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ONSOZ

Felsefe Arkivi'nin 51. sayisinda “Gen¢ Mantik¢ilar ve Manugin Yonelimi™ni ele aliyoruz. Bu
konuyu ele almamiza miimkiin hale getiren degerli yazarlarimiza katkilari icin tesekkiir ederiz.

Mantk, ¢ogu ders kitabinda sadece dediiktif akilyiirtitme ile sinirlandirilmig durumda iken,
Goédel'in Tamamlanamazlik Teoremlerinden (1931), uygulama olarak da yapay zekinin
bir disiplin olarak kurulusundan (1956) beridir muazzam bir déniisiim igerisinde. Klasik-
olmayan manuk cesitleri konusundaki caligmalar ve 1978'de informel manugin bir disiplin
olarak kurulmasini da ekledigimizde, manugin konusundaki genisleme oldukea dikkat ¢ekiyor.
Aruk mantk, dediktif-dist akilyiiriitmeler bagta olmak tizere, aklin ilkelerini reddeden klasik-
olmayan mantiklari, yapay zekay: ve dogal dil argiimantasyonu kendisine konu eden bir disiplin
durumundadir.

Dosya konusunun ilk béliimiinde, yazarlar icin 40 yas siniri koyarak, “Gen¢ Mantikgilar”
basligiyla, manugin konusundaki bu genislemeyi, bir felsefe dergisi olma dlgeginde, serimlemeye
calistik.

Dosya konusunun, “Manugin Yonelimi” baslikl: ikinci béliimiinde, 40 yas istii duayen
mantikgilarimizin, manugin gelisimi, degisimi ve gen¢ mantkeilar konusundaki goriislerini
derlemeye calistik.

Bir mantik¢t olan Hans Reichenbach tarafindan kurulan Felsefe Arkivi’nin sonraki sayilarinda,
mantik ¢aligmalarina diizenli bir sekilde yer vermeyi arzu ediyoruz. Bu konudaki katkilarinizi

bekler, keyifli bir okuma dileriz.

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Vedat KAMER
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FOREWORD

In the 51st issue of the Archives of Philosophy, we focus on “Young Logicians and Tendency of
Logic”. We would like to thank our valuable authors for their contributions which made this

issue possible.

In most textbooks, the subject of logic is limited to deductive reasoning only. However, it has
been going through a huge transformation since Gédel’s incompleteness theorems (1931), and
in the field of application, since the establishment of artifical intelligence as a discipline (1956).
On top of these, considering the studies made in the field of types of non-classical logics, and
also the establishment of informal logic as a discipline, the expansion of the boundaries of logic
is quite significant. Logic is now a discipline that deals with non-classical logics which deny
the principles of reason, mainly non-deductive reasonings, artificial intelligence, and natural
language argumentation.

In the first chapter of this issue, titled “Young Logicians”, we set an age limit of 40 for the
authors, and tried to exhibit this expansion in the subject of logic.

In the second chapter, titled “Tendency of Logic”, we tried to compile the views of senior
logicians over 40, regarding the progress and transformation of logic, and the young logicians.

In the following issues of the Archives of Philosophy, which were found by a logician, Hans
Reichenbach, we aspire to include studies in the field of logic on a regular basis. We welcome

your contributions, and wish you a pleasant reading.

Asist. Prof. Dr. Vedat KAMER
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OZET

Modern mantikta nicelemenin yapildigi deger kiimesi icinde her tekil terimin
bir nesneye gonderimde bulunmasi gerekir. Bu, yiklemler, niceleme ve 6zdeslik
mantiginin temel 6ndayanagidir. Fakat bu durum, ifade edilebilirlik problemlerine
ve cikarim diizen disiliklarina neden olur. Bagimsiz mantik dizgeleri, bos tekil terim
olarak adlandirilan ve herhangi bir gercek nesneye génderimde bulunmayan
terimlerin yer aldigi 6nermelerin gectigi argimanlarin ¢6ziimlenmesi ve
gecerliliginin sinanmasi icin oldukga faydali bir aractir. Bu calismada bagimsiz
mantiklarin dizgesel tanimlarini ve kaplamsal yorumlamalarini ele alacagiz.
Modern mantigin bir yénelimi olarak varliksal éndayanaklardan bagimsiz mantik
dizgeleri, varlik olma niteligini salt mantiksal zorunluluk olarak ele almaz. Bunun
yerine ontolojik bir olanaklilik olarak ele alarak bos terimlerin gectigi nermelerin
kaplamsal yorumlamalarini mimkdin kilar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Varliksal 6ndayanaklar, kaplamsal yorumlamalar, gecerlilik,
bagimsiz mantiklar, ontolojik olanaklilik

ABSTRACT

In modern logic, each singular term must denote an object in the domain
of quantification. This is due to the ontological assumptions of first order
quantification logic with identity. However, this results in certain anomalies,
i.e. expressibility and validity of inference problems. Free logic is a useful tool to
analyze propositions and test the validity of arguments containing empty singular
terms which have no referent in the domain of quantification. In this study, we will
examine systematic definitions and extensional interpretations of free logics. One
of the most promising future orientations of modern logic, free logic as a logic
free of existential assumptions, does not take the concept of existence as a logical
necessity. Instead, the fundamental assumption is that of ontological possibility,
and hence it will be possible for propositions containing empty terms to have
extensional interpretations.

Keywords: Existential assumptions, extensional interpretations, validity, free

logics, ontological possibility
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Nesne Ontolojisi, Varliksal Ondayanaklar ve Bagimsiz Mantiklar

Giris

Dogal dilin kullanicilart nesneler hakkinda konugur. “Sokrates bir filozoftur”, “Ventiis bir
gezegendir” gibi ornekler var olan nesnelere dair énermelerdir. Bu dnermelerin dilsel yapisi,
gercekte var olan nesneler ve bu nesnelere yiiklenen 6zellikler hakkinda bir yarg: bildirir.
Benzer sekilde dogal dilin kullanicilari gercekte var olmayan nesneler hakkinda da konusabilir.
Mitolojinin veya hayal giiciiniin nesneleri ve varsayimsal nesneler buna bir 6rnektir. “Pegasus
kanatcli bir atur”, “Diinyanin yériingesinde Vulkan Gezegeni'ne bagli herhangi bir sapma
gozlemlenmemigtir” gibi énermeler gercekte var olmayan nesneler ve bu nesnelere yiiklenen

ozellikler hakkinda birer yarg: bildirir.

