us call these various causal interpretations “patterns”
which Dennett deftly describes in his article “Real
Patterns”.®® Dennett sets out to explain patterns over the
example of Conway’s “Game of Life” where pixels on a
screen may switch on or off at every time step, according
to a given algorithm that depends on the current state of a
pixel’s neighbours.

Even though all events in the Game of Life depend
only on the “microscopic” rules of each single pixel at
single time steps, these give life to different
patterns/systems at larger spatial and temporal scales;
depending on how “closely” you look you would see
entirely different kinds of events play out (such as an
“eater” “eating” a “glider”)® with their own apparent
causalities.” Therefore, even if the dynamical events in a
set of systems occur according only to microphysical
relations between microconstituents, the scale at which
these events are observed will play a significant role on
how they are “perceived”.

% Daniel C. Dennett, “Real Patterns,” The Journal of
Philosophy 88, no. 1 (1991), 27-51.

% Dennett, “Real Patterns,” 39.

70 Dennett, “Real Patterns,” 39: Each level “has its own
language”.
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Again, the central argument of this paper is that,
since any complex systems that “observe” other systems
via physical interactions are physically limited in this
capacity (Sections 3.1 and 3.2), the complete set of
microphysical events are inaccessible to observation and
instead the “observer” only has access to limited scales
of space, time and energetics. This fundamental sense of
limitations, then, necessitates that the “observer” can
only construct incomplete causal makeups of the systems
it observes as emergent “patterns”. Therefore, not only is
explanatory emergence occurs for physical systems, by
the limitations of physics, it is fundamentally
necessary.”!

4. Physical Memory and Learning

As we discussed in Section 3.2, physical systems are
limited at what scales they can interact with and obtain
information about other systems, and I alluded to the
necessity of a mechanism of “memory” to access
information across multiple scales. In this section, we
will explore how such a mechanism can be roughly
established in terms of physical laws and microscopic
dynamics.

4.1. Systems and Stability

A mechanism for memory requires that the dynamical
properties of the “observer” that correspond to the
information gained (approximately) hold for as long as
the memory is needed. These properties can be structural,
energetic, oscillatory etc. and correspond to particular
variations in how the system exists and interacts with its
environment after corresponding information is
obtained. In the most general sense, memory can be said
to be preserved of an interaction (and therefore of an
“object” system) when subsequent interactions of the
“observer” system 1is significantly altered by this
particular interaction compared to if this interaction had
never occurred.

For our purposes, stability is the measure of how
little a particular structural or dynamical property of a
system changes in time. Typically, in dynamical systems
theory stability (of a fixed point/closed trajectory) is
defined as the behaviour of a system when its state is in
a fixed point or a closed trajectory and a small

! Dennett, “Real Patterns,” 27-51: The philosophical
premises in this article (Section 1.3) lead to ontological
interpretations different than Dennett’s in “Real Patterns”.
Nonetheless, Dennett’s demonstration of perceptional
limitations and emergent patterns is exemplary and well
worth the read.

2 Steven H. Strogatz, Nonlinear Dynamics and Chaos, 2nd
ed. (CRC Press, 2015), 18-21.
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perturbation is applied to it;’* due to the thermodynamic
properties of the real physical systems we are dealing with,
we can assume that such perturbations are constantly
present. Therefore, the system can never remain exactly in
a fixed point or closed trajectory, only approximately.
Therefore, here stability applies more generally to the
approximate state/property considered and how fast the
system’s actual state diverges from it. Therefore, when the
relevant dynamical property of the “observer” system
remains close” to its resultant state that had come about
after interaction with the “object” state, we can say that
memory holds approximately.

Due to thermal fluctuations, the state of a system varies
constantly and such variations will, over time, tend to bring
the system to a state of maximum entropy (due to the
Second Law of Thermodynamics)’ where the system has
maximal symmetry of phases allowed by its macrostate.
This maximum entropy state is the terminal point for al/l
possible states and dynamical properties of the system, and
therefore this final state is independent of past interactions
(i.e. irreversible”). Therefore, if the time scale for which
the memory holds is to be larger than the scale at which
thermal fluctuations bring the system to irreversibility,
additional interactions that bring the system closer to the
“memory state” again are needed; I propose this as the
physical basis for “reinforcement of memory”.

Conversely, the energetics of a singular interaction
may be insufficient to retain its memory, and thus
repetition of interactions may be necessary. In addition,
repeated interactions with the same “object” system but at
different spatial or temporal scales may result in an
ensemble of dynamical properties that each correspond to
a memory; these processes themselves may interact in
complex ways to bring a complex of memories to effect.
While we have so far investigated simple interactions and
singular changes to a system’s state, in Sections 5.1 and 5.3
we will discuss physical possibilities concerning such
complexes of memories that have the potential to pave way
to more complex aspects of epistemology.

On the other hand, these subsequent interactions may
also “interfere” with the memory if they are not in such a
way as to directly “reinforce” it. Even disregarding thermal
fluctuations and increasing entropy, events that an

73 The measure of this “closeness” depends on how subsequent
interactions and dynamics are altered based on variation to the
resultant state of the dynamical property.

74 Guénault, Statistical Physics, 114-115.

7> Wassim M. Haddad, Vijay S. Chellaboina, and Sergey G.
Nersesov, “Time-reversal symmetry, Poincaré recurrence,
irreversibility, and the entropic arrow of time: From mechanics
to system thermodynamics,” Nonlinear Analysis: Real World
Applications 9, no. 2 (2008), 250-271.
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“observer” system encounters may alter or potentially
“destroy” a memory until reinforcement. As we will
discuss in the following section, the physical system
necessarily has a limited capacity for memory.

4.2. Thermodynamic Limitations of
Memory

The configurations (i.e. states) the properties of a
system’s microconstituents can be in are limited by the
thermodynamic conditions imposed on the system that
stem from the complete dynamics of the system-
environment complex.’”® These conditions are called the
“macrostate” of the system while the possible
configurations the microconstituents can take under
these conditions are called “microstates”.”” The
macrostate conditions enforce that the number/volume’®
of microstates that the system can be in is finite and

strictly less/smaller than the entirety of the phase space.

All microstates that can correspond to complexes of
memories need to exist within this limited subsection of
the entire phase space. As described earlier, a “memory”
corresponds to a particular neighbourhood of a
microstate that a particular interaction between the
“observer” and “object” systems impose on the
“observer” system. Then, in principle, it can be said that
the smaller this neighbourhood is, the stronger the
imposition of this interaction was and thus the stronger
its signification since there is a smaller phase space of
possible environmental events that could have caused
this particular imposition; the phase space of states the
“object” is possibly in is smaller, therefore there is “more
information” on the “object”.

By this metric, more information about an “object”
system corresponds to being restricted to a smaller phase
space of microstates. We can extend this concept to
multiple “object” systems and indeed the “observer”
system’s environment in general by treating all of the
environment as a single, massive “complex system” by
itself. Overall, then, the more information an “observer”
system has, the smaller the phase space it can exist in
must be.

76 At its conceptual extreme, the entire physical Universe.

77 Guénault, Statistical Physics, 2-3.

8 The variables that distinguish microstates can be discrete
(such as electron spin) or continuous (such as the momenta of
free gas particles). Microstates distinguished entirely by
discrete variables will be delimited discretely and be
countable while microstates distinguished entirely by
continuous variables will take finite volume in the phase
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Then, the entropy of the system can be defined based
on this volume such that it tends to zero for a single point
in the phase space and monotonically grows as the volume
increases’” (and thus the system can occupy more of the
phase space); more information (of other systems) obtained
by the “observer” system requires the “observer” to have
less entropy: we have therefore recreated Shannon’s
conceptual relation of entropy and information.*® The
thermodynamic laws involving entropy®! thus apply to
information: the entropy of the “observer” system
increases in isolation due to thermal fluctuations, therefore
further interactions are necessary to keep entropy low and
“retain” information.

Additionally, since the “observer” system was limited
to a finite portion of the phase space to begin with, and
information is quantifiable as interactions that reduce
entropy, the system has a limited “reserve of entropy” that
can be thus reduced by information: as the available phase
space approaches zero, the system cannot be restricted
further significantly and therefore further interactions have
negligible effect i.e. no further information can be gained.
For more memory capacity, either the further interactions
must be energetic enough to significantly change the
“observer” system’s macrostate and thus “expand” its
phase space into higher energy states (which is still limited
since i) the environment also has limited energy and ii)
these energetic interactions may destroy the system as
discussed in Section 3.2), or the system must grow less
restricted i.e. “forget” some of its memory.

By both the interaction possibilities with other
(“object”) systems, and its own thermodynamic capacities,
the “observer” system can obtain fundamentally limited
information about 1its environment. Therefore, the
epistemological description a system has of its
environment is fundamentally different than the full
ontological, causal basis: descriptive discrepancies
(introduced in Section 2.3) of the types A.2, B.2 or C.3 are
unavoidable.

4.3. Resolution and Scales of Memory

As discussed in Section 3.2, particular interactions between
“observer” and “object” systems are limited in scale and
informational possibilities; therefore, interactions at

space, delimited by a surface in the phase space, and be
uncountable. Microstates that have both types of variables will
be in separated “pockets” of volume in the phase space.

7 Kerson Huang, Statistical Mechanics, 2nd ed. (John Wiley &
Sons, 1987), 73-79.

80 Shannon, “Mathematical Theory of Communication,” 393-
398.

81 Guénault, Statistical Physics, 10-11; 22-23.
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multiple scales are necessary for a fuller picture.
“Bringing together” these interactions requires the
memory mechanism described in the previous section,
which adds together the information from successive
interactions.

The memory framework established previously
explains each instance of information obtained as a
further restriction in the “observer” system’s phase space
of microstates. While this kind of reductive explanation
is appropriate for the “genesis” of memory from physical
dynamics and thermodynamic properties, continuing on
to explain scales and patterns of information with the
same framework is quite difficult and foreign, and most
importantly requires much deeper technical exploration
of physical concepts than this article aims for. Therefore,
I will use a conceptual trick and model each instance of
interaction as if they inform different (functional)
“observer” systems, and these “observers” can then go
on to interact with and inform a hypothetical (and ideal)
“meta” system which represents the information effected
by the internal dynamics of the system via internal
interactions of constituents.

Thus, the “meta” system has full access to all the
information the functional subsystems have obtained and
can add them together to establish a description of the
“object” system depending on the totality of information.
For the “meta” system, there are then multiple parallel
layers of “patterns” of the “object” system that each
describe a different basis of causality. Whether the
information effected by each “observer” subsystem to the
“meta” system is additive or destructive determines
whether the patterns are perceived as compatible or
incompatible; the resultant combination of patterns is
then established as the combination that “maximises
compatibility” and comprises the “meta” system’s
description of the causal basis of the “object” system.
Naturally there is no actual “meta” system that “selects
for maximum compatibility” and this is rather the result
of the physical events.

Of course, this concept of a “meta” system either
(when it is ideal) introduces ad-hoc a sense of
normativity that is not intrinsic to the reductively
physicalist ontology adhered to in this article, or (when
physical) falls into the homunculus paradox®* where
epistemology of physical systems must be explained by
inclusion of a physical system whose epistemological
capabilities must be assumed® (i.e. “begging the

82 Anthony J. P. Kenny, “The Homunculus Fallacy,” in
Interpretations of Life and Mind: Essays Around the Problem
of Reduction, ed. Marjorie Grene (Humanities Press, 1971),
65-74.
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question”). Please rest assured that [ only intend to use such
a concept as an explanatory model for pedagogical
purposes, and fully intend to adhere to the ontological and
philosophical ~ premises established  previously.
Nonetheless, this difficulty of reductive explanation and
potential gaps in a full theoretical account are
discomforting, and certainly warrant further investigation
in the future.

5. Physical Framework of Epistemology

So far we have set down a reductively physical account of
ontology and causal bases, established information as a
physical concept, explored the conditions and limitations
of information in terms of physical interactions between
systems, and conceived of a mechanism we called
“memory” which served to combine information across
different physical scales. Now, it is time to go ahead and
actually attempt to construct a theory of “epistemology.”

5.1. Memory Formation and Recall via
Dynamics

The “genesis” and stability of memory were explained in
Section 4.1. The concept of “recall/remembering”,
however, is somewhat trickier. Without a sense of
normativity and reference intrinsic to the ontology, how is
a system to determine what and when to “remember”; to
distinguish between particular memories; to demarcate
particular “object” systems; to evaluate whether the
memory is ‘“accurate” or ‘“‘erroneous”? At the most
fundamental level where consideration is given purely to
microconstituents and their elementary interactions, these
tasks cannot be meaningfully completed; how, then, can
we talk about these concepts within our reductively
physical framework?

My position is that indeed, these concepts do not and
cannot exist at the fundamental level of microconstituents;
a hypothetical “Laplace’s Demon”®* would have
absolutely no use for memories, accuracy, demarcation,
delimitation. However as we discussed at length earlier,
real physical systems are not afforded the privilege of a
complete understanding of causality like Laplace’s Demon
is; it just so happens that we human beings who author,
read, consider, critique this article are physical systems as
well.?> Therefore, all these phenomena must somehow
epistemologically emerge from the physical dynamics of
the systems involved; the task is to pave the way to
understanding how.

8 «“Who watches the watchers?”

8 Laplace, Essay on Probabilities, 4.

85 Adhering to the reductively physical ontological framework,
of course.
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Earlier, we considered hypothetical “meta systems”
as explanatory devices; a “meta” system would integrate
the information from all interactions of a system into a
single description of the causal basis of the system’s
environment. The “meta” system is virtual: ontologically
we only have the microconstituents of the original system
interact with their environment and each other. The
totality of these interactions comprise the system’s total
information; at the conceptual level that we are now
theoretically engaging with this system, this totality of
dynamics “appear” (Section 3.3) such that we can
describe it as if such a hypothetical “meta” system
emerges epistemologically.

If (the dynamics of the system are in a way that) the
“meta” system “interacts” with a subsystem
corresponding to a particular memory, we treat this as a
recall of it. In this case, the “accuracy” of memory is the
correspondence between the “meta” system-subsystem
interaction and the actual causal dynamics of the
subsystem. As the subsystems continually interact with
each other, memories continually affect each other and
the phenomena we described in Section 4.1 occur.
Finally, delimitation of memories/demarcation of
“object” systems occurs depending on how independent
the different sets of “meta” system-subsystem
interactions are.®

Although we have now obtained a framework for
how and when recall occurs as well as the accuracy of
particular memories, we are still missing mechanisms for
the “selection” of memories, reference to pre-established
information, and importantly prediction based on this
reference. At this step, we need to consider systems of
increasing complexity such that we can obtain emergent
descriptions of multiple “meta” systems (at the centre of
clusters of subsystems) that themselves interact, such
that at a higher level of description®” we see the
emergence of a new “meta” system dealing with the
previous level of “meta” systems, and so on.®® Then it is
possible that the complex system consists of subsystems
at various levels whose dynamics operate at different
physical scales: subsystems that obtain information at
millimeter or meter scales, subsystems that integrate
events happening over seconds or hours, etc.

86 Complete independence/orthogonality of these sets is
impossible as we have defined the “meta” system over the
interdependence of the sets; nonetheless, we can treat it as a
(for current purposes qualitative) gradient.

87 Invoking mechanistic levels; see Glennan, New Mechanical
Philosophy, 17-18.

EPISTEMOLOGY OF COMPLEX SYSTEMS

Therefore, as “recall” consists of the interactions of
subsystems relevant to the physical events and “objects”
recalled, yet other subsystems can evaluate the spatial and
temporal references of these events by their spatiotemporal
relations to the “relevant subsystems”. Particular dynamics
at a higher level can induce internal interactions that
engage a limited section of memory subsystems such that
particular memories are “selected” and even “selectively
reinforced”. Finally, there may be some very complex
dynamics where a “meta” system deals with a set of
perturbations of a set of memories across a time scale,
where each perturbation leads to an “alternative
perception” of that set of memories: the resultant dynamics
of this complex system can be called “prediction”.

Finally, we are ready to define concepts of
“knowledge” and ‘“perception” for a complex system.
Knowledge of a physical object or event is the total effect
of the interactions between the complex system and the
object/event on the overall dynamics of the complex
system. Perception of a physical object or event then
follows as any subsequent interaction with the object/event
that is informed by the complex system’s knowledge. Note
that ontologically, this is exactly equivalent to our
definition of information: Information that fully takes the
dynamics of both systems and their interactions into
account translates directly into perception.

5.2. “Reality” of
Knowledge

Perception and

Now, let us turn our attention back to the concept of
“perceptual errors”. The framework of physical
information and perception established previously features
necessary discrepancy between the perception of a physical
system and its “actual” causal basis, which we equated with
“perceptual error”. However, due to this very necessity, for
the epistemology of any and all physical systems this
“actual” causal basis is only a theoretical abstraction. Then,
how is it possible for us humans, also physical systems, to
talk about the “perceptual errors” of other systems?

Consider three systems A, B and C, where A is
observing and evaluating B while C is observing and
evaluating the premises of this observation. Let Sx denote
the “actual” causal basis of a system labelled X, and S"x
denote the knowledge another system Y has of X; an
epistemologically emergent (discrepant from Sy) causal

8 Mark H. Bickhard, “Levels of Representationality,” Journal
of Experimental & Theoretical Artificial Intelligence 10, no. 2
(1998): 179-215: This is conceptually similar to and inspired by
the “levels of representationality” of the interactivist
framework, which will be later introduced to the discussion in
more detail.
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basis (for simplicity, we are abstracting away the specific
types of discrepancy in this argument).

When A observes B, it is “informed” of a particular
knowledge of causality as
S45 = G(A,B) where G(4, B) is the set of interactions
between A and B (as defined in Section 2.2). As it
happens, C also has knowledge of A and B as S and S5
respectively; in that case, as C “observes” A and B’s
interaction, the causal basis informed will be given by
SCSAB = G(C,G(A, B)): C “observes” that B “informs”
A in this manner. The “information” of this interaction
depends on the physical interaction of C and “the
physical event the interaction of 4 and B”.% On the other
hand, C may have internal predictive systems that could
model an interaction between 4 and B as
MCga = G*(5%,Sp): this is C’s internal model of
how systems it “knows” as 4 and B should interact in
their respective contexts (G* denotes C’s model of an
interaction in that context) such that 4 forms a given
knowledge of B. We can expect that these two accounts
§€sa, and MCga  are discrepant, and when they are C

may accuse 4 of making a “perceptual error”.

However, notice that there is no intrinsic normativity
in our framework: none of these causal accounts can be
considered “wrong” but instead discrepant from each
other and an ideal abstract account of B, where the
discrepancy emerges entirely from the different physical
contexts of each account (S4 involves 4 and B, S CSAB

involves C and “the physical event the interaction of 4
and B”, M¢ s4, involves internal dynamics of C).

In this ontological framework, perception and
knowledge depend entirely on the physical dynamics the
full account of which we may call “reality”.”® Therefore,
as all these accounts are generated strictly by “real”
physical context, we have no ontological grounds to have
any normative reference or call any of these accounts
ontologically “unreal”: any and all perceptional accounts
are ontologically grounded in reality®' but none of them
can be called by the “observers” as “objective reality” as
all of perception is strictly contextual and dependent on
the “observer” system.

Of course, our perceptions exist with normativity and
we evaluate “right” and “wrong” epistemological

8 In a “transfer of information” such as gossip and hearsay,
informational interactions are compounded between all
systems involved.

°0 Within the reductively physical and scientifically realist
account of this paper; for arguments over realism see Sahin,
Radicalizing the radical, 7-35.
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accounts, therefore this ontological framework must also
explain the emergence of normativity. The concept of
distinguishing between different perceptual accounts i.e.
discrepancy was explained in this section, however there is
still no account of how some of these accounts are assigned
“right” and “wrong”. In the following section, possible
explanations for normativity will be given roughly; I intend
to further develop an explanation in future work.

5.3. Basic
Epistemology

Building Blocks of

From a reductively physicalist ontology, we have been able
to develop a model of information, memory, knowledge,
perception, and distinguishing accounts of perception,
from the ground up. We now need to discuss how these
mechanisms may come together to form a complex
system’s epistemological account of itself, the universe (as
its environment), and any particular elements/sections of
the universe.

Increasing complexity of interacting systems bring
about increasingly complex ensembles of interactions,
memory, knowledge, perception. The physical limitations
of all the systems involved in the accounts of these mean
that constructing a strictly reductionist, fundamental
account is strictly impossible. However, a full theory of
epistemology is hopefully theoretically possible via
rigorous construction of emergent concepts from a more
fundamental conceptual level in an effort of mechanistic
inter-level integration.®?

Complex systems are beholden to many complex
thermodynamic processes of subsystems. These processes
interact in complex ways, including synergistically and
antagonistically. The stability of these processes among a
changing landscape of complex energetic interactions may
then provide a reference of physical events: events that
contribute to this stability will be distinguished from events
that perturb or destroy this stability. This is the way the
interactivist framework® attempts to account for the
emergence of normativity: thermodynamic processes that
exhibit self-maintenance will distinguish between
“actions” that support or oppose the stability (i.e. self-
maintenance) of the process. As a complex thermodynamic
process is built up of interacting processes at a lower
mechanistic level, the self-maintenance of these sub-level

L A position I would like to call “radically anti-eliminativist”,
inspired by and in loving opposition to Sahin’s thesis.

92 Sahin, Radicalizing the radical, 39-52.

93 Mark H. Bickhard, “The interactivist model,” Synthese 166
(2009): 547-591.
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processes will interact in such complex ways depending
on the overall interactions of the complex system, that
the complex system can perceive whether particular
interactions and certain predictions of interactions
maintain or alter/destroy a given subsystem process.
With a full perceptive capacity that involves prediction
of various subsequent physical events, the complex
system can then “take action” to maintain its overall
thermodynamic process (i.e. the subsystem processes
that maintain the system).’* Therefore, self-maintenance
capabilities of systems effect the emergence of
normativity and goal-oriented action.

Provided such a normative account is rigorously
constructed for complex systems that include living
beings, then it should be possible in principle to construct
the rest of epistemological phenomena, including for
human beings and collections/societies of human beings.
With that accomplishment all of epistemology would be
grounded anti-eliminatively in a reductively physical
ontology; while this model is certainly yet to achieve this,
I hope I have been able to construct a sensible pathway
as to how. Of course, one significant caveat is that the
interactivist framework described previously rejects the
atomistic, reductionist and physicalist ontology
established for this model®’; indeed, I have only
introduced the interactivist framework as a prototypical
example of how to account for normativity for complex
physical systems in a manner compatible with the model
established so far; future work may involve constructing
alternative conceptual mechanisms for this task and
alterations or elaborations on the ontological background
assumptions.

Conclusion

In constructing this “interaction-based model of
epistemology of complex systems”, we have explored
how epistemological concepts that are not intrinsic to a
mechanistic, reductively physicalist, and scientifically
realist ontology nevertheless emerges naturally through
its contextual consequences. This should thus give us
hope that such an ontology is plausible, and does not at
all necessitate abandoning epistemological concepts and
experiences that are featured commonly in our
understanding of the universe, apart from practical
purposes of philosophical work (i.e. conceptual clarity).
Going even further, I have (potentially controversially)
taken a position of “radical anti-eliminativism” which
postulates that any and all epistemological concepts are
grounded in reality since all things must emerge from this

% Bickhard, “The interactivist model,” 554-559.
% Bickhard, “The interactivist model,” 548-554.
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reality: if one can name it, it “exists” in the manner that the
ontological conditions for the event of naming it exist, its
correspondence to any ‘“objective” feature of reality
notwithstanding.