Modern mantik olarak tanimladigimiz manuk dizgesi Frege sonrast manuk dizgesine
atfen ortaya konulan yiiklemler, niceleme ve 6zdeslik manugini kapsar. ' Yayginlasmis modern
mantikta “gercekte var olmayan nesnelere gonderme yapan énermelerin dogruluk degeri yoktur,
dolayistyla modern mantikta bu tiir dnermelere yer yoktur.” ? Bu durum modern manugin iki
temel 6ndayanagina dayanmaktadir. ® Birinci temel 6ndayanak, nicelemenin yapildigi tanim
kiimesinin higbir zaman bos kiime olamayacagidir. Ikinci temel 5ndayanak ise var olan nesnelerin
yalnizca nicelemenin yapildigi tanim kiimesini gosterecegidir.

Bu durum, bigimsel mantik dizgesinde bir takim dogruluk degeri sapmalarini ve ¢ikarim
diizen disiliklarint serimler.  Bu yaygin problemleri iki énemli ve birbirileriyle ilintili baslikta
ifade edebiliriz. Ilk sorun, sezgisel olarak gegerli olan ancak modern mantikta kendine yer
bulamayan énermeler ve ¢ikarimlarda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu durum ifade edilemezlik problemi
olarak adlandirilabilir. Ornegin, “Diinya’nin yoriingesinde Vulkan Gezegeni'ne bagli herhangi
bir sapma gdzlemlenmemistir” onermesi dogru bir onermedir, ¢iinkii “Vulkan” diye bir
gezegen olmadigindan Diinya'nin yoriingesinde adi gegen gezegene bagli herhangi bir sapma
gozlemlenmeyecektir. Dolayistyla, bu énerme ifade edilebilir ve dogru bir énermedir. Fakat
modern bigimsel mantugin éndayanaklarindan &tiirii bu 6nerme ifade edilemez. Ikinci sorun
ise modern mantikta gegerli olup, sezgisel olarak gecerli olmayan ¢ikarimlardir. Bu durum
¢tkarim diizen disiligr problemi olarak adlandirilabilir. Ornegin, “Pegasus ugar” dnermesinden
“Pegasus vardir” ¢ikarimi modern mantikta gecerli bir cikarimdir. Bunun sebebi tiimel ve
tikel niceleyicilerin nesnelere varlik yiikii atfetmeleridir. Dolayistyla, anlamsal olarak dogruluk
degerini koruyan ¢ikarimlar gecerli olarak ifade edilmekle birlikte eger nicelenmis nesne gercekte

1 Teo Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitabr Cilt 1: Temel Mantik (Ankara: ODTU G.v., 2017), s. 9-10 ve Donald
Kalish, Richard Montague, Gary Mar, Logic: Techniques of Formal Reasoning (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1980), s. 44, 105-106, 184.

2 Teo Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri (Ankara: METU Press, 2000), s. 43, John
Nolt, “Free Logic” (The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Sonbahar 2018 Edisyonu. Erisim 12 Ekim 2019),
Boliim 1.

3 Susan Haack, Philosophy of Logics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), s. 71-72, Graham Priest, An
Introduction to Non-Classical Logic (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), s. 290-291.

4 Edgar Morscher ve Peter Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future.” New Essays in Free Logic In
Honour of Karel Lambert. Derleyen Morscher, Edgar; Hieke, Alexander (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers,
2001), s. 3-4.
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Oguz Akgelik

yok ise bu cikarimlar sezgisel olarak gegerli olmayacaktir. Ciinkii, sonugta “Pegasus” gergekte var
olan bir nesne degildir.

Bagimsiz mantiklar olarak tanitacagimiz ve betimleyici 6zelliklerini sunacagimiz yeni bir
mantik dizgesi, yukarida belirttigimiz sorunlar s6z konusu oldugunda benzer problemli ve
sezgi-karsitt sonuglart dogurmazlar. Ciinkii Bagimsiz Mantiklar, modern mantikea yer alan tekil
terimlerin gonderimde bulundugu gergek bir nesnenin var oldugu kabuliine yer vermemesiyle
farklilagan bir mantik dizgesidir. > Boylece yukarida belirtilen her iki problem icin bir ¢éziim
sunar. {lkinde, bos tekil terimlerin gectigi ifadelere belirli dogruluk degerleri atfedilebilecegini
ortaya koyarak ifade edilebilirlik sorununu ¢ozer. Ikincisinde ise nesnenin varligi séz konusu
olmadig1 icin gegerlilik durumuna karst tatmin edici bir karst model sunarak bu ¢ikarimin
gecersizligini gosterir. Bu dizgeyi yayginlasmis modern mantiktan ayiran en 6nemli nokta bos
tekil terimlerin gectigi ifadelerin mantik dizgesi icinde kendine yer bulabilmesi ve dahasi bos tekil
terimlerin gectigi bu énermelerden olusan ¢ikarimlarin sezgisel gecersizliginin bigimsel olarak

ifade edilebilmesidir. ¢

Bagimsiz manuk terimi ilk defa Karel Lambert tarafindan 1960 yilinda yazina
kazandirilmistir. Lambert'in varlik 6ndayanaklarindan bagimsiz olmak anlaminda kullandig: bu
ayrisim sozcugliniin ifadesi “tekil ve genel terimlerin var olduklarini belirten, nesnelerin var olma
zorunlulugu éndayanagindan bagimsiz olma durumunu ifade etmek ve bu éndayanaklardan
bagimsiz olan manuk dizgelerini tanimlamak icin kullanilir.” 7

Bu ¢alisma asagida belirtilen boliimlendirme 1s1ginda sunulacaker. Ikinci bslimde modern
mantikta, ifade edilebilirlik ve ¢ikarim diizen digiliklari problemleri bigimsel olarak tanitilacaktir.
Ardindan, 6zdeslik mantugina ek olarak yeni bir manuk degismezi olan varlik yiiklemi taniularak,
mantik dizgesi genisletilecektir. Ugiincii boliimde, var olan nesnelere génderimde bulunmayan
terimlerin gectigi dnermeler ve bu 6nermelerin olusturdugu argiimanlarin ifade edilebilir oldugu
yeni bir mantk dizgesi olan bagimsiz mantiklarin bi¢imsel dili tanimlanarak sézdizimsel kurallari
betimlenecektir. Dérdiincii boliimde bagimsiz mantik dizgelerinin tanimlayict nitelikleri verilerek
anlambilimsel ve kaplamsal yorumlamalarina gore ayrilan ¢esitlemeleri tanimlanacakur. Besinci
Béliimde modern manugin bir yénelimi olarak varliksal 6ndayanaklardan bagimsiz mantklarin
tarihsel gelisimine deginilecektir. Bu manuk dizgelerinin varliksal éndayanaklari varlik olma
niteligini salt mantiksal zorunluluk olarak degil ontolojik bir olanaklilik olarak ele alarak, bos
terimlerin gegtigi 6nermelerin kaplamsal yorumlamalarini miimkiin kilacakur.