Naturally, since this framework definitively restricts
any physical being’s understanding of the “real” world, the
accuracy of our claim to the “reality” of the world as
obtained by a scientifically realist understanding is put into
some jeopardy. Certainly there is much to consider and
debate concerning any aspects of ontology that we have
assumed for this framework; at this point I will not
elaborate on them further and leave such intricate
ontological investigation to future critical work. That being
said, I will argue that our claim to scientific realism as
stems from a physically constructed (and therefore limited)
understanding is not entirely paradoxical or circular:
indeed, the framework allows that with intricate and
cumulative operations of information on the physical world
and similarly on the physical systems that measure and
obtain information (namely, ourselves as perceptive
agents), increasingly restricting limitations can be put on
what the physical world cannot be. Within those confines
the ontology is free to take any form that we cannot know
(with current knowledge), however 1 believe that
restricting it to a class of ontologies that all constitute such
a physical framework is plausible. A full evaluation of such
ontological restrictions, if possible, will have to wait.

Still, even if our ontological assumptions should fully
hold, there are still some missing pieces. Some further
complex concepts of biological and cognitive systems such
as evolution, emotion, creativity and play remain
unaddressed; continuation of the framework here in the
directions indicated by the interactivist framework as at
least an instructive model should hopefully suffice to
explain the emergence of these concepts. However,
phenomenal experience remains a hurdle that our
framework remains yet inadequate to tackle.

A proper consideration of phenomenal experience is
certainly beyond the scope of this article, yet there is space
for some speculation. Phenomenological experience may
well necessitate a concept of “self” intrinsic to the
ontology, and therefore construction of knowledge of the
self.’® This necessitates an intrinsic mechanism of self-
interaction of physical systems that we have neglected to
establish in this model. While the internal interactions
between the constituents of the system may suffice to
generate this concept of self-interaction, I suspect
phenomenology may require self-interaction of constituent
particles as well. Our currently present account of the
fundamental level of the ontology cannot account for self-

% Begiim Giiven, “Self Understanding and Narrative Identity,”
Khora 1 (2024): 56-85.
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interactions of particles, however relativistic extensions
of classical electromagnetism i.e. electrodynamics®’
introduces such a phenomenon of self-interaction.
Furthermore, Giiven proposes the necessity of a
“distancing” of self necessary for such a phenomenal
account of identity;”® in our framework all interactions,
including between constituents of a system, presuppose
a spatiotemporal distance i.e. interactions that take non-
zero time to propagate,” potentially fulfilling such a
distance requirement (Giiven investigates the concept of
“past selves” for a solution,'® which we may also invoke
with “memory” of self-interactions). The relativistic
phenomena invoked for self-interactions of constituent
particles also introduce the required spatiotemporal
distance. Overall, these are critical and exciting questions
to investigate further.

All in all, much further work on this framework
remains, which makes up all of the fun and anticipation
and excitement.
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NEURATH AND HISTORY OF PHIL. OF SCIENCE

Otto Neurath and History of Philosophy of Science

The usual way to describe twentieth-century philosophy
of science is roughly the following: The Vienna Circle
was a group of philosophers and scientists working in
Vienna in the 1920s and 1930s. Logical empiricism is
the name of the program they developed. They strongly
claimed that a meaningful statement is either verifiable
through experience or a logical necessity. Then, Karl
Popper’s falsification challenged this view. He argued
that making a sentence scientific is about whether it can
be shown to be false, and he rejected verification. Later,
Thomas Kuhn introduced his influential ideas about
paradigms and paradigm shifts. He claimed that science
does not move forward in a simple cumulative sense.
Lakatos and Feyerabend developed Kuhn’s ideas in
different ways, and Quine’s naturalism added another
important epistemological aspect to the story. This story
is not wrong. It describes real developments. But it is
incomplete.

One of the reasons for incompleteness can be understood
when examining how Otto Neurath was treated in the
story. Neurath was one of the founding members of the
Vienna Circle. He had important contributions to the
philosophy of language, the structure of scientific
knowledge, and the social role of scientific practice.
However, in most introductory textbooks, Neurath is
presented as almost nothing more than someone
connected to the founding of the Circle. It is rare to see
his philosophy in detail among these books. He appears
when the Circle is introduced and then disappears in the
arguments concerning the post-Circle era.

This paper argues that this disappearance matters.
Neurath’s philosophical views are original and too
important to “ignore,” as most textbooks do. His position
in the protocol-sentence debate, his account of
physicalism, his boat metaphor, and his encyclopedic
view of science together create a coherent and plausible
account of understanding science and philosophy.

This account is not the same as what the books propose,
almost as a united understanding of “Vienna Circle
positivism.” His views also have strong structural
similarities to ideas that later became central to the
philosophy of science, especially after Popper. We can

! Nancy Cartwright et al., Otto Neurath: Philosophy between
Science and Politics (Cambridge University Press, 1996);
Thomas E. Uebel, Overcoming Logical Positivism from

Emirhan Diler
Bogazig¢i University, Philosophy

see these similarities in the work of Quine, Kuhn, and
Lakatos. This paper does not claim that Neurath directly
influenced these thinkers. That would need a different kind
of argument than we will provide. The aim here is more
modest. This paper aims to show that Neurath’s ideas
deserve a more visible place in the history of philosophy
of science, and that understanding them significantly
increases our understanding of the debates in the 20th-
century philosophy of science.

The paper’s structure goes as follows: Section 1 shows
how Neurath is almost absent from standard textbooks,
serving as a motivating illustration. Section 2 presents his
philosophical position as a coherent whole. Section 3
examines his 1935 objection to Popper’s falsification.
Section 4 identifies similarities between Neurath’s ideas
and major themes in post-Popperian philosophy,
particularly Quine's holism, Kuhn’s account of scientific
communities, and Lakatos’s research programmes. Section
5 focuses on recent scholarship to show what an
introductory reader loses when these connections are not
shown. Then we have the concluding remarks.

1. The Standard Story and Neurath’s
Invisibility

Before examining the introductory textbooks in detail, it
would be better to clarify our claim. We will not claim that
Neurath is completely forgotten in general or that there is
no work prizing his contributions, etc. Works such as
Nancy Cartwright, Jordi Cat, Lola Fleck, and Thomas
Uebel’s Otto Neurath: Philosophy between Science and
Politics (1996), Thomas Uebel’s Overcoming Logical
Positivism from Within (1992), and Friedrich Stadler's
comprehensive The Vienna Circle (2001) are great and
very detailed texts about Neurath.! They seriously examine
his philosophy in various aspects. Therefore, claiming that
Neurath is absent everywhere would certainly be wrong.
Our scope will mainly cover the introductory (or general)

Within: The Emergence of Neurath’s Naturalism in the Vienna
Circle’s Protocol Sentence Debate (Rodopi, 1992); Friedrich
Stadler, The Vienna Circle: Studies in the Origins, Development,
and Influence of Logical Empiricism (Springer, 2001).
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books about philosophy of science and the absence of
Neurath in them.

In Peter Godfrey-Smith’s book called Theory and
Reality (2003), one of the most common introductory
books about philosophy of science, Neurath’s name is
presented only five times. All of these appearances are in
the book’s early chapter on the Vienna Circle. After page
36, Neurath does not appear at all.> We cannot see his
name in the sections on falsificationism, Quine’s
naturalism, Kuhn's paradigms, and the Duhem-Quine
thesis. As this paper will show, these topics are strongly
related to ideas that Neurath was already developing in
the 1930s.

The same pattern appears in another important
introductory book. In Alexander Rosenberg’s book
Philosophy of Science: A Contemporary Introduction
(2000), a 191-page book that covers the history and main
problems of the philosophy of science, Neurath’s name
does not appear at all.’ In Samir Okasha’s Philosophy of
Science: A Very Short Introduction (2002), Neurath does
not appear again across 144 pages.* In Kent Staley’s An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Science (2014),
Neurath appears in only one substantial sentence, on
page 53. On that page, there is one sentence from the
International Encyclopedia of Unified Science quoted at
the beginning of a chapter on Kuhn.’ He is not present
anywhere else in the book.

John Losee’s A Historical Introduction to the Philosophy
of Science is an exception and deserves a mention. It
includes a short subsection called “Neurath’s ‘Boat’
Image” in a later chapter on the justification of evaluative
standards. This subsection gives an accurate account of
Neurath’s anti-foundationalism® and captures important
aspects of his philosophy. But even in this book, we do
not see his relations with other philosophers of science
much. Therefore, we can conclude that even though this
book does much more when compared to the others, the
sufficiency of the importance of Neurath shown is still
questionable.

Across these five books, a pattern can easily be seen.
Neurath is often introduced as one of the founders of the
Vienna Circle. He is mentioned once or twice in the
context of general understanding of the Circle, and then
it is rare to see him mentioned. He is not discussed in
relation to the problems that these books consider as the

2 Peter Godfrey-Smith, Theory and Reality: An Introduction to
the Philosophy of Science (University of Chicago Press, 2003).
3 Alexander Rosenberg, Philosophy of Science: A
Contemporary Introduction (Routledge, 2000).

4 Samir Okasha, Philosophy of Science: A Very Short
Introduction (Oxford University Press, 2002).
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main ones. These problems are roughly the following:
theory-ladenness of observation, the underdetermination
of theory by evidence, the social dimensions of scientific
practice, or the rejection of foundationalism. This paper
will focus on these gaps.

Why has this pattern appeared? It would be too simple and
unfair to claim that authors of the textbooks simply ignored
him on purpose. Introductory textbooks have space limits,
and they need to present a clear and teachable story for
introductory readers. Therefore, over time, they may have
thought that this understanding of the story is better for the
target audience: Popper against the Circle, Kuhn against
the received view, etc. In this kind of structure,
disagreements inside the Vienna Circle are often not
mentioned because they make the story more complicated
and introduce details which may make it harder to tell the
moving forward discourse. With this understanding, it
becomes clear to see why Neurath’s views get pushed
aside. In simple terms, they may have been removed for
simplicity.

2. Neurath’s
Position

Original Philosophical

As we have seen in the previous chapter, the standard story
of the Vienna Circle generally is presented as one unified
project centered on verificationism. This picture is clearly
misleading, and Neurath is a special case here. Neurath
argues against the members (Carnap and Schlick) many
times in his writings. He developed a very different picture
of science. This picture includes and organizes around
connected ideas: physicalism, a coherentist account of
knowledge, the boat metaphor, and encyclopedism. This
section aims to present these ideas and show how they
create a coherent philosophical position together.

2.1. Physicalism and the Public Language of

Science

Neurath has a crucial claim about scientific language. For
him, the language of science must be public and connected
to the observable, physical world. This already separates
him from Carnap and Schlick, who have notions of private

> Kent W. Staley, An Introduction to the Philosophy of
Science (Cambridge University Press, 2014), 53. ®John
Losee, A Historical Introduction to the Philosophy of
Science, 4th ed. (Oxford University Press, 2001), 242-43.
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language in their accounts. Neurath directly rejects the
private language account. He argues that even a person
who makes observations alone “already makes use of the
intersensual and ‘intersubjective’ language.”® In
Neurath’s account, private experience should not be
treated as a foundation of science. Furthermore, it is not
a meaningful place to start with.”

The consequence of this claim matters a lot. If scientific
language must be public, physical, and intersubjective,
then knowledge is not something that exists in individual
minds privately. It is a social and institutional practice,
as Neurath mentioned, “unified science expresses
everything in the unified language that is common to the
blind and the sighted, the deaf and those who hear.”®
Thus, language is not only a technical matter. There is a
broader claim about scientific inquiry, saying that
science is intersubjective from the beginning.

In his essay “Physicalism,” Neurath proposes a clear
principle as he says, “Unified science based on
physicalism recognizes only statements with spatio-
temporal data.” He also writes: “There is only one kind
of science; the separation into ‘natural sciences’ and
‘mental (moral) sciences’ ... is not elicited by any
practical or theoretical considerations within the
framework of unified science.” This claim about unity
should not be understood as reducing everything to
physics in a narrow materialistic sense. The unity is
produced by requiring all scientific statements to be
expressed in a language that can be publicly tested. At its
core, physicalism aims to make science public rather
than private, and social rather than individualistic.

2.2. Protocol Sentences and Coherentism

Neurath’s  physicalism  prepares wus for his
epistemological account, claiming that even the most
basic observational statements, which the Circle called
protocol statements, can be revised. This is the place

6 Otto Neurath, “Physicalism,"in Philosophical Papers 1913—
1946, ed. and trans. Robert S. Cohen and Marie Neurath
(Reidel, 1983), 55.

7 Otto Neurath, “Protocol Statements,"in Philosophical
Papers 1913—1946, ed. and trans. Robert S. Cohen and Marie
Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 96.

8 Otto Neurath, “Sociology in the Framework of
Physicalism,"in Philosophical Papers 1913—1946, ed. and
trans. Robert S. Cohen and Marie Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 62.
Neurath, “Physicalism,”55.

10 Moritz Schlick, “The Foundation of Knowledge,” trans.
David Rynin, in Logical Positivism, ed. A. J. Ayer (Free
Press, 1959), 212.

1 Schlick, “Foundation of Knowledge,” 225.
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where we see his direct conflicts with Schlick and Carnap.
According to Schlick, a particular class of observation
statements, what he calls “confirmations,” has a special
status. Ordinary protocol statements, he insists, can never
be considered absolutely certain.!® Confirmations are
different: doubting one, he argues, makes as little sense as
doubting a tautology, and both are “absolutely valid.”!!
They are the “unshakeable point of contact between
knowledge and reality.”'? Neurath does not accept this at
all. In “Radical Physicalism and the ‘Real World’,” he says
that Schlick searches for statements that are “absolutely
assured, and he argues that this type of thinking includes
metaphysics hiding in empiricist language.”> On the
contrary, Neurath claims, “All content statements of
science, and also those protocol statements that are used
for verification, are selected on the basis of decisions and
can be altered in principle.”'*

Neurath uses a similar type of argument against Carnap in
“Protocol Statements.” Carnap argued that protocol
sentences are “the primitive protocol sentences (in the
material mode of speech: the sentences about the
immediately given) of a particular person.”’> He also
argued that scientific statements are derived from protocol
statements and that there is a testing procedure between the
statements and immediate experience, as he said, “The
possibility of such a deduction of protocol sentences
constitutes the content of a sentence.”
16 In this manner, protocol sentences are a fixed base from
which we build science on. Neurath replies that this view
“can easily be related to traditional philosophy’s belief in
‘immediate experience’.”!” For Neurath, this idea is a
similar type of foundationalism that empiricism tries to
push aside. He clearly explains his view about no absolute
foundations in science as he says, “The fate of being
discarded may befall even a protocol statement. There is
no ‘noli me tangere’ for any statement.”'8

This view of Neurath has important consequences. If no
statement can be escaped from revision, including the most

12 Schlick, “Foundation of Knowledge,” 226.

13 Otto Neurath, “Radical Physicalism and the ‘Real World,’” in
Philosophical Papers 1913—1946, ed. and trans. Robert S.
Cohen and Marie Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 103.

14 Neurath, “Radical Physicalism,”102.

15 Rudolf Carnap, “Psychology in Physical Language,” trans.
George Schick, in Logical Positivism, ed. A. J.

Ayer (Free Press, 1959), 166.

16 Carnap, “Psychology in Physical Language,” 166.

17 Neurath, “Protocol Statements,” 96.

18 Neurath, “Protocol Statements,” 95. Latin, “touch me not;”
here, a statement treated as immune from revision.
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basic observation statements, then scientific knowledge
should not be understood as a hierarchy from bottom to
top. It must be understood as a network. In this network,
the relations with other statements justify and give
meaning to each statement. We can name this view as
Neurath’s coherentism. Neurath does not mean that
every coherent system is good for scientific inquiry. But
coherency is what we have if we want to avoid
metaphysical claims.

2.3. The Boat Metaphor

Neurath uses a metaphor that will later be seen as one of
his most popular contributions to the philosophy of
science to make his point clearer. In “Protocol
Statements”, he writes: “There is no tabula rasa. We are
like sailors who have to rebuild their ship on the open
sea, without ever being able to dismantle it in dry-dock
and reconstruct it from the best components.”?

This metaphor serves for a couple of things at the same
time. It supports his direct challenge against the
Cartesian hope of destroying all existing knowledge and
rebuilding it from a secure foundation. Neurath, in his
1913 essay, argued that “it was a fundamental error of
Descartes that he believed that only in the practical field
could he not dispense with provisional rules.”?® The
metaphor also helps us to understand the social and
historical character of scientific practice. We do not start
from zero during scientific inquiry; rather, we begin in
the middle of things, and we use tools and concepts that
we take from earlier thinkers, and we continue working
from there. As Neurath writes in “Ways of the Scientific
World-Conception”: “Our thinking is a tool; it depends
on social and historical conditions. One should never
forget this.”?!

19 Neurath, “Protocol Statements,” 92. Latin, “blank

slate”; a starting point with no prior content.

20 Otto Neurath, “The Lost Wanderers of Descartes

and the Auxiliary Motive,"in Philosophical Papers
1913-1946, ed. and trans. Robert S. Cohen and

Marie Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 3.

21 Otto Neurath, “Ways of the Scientific World-Conception,”
in Philosophical Papers 1913—1946, ed. and trans. Robert S.
Cohen and Marie Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 46.

NEURATH AND HISTORY OF PHIL. OF SCIENCE

2.4. Encyclopedism and the Critique of

Pseudorationalism

The next part of Neurath’s account is connected with the
previous ones we described above. If science is a network
without fixed foundations, and if its social practice and
historical accumulation are the way it develops, then the
right model for science should be something like an
encyclopedia rather than a system. In “Encyclopedia as
‘Model’,” Neurath states this directly when he says, “For
an advocate of the empiricist attitude it is absurd to speak
of a unique and total system of science.”?* At any moment,
what we have is “a preliminary assemblage of knowledge,
not something still incomplete, but the totality of scientific
matter now at our disposal.”*

Science does not move toward a single complete system.
It moves “from encyclopedias to encyclopedias.” This
encyclopedic view is strictly connected to Neurath’s
criticism of what he calls pseudorationalism, which we
will go into detail in the following chapter. Neurath
considers pseudorationalism as the mistaken belief that
science, or meaningful rational practice more generally,
can be derived from one coherent set of principles that can
be found in an algorithmic manner. In “The Unity of
Science as a Task,” he writes: “The pseudorationalist
discredits logical empiricism when he wishes to bring the
unambiguity of action into connection with an
unambiguity of a deduction from the data of experience.”**

Neurath sees real scientific practice as something messier
and more dependent on context than any single
methodological rule can capture. The demand for a single
criterion of scientific rationality is not a strength, and this
demand always ends with some deception. Taken together,
these ideas form a coherent and distinctive philosophical
position. Physicalism emphasizes the publicity of
knowledge. Coherentism denies that knowledge has a
fixed foundation. The boat metaphor gives this view its
practical shape and makes the picture clearer.
Encyclopedism turns it into a model of science as a whole.
Therefore, when examining Neurath, we do not see
something as a mere verificationist position as represented

22 Otto Neurath, “Encyclopedia as ‘Model,’"in Philosophical
Papers 1913—1946, ed. and trans. Robert S. Cohen and Marie
Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 146.

23 Neurath, “Encyclopedia as ‘Model’,” 146.

24 Otto Neurath, “The Unity of Science as a Task,"in
Philosophical Paper 1913—1946, ed. and trans. Robert S. Cohen
and Marie Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 118.
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in the introductory books; we see a more original view
that one might call “radical.”

3. Neurath’s Debate with Popper

In the standard story of twentieth-century philosophy of
science, Karl Popper usually appears as an outsider.
While acknowledging his connections with the Circle, he
is generally shown as someone who looked at the Circle
from outside, saw the problems with verificationism, and
responded with falsificationism as a next step. Popper’s
objection was indeed the case, but leaving the story like
this misses some crucial historical aspects. Popper’s
Logik der Forschung (1935) was read, reviewed, and
directly discussed by members of the Circle, and Neurath
wrote an article directly challenging Popper’s account.?

In 1935, Neurath published ‘“Pseudorationalism of
Falsification.” This section examines Neurath’s critique
in detail and explains three objections Neurath’s
challenge proposes: one about basic statements, one
about methodology, and one about scientific practice.
The objections are plausible, and ignoring them would
risk overlooking important points.

3.1. The First Objection: The Problem of

Basic Statements

Popper’s falsificationism uses a class of singular
observational statements called basic statements. We test
our theories by using these statements. A theory is
considered falsifiable if there are basic statements that
conflict with it. Falsification is the case when such a
statement is accepted as true. Popper’s falsification relies
on this process.?® However, we need to accept basic
statements with some stability in order for this account
to work. If the basic statements are also revisable like
every other statement, what secures falsification
becomes questionable.

Popper sees this problem. He says that “every test of a
theory, whether resulting in its corroboration or
falsification, must stop at some basic statement or other
which we decide to accept.”’” He also admits that this

25 Karl R. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery
(Routledge, 2002). Neurath cited the German original of
1935; page references here are to the English translation of
1959,.

26 Popper, Logic of Scientific Discovery, 65.,

2T Popper, Logic of Scientific Discovery, 86.
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stopping leads to a regression. “If we do not come to any
decision, and do not accept some basic statement or other,
then the test will have led nowhere. But considered from a
logical point of view, the situation is never such that it
compels us to stop at this particular basic statement rather
than at that.”*® Popper tries to solve this problem with some
kind of convention, as he says, “Basic statements are
accepted as the result of a decision or agreement; and to
that extent they are conventions.”?

Neurath also points out this issue. If basic statements are
accepted through decision and agreement, then the
problem Neurath raises about protocol sentences is still
there in Popper’s framework. As we have said, for
Neurath, there is no “noli me tangere.” Popper himself
described this as “a notable advance” over foundationalist
views.*® But if the basic statements used for testing are also
revisable, then we do not have an answer for what justifies
accepting or rejecting a basic statement; we only put it in
another step. Neurath is aware of this result. He thinks that
Popper cannot appeal to basic statements as if they were
stable starting points for falsification, because “he himself
regards protocol statements as possible, though hardly
suitable, basic statements.”™® The grounding of Popper is
not more stable than the views of Carnap or Schlick that
Neurath objects to. Popper’s account seems plausible if we
consider it verificationism vs falsificationism. But the
situation of the basic statements is still a problem. Even by
looking only at this objection, it becomes clearer that the
general understanding in the textbooks misses very crucial
points in which we can see the dialectic and common
problems between a different kind of verificationism and
falsificationism.

3.2. The

Pseudorationalism and the Single Criterion

Second Objection:

Another objection of Neurath is what he calls Popper’s
pseudorationalism. In his article, he argues that Popper
“does not use the ambiguity of all factual sciences as the
basis of his comments, but, following Laplace’s spirit, as
it were, aims at one unique distinguished system of
statements as the pattern or paradigm of all the factual
sciences.”! The criticism is that Popper’s demarcation
criterion, falsifiability as a single mechanical procedure of

28 Popper, Logic of Scientific Discovery, 86.

2 Popper, Logic of Scientific Discovery, 88.

30 Otto Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,” in
Philosophical Papers 1913—1946, ed. and trans. Robert S.
Cohen and Marie Neurath (Reidel, 1983), 129.

31 Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,” 121.
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what makes a statement scientific, leads sciences to look
cleaner and more algorithmic than they really are.