5 Bkz. Karel Lambert, “The Definition of E! in Free Logic,” Abstracts: The International Congress for Logic, Methodology
and Philosophy of Science (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1960) ve Ermanno Bencivenga, “Free Logics”
Handbook of Philosophical Logic. Derleyenler Dov Gabbay and E. Guenthner, 2. Edisyon, Cilt 5, (Dordrecht:
Kluwer, 2002).

6 Priest, An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, s. 296 ve Karel Lambert, Free Logic: Selected Essays (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), s. 132.

7 Karel Lambert, “Free Logics.” The Blackwell Guide to Philosophical Logic. Derleyen Lou Goble, (Oxford: Blackwell
Publishing, 2001), s. 258-259.
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1. Modern Mantikta Ondayanaklar, Niceleme, Ozde§lik ve Varlik Mantig1

Manukta varlik adlari, nesnelerin var olduklarina dair varliksal yiik tasir. Bu, kullanilan
terimler icin belirli bir nesnenin var oldugu 6ndayanagidir. Diger bir deyisle, tekil ve genel terimler
yalnizca var olan nesnelere gonderimde bulunur. Bu durum manugin iki temel 6ndayanagina
dayanmakradir. Ilk temel 6ndayanak, nicelemenin yapildigi tanim kiimesinin higbir zaman bos
kiime olamayacagidir. Bu 6ndayanaga gore 6nermeler icinde gecen yiiklemlenen nesnelerinin
gergekte var olmasi bir zorunlulugudur. Ikinci temel 6ndayanak ise var olan nesnelerin yalnizca
nicelemenin yapildigi tanim kiimesini gosterecegidir. Bu 6ndayanaga gore yiiklemler manuginda
bicimsellestirilen tiimel ya da tikel niceleme yalnizca var olan nesneleri kapsayabilir. “Her sey
olimliidiir” dnermesini ele aldigimizda tiimel niceleyicinin tanim kiimesinde yer alacak olan
nesneler icerisinde “Sokrates”, “Veniis” gibi nesneler yer alirken, “Pegasus” ve “Gulyabani”

nesneleri yer alamaz.

Modern manugin 8ndayanaklar;, Gottlob Frege ve Bertrand Russell tikel genelleme
niceleyicisini varlik niceleyecisi olarak kabul etmelerinde dayanmaktadir. ® Frege'ye gore “var
olmak” bir yiiklem degil, nesneleri tikel genelleyen bir nicelemedir. > Dahast, iinlii mantikgt
W.v.O. Quine da benzer sekilde niceleyicileri varligin tanimi olarak almis ve bir slogan olarak
“var olmak bagli degiskenin bir degeri olmaktir” bi¢ciminde ifade etmistir. ' Her ne kadar dogal
dillerdeki niceleyicilerin bicimsel dillerde her zaman varliksal bir yiike sahip oldugu kabul edilse
de, var olmayan nesneler séz konusu oldugunda bu durumun sezgisel olarak anlagilmast pek
de kolay degildir. Bunun en acik nedeni dogal dilde siklikla var olmayan nesneler hakkinda
konusmamiz, onlara gesitli nitelikleri ve ozellikleri yiikleyebilmemizdir. Ornegin kurgusal
karakeerler, mitolojik yaratiklar veya varsayimsal gezegenler gibi bazi adlar ya da tekil terimler
varliksal bir yiik tagimamaktadir, ama yine de onlar hakkinda bir takim &zellikleri ifade eden

onermeler kullaniriz.

Modern mantikta yer alan tekil adlar var olan nesnelere isaret etmesi gerekeigi icin varlik
yiikii tasimayan ya da en azindan varligi bilinmeyen (belki de siipheli olan) nesneleri iceren
ifadelere uygulanmasinda bir takim sira digiliklar ortaya ¢tkmaktadir. Varlik yiikii tasimayan,
gercek evrende herhangi bir nesneye gonderme yapmayan terimler bos tekil terim ya da bos
ad olarak tanimlanirlar. Girig béliimiinde tanitugimiz ifade edilemezlik problemini ve ¢ikarim
diizen disilig1 problemini bigimsel olarak gostermek i¢in dncelikle yiiklemler, niceleme ve 6zdeslik

8  Bkz. Gottlob Frege, “Function and Concept.” (1891) Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1980), 5.37-38; Gottlob Frege, “On Sense and Reference.” (1892) The Frege Reader (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1997), 5.187-188; Bertrand Russell, The Principles of Mathematics (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1903), .57, 91-92.

9 Scott Soames, The Analytic Tradition in Philosophy, Volume 1: The Founding Giants (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2014), 5.60-61. Soames varlik kavraminin yiiklem olamayacag énermesini “sadece Frege tarafindan degil
Kant ve Russell tarafindan da yapilmig énemli bir hata oldugunu” belirtir. Ayrica “niceleyicilerin dogal dillerdeki
kullaniminin sadece var olan nesnelere génderme yapmasini” da bir hata olarak nitelendirir. 4.g.¢. s.61.

10 Aktaran Priest, An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, 5.296.
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manug iizerine genisletilen varlik mantugmin bicimsel dizgesini gosterelim.!" ilk olarak, “vardir”

ifadesinin bi¢imsel mantik dilindeki ¢oziimlemesiyle baslayacagiz. Ornegin,
(1) Veniis Gezegeni vardir

(2)  Vulkan Gezegeni vardir

onermelerindeki “vardir” sozciigii yiiklemler manuginda yeni bir manuk degismezi
islevindedir ve varlik degismezi olarak adlandirilir. Bu degismez “E!” isaretiyle gosterilir. '* Varlik
degismezi tekil terimlerle birlikte yalin bir nerme olusturduklart i¢in birli-yiiklemdir. Buna gore
(1) varlik 6nermesi dogru bir 6nermedir ve “Ela” olarak sembollestirilir. (2) varlik 6nermesi ise
yanlis bir 6nermedir ve sembollestirmesi “E!6” dir. Benzer gekilde temel 6nerme eklemeleriyle
olusturulabilecek birlesik 6nermeler de varlik degismeziyle ifade edilebilir.