Neurath is strictly against the idea that science can be
described by one methodological rule. He made his
objections against pursuing a certainty of that level many
times. In his early paper “The Lost Wanderers of
Descartes,” he introduced the concept of
pseudorationalism. According to Neurath,
pseudorationalism is pretending to have some kind of
certainty based on rational arguments when the real
situations do not allow certainty. He writes there that
“pseudorationalists do true rationalism a disservice if
they pretend to have adequate insight exactly where strict
rationalism excludes it on purely logical grounds.”?
Later on, he objects to Popper in a similar way when he
says that “People who carry out one definite action based
on one definite decision are often not content... they at
least would like to be able to refer to an unambiguous
logical deduction as justification. Whereas people of our
attitude sometimes waver between two decisions...
Popper’s formulations obviously point to a more
absolutist posture.”?

In this view, Neurath objects to Popper in particular and
the people who seek a single method for science in
general. Neurath’s point is that this kind of demand
misrepresents how science actually works and how
scientific decisions are actually made. As Popper says,
his demarcation criterion can only be a “proposal for an
agreement or convention.”* But Neurath’s point is that
once this is accepted, the authority of the criterion
becomes much weaker. A convention is not always
immune to a justification, and that justification, in our
context, requires looking at scientific practice in all its
historical and institutional complexity. Therefore, the
justification cannot be based only on the logical form of
a theory.

3.3. The Third Objection: Testing the
Encyclopedia, Not the Theory

Neurath’s other criticism is about what we evaluate in
science. Popper answers this question as individual
theories. In the evaluation process, a theory is tested
against basic statements and is either falsified or
corroborated. According to Neurath, this answer misses
something essential about how science actually works.
He thinks that actual scientific decisions are not made for

32 Neurath, “Lost Wanderers of Descartes,” 8.
33 Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,” 127.
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or against isolated individual theories. They involve what
Neurath calls encyclopedias: large, connected bodies of
statements, hypotheses, background assumptions, and
earlier results. He says, “Such a decision may be difficult
to make; it is certainly not supported by Popper’s tendency
always to envisage sections as falsifying entities, and not
the total encyclopedia.”

In this account, Neurath implies that when a prediction
fails, a scientist does not simply throw away the theory that
produced it. They try to understand the failure within the
context of the encyclopedia they accept. They try to find
out which part of the encyclopedia is most likely
responsible for the failure. After that, the judgment they
make cannot be determined simply by mechanical
application of the falsification rule. Neurath explains this
as, “We can very well imagine that a falsifying hypothesis
that Popper would call ‘confirmed’ is pushed aside by a
successful scientist because, based on very serious general
considerations, he deems it an impediment to the
development of science.”*¢

When we examine Neurath’s objections, we see a coherent
and powerful critique. Neurath objects to the stability of
basic statements, to the picture of rationality based on a
single criterion, and to theory-by-theory falsification. In
the general story these objections are absent. Neurath’s
review of Popper is not cited in any of the five introductory
textbooks examined in Section 1. But, as we have seen
above, we have a series of objections that are worth
mentioning when talking about Popper and the Circle. The
relations of post-Popperian philosophers with these
objections and Neurath in general will be the main focus
of the following chapter.

4. Structural Similarities: Neurath and
Post-Popperian Themes

This section does not argue that Neurath directly
influenced Quine, Kuhn, or Lakatos in a causal sense. It
also does not claim these thinkers agree with Neurath. The
aim is more modest. The aim is to place Neurath’s ideas
next to the influential post-Popperian ideas and show that
the structural overlap is strong enough to question the
completeness of the standard story. If ideas that the
standard theory puts in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s were
already discussed in the 1930s, then Neurath’s
contributions should be acknowledged in the standard
narrative. Neurath should take the recognition he deserves

3 Popper, Logic of Scientific Discovery, 15.
33 Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,” 124.
36 Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,”124.
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even though there is not a precise causal connection
between these thinkers and Neurath.

4.1. Neurath and Quine: The Holism
Parallel

The connection between Quine and Neurath is one of the
most obvious ones, and Quine is also aware of it. In
“Identity, Ostension, and Hypostasis,” Quine explicitly
uses Neurath’s boat metaphor: “The philosopher’s task
was well compared by Neurath to that of a mariner who
must rebuild his ship on the open sea. We can improve
our conceptual scheme, our philosophy, bit by bit while
continuing to depend on it for support; but we cannot
detach ourselves from it and compare it objectively with
an unconceptualized reality.”*” Here Quine recognizes
that Neurath’s image captures something fundamental
about philosophical and scientific inquiry.

The central argument of Quine’s “Two Dogmas of
Empiricism” (1951) is even closer. The main claim is
very similar to what Neurath said years ago. Quine
attacks reductionism and defends holism as he says, “our
statements about the external world face the tribunal of
sense experience not individually but only as a corporate
body.”® He then concludes that “The unit of empirical
significance is the whole of science.”® He describes
science as “a man-made fabric which impinges on
experience only along the edges” and as “a field of force
whose boundary conditions are experience.”* Individual
statements inside a belief system do not have fixed
empirical content on their own. Their relations and place
within the system affect their content and meaning.

This is very similar to Neurath’s anti-foundationalism we
talked about in section 2 through the boat metaphor.
Also, we can see it in his reply to Schlick, where he
argued that even the basic observational statements are
open to revision by decision, a point we talked about in
section 2. Quine's conclusion that “no statement is
immune to revision™' has the same structure as
Neurath’s “noli me tangere” for any statement, and
Neurath claimed it years ago.

They also describe the network of knowledge in
structurally similar ways. Quine’s field metaphor says
that experience affects the edges of the system mostly,

37W. V. O. Quine, “Identity, Ostension, and Hypostasis,” in
From a Logical Point of View: Logico-Philosophical Essays,
2nd ed. (Harper & Row, 1963), 79.

3 W. V. 0. Quine, “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,"in From a
Logical Point of View. Logico-Philosophical Essays, 2nd ed.
(Harper & Row, 1963), 41.

39 Quine, “Two Dogmas”, 42.
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while inner parts still can be revised. Neurath’s
encyclopedia model offers an anti-foundational structure.
In that model, as we have seen, statements “with little
coherence among them” are gradually organized, and what
we call knowledge “is nothing but a preliminary
assemblage... the totality of scientific matter now at our
disposal.”* Both views reject irreversible foundations for
our knowledge. Quine cites Neurath’s metaphor at one
point, but he does not explain their similarities explicitly.

4.2. Neurath and Kuhn: Science as Social
and Institutional Practice

There is an ironic historical fact that we would like to pay
attention to. Kuhn's The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions was first published in 1962 as part of the
International Encyclopedia of Unified Science, the project
that Neurath was leading. The series was very important
for Neurath’s idea that science is an open and revisable
collective project, focusing on its social aspects. Kuhn’s
book appeared in a project closely linked to Neurath,
although Neurath had already died and Carnap and Morris
were continuing the series. This makes Neurath’s
contributions clearer and worth noticing in the standard
narrative.

The institutional character of science is the main similarity.
Kuhn’s normal science is “research firmly based upon one
or more past scientific achievements, achievements that
some particular scientific community acknowledges for a
time as supplying the foundation for its further practice.”*
There are similarities between this definition and
Neurath’s account. First, science is a communal practice.
Writing in the 1969 postscript, Kuhn describes specialist
communities as “the units that this book has presented as
the producers and validators of scientific knowledge.”*
Second, scientific inquiry normally happens within an
accepted framework that is not questioned most of the
time. Kuhn thinks of it as a paradigm guiding normal
science. In Neurath, we see it as the inherited scientific
language and encyclopedia in which the particular
statements are revised. Lastly, this constraint is not a
weakness. It is a condition that makes productive scientific
work possible. All of these are connected with Neurath’s
view stating that scientific inquiry is embedded in social
and historical conditions. Both Neurath and Kuhn think
that inquiry always begins from a shared background that

40 Quine, “Two Dogmas,” 42.

4 Quine, “Two Dogmas,” 43.

42 Neurath, “Encyclopedia as ‘Model’,” 145-46.

4 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd
ed. (University of Chicago Press, 1970), 10.

4 Kuhn, Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 178.
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has been collectively accepted and not questioned all at
once.

But we should admit that there are big and important
differences between Kuhn's and Neurath’s accounts.
Kuhn’s concept of incommensurability claims that we
cannot compare different paradigms rationally. Neurath
does not have a position like this. Neurath’s
encyclopedia model is more optimistic. In fact, the whole
purpose of the encyclopedia is to build connections
between isolated sciences and make them unified. Also,
Kuhn’s account of scientific revolutions is more radical
than Neurath’s view. Kuhn describes revolutions as
breaks that are discontinuous, without cumulative
progress. Neurath is perfectly okay with the
cumulativeness of science. Therefore, we can conclude
that there are important similarities; however, they are
mostly about the normal science period, not about
Kuhn’s revolutions.

4.3. Neurath and Lakatos: The

Encyclopedia and the Research

Programme

Another similarity between Neurath and the post-Popper
era is with Lakatos. Lakatos’ methodology of scientific
research programmes is built around a distinction
between the hard core of a programme and the protective
belt of auxiliary hypotheses. The hard core is the main
commitments of the programme. The protective belt is
where revisions happen. Lakatos writes: “The negative
heuristic of the programme forbids us to direct the modus
tollens at this ‘hard core’. Instead, we must use our
ingenuity to articulate or even invent ‘auxiliary
hypotheses’, which form a protective belt around this
core, and we must redirect the modus tollens to these.”*
This is similar to Neurath’s encyclopedia model.
Scientists work within a large body of connected
statements. Some of these statements are very stable,
while some statements are easier to change. When a
prediction fails, they do not directly change the whole
encyclopedia. They do not directly change the central
commitments either. Usually, the more vulnerable parts
of the network are changed. Neurath writes in his review
of Popper: “Negative results can shake his confidence in
an encyclopedia, but not reduce it automatically to zero,

4 Imre Lakatos, “Falsification and the Methodology of
Scientific Research Programmes,” in Criticism and the
Growth of Knowledge, ed. Imre Lakatos and Alan
Musgrave (Cambridge University Press, 1970), 133. The
inference from “if P then Q” and “not Q” to “not P.”
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so to speak, through the application of certain rules.”** He
also states the point more directly as he says, “Such a
decision may be difficult to make; it is certainly not
supported by Popper's tendency always to envisage
sections as falsifying entities, and not the total
encyclopedia.”’ The common idea is huge in both
thinkers, and Lakatos later formalizes it through the
distinction between hard core and protective belt. What
faces testing is the whole research programme, not the
central theory by itself.

Lakatos mentions Neurath, though, but he criticizes him.
He quotes Popper’s objection that Neurath “fails to give
any such rules and thus unwittingly throws empiricism
overboard,”® and he is closer to Popper in this discussion.
Yet the structure of Lakatos’ understanding of scientific
inquiry is so close to what Neurath imagines. Lakatos
argues that theories are evaluated as series within research
programmes, that the core is protected by surrounding
hypotheses, and that individual negative results do not
automatically falsify a programme. The encyclopedia
model of Neurath has a very similar structure. Lakatos
accepts a limited version of this point in his discussion of
the Duhem-Quine thesis, granting that “each test is a
challenge to the whole of our knowledge” while explicitly
restricting his agreement to what he calls Quine’s weak
thesis.* Neurath’s “encyclopedia model" was one of the
earliest attempts to show how science can be rational even
when everything is interconnected. He did not merely
attack falsificationism, but he presented a holistic scientific
inquiry model.

5. What a Revised Narrative Would
Recover

Section 1 noted that Neurath is not ignored in specialist
scholarship. This section returns to that point for a different
reason. We should remind readers that our claim is not that
Neurath lacks readers. The problem is that introductory
accounts give their readers a simplified picture of the field.
Two recent studies show more clearly what is lost because
of this gap.

A Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,” 124.
47 Neurath, “Pseudorationalism of Falsification,” 124.

48 Lakatos, “Falsification,” 114.
4 Lakatos, “Falsification,” 186.
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5.1. Evidence and Its Conditions of

Production

Section 2 presented Neurath’s protocol statements as part
of an internal debate in the Vienna Circle. Bentley argues
that this standard framing understates the implications of
that debate. He argues that Neurath developed a new way
of thinking about scientific evidence, rather than simply
rejecting foundationalism.®® On Bentley’s reading,
Neurath’s protocol statements keep information about
the conditions in which an observation was produced and
reported. This is important because scientific evidence
must remain open to other researchers to check. Bentley
ties this feature to current discussions of scientific
metadata, where data are useful only when researchers
also know how they were collected, recorded, and
processed.’!

Bentley connects this requirement to what Neurath called
the stability of evidence. An observation report can
remain useful beyond its original context when enough
information about how it was produced has been
preserved. Later researchers can then evaluate or
reinterpret it even when concepts, methods, or scientific
standards have changed.’”> The interesting point is that
Neurath seems to have had something similar in mind
from a different direction. Current discussions of
metadata often begin with the practical problem of how
scientific data can be stored, shared, and reused. Neurath
began with the question of what an observation report
needs in order to remain publicly understandable and
open to later checking. The path is different, but the
result is similar: evidence cannot be separated from the
conditions in which it was produced. This changes how
the protocol-sentence debate appears. If Neurath appears
only as one participant in a technical debate about
certainty, the wider importance of his view is easy to
miss. Bentley’s reading shows that the same debate can
also be understood as a discussion about the structure
and use of scientific evidence. Specialist scholarship can
see this connection. Introductory narratives usually do
not prepare the reader to see it.

0 Joseph Bentley, “Protocol Statements, Physicalism, and
Metadata: Otto Neurath on Scientific Evidence,” Studies in
History and Philosophy of Science 96 (December 2022): 125,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsa.2022.09.007.

3! Bentley, “Protocol Statements, Physicalism, and
Metadata,” 132.

52 Bentley, “Protocol Statements, Physicalism, and
Metadata,” 132-33.

NEURATH AND HISTORY OF PHIL. OF SCIENCE

5.2. Unity Without Reduction

Section 2 also argued that Neurath’s encyclopedic model
does not require reducing all sciences to one final system.
Pascual-Alba supports this kind of reading. He places
Neurath and Carnap among thinkers who developed
different pluralistic views of science and notes that later
philosophers often understood the Vienna Circle’s “Unity
of Science” too quickly as a reductionist project.*

In his discussion of contemporary pluralism, Pascual-Alba
uses the idea of Neurathian “coordinated” pluralism to
describe forms of scientific cooperation that preserve
differences between sciences.’* The important idea is that
unity does not have to mean reduction. Different sciences
can remain different while still being connected,
coordinated, or integrated for particular purposes.

This also fits a broader distinction in contemporary
discussions of pluralism between unity as “singleness” and
unity as “integration.” A single system removes
differences. Integration can preserve them. Pascual-Alba,
following Hacking’s distinction, presents this second form
of unity as compatible with plurality, describing it in terms
borrowed from Kincaid as a form of “unity without
reduction.”

Neurath’s encyclopedic model makes this relationship
easier to see. Coordination is a kind of unity that depends
on the existence of different sciences, theories, and
methods. A reader taught that logical empiricism aimed at
one formal system, while pluralism later emerged as a
reaction against it, is not well prepared for this idea.
Neurath makes that opposition much harder to maintain.

5.3. The Cost of the Omission

These two cases have the same structure. In both cases, an
idea developed inside the Vienna Circle connects directly
with a problem that is still active in philosophy of science.
In both cases, specialist work makes this connection clear,
while the introductory narrative gives the reader little
reason to look for it.

33 Joseba Pascual-Alba, “What Is It Like to Be a Scientific
Pluralist? Looking for the Lowest Common Denominator as a
Way towards a Positive Stance,” Synthese 206, no. 5 (2025): 2,
234, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-025-05315-w.

>4 Pascual-Alba, “What Is It Like to Be a Scientific Pluralist?”,
11.

35 Pascual-Alba, “What Is It Like to Be a Scientific Pluralist?”,
13.
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The cost is therefore not simply that one philosopher gets
too little attention. Introductory books must leave many
people out. We claim that this is a structural problem. A
reader who is given a story in which Vienna Circle
verificationism is followed by Popper’s correction, and
then Kuhn's break, gets a picture of the field as a series
of external corrections. Internal disagreements within
logical empiricism disappear from view. The same is
true of the ways in which anti-foundationalism, holism,
the social character of inquiry, and non-reductive unity
were already being developed within the movement
itself.

Whether Neurath was right about these questions, or
whether he influenced later thinkers, is separate from the
historical point developed here. A narrative that cannot
make room for his position gives a misleading picture of
how twentieth-century philosophy of science developed.
Giving Neurath a clearer role would not require
introductory books to discuss metadata or contemporary
pluralism in detail. It would only require a less uniform
picture of the Vienna Circle, one in which readers can
see that some of the problems later connected with post-
positivist philosophy were already being debated within
logical empiricism.

Conclusion

We started with a simple observation saying that Otto
Neurath usually appears in introductory philosophy of
science textbooks as a background figure. He is briefly
mentioned as part of the Vienna Circle and then
disappears. The aim of this paper has been to show why
this disappearance matters. It has not tried to present
Neurath as a hidden hero who had all the right answers.
Popper, Quine, Kuhn, and Lakatos all made real and
important contributions. We had a modest point saying
that the twentieth-century philosophy of science was
richer and more internally contested than the standard
story suggests, and Neurath deserves a more visible
place in that history.

The argument developed in five steps. Section 1 showed
Neurath’s near-absence in five major introductory
textbooks. Godfrey-Smith mentions him only in the early
Vienna Circle chapters. Some books do not mention him
at all. Staley gives him one substantial sentence. Losee
gives him a short subsection, but Neurath is still absent
in later discussions. We have shown a clear pattern in
which Neurath sometimes enters at the beginning, then
leaves after “the Circle section.”

Section 2 explained his own position to point out the
importance of his account. He has a coherent view
shaped around physicalism, coherentism, the boat
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metaphor, and encyclopedism. His physicalism places
scientific knowledge in public and intersubjective
language, rather than private experience. His view of
protocol sentences rejects foundationalism by claiming
that every statement, even a basic observation report, is
open to revision. His boat metaphor makes clear his same
anti-foundationalism: science is always repaired from
within, never rebuilt from nothing. His encyclopedism
presents science as an open, historical body of statements,
not a completed system.

Section 3 examined Neurath’s debate with Popper.
Neurath argued that Popper’s basic statements face the
same problem as protocol sentences by claiming that their
acceptance depends on decision, not on an unquestionable
rule. He also criticized Popper’s falsificationism as
pseudorationalist because it makes science look more
algorithmic than it really is. Finally, he argued that science
tests whole bodies of commitments, not isolated theories.

Section 4 compared Neurath with Quine, Kuhn, and
Lakatos. Neurath’s coherentism strongly resembles
Quine's holism. His social view of science resembles
Kuhn's account of normal science, though Kuhn’s idea
about incommensurability is not present in Neurath. His
encyclopedia model closely resembles Lakatos’ research
programmes, where some commitments are protected
while others are revised.

Section 5 turned to recent scholarship, where Neurath’s
account of protocol statements is read as a conception of
scientific evidence and his encyclopedic model as an early
form of non-reductive unity. These connections are visible
to specialists and largely invisible in introductory-level
sources.

We, then, conclude that the Vienna Circle should not be
presented as a single verificationist bloc later corrected
from the outside. Neurath shows that deep challenges to
foundationalism, simple falsificationism, and
individualistic views of science were already being
developed inside the Circle. This does not mean that the
standard story is wrong, but it does make that story
incomplete. A better history of philosophy of science at the
introductory level should consider Neurath as an active
contributor to problems that later became central.
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HEGEL’in GAYRIMESRU EVLADININ MAKUS TALIiHi
(Dedikoduya inanma; dedikodusuz kalma)

13 Ekim 1806 Pazartesi giinii Jena’da bir miiddettir herkes tarafindan |
beklenen gergeklesti ve Fransiz birlikleri sehre girdi. Bir onceki
aksam, glin batimina dogru, Gempenbachtal ve Winzerla yoniinden
Fransiz devriyelerinin ates sesleri duyulmustu; gece yarisina dek siiren
bu catisma sonucunda Prusya kuvvetleri Winzerla’dan sokiildi.
Ardindan sabah saat sekiz ile dokuz arasinda Fransiz oncii birlikleri
sehre daldi, bir saat sonraysa onlart diizenli ordu izledi. Bu esnada
sehirde olan filozofumuz Hegel, erken metinlerinden baslayarak
Napolyon’u o6vmiis ve biliylik bir sahsiyet olarak ona
Raskolnikov’unkini aratmayan bir hayranlik duymussa da o sirada
kendi sisteminin ilk ayagi olacak olan 7inin Gériingiibilimi’nin sonunu
yazmakta ve acil bir sekilde paraya sikismis durumdadir. Pek tabii bu
durumda kars1 ordunun kumandanina hayran da olsa (!) fiilen bir savasin icerisinde kalmay1 kimse istemez. Ustelik
Hegel’in basindaki dertle—ve milletin basina acacag1 dertler—parasizlik, savas ve kitap yetistirmekten de ibaret degil.

O zamanlar bu Alman diisliniiriin 6zel hayati sehrin durumundan héllice: Hegel otuz alt1 yasinda, ama hayat1 hala bir
ogrencininki kadar kirillgan. Bes yil dnce, 1801°de, iiniversiteye Privatdozent olarak giriyor, yani maassiz. Ders
verebiliyor, ama kazanci yalnizca 6grencilerin cebinden ddedigi ders iicretlerinden ibaret. O da giderlerini karsilamaya
zor yetiyor. Babasindan kalan kiigiik mirasla ayakta durmaya calisiyor. 1805°te “olaganiistii profesor” unvanini aliyor,
ama bu da yalnizca bir unvan. 1806 Temmuz’unda, Goethe’nin bizzat araya girmesiyle, yilda yiliz Reichstaler gibi ciizi
bir 6denek baglaniyor kendisine. Yani Fenomenoloji’yi bitirecegi siralarda Hegel, akademik unvani olan ama geliri
neredeyse hi¢ olmayan bir adam durumunda. Yagadig1 sehrin kapisindaysa Fransiz birlikleri var. Bunlara ek, yaymevi
onden para vermeyi kabul etmiyor. Hegel de miikemmeliyetci yapisiyla isi uzattikca uzatiyor. Asil dedikodu burada
basliyor: Beklenecegi iizere, maddi kirilganliktan otiirii diislinliriimiiz, Jena’da biitcesine uygun, diizglin bir ev
bulamamis. Dolayisiyla kétii bir odada kiract olarak yasamaya razi olmus. Ev sahibesi Christiana Burkhardt, o zaman
Hegel dahil sehirde yasayan hemen herkes gibi alkolik olan kocasi tarafindan terk edilmis, kendi baginin ¢aresine bakmaya
calisan yalniz bir kadm. iki yalniz, iki parasiz insan, kusatma altinda diistii diisecek denen Jena’da birbirlerine
yakinlagsmaya basliyorlar: Hegel yemek, camasgir, hiilasa giindelik diizenini bu kadina bagliyor, bir yandan da bir an evvel
kitabin1 tamamlamaya calisiyor; Bayan Burkhardt da yalniz basina kira geliriyle gecinmeye ¢alistigindan, bu tuhaf, hirsh
ama daginik felsefeciye bagli yasar oluyor. Aralarinda zamanla artan yakinlik da, biiyiik bir agk hikdyesinden ziyade, ayni
catinin altina sikismis iki yoksul insanin kaginilmaz yakinlagsmasi gibi. Evlenmek gibi bir secenek de pek miimkiin degil
zaten. Sosyal konumlari, ikisinin de mali durumu ve karmakarisik bir zamanda yasamak buna pek izin vermiyor. Ancak
kirasin1 denklestirmekte zorlanan, hayatta higbir giivencesi olmayan Hegel, neyine giiveniyorsa, ev sahibesi Bayan
Burkhardt’1 hamile birakarak basina daha da fazla is agiyor.

Simdi 13 Ekim’e donelim. Hegel bir hafta once, Carsamba ve Cuma giinleri, kitabinin elyazmasi niishasinin son
pargalarin1 ¢ok ge¢ olmadan posta yoluyla gondermis. 1801°de “Prusya bitmis abi” diye hayiflanmakla o giinlerde
yasadiklar1 muhtemelen ¢ok bagka seyler. Her seyden 6nce, beklenen olup da Fransizlar sehre girince insanlar basta ne
yapacaklarini bilemiyor. Fransiz Imparatoru’nun izniyle herkesin bu hafif birliklerin taleplerine sessizce boyun egmekle
giinliik hayatlarina bir sekil devam ettirme hakki oldugunu heniiz tam kavrayamadiklari igin, beceriksizce davranip basi
derde giren epey insan olmus. Hegel’in yengesi ve komsu Doderlein hanesi yalnizca korkuyla, on iki subay1 evlerine
yerlestirmek zorunda kalarak atlatiyor durumu.

Devamu sayfa 64’te...
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LANGUAGE POLICIES & EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE

On Language Policies & Epistemic Injustice: Linguicide in the Classroom

Abstract

This paper examines how state-enforced
monolingualism beginning in primary education
produces systemic epistemic injustice for native
speakers of non-dominant mother tongues, focusing on
the historical case of Kurdish language policy in Turkey.
I argue that the institutional exclusion of a mother tongue
constitutes a direct, structural injury to individuals’
capacity as knowers. Analyzing this case through
Fricker’s infamous framework on epistemic injustice
and the sociolinguistic discourse on linguistic genocide
or linguicide, I argue that native language identity is one
of the main targets of epistemic injustice in monolingual
states.

1. Introduction

Language is, other than many wonders we attribute to it,
an epistemological architecture, the primary tool via
which human subjects categorize reality and collectively
build a so-called “knowledge”. There are many famous
examples of how an object or a concept being classified
under one thing or the other can alter our own perception
of it. Prioritizing language in this way does not,
necessarily, require endorsing a strict linguistic
determinism or relativism that reduces thought entirely
to vocabulary. I am not arguing for any of such. I, in fact,
argue that phenomenological experience and core human
perceptions are universal, and the psychological reality
of an event exists in consciousness prior to and
independent of its codification. However, an essential
gap might exist between experiencing a phenomenon
and possessing the shared resources required to render it
communicatively legible and institutionally recognized.
Miranda Fricker’s account of hermeneutical injustice is
famously illustrated in her book by the history of the
term “sexual harassment.” ' When Carmita Wood, one
of the first women in the States to sue her employer on

' Miranda Fricker, Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics
of Knowing (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 149.

Doga Naz Koksal
Bogazici University, Linguistics

the grounds of sexual harassment, suffered persistent,
unwanted advances in the workplace during the 1970s, the
violation of her space was undeniable. Before feminist
activists conceptualized the phrase “sexual harassment,” the
collective interpretive pool lacked the tools to name such a
violation. Wood and countless women’s stories were often
dismissed as isolated personal conflict rather than structural
misconduct.

A parallel dynamic unfolds across people from different
educational backgrounds today. Someone who is affiliated
with an educational institution like a university, who has
access to lectures, contemporary literature, and is able to
participate in activism, like myself, would be equipped with
conceptual tools. Let us give the example of “riza ingas1” (the
construction/manufacturing of consent). This phrase has been
formally conceptualized by the Cinsel Siddetle Miicadele
Dernegi (CSMD) in their 2016 workshop series and codified
in their 2017 Kavramlar Sozliigii.> So, it is fair to say that the
Turkish codification of this concept is fairly recent. By
defining riza insast as the non-physical mechanisms
(emotional pressure, manipulation, social exhaustion, and so
on) used to fabricate an apparent consent, the term provides a
cognitive handle that instantly validates boundary violations
without requiring proof of physical force. In contrast, a
subject who might have access to this literature but has not
been familiarized with it for any reason, despite living
through and intuitively understanding coercive dynamics,
lacks this specific phrase in their everyday interpretive pool.
This would be an incidental case. Whereas, due to a more
systemic difference between my and another person’s
background, they might have never been exposed to this
literature or activism ever in their lives. Then, here comes the
systematic hermeneutical lacuna (or gap) which leaves them
unable to render their lived experience legible as immediately
as a subject like me and more burdened with justifying their
personal narrative. As with Fricker’s example, the vocabulary
does not create the reality of the harm. It, rather, determines
whether that reality can be collectively understood and
legitimized.

2 Cinsel Siddetle Miicadele Dernegi (CSMD), “Kavram
Tartismalar1 2: Arzu, Riza ve Riza Insas1,” June 26, 2016.
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When this conceptual deficit is engineered through
state policy rather than localized social asymmetry,
hermeneutical marginalization comes into the scene. The
state-enforced suppression of non-dominant native
languages, for instance, creates a problem that is not just
an incidental lack of vocabulary but an institutional
prohibition on meaning-making itself. It inflicts a
structural harm, for it forces these individuals to express
their lived injustice in an alien official tongue and leaves
them vulnerable to dismissal in administrative settings.
Such harm, however, is also beyond administrative
discrimination: it constitutes a direct, structural violation
of the minoritized subject’s standing as an epistemic
agent, or a “knower.”

This paper aims to investigate this specific
phenomenon within Miranda Fricker’s framework of
hermeneutical injustice to the institutional suppression
of minority mother tongues. I will try to argue that state-
monopolized education produces a hermeneutical
lacuna, a gap in collective interpretive resources. If the
state denies the necessary infrastructure to develop their
mother tongue in public life, minoritized subjects are
deprived of the collective interpretive tools required to
render their social experiences legible. As a result,
minority language speakers are subjected to systemic
epistemic disadvantage.

2. Theoretical Framework:
Hermeneutical Injustice

In Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of
Knowing, Miranda Fricker identifies two distinct ways
in which relations of power inflict structural harm on
subjects in their capacity as knowers: testimonial
injustice and hermeneutical injustice.> While both forms
of epistemic injustice are products of identity prejudice
and systemic asymmetry, their mechanisms differ.
Testimonial injustice occurs at an immediate,
interpersonal level when identity prejudice causes a
hearer to assign a deflated level of credibility to a
speaker’s word. In this dynamic, the speaker possesses
the conceptual vocabulary to articulate their testimony,
and the hearer possesses the linguistic framework to
understand it. However, prejudice acts as an epistemic
filter that discounts the speaker’s validity.
Hermeneutical injustice, by contrast, operates prior to
any specific act of testimony. Fricker defines it as “the
disadvantage caused by a gap in collective interpretive
resources.” It occurs when a subject is rendered unable
to make their social experiences intelligible either to

3 Fricker, Epistemic Injustice.
4 Fricker, Epistemic Injustice, 152-54.
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others or to themselves because the shared interpretive pool
lacks the requisite conceptual tools. So, hermeneutical
injustice is the social condition rooted in the unequal access
to the institutions where collective meanings are created,
standardized, and validated. While testimonial injustice
concerns an immediate, interpersonal deficit in credibility
during communication, hermeneutical injustice is rooted
deeper and is oftentimes institutional. It occurs when a
marginalized social group is excluded from equal
participation in public practices.

This unequal participation is the root structural condition
for hermeneutical injustice to emerge. The members of this
disadvantaged group, as Fricker calls it, are hermeneutically
marginalized. Hermeneutically marginalized do not merely
suffer incidental gaps in communication. The concepts that
dominate the public sphere reflect exclusively the
experiences and interests of socially powerful groups. As a
consequence, when marginalized subjects attempt to
articulate a distinctive form of oppression, they encounter a
hermeneutical lacuna (a hermeneutical gap). Their lived
reality remains uncodified within official discourse, forcing
them into a constant, not one-off, struggle for social
credibility:

The notion of marginalization is a moral-political one
indicating subordination and exclusion from some
practice that would have value for the participant.
Obviously there can be more and less persistent and/or
wide-ranging cases of hermeneutical marginalization.
Although the term will be most at home in cases where
the subject is persistently denied full hermeneutical
participation in respect of a wide range of social
experiences, nonetheless we can apply the term in slighter
cases. Thus someone might be hermeneutically
marginalized only fleetingly, and/or only in respect of a
highly localized patch of their social experience. But
hermeneutical marginalization is always socially
coerced. If you simply opt out of full participation in
hermeneutical practices as a matter of choice (perhaps,
fed up with it all, you become a modern hermit), then you
do not count as hermeneutically marginalized—you’ve
opted out, but you could have opted in. Hermeneutical
marginalization is always a form of powerlessness,
whether structural or one-off.

Fricker’s definition of hermeneutical marginalization as a
socially coerced powerlessness provides us a critical
theoretical lens for analyzing state language policies. When a
minoritized individual is not allowed to use their native
language in public institutions, they have not “opted out” of
standardizing, developing, or deploying their language in

3 Fricker, Epistemic Injustice, 153.
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public and intellectual life. Instead, it is the state that
actively deploys legal, educational, and penal
mechanisms to exclude any language other than its own,
in which collective social meanings are generated. The
resulting hermeneutical lacuna is always beyond an
accidental linguistic gap, a structural marginalization
and state-enforced epistemic powerlessness.

To analyze the systematic exclusion of non-dominant
linguistic groups, I want to place this epistemological
framework in direct dialogue with the sociolinguistic
concept of linguicide and linguistic genocide. The
concept emerged from the debates following the Second
World War. Raphael Lemkin originally conceived of
linguistic and cultural destruction as core techniques of
genocide in 1944. When the United Nations undertook
preparatory work for what became the 1948 Convention
on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide, physical, cultural, and linguistic genocide
were all covered in the draft prepared by the UN Ad Hoc
Committee. Cultural and linguistic genocide was defined
as any deliberate act committed with intent to destroy the
language, religion, or culture of a national, racial, or
religious group.’® The draft specified acts such as:
“Prohibiting the use of the language of the group in daily
intercourse or in schools, or the printing and circulation
of publications in the language of the group... Destroying
or preventing the use of libraries, museums, schools,
historical monuments, places of worship or other cultural
institutions and objects of the group.””

Although the final 1948 Convention was accepted,
Article III was not included. The draft, though, gave
sociolinguistics a definition to work with. Tove
Skutnabb-Kangas extensively developed this concept
within educational and human rights discourse. She
argued that state-enforced monolingual schooling
operates as a form of linguistic genocide by forcibly
severing children from their native languages and
dismantling their native cognitive foundations.® Just like
Fricker, who argues that hermeneutical injustice not only
entails social discrimination but also violates the
individual subjected as an epistemic agent, a “knower,”
Skutnabb-Kangas highlights that linguistic eradication
prevents children from using their already developed
native cognitive foundations in public and intellectual
life.

® Francesco Capotorti, Study on the Rights of Persons
Belonging to Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities, UN
Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/384/Rev.1 (New York: United Nations,
1979).

" Tove Skutnabb-Kangas, Linguistic Genocide in Education or
Worldwide Diversity and Human Rights? (Mahwah, NIJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2000), 316.
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If we analyze this concept through Fricker’s Iens,
linguicide is not just a cultural or sociopolitical injury. It is
the ultimate institutional tool of hermeneutical
marginalization. I aim to explore these two concepts together
and demonstrate how the barring of non-dominant native
languages from public life, especially educational
institutions, results in epistemic harm.

3. Hermeneutical Injustice in Education

The primary educational system serves as one of the
foundational institutional sites where hermeneutical
marginalization is formally enforced. In Turkey’s historical
language policy, compulsory state-language education was
never a neutral pedagogical regulation. It has been used as a
central mechanism of nation-building and a tool for
assimilation. To wunderstand how language policies
hermeneutically marginalize minority- language speakers,
the political motives of the modern nation-state paradigm
need to be analyzed.

As Tove Skutnabb-Kangas argues, classical nation-state
ideology fears unassimilated minority groups, viewing
multiple linguistic communities within the nation as an
inherent threat that leads to territorial fragmentation or
political disintegration. Linguistic uniformity is one of the
pillars of state sovereignty; so, possessing a unifying and
“developed” national language becomes the prerequisite of
statehood, functioning on par with a national flag or anthem.
To legitimize this enforced homogeneity, nation-states
deploy linguicism, the ideological hierarchization of speech
communities through deliberate labelling, as Skutnabb-
Kangas defines it. Linguicist policies recognize only
dominant groups as possessing a “true language,” while the
mother tongues of powerless groups are demoted to
“dialects,” “vernaculars,” or “patois.” Because dialects are
deemed linguistically underdeveloped to fulfill modern
institutional functions, groups labelled as dialect-speakers are
disqualified from being legitimate epistemic communities. In
the Turkish context, state-sponsored ideological constructs
such as the “Turkish History Thesis” (Tiirk Tarih Tezi) and
the “Sun-Language Theory” (Giines-Dil Teorisi) established
an “academic” discourse in which Kurds were reframed as
Turks who had merely forgotten their “Turkishness” and
spoke a broken form of another language. '© Under this
framework, Kurds were categorized as:

8 Skutnabb-Kangas, Linguistic Genocide in Education, 316.
% Skutnabb-Kangas, Linguistic Genocide in Education, 168.
19 Welat Zeydanhoglu, “‘The White Turkish Man’s Burden’:
Orientalism, Kemalism and the Kurds in Turkey,” in Neo-Colonial
Mentalities in Contemporary Europe? Language and Discourse in
the Construction of ldentities, ed. Guido Rings and Anne Ife
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Name given to a group or a member of this group of
Turkish origin, many who have changed their
language, speaking a broken form of Persian and live
in Turkey, Iraq, Iran."!

By linguistically stripping Kurdish of the status of an
independent language, the state justified its refusal to
grant education in their native language, framing native
fluency as a developmental deficit rather than a
legitimate linguistic foundation. This political motive
was codified directly into the 1982 Constitution after the
1981 Coup:

No language other than Turkish shall be taught
as a mother tongue to Turkish citizens at any
institutions of training or education. Foreign
languages to be taught in institutions of training
and education and the rules to be followed by
schools conducting training and education in a
foreign language shall be determined by law.
The provisions of international treaties are
reserved.?

Many native Kurdish speakers in Turkey have been
excluded from primary education in their native
language over the decades.

In practice, this constitutional prohibition operates
through what Tove Skutnabb-Kangas «calls a
“submersion” (or “sink-or-swim”) model of schooling.'
Unlike immersion models, which use a child’s native
proficiency as a foundation for a second language,
submersion models force the children into an
educational environment that includes exclusively a
dominant state language they do not yet comprehend. In
a submersion model, the children’s native languages are
completely absent from the curriculum; and, on top of
that, they are structurally silenced, punished, and even
treated as learning handicaps. The school does not
recognize the child’s native linguistic fluency as a
cognitive foundation upon which reasoning can be built
because the state does not recognize the minority
language as adequate to carry or build knowledge in the
first place. The submersion model aims to eradicate
linguistic traits as soon as possible, beginning from
primary education to replace them with the official state
language.

(Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing,
2008), 161.

" Tiirk Dil Kurumu, definition of “Kiirt” (1936), quoted in
Ismail Besik¢i, “Tiirk Tarih Tezi,” “Giines-Dil Teorisi” ve
Kiirt Sorunu (Ankara: Yurt Kitap-Yayin, 1991), 177.
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The reality of this submersion model and its enforcement
in the classroom is documented in an interview with Aliser
Cengaver:

Up until the age of 7, I had never heard Turkish. Then I
entered a Turkish-medium school. There was a mix of
Turkish and Kurdish teachers in my residential school,
but even the Kurdish teachers did not allow me to speak
my mother tongue. Kurdish children were required to
recite the Turkish national poem in Turkish even before
they knew the language. If the children spoke Kurdish,
they were punished. Some were beaten on the hands with
rulers; others were forced to stand for hours. Some
teachers punished children by burning their hands on the
stove used to heat the classroom. It is very difficult for
Kurdish children to learn Turkish since Kurdish is an
Indo-European language which has nothing in common
with Turkish, an Altaic language. Kurdish children have
a high drop-out rate. In part, this is due to the problems
Kurdish children have in Turkish-medium classes.'

This institutionalized physical and pedagogical coercion
grows beyond classrooms. Codified through the 1982
Constitution (such as Law 2932 and Law 1587), the state
explicitly criminalized Kurdish broadcasts, publications, and
native names, decreeing Turkish as the sole legitimate mother
tongue of all citizens. This policy was then followed by the
renaming of thousands of Kurdish villages by the year 1986.
All these institutional prohibitions systematically erased the
public footprint of the language to enforce a monolingual
landscape. When analyzed through Miranda Fricker’s
framework, this systematic deficit directly produces
hermeneutical marginalization, a structural condition where a
group is excluded from equal participation in the social
practices by which collective meanings are generated and
accredited. Barring Kurds from formal schooling prevents the
standardization and academic codification of the language.
Then, eradicating all the cultural accumulation by wiping
away any trace of their language destroys the already built
knowledge and replaces it with “the official knowledge.”
When children are coerced into acquiring abstract concepts
exclusively in Turkish under threat of punishment, they suffer
a profound epistemic injury. So, for the child, their native
linguistic realm comes to consist only of “non-knowledge,”
whereas the state language, Turkish in this case, is the only
way to “knowledge.”

12 Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Anayasasi [Constitution of the Republic
of Turkey], 1982, art. 42, para. 9.
13 Skutnabb-Kangas, Linguistic Genocide in Education, 582.

14 Skutnabb-Kangas, Linguistic Genocide in Education, 321.
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This aligns with Skutnabb-Kangas's formulation of
linguistic genocide. She claims that structural policies
prohibiting the use of a minority language in public life
forcibly sever children from their linguistic heritage and
notes that denying a group the right to education in its
mother tongue is an assault on the group's collective
existence and autonomy. Theorizing this systematic
linguicide through Miranda Fricker’s framework, we can

see its epistemological consequences. Linguicide
operates as the ultimate institutional instrument of
hermeneutical marginalization. When the state

criminalizes the public life of a mother tongue, it
systematically deprives an entire linguistic collective of
the institutional spaces required to generate and accredit
its own concepts.

The linguistic policies, on the other hand, deem non-
official languages as “broken forms” of a language, a
“dialect”, “vernacular", and consequently not fit for
carrying any legible knowledge or reason. This creates a
strong identity prejudice against the marginalized group,
resulting in testimonial and hermeneutical injustice.
When their right to testify in their native language is
prohibited because the language is deemed illegible for
knowledge, they encounter a testimonial injustice. When
they are prohibited from participating in collective
knowledge-building through writing, teaching, and
creating, they are subjected to hermeneutical injustice.
The minority speakers, then, are trapped in a loop: their
native conceptual reservoir is forcibly starved of the
resources necessary to evolve in institutional domains,
and their native languages are pathologized for being too
underdeveloped to be used in public and intellectual life.
So, they are forced to interpret their lived experiences,
grievances, and legal claims exclusively through an
official state language historically designed to deny their
existence.

4. Conclusion

When analyzed through Miranda Fricker’s framework,
this state-sponsored linguicide is a manifestation of
identity-based, systematic epistemic injustice. A
person's mother tongue can never be neutral or
interchangeable. It is always at the core of one’s social
and political identity. So, suppression of native
languages creates identity-based discrimination against
their speaker. It hermeneutically marginalizes them and
excludes them from equal participation in public life.
The state reduces the minority speakers’ native fluency
to "non-knowledge," and ensures that they remain
alienated from their native language’s capacity to
generate “knowers”.

LANGUAGE POLICIES & EPISTEMIC INJUSTICE

Children’s primary language is kept absent from any
legible source of information throughout their education, and
the same harm advances later in their life when their words in
a courtroom are officially recorded as coming from an
"unknown language" (bilinmeyen bir dil). This systemic
marginalization inflicted by the state authorities deprives
human beings of their public legibility from the beginning. It
gives their human voice, human language, an identity-based
disadvantage.

Ultimately, recognizing mother-tongue suppression as a
systematic epistemic wrong clarifies the true stakes of
language rights. Linguistic rights are not supposed to be a
privilege granted by state authority. They are an essential
requirement for human autonomy, legibility, and collectivity.
It is the basic right to be recognized as an equal knower in the
world.
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Sanat¢i: Sude Metin
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Okuma Gruplari

Her donem oldugu gibi, onlimiizdeki gliz donemi de
BUFET kapsaminda birbirinden ilging ve heyecan verici
okuma gruplartyla karsinizda olacagiz! Bu boliimii okuma
gruplarimizi tanitmaya ayirdik:

Simondon Okuma Grubu (11 Hafta)
Diizenleyen: Sarp Kargi
Bu okuma grubunda, Fransiz felsefeci Gilbert

Simondon’un “Individuation in Light of Notions of Form
and Information” baslikli tezini (Ingilizce ceviri
tizerinden)  degerlendirecegiz. Simondon  tezinde
kozmosa, dogaya, doga bilimlerine, insana ve kolektife
dair biitlinciil bir anlayisi, varligin olusum siireglerine ¢ok
dikkatli bir sekilde mercek tutarak olusturmaya calisir.
Incelemesinin ~ verdigi meyve ise “bireylesme”
kavramidir: fokurdayan bir potansiyeller denizinin
kristallesmesiyle form kazanan varlikk, ve bu
“enformasyon” siireciyle ortaya ¢ikan, biiyliyen, yepyeni
olasiliklar ve “anlamlar” kazanan “birey”...

Bu dénemki okumada mevzubabhis tezin biiyiik kisminin
tizerinden gececek, Simondon’un doktrininin temellerini
sik1 sekilde kesfetmeye calisacagiz. Onceden verili
formlarin reddiyle ¢ikacagimiz bu yolculukta en temel
prensiplerden  varligin  olusumunu  (ontogenez),
bireylesmeye yol acan prensipleri ve bu prensiplerin
kendilerinin bireylesmelerini, fiziksel, kimyasal, biyolojik
ve canli varliklarin asama asama olusumunu
kesfedecegiz. Zaman zaman itirazlarimizin da olacagi bu
kesif yolculugunun sonu ise bizleri; insanla, insana ait
olan anlamla, kolektifle ve “Otesi” ile (simdilik) ucu agik
bir sekilde bas basa birakacak...

Fizyolojik Antropoloji Okuma Grubu
(11 Hafta) Diizenleyen: Sencer Cetinkaya

Felsefe tarihinde pek ¢cok okul, insanin duyularinin ve
mental kapasitelerinin g¢alisilmasiyla bedenin ve ruhun
taninabilecegine, bu sekilde de insanin ne sekilde
yasamas1 gerektigini belirleyecek bir normativiteye
varilabilecegine inandi. Beden denen mekanizmay1 ve
calisma diizenini anlarsak ne yaptigimizi, neyi neden
yaptigimizi ve en Onemlisi ne yapilmasi gerektigini
anlayrp kendimiz igin iyi yoneticiler olabiliriz(!) Ik
bakista fena bir fikir degil gibi duruyor. Bedeni
kullanmay1 6grenmek. Fakat, o halde, yonetecekler ve
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yonetilecekler belirlenmeli. Neye gore? Insanin cesitli
kapasitelerinin kuvvet ve digerleri iistiinde kurduklari
ustiinliikle yasamda nelere sebep verdigine gore.
Buradan da bir insani/hayvani, kontrollii/kontrolsiiz ve
en temelde de en belirli sonu¢ iiretmeye muktedir
olanlarla belirsiz, pasif ve kapilgan olanlar arasinda
kurulacak ayrimlar geliyor. Yaygin kanida en belirsiz
alimlama yetileri olarak fiziksel duyu organlarinin
kullanildig: etkilenmeler siklikla en dista, en hayvanca,
gibi; akli alimlama ve {iretimse en igte, en zor ulasilir,
en bedensiz ve en yiksek insani edimler gibi
konumlandirildi. Beden hayvanlastikca yonetilmesi
gerekene,  ruhlastikcaysa  yonetmesi  gerekene
yakinsiyor. Igerimizde bir hiyerarsi var. Bu da bir
sekilde sosyal hayatin tanzimine ve kiiltiirde
yiriitiilmesi gereken belli hiyerarsilere zemin sunuyor.