(3) Degasus var degildir

ve

(4) Degasus yoktur

birlesik 6nermeleri “<E!¢” biciminde sembollestirilebilir.

Varlik degismezi olan “E!” tikel niceleyici ve 6zdeslik degismezi tizerinden de tanimlanabilir.®
(5) El:=3x(x=92

Béylece varlik degismezi, 6zdeslik degismezini iceren niceleme manugina yeni bir manuk
degismezi olarak eklenerek, yeni bir mantik dizgesi tanimlanir. Varlik manuginin bigimsel dili
asagidaki tabloda ifade edilmistir.

Mantik Degismezi Sembollestirmesi
Temel 6nerme eklemleri " VAP S
n-li Yiiklem temsilcileri “‘EG,H,..."

Ad temsilcileri “a,b,c,...70
Niceleyiciler v, 37
Ozdelik Degismezi o
Varlik Degismezi “El”

Simdi varlik manug dizgesi cergevesinde giris bélimiinde belirttigimiz problemlerin
bigimsel gosterimlerini ifade edelim. Ilk sorun ifade edilemezlik problemi olarak tanimladigimiz
sezgisel olarak gecerli olan ancak modern mantkta kendine yer bulamayan énermeler ve bu
onermelerin gectigi ¢ikarimlardi. Oncelikle, onermelerin icinde gecen ad temsilcilerinin gercekte

11 Bu bigimsel dizge Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantuk Sistemleri, s.40 ve Morscher ve Simons,
“Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future.”, s. 4-6 kaynaklarindan temel alinmugtir.

12 Jaakko Hintikka, “Towards a Theory of Definite Descriptions.” Analysis 19 (1959): s. 79-85 ve Lambert, “Free
logic and the concept of existence”, s. 134-136.

13 Nolt, “Free Logic”, Béliim 1.
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var olan herhangi bir nesneye génderme yapamayacagt icin bu ifadeler modern manukta ifade
edilemiyordu. Aruk varlik manuginda varlik degismezi lizerinden bu nesnelerin var olup
olmadignt ifade edebiliriz. Ancak, yine dogruluk degeri sapmasi hala mevcuttur ¢linkii modern
mantikta yine de bu 6nermeler dogru veya yanlis herhangi bir dogruluk degerine sahip olamazlar.
Ikinci temel problem olan ¢ikarim diizen disilig1 problemi ise kendisini korumaktadir. Buna gére
tiimel ve tikel niceleyiciler nesnelere varlik yiikii atfettikleri icin yiiklemler manuginda bigimsel
olarak gecerli bazi ¢ikarimlar sezgisel olarak gecerli degildir.

(6)  Gulyabani hayal iiriintidiir
dnermesinden
(7)  Oyle bir x nesnesi vardir ki x Gulyabani'dir.

¢tkarimi gegerli bir ¢ikarimdir. Ciinkii hakkinda nitelemede bulunulan nesne, modern
mantgin varliksal 6ndayanaklari geregi var olmalidir. Bu 6nermenin mantiksal bigimi, “g”,
“Gulyabani” nesnesini ve “H”, "hayal tiriiniidiir" yiiklemini ifade etmek tizere

(8) Hg

bi¢iminde sembollestirilebilir. Bu ifadeden yapilacak mantiksal ¢ikarim “g vardir” 6nermesini
imler ve imlenen bu ifadenin mantiksal bi¢imi sudur:

9) Ixx=g

Dolayisiyla, Hg F3x (x = g c¢ikarimi manuk yasasina dayanan gecerli bir mantiksal
¢tkarimdr, ¢iinkii “gvardir” 6nermesi, varliksal dndayanaklari geregi her yorumlamada dogrudur
fakat “Gulyabani” adi gergekte var olan herhangi bir nesneye génderimde bulunmaz. Bigimsel
olarak “@7” ifadesinden “Jx (x=7)” tikel genellemesine gecerlidir. Ancak yukaridaki belirtilen
varlik 6nermesinde “Gulyabani” adinin herhangi bir génderimi olmadig: icin ¢ikarim gecerli
olmayacakur. Dolayistyla, mantk yasasina gore gegerli olan bir ¢ikarim sezgisel olarak gegerli

degildir.

2. Mantiksal Adlar, Varliksal Ondayanaklar, Varlik Yiikii ve Bagimsiz
Mantiklar

Bicimsel manugin varliksal kabulleri geregi her tekil terim var olan bir nesnesinin adidir.
Daha genel olarak varliklart belirli nesnelere gonderme yapan tekil terimler mantiksal ad olarak
kabul edilir. Ne var ki yiiklemler ve niceleme temeli iizerine 6zdeslik ve varlik degismezlerinin
eklenmesiyle olusturulan mantk dizgesinde “Gulyabani”, “Pegasus”, “Vulcan” gibi var olan
bir nesneye gonderimde bulunmayan adlar kullanilamaz. ' Gerek mantik dilinin kapsayiciligy,
gerek giindelik dogal dilde gegerli olan ifadelerin temellendirildigi ve sembollestirildigi bi¢imsel
dizgeleri i¢in bu ciimleler hi¢ kuskusuz ifade edilebilir olmalidir. ** Ciinkii hem ifade edilemezlik

14 Bkz. Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri, s.43.
15 Nolt, “Free Logic”, Béliim 1 ve Morscher ve Simons “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future”, s. 1-3.
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hem ¢ikarim diizen digiligr problemleri bigimsel mantik icin dogruluk degeri sapmalari ve karsi-
sezgi yarattklari icin iistesinden gelinmesi gereken onemli problemlerdir. Bu problemlerin
tistesinden gelebilmek icin varlik mantiksal degismezinin oldugu mantik dizgesini var olmayan
nesneleri de ifade edecek bir bicimde genisleterek yeni bir mantik dizgesi ortaya konulmugtur.
Bu yeni mantik dizgesi varliksal 6ndayanaklardan bagimsiz olma anlaminda modern mantktan
ayrisarak Bagimsiz Mantik olarak adlandirilmustr.