Bu okuma grubunda verili bir hiyerarsi benimsemeden,
miimkiin mertebe giincel fizyoloji ¢alismalarini baz
alarak insanin duyusal kapasitelerine; bu ¢alismalardan
hareketle de sosyal tarih ve kiiltiire yeni bir gozle—veya
baska bir organla—bakmaya c¢alisacagiz. Her seyden
once, artik biliyoruz ki, insanin cevresiyle kurdugu
alimlama iligkisini incelemekte gérme, isitme, tat, koku
ve dokunmadan ibaret olan besleme yetersiz. Insan
bedeninin duyumlaria dair, sOziim ona,
propriosepsiyon (0zduyum?): bedenin kaslar, tendonlar
ve eklemler sayesinde kendi konumunu, durusunu ve
hareketini algilamasi; vestibiiler sistem: yarimdaire
kanallar1 ve otolit organlarin yardimiyla bedenin,
ozellikle basin hareketini, ivmesini ve yercekiminden
baz almarak tiim viicudun denge ve ydnelimini
algilamasi; nosisepsiyon: potansiyel doku hasarina yol
acabilecek uyaranlarin algilanmasi; c-tactile afferentler:
insan derisinde bulunan, miyelinsiz (kilifsiz), yavas
iletim yapan 6zel sinir liflerinin 6zellikle hafif, nazik ve
duygusal dokunmalar1 algilamasi gibi yeni arastirma
alanlar1 var. Ayrica agri, sicaklik, kasinti ve sosyal
dokunma gibi konularda 6zellikle 90’lardan bu yana
yapilan calismalar da halihazirda bilinen sistemlerin
sinirlarini yeniden ¢iziyor.

Okuma grubumuzda dnce genel bir temel sunmasi adina,
daha erken ve yontemsel metinlere; Lorenz, Tinbergen
ve  (sosyolog) Mauss’un, hayvanlarin  farkli
kapasitelerinin caligsilmast ve hem bireyici hem de
fertlerarasi yiiriitiilen organizasyonlarin anlasilmasi i¢in
etolojik paradigmalar olusturmak maksadiyla ortaya
attiklar1 sorulara bakacagiz. Sonra A.D. Craig’in
interosepsiyon odagindaki néroanatomi ¢alismalarindan
Olausson ve McGlone’un dokunmanin modaliteleri ve
kullanilan ~ farkli  sistemlere dair  yiirtttiikleri
aragtirmalarina, farkli bilim insanlariin
propriosepsiyon ve vestibiiler sistem calismalarmdan
Deacon’in organizma, anlam ve ortaya cikis {izerine
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diisiincelerine uzanan, daha spesifik olgulart ele
aldigimiz  bir hat izleyecegiz. Bedenin duyusal
kapasiteleri ile davranis, teknik, toplumsal iliski ve
kiiltiirel bigimler arasindaki gegisleri arastiracagimiz bu
okuma grubuna oOnceden bir okuma yapmis olmak
gerekmeksizin ilgili olan herkes davetlidir. Ancak
soylemem gerekir ki Molekiiler Biyoloji ve Genetik
boliimii 6grencilerine ve norobilimci dostlara, bize
haddimizi astigimiz konularda yardimci olmalari igin
ozellikle ihtiyacimiz olacak.

Epistemoloji Okuma Grubu (6 Hafta)
Emirhan Diler

Bu okuma grubunda; “Bilgi nedir?”, “Hangi tiir bilgiler
vardir?”, “Bir seyi bildigimizi sdyleyebilmemiz i¢in hangi
kosullar gereklidir”, “Bir inanc1 ‘gerekgeli’ yapan nedir”
gibi sorular {izerinden epistemolojinin temel tartismalarini
inceleyecegiz. Aym zamanda klasik bilgi tanimina
yonelik 6nemli bir itiraz olan Gettier Problemi’ni ve
bilgimizin sinirlarin1  sorgulayan siipheciligi  konu
edinecegiz. Okuma boyunca bu problemleri hem tarihsel
argiimanlar hem de c¢agdas tartigsmalar {izerinden ele
alacak; bunlar1 giindelik hayatta neye dayanarak bir seye
inandigimiz, bagkalarinin sOylediklerine ne zaman
giivendigimiz ve sahip oldugumuz bilgileri nasil
degerlendirdigimiz gibi sorularla da iliskilendirecegiz.
Felsefenin en temel konularindan olan “bilgi” ve “bilme”
kavramlarma merakli her seviyeden katilimciyr okuma
grubumuza bekliyoruz.

OKUMA GRUPLARI

Critical Theory Reading Group (5 Hafta)
Ediz Yasar

Some regard Critical Theory as a way to make sense of
hard times. Born in the wake of, perhaps, the hardest of
times, the Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School was the
constellation of congenial minds who practiced an
unwavering resistance in the face of the agonies of the
early twentieth century. Those attentive to the words of
these extraordinary individuals who endured those days of
horror today find something beyond a heartfelt refusal of
the world of yesterday. They encounter one of the most
arresting sources of thinking as critique—the critique of
the times that employ unending forces against thinking.
The Critical Theory Reading Group longs to acquire a
familiarity with some of the Frankfurt critical theorists
who promised, if not the advent of a better world, a
prospect of non-complicity with the infliction of
unnecessary miseries. Reflecting on seminal pieces that
include Karl Marx’s On the Jewish Question, Max
Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno’s Dialectic of
Enlightenment, Herbert Marcuse An Essay on Liberation,
and Walter Benjamin’s Theses on the Philosophy of
History, the five-week reading group aims to think with
great minds on the possible ways out of our self-imposed
damages on human and nonhuman bodies alike

Taha Topaloglu, Matematik Felsefesi
Okuma Grubu (Temmuz, 2026)
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HEGEL’in GAYRIMESRU EVLADININ MAKUS TALIiHi

(Sayfa 55’ten devam)

Askerlerin sehre girdigi gece Hegel, kendi evi isgal altinda oldugu icin Bas Komiser Hellfeld’in evine siginmis.
Pencereden baktiginda pazar meydaninin tamami Fransiz kamp atesleriyle kapli, odun bulmak i¢in kasap tezgahlari, ¢op
kutular sokiiliip yakilmis. Hegel, aksamiistii sokaktan gegen siivarilerin arasinda, kesif icin sehri terk eden Imparator’u
gorliyor. Dostu Niethammer’a yazdig1 mektupta Napolyon’a olan hayranligini; at sirtinda, diinyanin tek bir noktasinda
toplanmis, kolunu uzatip biitiin diinyaya hiikkmeden bu adam i¢in kullandig1 “diinya ruhu” (Weltseele) yakistirmasiyla
ifade ediyor. Mektubun kalantysa durumunun vehametiyle alakali. Hegel bes parasiz ve elyazmasinin akibetinden emin
degil. Yaymcisindan pesin odeme istemis, reddedilmis; son teslim tarihinin de mevcut kosullarda bu kadar kati
tutulmasina igerliyor. Postanin hala isleyip islemedigine dair garantisi yokken, elindeki tek imkan tiim riskleri goze alip
elyazmasini postaya vererek kullanmig. Niethammer’e ulasmak i¢in de genel karargahin konakladigi bir evden gecis izni
koparmaya ¢alisiyor; aracilar buluyor. Parasinin en kisa siirede ulagtirilmasini istiyor: Yakinda buna kesinlikle ihtiyaci
olacagin belirtiyor 13 Ekim’deki bu mektupta. Ve mektubun sonunda, énceki mektubunun ulasip ulasmadigindan emin
olamadigi i¢in, bir hafta dnce bildirdigi bir 6liim haberini, Heiligenstidt'in vefatini, bir kez daha tekrarliyor.

skesksk

Bu olaylar biraz durulup birkag¢ ay gecince Hegel’in gayrimesru evladi Ludwig, Fenomenoloji’nin ilk baskist matbaadan
cikmadan 6nce, 5 Subat 1807°de kapkaranlik bir diinyaya gozlerini agiyor. Bu bahtsiz cocugun dogumundan yaklasik bir
ay sonra Hegel Jena’y1, dul kadin1 ve oglunu terk edip Bamberg’e gidiyor, orada kiigiik bir gazetenin editorliigiinii kabul
etmek zorunda. Bir zamanlar Alman felsefesinin en parlak kiirsiilerinden birinde ders veren adam igin aci bir diisiis bu.
Kimi biyograflar bu kagisi, hem parasizliktan hem de biiyiimiis bir sorumluluktan uzaklasma istegiyle agikliyor. Ludwig
ve annesi de Jena’da kétii bir durumda kaliyor.

Biraz daha zaman gegince Hegel’in hayati1 yoluna girmis; 1808’de Niirnberg’de bir Gymnasium’a miidiir olarak ataniyor.
1811°deyse kirk bir yasindayken Marie Helena Susanna von Tucher'le evleniyor. Kadin, Niirnberg’in en koklii patrici
ailelerinden birinin, bir senatoriin en biiylik kiz1 ve kendisinden yirmi bir yas kiiciik. Bu evliligi haber alan Bayan
Burkhardt, Hegel’i gérmeye ve belki hesap sormaya Niirnberg’e kadar gitse de nafile. Hegel kadinla yiizlesmeyip onu
para gondererek sakinlestirmeye calisiyor: belki vicdan azabindan, belki de skandalin pek kiymetli kayinpederinin
kulagina gitmesinden korktugu igin. Sonralar1 Hegel’in soylu, zengin ve kendinden epey geng olan esinden iki oglu
oluyor: Karl (1813) ve Immanuel (1814). 1816’da Hegel Heidelberg’de kiirsii sahibi oluyor. Tam bu siradaysa Ludwig’in
annesinin 61diigl ve oglunun yetimhaneye diistiigii haberi ulasiyor kendisine; oglunu bulundugu yerden alip kendi evine,
Marie’den olma iki oglunun yanina yerlestiriyor. 1817 bahari, Ludwig on yasinda. Bazi kayitlara gore bir donem Hegel
soyadini tasiyor, sonra yine Fischer adina doniiyor. Ailedeki konumunun higbir zaman net olmadiginin bir gostergesi
olabilir. Bazi anlatimlara gére Ludwig, cocuklara ve kalan akrabaya dogrudan “Hegel’in oglu” olarak degil, gen¢ bir
akraba ya da himaye edilen bir ¢ocuk gibi tamtilmis. Ludwig, iivey kardeslerinin gordiigii ilgiyi hi¢ gérmiiyor. Tip
okumak istediginde, kardeslerinin {iniversite masraflari i¢in ayrilan paranin bir kurusu ona ayrilmiyor. Ludwig, on dokuz
yasina geldiginde, 1826 civarinda, bu esitsizlige daha fazla dayanamayip evi terk ederek Hollanda ordusuna parali asker
olarak yazilmis. Asker Ludwig, Hollanda Dogu Hint Adalari’na, bugiinkii Cakarta’ya (o zamanki adiyla Batavia)
gonderiliyor. 1831 yazinin sonlarina dogru da orada sitmadan Slityor. Yirmi dort yasinda... Haber Avrupa’ya, o donemin
gemi ve posta hiziyla, aylar sonra ulagacak. Haber Berlin’e varmadan onceyse, 14 Kasim 1831’de, kolera salgminin
sardigi, kisa siire once salginin gectigini sanip dondiigii sehirde filozofumuz Hegel de 6liiyor. Baba, diinyanin 6biir ucunda
olen oglunun, alsa da muhtemelen ¢ok umursamayacagi haberini hicbir zaman alamuyor. Ikisi de ayni yilmn iginde,
birbirlerinden habersiz, art arda dliiyorlar. Oguz Atay’mn Kasap Hegel’i ¢ok daha sevilesi bir adam...
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THE RETURN OF THE WORD

Re-enchantment of Nature and the Return of the Word

Abstract

This paper asks why the long historical rise of strict
naturalism, the view that nature is best understood in
impersonal, mechanistic, and non-teleological terms,
appears to have partially reversed in recent decades. I
begin from externalist histories of modern science,
focusing on Hessen, the Borkenau-Grossmann debate,
Shapin, and Vihalemm. These accounts suggest that the
emergence of modern science was closely related to
transformations in production, mechanization, social
organization, and practical activity. [ argue however, if we
took these accounts at face value, they fall short of
explaining the recent reverse trend in science and
philosophy as capitalism and modernity did not go
anywhere. To address this, I propose the Return of the
Word Hypothesis (ROWH). According to ROWH, the
spread of computing and digital technologies has made
symbolic and semantic inputs causally efficacious again
in everyday experience. This, I suggest, may have made
personalistic categories such as meaning, agency,
intelligence, and goal-directedness increasingly intuitive
as literal descriptions of nature.

1. Introduction

When it comes to science, I am somewhat old-fashioned.
I tend to think that notions such as intentionality,
subjectivity, agency, consciousness, and the like have no
proper place in scientific explanation. Whenever I
encounter an attempt to bring such categories into
science, one of my eyebrows tends to rise. I become
suspicious. And I suspect that, in this respect, [ am hardly
alone. Even today, I take it that a large proportion of
scientists, though certainly in varying degrees across
disciplines, expect something roughly similar from what
they call science. They do not expect a scientific
explanation to contain statements such as “God wanted it
that way,” or “the electrons wanted to move in this
direction.” Nor, in general, do they expect natural things
to have purposes, or to act for the sake of some end. A
scientist may, of course, believe such things for religious

Yunus Sahin

University of Tartu, Biosemiotics

or spiritual reasons. But these are not normally the kinds
of considerations they expect to figure in a scientific
explanation. On this picture, things in nature simply
happen. Purpose, desire, intention, agency, expectation,
meaning, and related notions have no role in this
“happening by itself.” There are laws, rules, and
mechanisms, and by studying them we understand nature.
Indeed, there is not much else in nature that science needs
to posit, since introducing other sorts of entities or
properties seems to add nothing to our explanations. Nor,
in any case, do our observations appear sufficient to
establish their existence.

At this point one might object that we constantly
employ such personalistic notions in ordinary life. Are
we all simply mistaken? Not necessarily. In a familiar
way of thinking, these notions are useful shorthand for
processes that are, “in reality,” considerably more
complex. They need not correspond to an additional layer
of reality in their own right; rather, they function as
convenient metaphors or compressed descriptions,
allowing us to communicate effectively about
complicated processes. Like metaphors in general, they
may depart somewhat from literal reality without thereby
becoming practically useless. They are, after all,
subjective descriptions, products of the human mind,
sometimes varying across cultures. Objective reality, by
contrast, lies deeper down, in the cold, depersonalized
laws, rules, and mechanisms described by science. These
are not inventions of our minds. They are objective; they
are there independently of us.

And scientists are hardly alone in viewing the world
this way. Much of the modern world, particularly its
educated parts, seems to share something like this picture.
The familiar story, after all, is that modern science
progressively dismantled the “idols” and supernatural
superstitions of the past. As modernity and modern
science spread; as science accumulated victory after
victory, repeatedly passed the tests to which it was
subjected, and seemed to open the gates of truth ever
wider, people gradually moved away from superstition.
Atheism emerged as an explicit identity, while many of
those who remained religious nevertheless became
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increasingly secularized. The effects of science extended
far beyond scientists themselves. Today, many people
appear to carry in their heads some version of this general
picture concerning the relations among science,
scientificity, nature, the supernatural, objectivity, truth,
reality, metaphysics, and religion:!

I will call this general picture strict naturalism.?

Yet, despite presenting strict naturalism as something
close to a dominant outlook (perhaps even a kind of
public consensus), I began by describing myself as old-
fashioned. Why? That is, in fact, the question that led me
to write this paper. My starting observation is that, for
some time now, something appears to have been
changing in science, or at least beginning to change. The
shift becomes visible in the second half of the twentieth
century, but it is particularly striking from the 1990s
onward. Across several domains of the natural sciences,
and in their theoretical and philosophical extensions,
ideas have begun to flourish that sit rather uneasily with
strict naturalism. More importantly, these ideas, theories,
and research programs have not merely appeared — for
ideas of this general sort have existed throughout
intellectual history, often surviving at the margins — but
have increasingly attracted attention, gained legitimacy,
and in some cases entered popular culture as well.

A few rough examples may help make the
phenomenon visible.? Enactivist approaches defending a
continuity between mind and life have extended notions
of mentality and experience to forms of life to which we
were previously reluctant to attribute them, ranging from
so-called lower organisms to plants.* Since their
emergence, such approaches have attracted steadily
increasing attention.

!' It would be misleading to say that the picture I have sketched
here coincides perfectly with my own philosophical
commitments. What I am trying to capture is a rough, widely
shared conception of what counts as properly scientific
explanation.

2 Strict naturalism is already an established term in the literature
on naturalism, and in broad outline it overlaps with the position
described here. That literature, however, contains a number of
further distinctions concerning, among other things, objectivity,
scientific realism, reductionism, and their relations to
naturalism. Although I draw inspiration from that literature, I
remain neutral here on many of these internal divisions and use
the term in a broader and more general sense.

3 Most of the examples I use come from cognitive science and
the philosophy of biology, simply because these are the areas
with which I am most familiar. Comparable examples may well
be found in other fields.
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Panpsychism, according to which consciousness or
experience is a fundamental feature of reality and in some
sense present throughout the universe, has likewise
become increasingly mainstream since the 1990s.° In
parallel, though by no means identically, theories such as
Integrated Information Theory have made claims about
consciousness at unexpectedly broad scales increasingly
respectable subjects of scientific discussion.® More
recently, cosmopsychism has proposed that the universe
as a whole may constitute a single entity possessing at
least some psychological properties.” The simulation
hypothesis has also become remarkably widespread.®
Strictly speaking, talk of “simulation” need not imply a
God-like subject who created the universe for some
purpose, but in both popular and philosophical
discussions it is frequently understood in precisely such
terms.

Elsewhere, semiotic approaches such as biosemiotics
and ecosemiotics, whose origins are older but whose
visibility has increased substantially since the 1990s,
have treated biological, ecological, and sometimes still
broader natural processes in explicitly meaningful and
teleological terms, regarding such vocabularies as
legitimate descriptions of nature rather than merely
convenient projections onto it.° More recently still,
Michael Levin’s work has defended the presence of goal-
directedness in organisms and biological systems at
surprisingly low levels of organization, while broader
approaches to collective intelligence extend the language

4 Francisco J. Varela, Evan Thompson, and Eleanor Rosch, The
Embodied Mind: Cognitive Science and Human Experience
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991): 147-184; Evan Thompson,
Mind in Life: Biology, Phenomenology, and the Sciences of
Mind (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University
Press, 2007), 10-15.

5 Philip Goff, Consciousness and Fundamental Reality (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2017), 25-29; Galen Strawson,
“Realistic Monism: Why Physicalism Entails Panpsychism,”
Journal of Consciousness Studies 13, no. 10-11 (2006): 3-31.

¢ Giulio Tononi, “Consciousness as Integrated Information: A
Provisional Manifesto,” The Biological Bulletin 215, no. 3
(2008): 216-242.

7 Jonardon Ganeri and Itay Shani, “What is Cosmopsychism?”
The Monist 105, no. 1 (2022): 1-5.

8 Nick Bostrom, “Are You Living in a Computer Simulation?”
The Philosophical Quarterly 53, no. 211 (2003): 243-255.

° Jesper Hoffmeyer, Signs of Meaning in the Universe,
translated by Barbara J. Haveland (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1996), 18-24; 54-58.
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of cognition and intelligence well beyond paradigmatic
human, animal or even living cases.'

Even computationalism offers an instructive case. In
the 1950s, computational approaches to mind were often
criticized precisely for being excessively mechanistic and
reductive. Yet over the last two decades, frameworks
such as the Free Energy Principle!' and Active
Inference'? have increasingly encouraged the description
of living systems in mentalistic, representational, and
therefore semantic terms.

In cognitive science, meanwhile, the Extended Mind
thesis, first articulated in the late 1990s, proposed that the
existence and operation of a mind may constitutively
depend on objects and processes outside the organism.'?
On such a view, mind does not simply reside inside
nature, it extends into it. Inspired by the Gaia hypothesis,
some researchers have even begun to speak of “planetary
intelligence,”' raising the possibility that intelligence
might meaningfully be attributed at the scale of an entire
planet."

My point is not that all these theories are saying the
same thing. They are not; to claim otherwise would be
plainly false. What interests me is instead a family
resemblance among them. In one way or another, they
appeal to personalistic categories in explaining processes
that strict naturalism had characteristically sought to
describe in terms of laws, rules, and mechanisms alone.
More importantly, these categories are not always treated
merely as metaphors, instrumental shortcuts, or
projections of the observer; they are increasingly
presented as capturing features of nature itself.'®

Strict naturalism, of course, was never the only
conception of science. Alternatives have always existed.
Yet if we look at the broad historical trajectory of modern

10 Michael Levin, “Technological Approach to Mind
Everywhere: An Experimentally-Grounded Framework for
Understanding Diverse Bodies and Minds,” Frontiers in
Systems Neuroscience 16 (2022): 768201; Patrick McMillen
and Michael Levin, “Collective Intelligence: A Unifying
Concept for Integrating Biology across Scales and Substrates,”
Communications Biology 7, 378 (2024): 1-3.

1 Karl J. Friston,“The Free-Energy Principle: A Unified Brain
Theory?” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 11, no. 2 (2010): 127—
138.

12 Thomas Parr, Giovanni Pezzulo, and Karl J. Friston, Active
Inference: The Free Energy Principle in Mind, Brain, and
Behavior (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2022), 3-13,

13 Andy Clark and David J. Chalmers, “The Extended Mind,”
Analysis 58, no. 1 (1998): 7-19.

4 Adam Frank, David Grinspoon, and Sara Walker,
“Intelligence as a Planetary Scale Process,” International
Journal of Astrobiology 21, no. 2 (2022): 47-61.

THE RETURN OF THE WORD

science, the movement appears to have been in one
direction. Since the Scientific Revolution, strict-
naturalistic modes of explanation, and the methods
associated with them, became progressively more
dominant. The developments I have just listed, especially
those that have accelerated since the 1990s, seem to point
in the opposite direction. Put schematically, the
expanding territory of strict naturalism appears to have
reached something like a plateau around the middle of the
twentieth century, perhaps begun to contract thereafter,
and entered a more visibly declining phase from the
1990s onward.

It is this phenomenon that I want to make the subject
of this paper: Why did a historical tendency that had been
gaining ground, authority, and credibility since the
emergence of modern science begin to reverse? I take this
to be, at bottom, a question in the history of science and
the history of ideas. I will therefore approach it from that
perspective.