Simdi bu yeni mantik dizgesinin ifade edilemezlik ve ¢ikarim diizen disilig1 problemlerine
getirdigi ¢Oziimleri, Bagimsiz manuklarin tikel terimlerin yorumlanmasi, genel terimlerin
yorumlanmast ve ¢ikarim kurallari temelinde ele alalim.

Tekil Terimlerin Kaplamsal Yorumlamasi

Varlik olma yiikiinden bagimsiz olmayi saglamanin belki de en kolay yolu nicelemenin tanim
kiimesini sadece var olan nesneler kiimesiyle sinirlandirmaktir. ' Bunu yaparken deger kiimesinin
olanakli olan ancak zorunlu bir 6zalt kiimesi olmayan bir alt kiimesini ortaya koymakur. 7
Buradaki deger kiimesi, 6nceki 6ndayanakla uygun olarak var olan en az bir nesneyi kapsayacak
bicimde bos olmayan bir kiime olma ozelligini siirdiirmeketedir.

Ozdeslik mantiginda var olan bir nesneye gonderimde bulunmayan “Pegasus”, “Gulyabani”,
“Vulkan Gezegeni” gibi adlara kaplamsal anlam vermek amaciyla var olmayan ama olanakli
nesnelere bagvurulur. Burada, adin kaplami isaret ettigi nesnelerin kendisi iken, dnermelerin
kaplamsal anlam1 bu dnermelerin dogruluk degeri olacakur. Kuskusuz “Pegasus”, “Gulyabani”,
“Vulkan Gezegeni” adlarinin ger¢ek diinyada génderimde bulundugu nesneler yoktur. Ancak
bu adlar tanimlanamaz veya zihinde belirli 6zellikleri tasarlanamaz degildir. Gerek dogal dillerde
cesitli ve sik kullanimlari, gerek belirli gériingiilerin agiklanmasinda bu tiirden var olmayan
ancak olanakli nesnelere siklikla bagvurulmakeadir. Dolayistyla her ne kadar bu adlar kaplamsal
birer nesne olmasalar da bu adlarin gectigi 6nermelerin zorunlu olarak kaplamsal anlama sahip
olmayacaklari ¢ikarilamaz. Buna dayanarak var olmayan nesnelerin olanakli nesneler oldugu
sonucu ¢ikarabiliriz. Benzer sekilde her var olan nesne de olanakli birer nesnedir.

Bu noktada gergekte var olan nesneler ile gercekte var olmayan nesneler arasinda bir ayrim
yapabilmek i¢in ve gercekte var olmayan, olanakli nesneler salt olanakls nesneler olarak ifade
edilecektir. Yalnizca var olan nesnelerden olusan evreni tanimlayan kiime i¢ evren tanimlanir ve
E, olarak ifade edilir. Salt olanakli nesnelerden olusan evreni tanimlayan kiime dis evren olarak
tanimlanir ve £ s olarak ifade edilir. ** Buna gore tekil terimlerin varliksal ézelliklerine gore i¢

evren ve dig evren arasinda iki temel baginti vardir:

(i)  Tim olanaklari nesneleri ifade eden kiime i¢ evren ve dis evrenin birlesiminden olusan £
kiimesidir, agik bir ifadeyle E = Ei; U~k 4 UL Ancak F bos kiime olamaz. Bagka bir ifade ile £ = .

16  Bkz. Bencivenga “Truth, Correspondence, and Non-Denoting Singular Terms.” Philosophia 9 (1980), 5.223 ve
Priest, An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, s. 295.

17 Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitabr Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri, s.43.

18 Age., s.43-44.
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(ii)  Yalnizca var olan nesnelerden olusan evren ve salt olanakli nesnelerden olusan evren

ayrik birer kiimedir, acik bir ifadeyle ENE, = 0.

Ornegin, a: Pegasus, b: Sokrates, c: Vulkan, d: Veniis tekil terimlerini gostermek iizere Ei; =

{a, ¢} ve Ed‘$ = {b, d} dir.
Buradan hareketle “E! 7”7 varlik 6nermesinin kaplamsal yorumlamasi "
E@: la,a, ..., a} oylekia, a,, ..., a_ var olan nesneleri
E, = BBy ... 8} oylekip, B, ..., B, salt olanakli nesneleri
E={a,a,...,a,b,b, ..., b} tim olanakli nesneleri ifade eder.
(*)  “Elt” 6nermesi eger T € Ei‘{_ ise dogru; eger T & Ei; ise yanlistir.
Genel Terimlerin Kaplamsal Yorumlamas:

I¢ evreni Ei; ={a, a, ..., a} olan bir yorumlamada V7 ®7 tiimel genelleme 6nermesinin
dogru olmast icin PT'in E, 'deki tiim dzellemelerinin Pa, a,, ..., a dogru olmas: gerekir. Yine
I¢ evreni €, = {a, a,...,a} olan bir yorumlamada 37 @7 tikel genelleme énermesinin dogru
olmasi icin ®7’in Eig’deki ozellemeleri ®a, a,, ..., a onermelerinden en az bir dzellemesinin
dogru olmas gerekir. 2

Ornegin, “Her sey vardir” tiimel 6nermesi olan
(10) VxElx

yukaridaki a: Pegasus, b: Sokrates, ¢: Vulkan, d: Veniis nesneleri séz konusu oldugunda,
“El0” ve “Eld” icin dogru dogruluk degerine sahiptir. Dolayisiyla E_ yorumlamasinin tiim
ozellememerinde dogru icin “Vx Elx” tiimel 6nermesi dogrudur.

Benzer bi¢imde, “En az bir sey vardir” tikel 6nermesi olan
(11) Ix Elx

ifadesi “E!6” veya “Eld” icin dogrudur. Dolayisiyla, £, yorumlamasin en az bir ézellemesi
dogru oldugu i¢in “Ix Elx” tikel 6nermesi dogrudur.

Cikarim Kurallar:

Bagimsiz manugin ¢ikarim kurallari modern mantikta gecerli olup, sezgisel olarak gecerli
olmayan ¢ikarimlarin neden gegersiz ¢ikarimlar olduguna dair kaplamsal bir yorumlamada karg:

19 Priest, An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, s. 295.
20  Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri, s. 45.
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bir 6rnek sunmalidir. *' Bunu gerceklestirmek icin bos tekil terimlerin gectigi cikarimlari gecersiz

kabul ederek, ya da diger bir deyisle gercek nesnelere gonderimde bulunan tekil terimlerin i¢

evrenin bir elemani olmasini bir 6nciil kabul ederek, cikarim kurallarini sinsrlandirir. 2

Ornegin, modern mantikta gegerli olan bigimsel tiimel 6zelleme kurali

Vx AFA(tT/x)

Bagimsiz mantikea gegerli degildir.