I begin by asking how modern science and strict
naturalism emerged historically. In doing so, I explain
why I find externalist accounts in the history of science
more promising than purely internalist ones. I then
review several versions of such accounts. The central
idea is that social, economic, and cultural transformations
affect science, philosophy, and intellectual life by
changing the structure of people’s experience; the
recurrent ways in which they encounter, manipulate, and
act within the world.

With this framework in place, I then reconsider the
rise of strict naturalism alongside modern science. The
same analysis allows us to ask a further question: What
changed in the second half of the twentieth century, and
especially around the 1990s, that might have begun to

15 One might perhaps add various forms of New Age spirituality
to this list. I leave them aside since they fall outside my own
area of expertise. Still, I suspect that whatever historical process
explains the scientific trend discussed here should also bear
some relation to the rise of such movements.

6 In contexts of this kind, one might ordinarily speak of
mentalistic or anthropomorphic categories: I deliberately use
personalistic instead. Whether notions such as purpose,
intentionality, and meaning are necessarily mental is itself a
matter of dispute. Calling them anthropomorphic is also
potentially misleading, since the relevant contrast is not
straightforwardly between humans and non-humans. The
categories at issue are paradigmatically applied to “persons”.
The metaphysical relation between persons and human beings
lies beyond the scope of this paper.
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push this mechanism in the opposite direction? My
answer takes the form of an empirical hypothesis, which
I call the Return of the Word Hypothesis (ROWH).

I conclude by identifying possible directions for
further research and by distinguishing ROWH from
several alternative explanations that overlap with it in
some respects but posit different causal mechanisms.

2. How Did Nature Lose Its Spark?
Nature De-enchanted

Strict naturalism, like virtually everything else in history
and in the universe, is neither timeless nor placeless nor
universal. Human beings have not always thought about
nature in strict naturalistic terms. Indeed, leaving aside the
general public, even philosophers did not, for most of
history, conceptualize nature (or the cosmos more
broadly) in this way. One might even say that the strict
naturalism associated with modern science is historically
anomalous. For much of human history, and across a wide
range of cultures, nature was understood as something
alive, intelligent, and responsive.!” The causes of events
were often other agents, other personalistic beings. Such
beings had intentions, desires, purposes, and moral
dispositions. They could be stronger or weaker than
humans, larger or smaller, visible or invisible, shorter-
lived or longer-lived. What matters for present purposes
is that the workings of nature were commonly understood
through such personalistic categories.'® The world was
enchanted, alive, mysterious, unpredictable, and
populated by forms of agency. This changed with the
emergence of modern science. The traditional story is
familiar enough, and is nicely captured in Alexander
Pope’s famous line, “God said, Let Newton be! and all
was light.”!® On this picture, a handful of great scientists
and philosophers like Copernicus, Galileo, Newton,
Francis Bacon, and Descartes transformed the course of
intellectual history through their discoveries. These
figures laid the foundations of modern science by
revealing that nature operated mechanically,

17 Carolyn Merchant, The Death of Nature: Women, Ecology,
and the Scientific Revolution (New York: Harper & Row,
1980), 99-127.

18 In historical settings that were less overtly “mythic,”
personalistic structures often remained central in other forms,
such as belief in a personal God, accompanied by angels,
demons, spirits, magic, and related forms of agency.

19 Alexander Pope, The Poetical Works of Alexander Pope,
Volume I (Project Gutenberg, 2005), Epitaphs XII,
https://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/9413: I am, of course,
caricaturing the traditional narrative somewhat here for
reasons of space.
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autonomously, lawfully, and according to discoverable
rules and mechanisms. There was, on this account, little
need for anything personalistic in the explanation of
nature. In this way, the scientific method was born and the
foundations of modern science were laid.?’

This classical narrative was, of course, later
abandoned, or at least substantially complicated. One
reason was that late nineteenth- and especially twentieth-
century philosophy of science made it increasingly
difficult to speak of the scientific method as a single,
unified thing.?! Another was that the heroic narrative left
too many questions unanswered. Very little in intellectual
history happens in isolation. The fact that these major
figures were able to think what they thought cannot
plausibly be explained solely by their individual genius,
or simply by the recovery of the ancient Greek intellectual
heritage during the Renaissance. There must have been
other forms of scaffolding. Otherwise, like Pope, we
would merely be replacing an explanation of an important
historical development with something resembling a
miracle.”

At this point, the problem branches in two directions.
The question is simple: how were these philosophers and
scientists able to come up with the views they did, and
how did they come to occupy the role of founding figures
of modern science?

The first answer is that, by this point in human history,
a sufficient accumulation of ideas, arguments,
observations, and knowledge had become available.
These thinkers, together with other philosophers and
natural philosophers working around them, were therefore
in a position to take the necessary further steps. On this
view, explanation consists largely in reconstructing lines
of intellectual influence -who read whom, who responded
to whom, what arguments, observations, and bodies of
knowledge were available, and how these were
transformed into new theses. The causal story is therefore
one of tracing influence within the intellectual domain and
following chains of reasons across time. If we reconstruct
this network successfully, we will have explained how

20 Peter Godfrey-Smith, Theory and Reality: An Introduction
to the Philosophy of Science (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2003), 13-18

21 Godfrey-Smith, Theory and Reality, 30-37; 102-121.

22 There is a further problem. Neither at the time nor for a long
period afterward were the works of these few canonical figures
read by anything close to the whole scientific community, let
alone the general public. It is therefore difficult to maintain
that the conception of “nature” held by scientists or wider
society was shaped directly by these few great minds alone.
Other factors must have been involved in forming the broader
intellectual environment.

69



KHORA — Say 4

modern science and strict naturalism arose — or, as some
might prefer to put it, how they were discovered. This is
the internalist approach in the history of science and ideas.

The second answer is that the decisive factors were
socioeconomic and otherwise “external” to science
itself.?® These might include the financing of scientific
work, the structure of economic relations at the time, the
political or economic position of scientists and
institutions, and the motivations associated with those
positions. For someone who thinks of science primarily as
a cumulative series of discoveries of truth (and this picture
is, of course, quite congenial to strict naturalism), an
externalist approach may initially seem difficult to
understand. After all, are the things science discovers not
objective facts, independent of our minds? What could
social conditions, institutional arrangements, or
researchers’ motivations possibly have to do with them?
The compatibility of realist and objectivist assumptions
with externalist historiography is a larger issue than I can
address here. Suffice it to say that there is no obvious
categorical inconsistency. Even a committed realist may
ask why a particular truth was discovered at time Y rather
than time X. The answer may perfectly well involve
social, economic, political, or institutional conditions.

The truth of a proposition and the historical conditions
under which someone comes to formulate, investigate,
accept, or disseminate it are different questions. For the
externalist historian of science, however, the deeper
methodological point is one that receives one of its
clearest formulations in Shapin.?* The explananda of the
history of science are beliefs, theories, concepts, bodies of
knowledge and ideas and they are already intellectual. If
we adopt a purely internalist strategy, we attempt to
explain the intellectual exclusively by appeal to the
intellectual. In that sense, we risk circularity: if the field is
to be genuinely explanatory, it must explain intellectual
developments at least partly in terms of factors that are not
themselves simply further intellectual developments. This
is why the analysis must take seriously the economic,
social, institutional, and political conditions in which
scientists and thinkers operated.?

I find this methodological argument persuasive, and [
will thus adopt an externalist orientation in this paper.

23 Steven Shapin, “Discipline and Bounding: The History and
Sociology of Science as Seen through the Externalism-
Internalism Debate,” History of Science 30, no. 4 (1992): 333—
369; Bence Nanay, “Internal History versus External History,”
Philosophy 92, no. 2 (2017): 207-230.

24 Shapin, “Discipline and Bounding,” 333-369.
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2.1 Emergence of Modern Science

In this section, I examine several externalist accounts of
how and why modern science, together with strict
naturalism, emerged. I focus specifically on the Hessen,
Borkenau—Grossmann debate, and Shapin. The main
reason for selecting these accounts is that they address
directly the problem that concerns us here, namely the
emergence of modern science and the gradual
consolidation of strict-naturalist assumptions. At the same
time, they belong to some of the most influential and
canonical strands of externalist historiography, and
therefore give us a reasonably clear sense of what an
externalist explanation in the history of science typically
looks like. I will not try to decide in detail which of these
accounts is correct, which is mistaken, or where exactly I
agree or disagree with the many qualifications and
criticisms that have accumulated around them. For the
purposes of this paper, those details are secondary.

Later, I will also introduce Rein Vihalemm, whose
work remains broadly within the externalist tradition but
differs from these more classical approaches in two
respects that are particularly important for my argument.
First, Vihalemm places unusual emphasis on the role of
“the Word”. Second, although he does not formulate the
point in these terms, his analysis implicitly brings into
view the experience and meaning-world of historical
actors themselves. For that reason, I think his work offers
an important clue for addressing one of the central
weaknesses of classical externalism, that is, its tendency
to leave the causal transition from social conditions to
transformations in thought insufficiently specified.

In this section, [ hope to establish three main ideas that
will be important for the rest of the paper. The first is that,
in externalist histories of the emergence of strict
naturalism, the decisive historical rupture is repeatedly
located, in one form or another, in technological
development, especially machinery, and in the
transformations of production that accompanied it. The
second, particularly clear in Shapin’s work®, is that this
social and technological transformation need not have
taken the form of a sudden “revolution.” It may instead
have been distributed, gradual, and extended over time,
less a consequence of what a small group of philosophers
happened to write than of a wider transformation in the

25 From an externalist perspective, two further questions are
especially important. First, why did a particular idea emerge at
this specific historical moment rather than substantially earlier
or later? Second, why did a given idea, even if it appeared
elsewhere at other times and places, gain acceptance and leave
a lasting mark here rather than there?

26 Shapin, “Discipline and Bounding,” 333-369.
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organization of human life. The third is that even these
accounts still leave something unexplained. They do not
yet tell us, in a sufficiently causal sense, how such changes
in social and technological life became changes in
people’s worldview.

2.1.1 Boris Hessen’s Internalist Account

Let’s now have a look at Boris Hessen’s account.?’” Hessen
presented his famous paper, The Social and Economic
Roots of Newton’s Principia, at the Second International
Congress of the History of Science and Technology in
London in 1931, a few years before the Borkenau-
Grossmann debate, which we are going to talk about
below. Hessen’s main questions were: Why were
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century scientists working on
precisely the problems they were working on? Why did
mechanics, hydrostatics, astronomy, ballistics, and related
fields become central to physical inquiry, rather than some
entirely different set of problems? Hessen’s answer is that
these were not problems generated solely by the internal
logic of scientific thought. The dissolution of the feudal
economy, the growth of merchant capital, the expansion
of international trade, and the increasing importance of
sectors such as mining created a new range of practical
problems. Those practical problems, in turn, supplied
science with a new problem set.

Hessen’s causal chain runs roughly as follows: As
merchant capital expands, the demand for larger-scale and
more reliable maritime transport increases. This, in turn,
requires larger and faster ships, a better understanding of
buoyancy, improved navigation, and the construction of
ports and canals. These practical demands generate
problems in hydrostatics, hydrodynamics, astronomy, and
mechanics. As mining expands, mines have to be drained
and ventilated, and ore has to be lifted from underground;
pumps, simple machines, and questions concerning air
and water pressure therefore become increasingly
important. Developments in military technology likewise
bring artillery to the foreground, together with problems
such as the trajectories of projectiles. Hessen thinks that,
if we want to understand why Galileo or Newton were so
deeply concerned with the motion of bodies, then we need

27 Boris Hessen, “The Social and Economic Roots of Newton’s
Principia,” in The Social and Economic Roots of the Scientific
Revolution: Texts by Boris Hessen and Henryk Grossmann, ed.
Gideon Freudenthal and Peter McLaughlin (Dordrecht:
Springer, 2009), 41-101.

28 1 do not agree with this explanation but it is not an issue for
the present paper. Suffice it to say that, we can see people can
take different attitudes toward nature even when there is no need
of “class compromise”; this sounds somewhat ad hoc and
retrospective.
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not look only at what earlier thinkers had said about
motion: it may also matter that the world in which they
lived was increasingly dependent on knowing how
moving bodies behave. So, Hessen’s point is that
economic demands generate technical problems, and
technical problems, in turn, help shape the agenda of
scientific inquiry.

Hessen even uses this argument to explain not only
why certain sciences developed, but also why others did
not. Seventeenth-century technical practice provided an
enormous amount of empirical and technological material
for mechanics. From Hessen’s perspective, it is therefore
no accident that mechanical problems advanced so rapidly
while other branches of physics did not develop in the
same way. Scientific thought, in Hessen’s account, does
not simply select whatever problems it wishes to solve in
an intellectual vacuum. Which problems and issues
become important and even “thinkable” is partly shaped
by the productive forces and technical practices already in
place.

But Hessen’s argument is not limited to scientific
problem-selection. He also thinks that the social structure
of the period shapes the broader ideological framework
within which scientific problems are conceptualized.
Newton is especially interesting in this regard. On the one
hand, the Principia is perhaps the supreme achievement of
describing nature as a mechanical system operating under
mathematical laws. On the other hand, God by no means
disappears from Newton’s universe. Rather than
explaining this simply in terms of Newton’s personal
religious beliefs, Hessen relates it to the social and
political “class compromise™® that emerged in England
after the Restoration and, especially, the Glorious
Revolution. Even the advance of mechanistic science,
then, does not amount to a straightforward and
uninterrupted elimination of all personalistic features
from nature.?®* The ideological limits of the period also
constrain how far mechanization can be carried. Whether
I find this particular part of Hessen’s argument convincing
is a separate question. For us, the important
methodological move is that scientific content itself, and
not merely the financing of scientific institutions or the

2 This is somewhat both unexpected and expected. It is
unexpected; what stopped Newton or others from fully taking a
strict naturalist turn to everything? Even today, we can see very
religious people can become quite good strict naturalist
scientists. How does that work? However, it is also expected
because, as I take it, even though pretty much everything has
become “naturalized” in the history of science, social aspects or
the “personalistic” realm have always eschewed such
naturalization attempts. This is an interesting issue that needs to
be investigated further.
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social status of scientists, can become an explanandum of
social and economic history.

The main insight Hessen contributes to this discussion
is that social and economic needs create a kind of selection
pressure that helps determine which scientific problems
are pursued and which ideas receive greater attention and
acceptance. At the same time, these needs and interests
also seem, in Hessen’s account, to shape, or at least
constrain, the range of views that become thinkable in the
first place. This influence, however, is not unlimited.
Other political and ideological conditions within society
can exert pressures in the opposite direction, restricting or
counteracting the effects of economic and technical
demands. We will see there are different approaches to
cash out this relationship between society and science
below.

2.1.2 Borkenau-Grossmann Debate

An important issue to consider at this point is one of the
classical externalist debates about the origins of modern
science: the Borkenau—Grossmann controversy that
emerged around the Frankfurt School in the 1930s. The
question Franz Borkenau tried to answer in Der Ubergang
vom feudalen zum biirgerlichen Weltbild®® is, in broad
outline, very close to ours. Why did a mathematical-
mechanistic worldview emerge in the early seventeenth
century, particularly in thinkers such as Descartes,
Galileo, and Hobbes? Why did nature come to be
understood less in terms of the qualities, essences, and
purposes emphasized by the Scholastic tradition, and
increasingly in terms of quantity, motion, impact, and
mathematical relations? Borkenau does not look for the
answer in the transmission of ideas from one philosopher
to another, nor in the claim that certain arguments simply
became more convincing than their competitors. Instead,
he locates the source of this new mode of thought in the
productive relations of the period, and more specifically
in the rise of manufacture and the division of labour within
the production process.

At the center of Borkenau’s argument is a relatively
simple but important idea: medieval craft labour is
qualitative. What a shoemaker, blacksmith, or carpenter
does is defined by the specific skills, techniques, and
products of that craft. These activities are not
homogeneous units that can be directly compared with
one another. With the emergence of manufacture,

30 Franz Borkenau, Der Ubergang vom feudalen zum
biirgerlichen Weltbild: Studien zur Geschichte der Philosophie
der Manufakturperiode (Paris: Félix Alcan, 1934).

31 Henryk Grossmann, “The Social Foundations of the
Mechanistic Philosophy and Manufacture,” in The Social and
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however, production begins to be broken down into
simpler and repeatable operations performed by different
workers. The particular qualities of labour thereby
become progressively less important. What matters is no
longer the distinctive activity of this or that craftsperson;
it is all the same as long as the outcome is quantifiable and
functional enough. Quality is translated into quantity.

For Borkenau, this is the social context on which what
he calls “abstract labour” becomes possible. And just as
people begin to organize their economic life by reducing
heterogeneous qualities to homogeneous, measurable, and
quantitative units, they also begin to conceptualize nature
in analogous terms. The abstract and homogeneous
concepts of matter and motion characteristic of modern
mechanics are, in this sense, an extension of the social
organization of manufacture into the conceptualization of
nature.

The mechanistic turn of the seventeenth century is
therefore, for Borkenau, not merely an internal theoretical
advance within science: there is a structural relation
between the new mode of production and the new
conception of nature. Just as manufacture strips
production of its qualitative specificity and transforms it
into divisible, calculable, and repeatable processes, this
new conception of nature strips natural processes of their
qualitative  specificity and redescribes them in
mathematical and mechanical terms. Borkenau takes one
more step: for him, the mechanistic worldview is, in a
sense, an extrapolation of the manufacturing process onto
the cosmos as a whole. Natural phenomena come to be
explained not through meaning, purpose, or their own
distinctive qualitative powers, but through “meaningless”
transformations of matter, motion, and impact.

Notice that, in the terminology I use here, Borkenau
is of course not speaking of “strict naturalism™ as such.
What he is trying to explain, however, is one of the most
important transformations on which strict naturalism
would later depend, that is, the progressive
reconceptualization ~ of  nature as  something
depersonalized and quantitative.

This is actually where Henryk Grossmann enters the
debate.*! In fact, Grossmann does not reject Borkenau’s
basic project. He is an externalist in that regard himself;
he agrees that the social origins of modern science and
mechanistic thought need to be investigated, and regards

Economic Roots of the Scientific Revolution: Texts by Boris
Hessen and Henryk Grossmann, ed. Gideon Freudenthal and
Peter McLaughlin (Dordrecht: Springer, 2009), 103—156.
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this as an important contribution. At the same time, his
objection is that Borkenau has located the relevant social
mechanism in the wrong place. The first and most
fundamental problem, for Grossmann, is chronological. If
mechanistic and quantitative thought arose from the
advanced division of labour within manufacture, then
modern science should have emerged only after such a
division of labour had become sufficiently widespread.
Yet, Grossmann argues, the basic categories of modern
scientific mechanics are already visible much earlier,
during the Renaissance, and especially in the work of
Leonardo da Vinci. To treat Descartes or Hobbes as
marking an abrupt beginning is therefore, on Grossmann’s
view, to erase more than a century of scientific
development from the historical picture.

More importantly, Grossmann argues that Borkenau’s
description of manufacture is itself anachronistic.
Borkenau treats sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century
manufacture as if it already resembled Adam Smith’s
famous pin factory: an advanced productive process
broken down into simple, repetitive, and homogeneous
tasks. According to Grossmann, this is not historically
accurate. Early manufacture consisted largely in bringing
different skilled craftspeople together under one roof to
work for the same capitalist. Production had not yet been
systematically decomposed into simple and repetitive
motions. The kind of experience of ‘“abstract labour”
required by Borkenau’s argument therefore does not
appear to have been sufficiently developed in the period
to which he assigns it.

If so, the “causal” argument collapses. Mechanistic
thought cannot be explained by a form of division of
labour that either developed later or was only beginning
to emerge at roughly the same time. Grossmann’s
alternative is especially important for my purposes. The
source of modern mechanistic thought, he argues, is not
the fragmentation of labour but the practical relation to
machines. Beginning with Leonardo, engineers,
technicians, and natural philosophers increasingly worked
with pumps, levers, water machinery, and other
mechanical devices. They were required to calculate and
manipulate force, motion, work, equilibrium, and related
processes. It was this practical engagement, Grossmann
argues, that made the development of mechanistic
categories possible. What is more, Grossmann turns some
of Borkenau’s own examples against him. If Harvey
explains blood circulation through the model of a pump,
or if Simon Stevin’s engineering practice plays a role in
the development of the new mechanics, why should these
be interpreted as examples of the division of labour? A

32 Steven Shapin, The Scientific Revolution (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1996), 1.
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pump is a machine, and Stevin’s practice concerns
machines and technical problems far more directly than it
concerns the organization of labour within manufacture.

For Grossmann, as I gather, the explanans remains
social and material. But it is not, as Borkenau thought, the
experience of division of labour. If Grossman is right, it is
the fact that human beings increasingly engage with
machines and manipulate natural processes through them.
This, allegedly, provides the practical background for the
emergence of a mechanistic worldview. The modern
scientist did not learn to think of nature as a machine
simply because, sitting at a desk one day, he happened
upon a particularly successful metaphor. The world in
which he lived was becoming increasingly populated by
machines, and human intervention in that world was
increasingly mediated by mechanical devices. At the risk
of oversimplifying, the basic difference between the two
positions can be stated quite simply. For Borkenau, the
structure of society and the organization of labour find an
analogous expression at the scientific and intellectual
level. Grossmann does not think this is enough. The
chronology does not quite fit, and, more importantly, the
argument does not explain how scientists, who often lived
lives relatively isolated from much of the rest of society,
actually came to arrive at these views. For Grossmann,
what matters is therefore not merely that society had
acquired certain structural features, but that scientists
themselves increasingly encountered machines in their
everyday practical activity; they worked with them, used
them, solved problems through them, and came to inhabit
a world in which the characteristic operations and
properties of machines played an increasingly dominant
role.

2.1.3 Steven Shapin and Why Scientific
Revolution Was Not a Revolution

As we move forward from these classical externalist
accounts, however, the question of the emergence of
modern science itself begins to change. Steven Shapin
famously opens The Scientific Revolution with the
sentence: “There was no such thing as the Scientific
Revolution, and this is a book about it.”* His point is not,
of course, that nothing important changed in scientific
thought during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
On the contrary, many of the transformations that made
what we now call modern science possible did indeed
occur during this period. What Shapin rejects is the idea
that they happened at one moment, in one place, through
one method, or as part of a single coherent project called
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“modern science” on which everyone agreed. To
retrospectively gather Copernicus, Galileo, Bacon,
Descartes, Boyle, Newton, and others under one narrative,
as though they were different heroes of the same coherent
revolution, is, for Shapin, as much a product of later
historiography as it is a description of the history itself.
“The Scientific Revolution,” in this sense, is not a name
the events gave themselves. It is an analytic category we
impose retrospectively.

This shift in perspective matters because it might
change the question. The question here is not “Who
discovered the basic ideas of modern science?” Nor are
we asking only, in the manner of Borkenau, Grossmann,
or Hessen, “Which economic or technological
developments produced those ideas?” The organization of
Shapin’s book is speaking for itself here: first, “What Was
Known?”; then, “How Was It Known?”; and finally,
“What Was the Knowledge For”?*

What Shapin does with this work is to explain the
emergence of modern scientific thought through
immensely distributed processes that span accross people,
institutions, instruments, etc. Consider the rise of
experimental science as an example.’* Today, we are
inclined to regard performing an experiment and
observing its result as an almost self-evident scientific
procedure. Yet, as Shapin shows more broadly in his work
on Boyle and the Royal Society, the establishment of
experiment as a reliable knowledge-producing practice
cannot be explained simply by saying that people
discovered that experimentation was a good idea. For an
experiment to produce a credible “matter of fact”, a piece
of “objective truth”, a whole range of social problems had
to be resolved. People needed to decide where the
experiment should take place, before whom it should be
performed, whether the apparatus could be trusted, how
far the testimony of observers should be accepted, and
how disagreement should be managed. These are all
procedural and even institutional processes that emerged
through time and the contributions of different actors. The
very concept of “fact”, an objective piece of truth which
is delivered to us through experimentation, is therefore
made reliable within particular material and social
practices. It is constructed through a distributed and
situated processes just like any other social practice that
we take for granted.