Benzer bi¢imde tikel genelleme kuralt

A(t/x)F3x A(t//x)

Bagimsiz mantikta gegerli degildir.

Boylece gikarim diizen disiligi problemine bir ¢oziim sunulmus olur. Ornek olarak
(6) Gulyabani hayal iriintidiir

onermesinden

(8) Gulyabani vardir

¢tkariminin Bagimsiz MantukK’ta gegersiz bir ¢ikarim oldugunu kargt bir 6rnekle gosterebiliriz.

Bunun igin kuracagimiz karst yorumlama ornegi yukaridaki énermenin Eiq’teki kaplamsal

yorumlamasina bagli olacakur. “Gulyabani” nesnesi salt olanakli bir nesne oldugundan dolay:

£,

. kiimesinde yer alacak, yani g € E, , ve £ N E, = @ oldugundan dolayr gercekte var olan

nesneleri tanimlayan £_kiimesinde yer almayacakur. Oyleyse ¢ & E, olacakur. Boylelikle karst

Hg 6nermesi dogru olmasina ragmen (*) geregi 3x (x = g) 6nermesi yanlis olacakur. yorumlama

ornegi “Gulyabani vardir” dnermesinin yanlishigini ortaya koyar.

Buradan hareketle, Bagimsiz Mantigin Sinirlandirilmis Tiimel Ozelleme ve Sinirlandirilmis

Tikel Genelleme Kurallar: agagidaki gibi belirtilebilir: %

Stnirlandirilmis Tiimel Ozelleme Kurali
Vx A, ElT FA(T/x)
Sinirlandirilms Tikel Genelleme Kurals

A(t/x), Elt Fx A(t//x)

21

Priest, An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, 5.299.

22 Nolt, “Free Logic”, Boliim 1.
23 Nolt, “Free Logic”, Béliim 2.2.
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Sonug olarak varlik mantg ve dzdeslik manugt arasindaki iligki séyle belirlenir: “Varlik
mantginda gecerli olan her 6nerme ayni zamanda 6zdeslik manuginda da gegerlidir. Ama tersi

dogru degildir. Ozdeslik mantginda gegerli olan bazi 6nermeler varlik manuginda gegersizdir.” >

3. Bagimsiz Mantik Dizgeleri

Yukarida tikel terimlerinin, genel terimlerini ve ¢ikarim kurallarini tanimladigimiz Bagimsiz
Manuk dizgesi £ ii¢ bilesenden olusacak bicimde asagidaki gibi tanimlanir: »

Q) L dizgesi tekil terimleri bakimindan varliksal 6ndayanaklardan bagimsizdur.
(ii) L dizgesi genel terimleri bakimindan varliksal ndayanaklardan bagimsizdur.
(i) L dizgesinin niceleyicileri varliksal varsayima sahiptir.

Bu anlamda bagimsiz mantklar kaplamsal yorumlamalarina gore dizgesel ayirt edici
nitelikleri bakimindan ayrigirlar. Diger bir deyisle, bos tekil terim iceren yalin énermelerinin
dogruluk degeri alip alamamasina gore dizgesel tiirlerine ayrilirlar. Bu nedenle bagimsiz mantklar
dizgesi tizerine konusurken {i¢ tiir bagimsiz mantktan soz edilir. Bunlar negatif dizgeler, pozitif
dizgeler ve notr dizgelerdir. Negatif dizgede bos tekil terim igeren zim yalin 6nermeler yanlstir. ¢
Pozitif dizgede dizgede bos tekil terim igeren ve “E!t” bigiminde olmayan en az bir yalin énerme
dogrudur. ¥ Nétr (veya degersiz) dizgede bos tekil terim igeren ve “E!lT” bi¢iminde olmayan tiim
yalin 6nermeler dogruluk degersizdir.*®

Yukaridaki tanimlamadan da anlagilacagi iizere bagimsiz manuk dizgesi, tek bir mantk
dizgesinden ziyade coklu bir mantiklar dizgesidir ve genel olarak Betimleyici Mantiklar olarak
adlandirilirlar.

Pozitif Bagimsiz Mantik Dizgesi

Pozitif bagimsiz manuk dizgesinin yalin 6nermeleri kaplamsal yorumlamalarinda belirli

24 Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri, s. 48. Krs. Lambert, “Free Logics”, 5.263 ve
Morscher ve Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future.”, s. 6-7.

25  Morscher ve Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future.”, s. 2.

26  Bkz. Rolf Schock, Logics without Existence Assumptions (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1968), Bencivenga
“Truth, Correspondence, and Non-Denoting Singular Terms.” Philosophia 9 (1980) ve Nolt “Free Logic”, Boliim
3.1.

27  Bkz. Hughes Leblanc, “Truth Value Semantics for a Logic of Existence.” Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 12
(1981) ve Nolt, “Free Logic”, Béliim 2.1. ve 3.2.

28 Bkz. Bas C. van Fraassen, “Singular Terms, Truth Value Gaps and Free Logic,” Journal of Philosophy 63 (1966) ve
Nolt, “Free Logic”, Béliim 3.3.Buradaki dizgesel tanim Nolt'un yaklagimidir. Mosrcher’in taniminda “dogruluk
degerine sahip olmayan en az bir tekil dnerme” olarak ge¢mektedir. Morscher ve Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year
Past and an Open future”, s. 2.
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olumlayici 6zelliklere ya da niteliklere sahip olabilirler. Bu durum olanakli dogru bir yorumlama
olarak kabul edilirse, rnegin;

(9) Pegasus yoktur ve Pegasus ucar
vb. dnermeler
(10) -Elp & Up.
bi¢iminde ifade edilerek dogru dogruluk degerine sahip olur.
Pozitif Bagimsiz Mantk Dizgesinin Aksiyomlari” asagidaki gibidir:
(A1) A — Vx A
(A2) Vx (A—> B) » (Vx A—> Vx B)
(A3) VxElx
(A4) Vx A - (ElT - A(t/x))
(A5) Vx (x =x)
(AG) T=v— (A A(t/lv)
(A7) Vx A(x/T), eger A bir aksiyom ise.