Science, on this view, is not simply an intellectual
activity that happens to be influenced by society; it is

33 Shapin, The Scientific Revolution, vii.

34 Steven Shapin and Simon Schaffer, Leviathan and the Air-
Pump: Hobbes, Boyle, and the Experimental Life (Princeton,
N1J: Princeton University Press, 1985), 1-21.
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itself, from the outset, a practice. And once we see it this
way, drawing a clean boundary between intellectual
history and social history becomes increasingly difficult.
Scientific ideas do not stand on one side while “society”
stands on the other as an external force acting upon them.
Scientific thinking already takes place within socially
organized human activity.

What I carry forward from this section, therefore, is
not a complete explanation but just two important
insights: First, the emergence of modern science, and with
it strict naturalism, appears to have something to do with
machines, mechanization, and the fact that people
increasingly came to live within a mechanized world of
practice. Second, this transformation appears to have been
gradual rather than the product of a sudden intellectual
revolution. But this immediately creates another problem:
if these explanations were sufficient, then the
phenomenon that motivated this paper, the apparent
loosening and retreat of strict naturalism over the last
several decades, should not have occurred. We still live in
capitalist societies; the basic organization of production,
commodification, and social relations has not undergone
a reversal of the kind these classical accounts would seem
to require. Nor, in the relevant sense, have machines
disappeared from human life.

So the change must be sought elsewhere.

3. In the Beginning Was the Word

In his work on the history of chemistry, the Estonian
historian of chemistry Rein Vihalemm offers two distinct
analyses that are especially relevant here, one concerning
ancient Greece, and another concerning the emergence of
what I call strict naturalism.>”

Vihalemm emphasizes that, for the philosophers of
ancient Greece, who were also members of the free and
often aristocratic strata of society, the word occupied a
central place in human activity.’® These men had slaves,
and Vihalemm describes the slave, in effect, as a “walking
tool,” barely different in functional terms from a domestic
animal or an instrument. Their practical relation to the
world was mediated through slaves. One might even say
that slaves functioned as extensions of their owners’ body.

Vihalemm summarizes the point in a striking
formulation: “A slave owner was the programmer of the

35 Rein Vihalemm, “A Story of a Science: On the Evolution of
Chemistry,” Acta Baltica Historiae et Philosophiae
Scientiarum 7, no. 2 (2019): 7-180.

36 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 21.
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slave’s actions and the slave was the executor of the

program.”’

He continues:

In this sphere, the word was the immediate tool of a
free citizen himself: one had to know how to verbalise
the instructions that the slave was supposed to follow.
The prescribed instructions could not be formulated
arbitrarily but the slave’s physical capacities had to be
considered. The prescription had to be as simple and
unambiguous as possible, so that it could be followed
blindly, so to speak, mechanically, precisely and
quickly.?®

Then he develops at length the parallel between this
practical role of the word and the organization of social
and political life more generally. In his account, word and
reason stand at the center of ancient Greek philosophical
activity. And precisely for this reason, certain forms of
logic and mathematics develop, as do certain
characteristic ways of thinking about nature, while the
modern idea of controlled experiment does not. As he puts
it:

Ancient study of nature simply lacks aspiration to
scientific endeavour. We may even venture further:
ancient teachings of nature, natural philosophy of the
period of antiquity was not even interested in the
physical content of the studied object (in the sense we
know it), there were no attempts to anticipate the
physical, chemical, and other mechanisms of nature.*’

For Vihalemm, it seems to me, what matters in this world
is the word and the relations internal to it, such as
coherence, logical relations, cohesion, consistency, etc...
What does not yet occupy the same central position is the
idea, familiar to us, of an objective reality that exists
independently of the subject and operates autonomously
according to its own laws.

Vihalemm offers a parallel analysis of the emergence
of “objectivity,” and therefore, within the terminology of
this paper, of strict naturalism. On his account, one of the
central achievements of the modern scientific worldview
is the ability to conceive of the world as an object
independent of the subject.*’ But, as we talked about, this
capacity is not a timeless epistemic attitude that human
beings always possessed and that figures such as Galileo
or Newton merely discovered and rendered scientific. In

37 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 18.

38 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 18-19.
39 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 21-22.
40 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 20-22.
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the ancient and medieval worlds, the structure of human
activity did not yet generate this kind of object-world. In
medieval production, for Vihalemm, the dominant
relation was primarily a human-object relation.*! A
craftsperson produced a particular object for a particular
person, using personal skill, knowledge, and control over
the process from beginning to end. The finished object
would bear the marks both of the artisan who made it and
of the person for whom it was made. Both the activity and
its product therefore retained a personal character, while
social relations likewise appeared largely as direct
relations between persons The world was accordingly
experienced not as a mechanism standing over against the
human subject, operating independently and on its own,
but as a meaningful and hierarchical order within which
human beings already occupied a determinate place, an
order ultimately extending upward to God.*?

With the rise of capitalism, and especially with
transformations in production, Vihalemm sees a break in
this structure, just like other externalist scholars. And he
formulates it as a transition from human-object relations
to object-object relations, which paved the way for the
emergence of strict naturalism. Vihalemm connects the
modern tendency to see the world in terms of discrete
things and invariant relations among them with the fact
that practical activity itself was becoming organized
around precisely such relations.

Vihalemm’s characterization is, in fact, quite closely
aligned with the externalist approaches discussed above.
And, as [ noted in the previous section, it does not by itself
answer the question that is ultimately central to this paper:
Why have we witnessed, over the last several decades, an
apparent transformation in the strict-naturalistic outlook?
What it does provide, however, is an important clue
toward a possible answer. The crucial element, for my
purposes, is Vihalemm’s analysis of the role of the “word”
in ancient Greek philosophy.* Although he develops this
point specifically in relation to ancient Greece, | see no
compelling reason why the analysis should stop there
rather than be extended, with the necessary qualifications,
to the end of the medieval period.

When discussing the Middle Ages, Vihalemm turns to
craftspeople and artisans and takes their forms of activity
as his point of reference. Yet craftspeople and artisans
were also present in ancient Greece, while his analysis
there focuses instead on free citizens. This asymmetry is
important. What we call ancient Greek philosophy and

4 'Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 60-62.
42 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 61.
43 Vihalemm, “Story of a Science,” 73-74.
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intellectual culture has come down to us overwhelmingly
through the perspective, practices, and writings of free
citizens. In that sense, Vihalemm’s choice is entirely
reasonable. But much the same can be said of medieval
philosophy. The body of thought that constitutes
“medieval philosophy” for us was not primarily produced
by artisans or craftspeople. It was written, preserved, and
transmitted largely by members of the clergy, monastic
orders, scholars, and, more broadly, socially privileged
groups whose characteristic  activities  differed
substantially from those of manual producers. For this
reason, [ propose to extend Vihalemm’s analysis from
ancient Greece through the end of the medieval period.

My suggestion is that, in explaining the emergence of
strict naturalism, the crucial transformation concerns
whether the “word” occupies the central mediating
position in human activity. On this account, the economic
and social transformations emphasized by earlier
externalist theories matter not only in themselves; their
deeper significance lies in the way they alter the place of
the “word” in experience and cognition. It is through this
transformation, I will argue, that a naturalistic outlook
becomes increasingly possible and eventually dominant.
And when we turn to the contemporary reversal that
concerns us here, the same line of thought becomes
especially suggestive. The most striking changes of recent
decades may not lie primarily in economic relations at all.
They may instead lie in a set of transformations
concerning the “word” itself.

4. Return of the Word

If the story developed so far is roughly correct, then
we are left with an obvious problem. If the emergence of
modern science and strict naturalism is to be explained in
terms of transformations in production, the division of
labour, mechanization, rationalization, anonymity, the
quantification of the world, or, more generally, the
depersonalizing effects of modernization on human
experience, then why do we now seem to be witnessing
movement in the opposite direction? None of these
processes have disappeared. The contemporary world is
not less mechanized than the nineteenth-century world. It
is not less anonymous, less rationalized, less bureaucratic,
or less mediated by markets. The division of labour has
advanced further still, technological systems penetrate a
far greater portion of everyday life, and a substantial part
of human interaction continues to take place through
impersonal institutions, procedures, and standardized
roles. Whichever externalist account we prefer, the
conditions it identifies as making strict naturalism
possible are still present today, and in many respects have
become even stronger. Why, then, do we increasingly
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encounter theories that once again describe nature in terms
of agency, intelligence, meaning, goal-directedness,
experience, or related personalistic categories? Why does
the long expansion of strict naturalism’s intellectual
territory appear to have slowed and, especially since the
second half of the twentieth century, begun to reverse?

My hypothesis is that, rather than modernization and
capitalism disappearing, a new element was added to
modern experience. And this element is, at first sight, so
thoroughly modern, technological, and mechanical that
one might have expected it to reinforce strict naturalism
rather than weaken it: the computer.

I take the basic idea from Vihalemm’s analysis. As we
saw, one of the features he emphasizes is the central role
of the word in the practical activity of those social groups
engaged in philosophy and science. In that context, the
word is not merely a device for describing the world; it is
a means of making things happen. One speaks, and
something occurs in the world. From this perspective, one
important consequence of modernization can be described
as a decline in the causal weight of the word within human
activity. Modern people, of course, still give orders,
speak, write and coordinate one another linguistically. But
an ever larger part of the world comes to operate through
physical intervention, machine use, standardized
procedures, and impersonal systems. One does not “tell”
a machine what to do, one physically intervenes in it. One
moves the correct part, presses the correct button, applies
the correct force. And when one wants to understand why
something happened, one looks not to what it “meant,” but
to the mechanism that produced the relevant physical
outcome.

I think this distinction is highly significant for strict
naturalism. Within modern experience, the word
increasingly comes to belong on the side of the mind,
while causal efficacy belongs on the side of matter. Words
mean things, matter does things. Meaning belongs to
representation, causation to physical mechanism. In a
world experienced in this way, it is hardly surprising that
only material mechanisms should come to seem genuinely
causally efficacious. With the computer, however, this
distinction begins to blur again in a rather strange way.

In computing, we tell a physical system what to do
through symbolic instructions. I am not, of course,
claiming that code and natural language are the same
thing. Nor by “computer” do I refer only to personal
computers: I use the term broadly to refer to the expanding
family of digital technologies that includes the internet,
mobile phones, social media, smartphones, artificial
intelligence, and related systems. If there is one trajectory
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that runs through their development, it is that word-like
symbolic elements have progressively regained the
capacity to produce effects in the world, while meaning
and other personalistic categories have begun to reacquire
something akin to causal efficacy. The distance between
symbol and action has shortened again. If we look at the
last seventy years of computer technology from this
perspective, we see a gradual expansion of the causal role
played by word-like symbolic elements in human activity.

At first, this relation was confined to a relatively small
group of specialists, like programmers and engineers.
Most people did not see the internal workings of
computers, did not write code, and did not interact with
machines in this way. So their experiential consequences
for society at large were limited. I suspect the internet and
the distribution of personal computers began to change
this. The computer ceased to be merely a symbolic
machine operating within itself and instead became an
intermediary connected to other machines, institutions,
and people. Typing an address, filling out a form, or
submitting a query no longer changed only what appeared
on a screen; these actions initiated processes elsewhere.
Symbolic input became part of a much wider causal
network. Email is an early and relatively simple example.
One writes a text, and that text may change the behaviour
of another person elsewhere in the world. Of course,
letters could do this too; in that respect, email is not
radically new. The difference lies in speed, scale, and
degree of integration. A message can now cross continents
in seconds, reach dozens or thousands of people
simultaneously, initiate institutional procedures, be read
by automated systems, and trigger further operations. The
causal reach of the word expands dramatically.

With the spread of the web, web platforms,
smartphones, and related systems, this escalates even
further. The effects of what we write no longer proceed
only through other people. We enter a search query and a
system responds. We use “words” to fill in a form and
thereby initiate a process within a bank, insurance
company, government agency, etc. What is particularly
striking at the level of everyday experience is that the rest
of the causal chain becomes increasingly invisible. We do
not see the warehouse, speak to the bank clerk or
physically intervene in the processes of the server. We
perform a linguistic or symbolic act, and the world
responds. Something interesting therefore happens as
computerization advances: At first, word-like symbolic
instructions are the programmer’s means of telling the
machine what to do. Over time, much larger sections of
society begin to initiate worldly processes through
symbols. Across an expanding range of human activity,
doing and saying begin to move closer together.
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It is at this point that I propose the Return of the Word
Hypothesis (ROWH): ROWH is the hypothesis that the
spread of computing and, subsequently, digital
technologies has made symbolic and semantic elements
causally efficacious once again within everyday human
experience, and that this shift has, ceteris paribus, made it
more intuitive and plausible to apply categories such as
meaning, agency, intelligence, goal-directedness, and
other personalistic predicates literally to nature.

The hypothesis is not stronger than this; I am not
claiming that computers caused panpsychism, that the
internet produced biosemiotics, or that programmers
should naturally become animists. The kind of causation I
have in mind is that technological environments change
the structure of everyday causal experience, and those
changes can make some ontological descriptions appear
less strange than others. Chronology matters here as well.
The fact that computers emerged in the 1940s and 1950s
does not mean that the transformation predicted by
ROWH should have appeared immediately at the scale of
society. Only a very small proportion of people interacted
directly with early computers; these were highly
specialized machines located in large institutions,
laboratories, military organizations, and corporations. The
existence of a technology and the transformation of a
society’s experiential environment by that technology are
not the same thing.

This is why the 1990s matter. With the increasing
spread of the personal computer and the incorporation of
the internet into everyday life, a form of symbolic efficacy
that had previously been confined to a narrow group of
specialists became increasingly ordinary. A growing
proportion of human activity began to be conducted not
by physically manipulating things, but through the Word.

Conclusion

I began this paper with a historical puzzle: If strict
naturalism emerged together with mechanization,
changing forms of production, rationalization, and the
broader depersonalization of modern life, then why does
it now seem to be losing some of its former dominance?
None of those conditions have disappeared; if anything,
many of them have intensified.

The externalist accounts discussed here help us
understand how deeply scientific worldviews are
embedded in forms of practical and social activity.
Among them, though, Vihalemm provides the clue that
matters most for my argument: the changing role of the
word in human activity.
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My suggestion is that the recent re-enchantment of nature
may be related not to a reversal of modernity or
capitalism, but to a transformation within it. Digital
technologies have gradually restored symbolic inputs to a
position of practical efficacy. Increasingly, we say, write,
type, or prompt, and things happen. ROWH is therefore
meant as a limited historical hypothesis. I am not claiming
that computers directly caused panpsychism,
biosemiotics, or theories of agency in nature. I am
suggesting that they may have changed the experiential
background against which such views are judged. If so,
the return of personalistic categories to nature may be,
paradoxically, one of the consequences of an increasingly
technological world.
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Banka Soygunculugundan Filozofluga: Bernard Stiegler

Bernard Stiegler icin hayat okulundan mezun bir filozof desek yanlis olmaz. Yolu dogrudan santiyelerden, caz
kuliiplerinden ve yiiksek giivenlikli cezaevlerinden ge¢mis bir filozof olan Stiegler, ilk genglik yillarini Paris’in banliyosii
Sarcelles’te gegirdi. Daha lise yillarinda siyasete ilgi duymaya baslayarak Komiinist Parti’nin eylemlerine, etkinliklerine
katildi. 1968 Baharinda gergeklesen ve tiim diinyaya yayilan eylemlere, bu onun lise diplomasini zamaninda alamamasina
neden olacak olsa da, aktif olarak katilim sagladi. 68 Bahar1 ve sonrasindaki Komiinist Parti tiyeligi (1976 yilinda partinin
Stalinizm’e teslim oldugu gerekcesiyle istifa etti) Fransiz filozofu kiiltiirel, sanatsal, teorik ve pratik acilardan 6nemli
Olciide degistirdi ve gelistirdi.

Altyap1 ve bakim iginde planlamaci, bir duvar iscisi, el yapim taki saticisi, bir atdlyede planlama gorevlisi.... 20’li
yaslarinin basinda calisti§1 bu islerden sonra, kirsala taginarak hayvancilik ve g¢iftcilikle hayatin1 idame ettirmeye ve
ailesine bakmaya ¢alist1. Fakat 76’ yilinda gerceklesen bir kuraklik, her seyi kaybetmesine yol acarak onu farkl arayiglar
igerisine siiriikkledi.

Komiinist yillarinin ve amcasinin miizik kasetlerinin etkisiyle bir caz miizigi hayrani olan Stiegler, Toulouse sehrinde—
bu karariin hayatinin déniim noktasi olacagini heniiz bilmeden—bir Jazz Bar igletmeye koyuldu. Bu mekanda canli caz
konserleri diizenleniyor, entelektiieller toplaniyordu. Burada Fransiz filozof Gérard Granel ile tanisip yakin bir iligki
kurdu. Bir giin, mekanda miisteriler ile izne gelmis askeri parasiitciiler arasinda biiyiik bir kavga ¢ikti. Polis baskin1 yapildi
ve Stiegler’e muhbirlik/anlagma teklif edildi; bu teklifi reddetmesiyle banka kredisi kesildi ve kisa bir siire sonra da iflas
etti.

Bu iflasin ardindan bes parasiz kalan Stiegler, ¢6ziimii ilging bir yontemde buldu: Kredi borcu oldugu bankay1 soymak.
Bu soygunu birka¢ diger soygun da takip etti ve iic kere ziplayan Stiegler, dordiinciide yakalanarak hapse girdi.
Hapishanede ETA militanlartyla ayni ortamda bulunmasina ve avukatinin “bunu siyasi bir eylem/kamulastirma olarak
sunalim, daha az ceza alirsin” demesine ragmen bunu kesinlikle reddetti. Adi suclu olarak yargilanmak istedi; siddet
eyleminin sol harekete zarar verdigini savundu. 8 yil ceza ald1, 5 yil yatt1.

Hayatimin bir diger doniim noktasi, hapishanede gecirdigi 5 yil oldu. Gérard Granel ona kitap ve kaynak saglads;
Fransa’nin felsefe devi Jacques Derrida ile mektuplagsmaya basladi. Derrida onun felsefi kavrayisina hayran kalip
mektupla lisans/yiiksek lisans siirecine ve erken tahliyesine dogrudan destek oldu. Hiicresini bir manastir hiicresi/felsefe
laboratuvar1 gibi kullanabilmek i¢in aglik grevi yapti, yiiksek giivenlikli tecrit hiicresine gonderilmeyi goze alarak tek
kisilik hiicre hakki kazandi. Yani mahpus hayati onun i¢in hem zehir hem de ilag islevi (farmakon) gordii.

Hapisten ¢iktiktan sonra “eski bir banka soyguncusu”nun kenara ¢ekilip marjinal kalmas1 beklenirken, tam tersine Fransiz
devletinin en prestijli kiiltiir/teknoloji kurumlarinin tepe yoneticisi oldu. Derrida’nin siipervizorliigiinde La technique et
le temps: La faute d'Epiméthée bashkl doktora tezini yazdi ve savundu. 1994 yilindan hayatini kaybettigi 2020 yilina
kadar 30’un {izerinde kitap yayinladi; dernek, enstitii ve felsefe okulu gibi olusumlarin kurulmasina ve iglemesine onciiliik
etti.
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AHMET AKTAS iLE ROPORTAJ

Ahmet Aktas ile Roportaj: Spinoza ve Heidegger Felsefelerinde Keder,

Kayip, Yas Kavramlar1 Uzerine

Ahmet Aktas, lisans egitimini Bogazici Universitesi
Felsefe Boluimi’nde yiksek onur derecesi ile
tamamlamasinin ardindan, Yuksek lisans derecesini
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Felsefe
Bolimu’nde Precarions Necessity: Delenze and the Theory
of Thought bashikl teziyle almustir. Baglica calisma
alanlart Spinoza, 20. yuzyl Kita felsefesi, siyasal
distnce tarthi, duygular felsefesi olan Aktas,
Fulbright bursiyeri olarak kabul edildigi Purdue
Universitesi  Felsefe ~ Bolimi'nde  doktora
calismalarint stirdurmektedir.

Bu soyleside Ahmet Aktas ile felsefe tarihinde
cogunlukla g6z ardi edilen kederli duygularin
donustirict glcini, kaybin ontolojisini, desiderinm
kavraminin politik potansiyellerini ve Heideggerci
cercevede “bir ditnyanin kayb1” olarak yasin kurucu
mabhiyetini konustuk.

Omer Semsi Tiitk: Spinoza literatiirindeki hikim
negect ve olumlamact okumalarin aksine, kaybn (loss) ve yasin
(beklag/ grief) onun pratik felsefesinin merkezinde yer aldign
savunarak argunun iki belirlenimi arasinda sistematik bir
ayrim Ruruyorsunug: cupiditas (argu) ve bir kaybin ardmdan
ortaya gikap hem kederi hem de geri kaganma cabasin: igeren
desiderinm  (hasret/ 5zlem). Kaybin nesnesini incelerken de
carpuct bir ontolojik iddiada bulunuyorsunuz: “Kaybettigimiz
sey sabip oldugnmuz, bir nesne dedil, eyleme ghiciimiizii
olusturan ve bizzat oldugumuzg, seyin bir parcast.” Spinoza
uzmanlarimm bu igledi g3 ardr etmesinin ardindaki nedenleri
de merak etmekle birlikte, asil sormafk istedigim soru su:
Kritik bir kayip, iznenin kend tekil 63iinii (singular essence)
kavramasinda nastl bir rol oynar?

Ahmet Aktag: Spinoza’nin tekil 6zt nasil
tanimladigi ve bu tanimin altint nasil doldurdugu
oldukca 6nemli ve karmasik bir konu. Hemen basta

! Baruch Spinoza, Ethica, 111, Onerme 7 (E3p7). Alintilarda
Spinoza kiilliyat1 i¢in standart akademik kisaltma sistemi
gozetilmistir.

Hazirlayan: Omer Semsi Tiirk

sunu not edelim: Spinoza etkin 6z (essentia actuas)' ile
formal 6z (essentia formalis)* arasinda bir ayrim
yapiyor ve tekil 6ziimiizii anlamak icin ikinciyi
anlamak da 6nemli, ama ikisi birbirinden ayrilmaz
seyler oldugu i¢in senin sorun baglaminda etkin 6ze
odaklanmamiz daha 6nemli. Spinoza bir seyin etkin
Ozinin o seyin ¢abasiyla (conatus) ayni sey oldugunu
iddia ediyor. Insan baglaminda bu cabaya arzu
diyoruz. Insanin etkin 6ziintin arzu olmast demek,
benim su an oldugum seyin su an yapmaya
cabaladigim seyden baska bir sey olmamasi demek.
Neye c¢abaliyorsam oyum ya da Tirkcede daha
gtizel duyulan bir ifadeyle insan aradigidir diyebiliriz.
Dolayistyla, tekil 6ziimii kavramanin bir boyutunun
su an aradigim seyi neden aradigimi beni harekete
geciren inan¢ ve arzularin nedenlerini anlamak,
béylece kendi tekil 6ztimin ve etrafimdaki seylerin
upuygun bilgisini edinmek oldugunu séyleyebiliriz.

Sordugun soruyu su sekilde formiile edebilirim
o halde: Kayip bize ne aradigimizi kavramamizda
yardimct olabilir mi? Ne aradigimizt ve onu neden
aradigimizi cogunlukla aradigimiz seyl
kaybettigimizde anliyoruz. Ya da daha spesifik
olmak gerekirse, stk sik aradigimiz yeri kolay kolay
doldurulamayacak bir seyi kaybettigimizde, yani bizi
tanimlayan ¢abamizin biytk oranda sekillendiren bir
dizi glicimiizii kaybettigimizde yasadigimiz keder
bize bir soru sorduruyor: Bu kaybettigim gticleri
neden arzuluyordum? Kaybettigim parcam bana
hangi gticleri veriyordu? Bu gl¢lerin ¢abalayan bir
varlik olarak benim icin 6nemi ne? Yani sarsict ve
buytk kayiplar bize hayatta neyin 6nemli oldugunu
kavrama imkani sunuyor, ¢iinkd bu sarsintilar bize
sadece gunlik aliskanhklarimizla  neyin  pesinde
kostugumuzn  degil, ne dgn o seyin pesinde
kostugumuz sorusunu da sorduruyor. Yani kayip

2 Spinoza, Ethica, 11, Onerme 8 (E2p8).
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bize oncelikle bizim neye deger verdigimizi
anlamamiz i¢in, dahast neyin sahici bir 6neme sahip
neyin sahici bir Oneme sahip olmadiginin,
Spinoza’nin ifadesiyle hangi arzunun akla uygun,
hangisinin uygun olmadiginin bilgisini edinmemiz
icin bir firsat sunuyor. Kaybin sundugu bilgi tam da
kendi arzularimizi anlama ve hangi arzularin akla
uygun hangilerinin uygun olmadigint G6grenme
strecinde kritik bir 6neme sahip. Bu baglamda
kayip bize hem tekil 6ziimiize dair 6nemli bir bilgi
firsatt sunuyor hem de tekil 6zimuzin diger
varliklarla baglantilarini kavramak yoluyla ortak
mefhumlar ve sezgisel bilgiye erismemizde 6nemli
bir araci rol oynama potansiyeli tasiyor.

OST: Kederin oynadigs  roller  arasinda  literatiire
eklediginiz 03gtin digiincii tez; yurttaglarda biriken kederin
politik bir dfkeye yol agarak yoneticilerde isyan korkusn
yaratmas: ve tiranlg: dizginleyen bir ilerleme motoruna
doniismesi. Desiderium duwygulanimmn barss, o3giirliik ve
adaleti  kurmada  dondistiiviicii bir  yakt  olabilecedini
belirtiyorsunuzg. Ancak keder, yurttaglar: aktif bir direnise
itebilecegi gibi derin bir wmntsuzinga, felce ngratice bir
nibilizme veya apatiye de siriikleyebilir. Akilla ve ortak
nosyonlarla yapilandirimanss tepkisel bir keder hareketi ne
kadar kalici, etkili ve uzun erimli olabilir? Kederin yikct
bir  tepkisellik  yerine kurucn  bir  adalet  eminine
evrilmesinin, Spinozist anlamda, sinirlarz ve kosullar: neler?
Keder politik anlamda iznelesmeye giden yolda nasil bir
etkiye sahip?

AA: Burada sirayla gidelim. Son soruyla baslayacak
olursak, keder hem etik hem de politik baglamda ne
aradigimiz1 ve ne aramamiz gerektigini anlamanin en
temel yollarindan biri. Keder demek, problem
demek. Bir seyin problem oldugunu, onun bizde
yarattigr  guicsiizlestirici  etkisinden  anliyoruz.
Dolayisiyla  keder hem etk hem de politik
Oznelesmenin kurucu bir elementi. Spinoza Teolyjik
Politik Inceleme nin on altinct bélimiinde yaptigt kole
(servus), Ozne (subditus) ve Ozgur insan (bomo liber)
arasindaki ayrimda da bu noktaya isaret ediyor.’
Koéle baskasinin emrinde ve bagkasinin faydasina
calistig icin agirlikli olarak kederli duygular tasir;
Ozgir insan ise aklin emrinde yasadigindan agirlikls
olarak neseli duygular tasir. Ozne ise baskasinin
emrinde  olmakla  birlikte  kendi  arzulan

3 Benedictus de Spinoza, Theologico-Political Treatise, gev.

Michael Silverthorne ve Jonathan Israel, ed. Jonathan Israel
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dogrultusunda yasadigindan hem kederli hem de
neseli duygulart bir arada tagir.

Sondan ikinci soruna gelirsek, bu elbette bir veya
birka¢ paragrafta cevap vermesi imkansiz bir soru.
Dolaystyla  birka¢ 6nemli ve merkezi noktaya
deginmekle yetinmeme izin ver. Oncelikle,
kederlerin yikict bir tepkisellige yol a¢masinin
oniine kesinkes gececek bir mekanizma bulabilir
miyiz, emin degilim. En nihayetinde bir insan veya
insan grubu karsilasmalarini aklin kilavuzlugunda,
neseli duygulara sahip olacak bir sekilde 6rgtitlemis
olsa da her daim dis etkenlerin yikict glicine maruz
kalabilir. Deginmek istedigim birinci nokta bu. Tkinci
nokta ise su: kederin yikict bir tepkisellikten kurucu
bir adalet zeminine evrilmesini saglayan sey, bu
kederin yarattigi arzu. Spinoza bir duyguyu eylem
glicimiizde ve ¢abamizin yoniinde degisim yaratan
bir etkilenim olarak tanimlar. Yani bir duygu eylem
gliciimiizii azaltan veya artiran, bunu yaparken de
bizi bir sey yapmaya iten, bizde yeni bir arzu yaratan
etkilenimlerdir. Tam bu noktada iki temel duygunun,
Ozlem (desiderium) ve infialin (indignatio), sosyal
degisim yaratma potansiyellerindeki farka bakmak
énemli. Infial en temelde bir 6fke tiirti oldugundan
bizde yarattigr arzu yoneldigi nesneye zarar verme ve
yitkma arzusudur. Oysa kaybin neden oldugu 6zlem
(desiderium) zarar verme arzusuyla yikla bir 6fkeyle
dogurma potansiyeli olsa bile en temelde eskiden var
olan ve aranan bir iyinin yeniden elde edilmesine
duyulan arzuyu igerir. Spinoza okurlar1 sosyal
degisimin altinda yatan temel duygunun infial
(zndignatio) oldugunu iddia ettiklerinde bu farks
gozden kagiriyorlar. Infialden kaynakli sosyal
degisimin itici giicii olan kederin nasi yikict bir
tepkisellik yerine kurucu bir adalet zeminine
evrilecegi sorusu bir muamma. Fakat ayni seyi
6zlemden dogan degisim arzusu i¢in séyleyemeyiz
cinkt 6zlemin kokeninde bir tiir ortak iyiyi elde
etme arzusu da var. Yani infial sadece yikima
yonelirken 6zlemin kurucu bir tarafi var. Buna ek
olarak, infialin sosyal degisim yaratmadaki roli ilk
olarak Aristoteles tarafindan One suruldiginden
orijinallikten olduk¢a uzak bir fikir. Oysa kaybin yol
actigl 6zlemi sosyal degisimin temel motoru olarak
gormek siyaset felsefesi icerisinde o kadar yaygin bir
fikir degil. Bu baglamda Spinoza’nin sosyal degisime

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), Boliim 16,
195-204.
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yonelten arzularin kaynagi olarak sadece infiali degil
kaybin dogurdugu 6zleme isaret etmesi onun siyaset
felsefesi tarihindeki 6zgiin bakisini da gérmemize
yardimei oluyor.

Bu son nokta beni senin sondan tglinci soruna
getitiyor. Ozlemin yapict bir tarafi olsa bile, bu
yapiclik  akil  ve ortak nosyonlarla  birlikte
islemediginde ne kadar kalici, etkili ve uzun erimli
olabilir? Kisa cevap, akla uygun ve ortaklik zemininde
olusan yasalarin uzun zamana vyayilan etkileriyle
karsilastirdigimizda keder temelli bir arzunun yarattig
ortaklik oldukea gecici, gorece etkisiz, kisa erimli
olmaya mahkam. Fakat bu noktada en kritik soru akla
uygun yasalart nasil belirledigimiz ve insanlart bu
yasalara uymaya nasil tesvik edecegimiz. Kederlerin
siyasetteki 6nemli rold, ayni etik diizlemde oldugu gibi
bize problemlerin bilgisini vermesi, neyin bizim igin iyi
ve kotu oldugu sorusunu sordurtmast ve tekil
varolusumuzun kosullart g6z 6ntine alindiginda akla
uygun olan eylemin ne oldugunu anlamamizda aragsal
bir rol oynamasinda yatiyor. Dolaysiyla kaybin
yarattigt  kederler bize problemlerin  bilgisini
verdiginden, bizi kalici, etkili ve uzun erimli bir
orgiitlenmenin nasil olabilecegine dair hayati bilginin
kaynagt oldugunu séyleyebiliriz.

OST: Heidegger iizerine calismanizda, onun i3nelerarastlik
(Mitsein) kavrayisinin  Dasein’t ya  aragsal ve anonim
giindeliklige (das Man) ya da kolektivist bir halk birlikteligine
(das V'olk) feda ettigini, bu nedenle ikame edilemes; tekil
dtekinin  ardindan  tutulan  yasa  yer  birakmadigin
gisteriyorsunnz. Otekinin tekilligi ve yas meselesinde ise ¢agdas
ki hakim  cizgiden  ayrisyorsunng:  Levinas'in - dtekinin
dliimiinii diinyadan kopuk soyut bir askinliga bapsettigini,
Derrida'nin ise yasi fazlastyla genel ve ontolojik bir kategoriye
doniistiirerek somut baglar: erittigini savunuyorsunug. Sigin
insa ettiginiz  Heideggerci  yas  fenomenolojisi,  otekinin
tekilligini hem Levinas gibi metafizik bir soyutluga kagmadan
hem de Heidegger gibi anonim bir kolektivizme bogulmadan

“Otekini kaybettigimizde
diinyadaki bir seyi degil bir
diinyay1 kaybediyoruz.
Heidegger’in gozden kagirdigini
iddia ettigim nokta bu.”

4 Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity: An Essay on
Exteriority, ¢ev. Alphonso Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duquesne
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diinyasal  bir baglamda’ (worldly wmilien) tutmay: nasil
bagarzyor?

AA: Levinas i¢in 6tekine yonelikligimiz en nihayetinde
insan varolusunun bir yapist. Yani bir manada
Heidegger’in kendi farkinda
olmamizdan dogan 6liime dogru olma hali, Levinas’ta
otekine acikligimizdan otirt otekine dogru olmak
seklinde degisiyor. Aradaki temel fark, Heidegger 6liime
acikhigimizin Varligi kuran sey oldugunu iddia ederken,
Levinas 6tekine olan acikligimizin Varligin otesinde,
varliktan baskaya, yani sorumluluga actigini iddia

olumumuzun

ediyor. Levinas’in reddettigi, benim gorusimce
kagirdigl, sey oOtekinin her zaman dinyasal bir
baglamda kendini bize actigi gercegi.' Levinas bu
noktayr 6tekiyle olan iliskimin “iliskisiz bir iliski”
oldugunu iddia ederek ¢ok net bicimde reddediyor.
Yani Levinas’a gore Otekine actkligimiz ona yonelik
bir ilgiden kaynaklanmiyor. Oteki béyle bir ilgi alani
icerisinde kendini gOsterseydi, otekinin bir ickinlik
dizlemi icinde iliskilendigimizi sOylerdik. Oysa
Levinas’a gore oteki bir askinlik, bir epifani olarak
kendini agtyor, dinya disinda, varligin otesinde veya
varliktan bagka olarak.

Otekiyle iliskinizin diinyasal baglaminin kurucu
rolini reddetmek Levinas’in etiginin merkezine
soyut bir sorumluluk kavramini koymasina, bunun
sonucunda da yiuz yuze gerceklesen her ikili
karsilasmanin politik bir baglamda gerceklestigini
kagirmasina yol agtyor. Levinas’a roportajlarinda
stkca sorulan sorulardan biri, onun
fenomenolojisinde ikili bir iliski olarak tarif edilen
etigin yarattgl sorumlulugun, tglincinin (f Zers)
devreye girmesiyle baslayan politik alana nasil
yansidigl. Bu réportajlarda Levinasin cevaplarinin
tatmin edicilikten uzakligr ¢ok ¢arpict. Bu derin etik
dustinirin bize politik olarak sundugu tek sey,
politik sorumlulugun etik sorumluluga tabi oldugu
fikri. Fakat etik sorumlulugun politik adalet
zeminine nasil baglanacagi sorusu kocaman bir
bosluk olarak kaliyor. Dolayistyla Levinas, bizi tam
da etikten siyasete gecisin  tedirgin  edici
zorunluluguyla karst karsiya kaldigimiz noktada terk
ediyor. Derrida Adien a Emmanuel 1evinas'ta tam da

University Press, 1969), 80.

83



KHORA Felsefe Dergisi — Say1 4

Levinasin bizi biraktigr bu bosluktan ¢tkarmaya
calistyor.” Derrida’nin ¢6zimii en nihayetinde etik
ve politika arasindaki bu boslugun kurucu bir bosluk
oldugunu kabul etmek ve siyasetten beklentilerimizi
buna gore ayarlamak.

Bu noktada benim savundugum tez su:
Heidegger'in kendisi bu kavramlarin ¢iktilarin
dogru kavrayamamis olsa bile bize 6tekiyle iliskimizi
anlamak i¢in gereken temel kavramlarin ¢ogunu
sagliyor. Heidegger’'in temelde dogru kavradigi sey
su: Olmak her zaman bir sey olmaktir (das Sein des
Sezenden;  the Being of beings). Bunun Otekiler
baglaminda ciktist su: Otekine agikligimiz, hep #eki/
bir dtekine agik olmaktir. Yani tekil seyler, tekil kisiler
olmadan genel bir yapidan bahsetmek mimkiin
degil. Oysa Levinasin yaptigt tam olarak 6tekini
tekilliginden koparip anonimlige hapsetmek. Tam
da bu yuzden etik hi¢bir zaman politik gerceklige
baglanamiyor. Heidegger’de ise tersi gegerli: Etik
politik olanin iginde eriyor. Senin sorunu su sekilde
yeniden formile edebilirim o halde: Benim
sundugum yas fenomenolojisi nasil oluyor da etik ve
politigin birini digerinin i¢inde yok etmiyor?
Buradaki kritik hamle, Heidegger’in ontolojisi
baglaminda Varligi ve 6liimi en temelde bana ait bir
sey olarak goérmeyi reddetmek yatiyor. Bunun
gerekeesi de benim olanin hep baskast olmasi. Tam
da otekilerin  bu kurucu rolinden otiirt 6tekini
kaybetmek salt ontik bir yoksunluk degil, ontolojik
bir sarsinti yaratabiliyor. Otekini kaybettigimizde
dinyadaki bir seyi degil bir diinyayr kaybediyoruz.
Heidegger'in gézden kacirdigint iddia ettigim nokta
bu. Béyle dusiindigimiizde etik ve politigin hep bir
aradaligi ve esit kurucu rollerini kavramak icin ilk
adim1 da atmis oluyoruz.

OST: Heidegger'de yalnizea kisinin kendi iliimii’ Dasein’s
bireylestiren asli imkan olarak sunulurken, sig yakin bir
dtekinin oliimiiniin de en az kendi oliimiimiiz kadar ‘asli/
kurucn’  (equiprimordial)  oldugunu  dne  siiriyorsunuz.
Ciinkii - dteki  oldiigiinde salt bir varlik  dedil, onunla
paylagilan bir diinya kaybedilmekztedir. Otekinin dliimiiniin
yol actgs bu ontolojik  diniisiim, Dasein’s kendi sabici
varolusuna (authentic existence) nasil ¢agrrer? ‘Kisi yas
tuttugn dlciide kendisi olur’ (to the extent that one monrns,

5 Jacques Derrida, Adieu to Emmanuel Levinas, ¢ev. Pascale-

Anne Brault ve Michael Naas (Stanford: Stanford University

Press, 1999), 1-13.
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one  becomes oneself)  ifadesini  de  irdelersek,  yasin
fenomenolojisi baglaminda insan dinyaya hem firlatilyig
(thrown; geworfen) hem de sevgiyle baglanmus (attached to love)
bir varlik olarak nasil yeniden kurnlabilir?

“Dolayi1siyla diinyada olmak bir
seylerle ilgilenmek, yani sevinek
zorunda olmak demek. Bir seyi
sevmek ise onu kaybetme riskine
talip olmak demek.”

AA: Dinyada olmak, ¢ temel varlik tirtne acik
olmak demek: kendi diinyasina sahip Gtekiler,
dinyami olusturan seyler ve diinyanin bir problem
olarak belirdigi yer olarak kendim. Bunlarin her biri
bir baglanma alani, Heidegger’in terimiyle diinyay1 ve
varligi birbirine baglayan ilginin (Sorge) tg¢ temel
bicimi (Gtekilere ilgim Fiirsorge, seylere ilgim Besorgen,
kendime ilgim Se/bstsorge).® Dolaystyla diinyada
olmak bir seylerle ilgilenmek, yani sevmek zorunda
olmak demek. Bir seyi sevmek ise onu kaybetme
riskine talip olmak demek. Heidegger bu kaybetme
riskinin  en nihayetinde kendi Olimumizde
temellendigini iddia ediyor. Dolayisiyla bizi sahici bir
varolusa acacak olan sey 6lim ve higligin sebep
oldugu kaygi hali.

Heidegger acik¢a temel ontolojiyi (IVar olmak
ne demektir?) etige onceliyor (Nasz/ var olmali?). Ben
kayb1 ve yast varligr kuran iligkilerin kurucu bir
unsuru oldugunu iddia ettigimde aslinda varligin
kendini hep bir etikle, bir form icinde ortaya
ctkardigini da iddia ediyorum. Varlik bize kendini
bir soru olarak sorduruyorsa, bu diinyada ilgimizin
olmasindan  kaynaklaniyor. ~ Yani  dunyaya
firlatildigimuzr fark ettigimiz an, ayni zamanda bir
seylere baglandigimizi fark ettigimiz an; yani bir
seyleri sevdigimizi. Kiritik bir kayip yasamak bizi
sahici bir varolusa gotirme imkani tasir derken,
Heidegger’de tam da olmayan etik bir yonden
bahsediyorum. Kiritik 6tekinin Slimi  beni su
sorularla da karst karsiya birakir: Ben neyi nasil
sevmeliyim? Su an neden o yerine ben varim? Var
olmamin degeri ne? Cinki kritik kayipla fark

ettigim sey benim dinyamin 6tekinin dinyasindan

6 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, ¢ev. John Macquarrie ve
Edward Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), 157—
160, 366.
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ayrilmazligl, 6tekinin oliimiiniin benim Slimimden
ayrilmazligl. Yas, salt bireysel bir kendime donts
degil, kaybin cagirdigt seye, yeniiligkilere, yeni bir bag
kurma bicimine dair bir c¢agridir. Bu tam da
Heidegger ile Levinas arasinda ilerleyen bir patika.

Tam da bu noktada benim iddiamla Levinas’in
iddialar1 arasindaki 6nemli bir fark daha acik hale
geliyor. Ben diinyay1 belli bir 6l¢tide kuran 6tekinin
olimii  beni  sahici bir varolusa  cagirir
dedigimde, sorumlulugun temeline de sevgiyi
koyuyorum. Oteki bize bir ¢agrida bulunur. Oysa
Levinas, otekinin yuziniin bize bir ¢adrda degil,
emirde bulundugunu iddia eder. Evet, yliztin epifanisi
hem “yikseklik” hem “yoksulluk” boyutunu aynt
anda tasir, ama ylzin bizi sorumlulukla baglayan
talebi en nihayetinde bir emir. Bunun sebebi ise
Otekinin yizunun bizim dinya kurncu ilgimizin
Otesinde bir sey olmast. Bence Levinas’in bu
tamamen politik olarak kurulan bir iliskiselligin,
emir ve itaat iliskisinin anlamdan 6nce gelen ve onu
kuran temel iliski oldugunu iddia etmesi, bunu da
etigin temeline koymasi, kendine has bir siyasi
varsaylm tastyor.

OST: Gerek Spinoza gerekse Heidegger iizerine kurdugnnnz
bu 63gtin hat; felsefe taribinde coduninkla kagilmast, asimas
Ya da bastirilmas: gereken durumlar olarak giriilen keder,
kayip ve yast varolusun ve inelesmenin kurucu merkegine
yerlestiriyor. Spinoga metninizdeki biyografik notta onun erken
Yagsta kaybettigi annesi, aile fertleri ve nihayetinde aforog
edilereke cemaatini kaybetmesi ile keder/ kaypp kavrayislar:
arasindaki  paralellige dikkat gekiyorsunug. Bu  bilginin
w51ginda soracak olursam: Sizin felsefi ilginizi keder, kayp ve
_yas eksenine geken kisisel, entelektiiel veya politik motivasyon
neydi? Ondimiizdeki dinemde de bu  izledi farkls filozoflar
veya estetif/ pratik baglamlar iizerinden siirdiirmeyi planlyor
musunug?

AA: Insanin  kendi motivasyonlarini  bilip
bilemeyecegi konusunda emin degilim. Bu konuda
Nietzsche’nin séylediklerine ekleyecek pek bir seyim
yok. Motivasyonlarimiz konusunda bir¢ok inanca ve
arzuya sahip oldugumuz kuskusuz, ama kendimizi
bir nesne haline getirip o nesneyi harekete geciren
seyleri ayirt etmeye calistgimizda, bir hareketi
mumkun kilan devasa sayidaki etkenlerden belli bir

7 Friedrich Nietzsche, Tan Kizilligi: Ahlaksal Onyargilar
Uzerine Diisiinceler, ¢ev. Hiiseyin Kaytan (Istanbul: ithaki
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kisminin digerlerinden daha yogun bir giice sahip
oldugunu soyledigimizde ¢ogu zaman sebeplerden
degil sonuclardan hareket ediyoruz. Cinki bizim
sebep saydigimiz seyin kendisi, belirli bir yogunluga
ulagsmis bir arzu veya duygunun kendisi, bizim
bilincimize ulagsmayan bir¢ok etkilenimin Griind.
ligilenenler bu  fikir icin Tan Kizulligs, 115%
bakabilitler.” Dolayistyla bu problemlerin {izerine
giderken hakiki motivasyonumun ne oldugunu tam
bilemiyorum. Bildigim sey ilerde bu problematigi
daha da genisletmek istedigim. Bu baglamda tzerine
calistigim projelerden biri korku, kayip ve 6zbiling
arasindaki iliskiyi irdeliyor. Temel iddiam, 6zbilincin
bir kayip korkusuyla birlikte var oldugu. Zira tutarlh
bir benlik algis1, o benligin zarar gérmesi olasihigini
da beraberinde getirir ki bu da bir kayip hissine
esdegerdir. Baska bir proje Spinoza’nin kaybi
ontolojik  bir zeminde agiklayan teorisinden
hareketle giincel literatire bir miidahalede
bulunmayr  hedefliyor. Umarim  ilerde  bu
calismalar tzerine de konusma firsatt buluruz.
Simdilik bu harika sorularla diistincelerimi biraz daha
acma firsatt sundugun icin sana ve BUFET ekibine
cok tesekkir ediyorum.
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