(A3) ve (A4) aksiyomlari Bagimsiz manuiklara dzgiin aksiyomlardir, diger aksiyomlar ise
ozdeslik ve varlik manugin aksiyomlari ile ortakur. (A4) aksiyomu, varlik yiiklemi “E!” tanimi
geregi tikel niceleyici ve 6zdeslik degismezleri kullanilarak da ifade edilebilir®

(Ad*) Vx A - (Fv (v=1) > A(t/x))
Bu aksiyom dizgesi tek ¢ikarim kurali olan Modius Ponens ile tamamlanur
A-> B A+ B

Aksiyomatik dizgelere ek olarak, Pozitif bagimsiz mantik dogal ¢ikarim dizgelerinde esdeger
bicimde ifade edilebilir. Bir 6nceki boliimde belirttigimiz sinirlandirilmig tiimel 6zelleme ve tikel
genelleme kurallarina ek olarak, varlik degismezi “E!” yardimuyla zimel genelleme kurali

A(t/x), Elt FVx A

bi¢imindedir. Burada “t” yeni bir terim oldugunda ve A4 i¢inde ge¢mediginde varlik degismezi

kaldirilir ve tiimel nicelenmis 6nerme cikarilir.

29  Lambert, Free Logic: Selected Essays, s.48, Morscher ve Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future”,
s. 8 ve Nolt, “Free Logic”, Boliim 2.1.
30 Nolg, a.ge.
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Bu dizgede “t” yeni bir terim olmak tizere sinirlandirilmis tikel izelleme kurali *!
dx A, A(t/lx) F ET

seklinde ifade edilir.

Negatif Bagimsiz Mantik Dizgesi

Negatif bagimsiz manuk dizgesinin yalin énermeleri kaplamsal yorumlamalarinda hi¢ bir
olumlayici 6zellige ya da nitelige sahip olamazlar. Bu durum tiim yorumlamalarda olanaksiz
olarak kabul edildiginden dolay1 var olmayan nesnelere yiiklenen 6zelliklerin ve niteliklerin ifade
edildigi 6nermelerin tamami yanlis olacakur. ** Bu dizgenin ayrit edici aksiyomu olan

(A-) A(t/x) - ElT

Pozitif Bagimsiz Mantik dizgesi aksiyomlarina eklenerek Negatif Mantik Dizgesi Aksiyomlari
elde edilmis olur.  (A-) aksiyomu negatif bagimsiz manuk dizgesine dzgiin bir aksiyomdur ve
sadece olumlu nitelik yiiklemine sahip terimlerin var olabilecegini ifade eder. Ornegin

(9)  Pegasus yoktur ve Pegasus ucar

onermesi  (A-) aksiyomuna uyarlanirsa, aksiyomun art Dbileseni “Elp” ifadesi
olumsuzlacanacagindan aksiyom kosulunun 6n bileseni “Up” de olumsuzlanmis olur. Béylece
salt olanakli nesnelerin yalin nermeleri her zaman yanlis olur.

Notr Bagimsiz Mantik Dizgesi

Notr (degerliksiz) bagimsiz mantik dizgesi negatif dizgenin aksine bos tekil terimlerin gectigi
onermelerin kaplamsal yorumlamalarinin tiimiinde yanlis degil, ne dogru ne de yanlis dogruluk
degeri alir. Diger bir deyisle, var olmayan nesnelere gonderme yapan terimlerin gectigi dnermelere
dogru veya yanlis dogruluk degeri atfetmez. Béylece notr bagimsiz mantkea dogruluk degeri
bosluklart olugmaktadir ve bu bosluklar dstdegerlemeler (supervaluations) olarak ifade edilir. %
Buradan kismen karsi sezgisel olan su durum ¢ikar: “Notr Bagimsiz Manuklar dizgelerindeki

tiim teoremlere birer iistdegerleme atfedilerek gegerli teoremler haline getirilebilir.” 3

4. Modern Mantigin Bir Yonelimi Olarak Bagimsiz Mantiklar

Bir arastirma ve ¢alisma alani olarak yaklagik 70 yillik bir tarihinden sz edecegimiz bagimsiz
mantik dizgelerinin ortaya konulmasindaki temel ama¢ bos tekil terimlerin modern mantigin
s6z dagarcigina girmesiyle ortaya ¢ikan varlik éndayanaklarina dayali ifade sorunlarina ve

31  Teo Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik, s. 49.

32 Bka. Schock, Logics withour Existence Assumptions.

33 Morscher ve Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future”, s. 7.

34 Priest, An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, s. 299 ve Nolt, “Free Logic”, Boliim 3.1.

35 Nolt, “Free Logic”, Boliim 3.3. Bkz. Bas C. van Fraassen, “Singular Terms, Truth Value Gaps and Free Logic”.
36 Nolt, a.g.e.,, Boliim 3.4.
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ctkarim diizen digiliklarina ¢oziim getirmektir. Bu bakimdan ilk ortaya konulan bagimsiz mantik
dizgeleri, varlik 6ndayanaklariyla ilgili bu sorunlari ¢6zmek amaciyla H.S. Leonard ve ardindan
Jaakko Hintikka tarafindan ortaya konulan dizgelerdir. % Ilksel bir ¢6ziim olarak, varlik bildiren
mantik degismezi 6zdeslik ve tikel niceleyici {izerinden tanimlanmis ve béylelikle bu sorunun
tistesinden gelinmigtir. Daha sonra Karel Lambert “bagimsiz manuk” terimini “tikel veya genel

terimlerine gore varlik dndayanaklarindan bagimsiz manuk” olarak tanimlamigtir. %

Lambert'in bu tanimi ortaya koymasindaki amag var olmayan nesneleri niteleyen
(6rnegin “x Marshidir”, “x kendisine 6zdes degildir”, “x 151k hizindan daha hizlidir”
gibi) yiiklemlerin var olan herhangi bir nesne ile saglanabilirlik kosulunu yerine
getirmemesidir. Hintikka ve Leblanc bu probleme ilk ¢6ziim olarak varlik yiiklemini
one stirmeden tikel genelleme kurali uygulamasini sadece nesne degiskenlerine
kisitlayarak ve nesne degismezlerini bu kuralin uygulama alan: digsinda birakarak
¢ozmiiglerdir. [...]Bagimsiz manuk dizgelerinin ilk aksiyomlagtirmasi Lambert
tarafindan yapilmustir ve Negatif Bagimsiz Manuk dizgesidir. Bu dizgede varlik
yiiklemi ve 6zdeslik yiiklemi bulunmamaktadir. Benzer zamanlarda Rolf Schock her
iki ytiklemi de igeren negatif mantik dizgesini ortaya koymustur. Pozitif Bagimsiz
manugin ilk aksiyomlagtirma dizgesi Lambert tarafindan ortaya konulmustur. [...]
Eger dis tanim kiimesi olan dis evrenin bazi tekil terimlere kargilik gelen bir varlik
atfetmesi istenilmiyorsa kaplamsal yorumlama fonksiyonu kismi bir fonksiyona
doniisii. Bu durumda tekil terimlerin kaplamsal bogluklari olacagi goriiliir.
Ustdegerleme yorumlamalari bu soruna getirilebilecek ¢oziimlerden biridir. Notr

Bagimsiz Mantklar 6zgiin bicimiyle van Fraassen tarafindan ortaya konulmustur.®’
Sonug

Bu caligmanin temel amaci yayginlasmis modern mantikean farklilasan bagimsiz manuk
dizgelerinin tanitlmasi ve 6zelliklerinin betimlenmesidir. Modern manugin bir yonelimi olarak,
tikel ve genel terimlerine gore varliksal 6ndayanaklardan bagimsizligi, bu mantk dizgelerinin
ayrici niteligi olarak ele alinarak dil ve nesne ontolojisi baglaminda degerlendirilecektir.

Disiince edimi olarak var olmayan nesneler tasavvur edilebilir, zihinde canlandirabilir,
disiincenin konusu yapilabilir. Her ne kadar nesnelerin var olmamalari, bu nesnelere dair zihinsel
edimlerivarligin bir sorusu yapsa da gercek sdylemde belirli niteliklerin atfedilebilecegi salt olanakls
nesnelerin tanimlanamamast anlamina gelmemektedir. Varlik sorusu, diistincenin ifade edildigi
dil sorusu olarak benzer bagka sorunlara da isaret etmektedir. Diisiincenin tutarli ve eksiksiz bir
dizge icerisinde manuk dili ile ifade edilmesi ¢abalari siklikla mantik ontolojisinin temellendirici

37 Leonard, H. S. “The Logic of Existence.” Philosophical Studies 7 (1956): 49-64 ve Hintikka, “Towards a Theory of
Definite Descriptions.” Analysis 19 (1959): 79-85.

38 Lambert, “The Definition of E! in Free Logic”.

39  Morscher ve Simons, “Free Logic: A Fifty-Year Past and an Open future”, s. 24-25.
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gerekcelendirmesi olmustur. ** Filozoflar siklikla adlar ile yiiklemler ve bunlarin dogruluk ve
anlam yorumlamalarini temellendirecek bir takim varlik 6ndayanaklar: éne stirmiiglerdir. Ancak
ozellikle varlik manug baglaminda s6z konusu olan ifade edilebilirligin sinirlarina ulagildiginda
ortaya daha kapsayici bir mantik dizgesinin ortaya konulmast bu ¢alismada degindigimiz temel
zorluklarin iistesinden gelinebilmesi acisindan oldukea yararlidir. 4

Onermelerin kaplamsal yorumlamasi, iginde gegen tekil ve genel terimlerin biitiinselligi
sonucu dogru veya yanlis belirli bir dogruluk degeridir. Ifadelerin iginde gegen bu terimlerin
gonderimsel dogruluk yorumlamasint belirleyecektir. Ancak nesnelerin salt varliksal olanaklilig:
soz konusu oldugunda, Snermelerin kaplamsal yorumlamalart olanakliligin tiiriine gore
ayrisacaktir. Bu bakimdan iki tiir olanaklilik vardur. Tlk tiir olanaklilik, mantiksal olanakliliktir.
Mantiksal olanaklilik sadece dogruluk degerleri yorumlamasina baglidir, dolayisiyla mantiksal
dogru (ya da mantiksal yanlss) ve olumsal 5nermeleri ifade etmek igin kullanilir. Ornegin, mantik
degismezlerinin ve onerme eklemlerinin anlamlari sabit tutuldugunda “P V -/” dnermesi
olanakli her yorumlamada dogru dogruluk degerine sahip iken, “P & —P” énermesi olanakl her
yorumlamada yanlis dogruluk degerine sahiptir. “P” 6nermesi ise olumsaldur, yani belirli olanakli
yorumlamalarda dogru dogruluk degerine, belirli olanakli yorumlamalarda yanlis dogruluk
degerine sahip olabilir. Tkinci tiir olanaklilik, metafiziksel veya varliksal olanaklilik kavramidir.
Buna gore bir nesnenin varligi, zorunlu veya olanaliklr olarak var olmasiyla agiklanir. “Vulkan
Gezegeni” nesnesi oldugumuz olanakli evren yorumlamasinda var olan bir nesne degil iken, en
azindan olanakli bir evren yorumlamasinda pekala var olabilirdi. Dolayisiyla “Vulkan Gezegeni”
olanakli bir nesnedir. Béylece bu terimin gectigi 6nermeler olumsal veya zorunlu dogrular (veya
yanlisliklar) ifade edebilecektir. Bu ayrim Bagimsiz Manuklarin temel ontolojik 6ndayanagidir.
Daha agik bir ifade ile varlik olma niteligi ontolojik bir olanaklilik olarak kabul edilmekeedir.
Bu bakimdan kaplamsal yorumlama sadece mantik yasalarinin dogruluk degerleri iizerinden
yapilmayacaktir. ** Ayrica, nesne kategorilerini gercekte var olan ile salt olanakli olan nesneler
tizerinden ayristirarak, bu terimlerin gectigi 6nermelerin biitiinselligi korunacak ve kaplamsal
yorumlama yapilabilecektir.

Béylece, bos tanim kiimeleri kaplamsal yorumlamalari agiklamak amaciyla kullanilabildiginde,
bos tekil terimler de olanakli hale gelir. Ancak bu kosulun tersi icin yeterli saglamlikta bir
temellendirme bulunmamaktadir. Diger bir deyisle, bos tekil terimlerin var oldugu bir dizgede
her zaman bog tanim kiimelerinin bulunmasi gerekmez.. Buna gore manuk, diigiincenin ve akil
yiiriitmenin gegerliligini belirleyen 6zellikleri ve kurallari ortaya koymayt amaglayan a priori
bir caligma alani olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Ancak ayni zamanda manuk giindelik ve gergek hayattaki
uslamlamalara uygun bir bi¢imde argiimanlarin gecerliligini ve saglamligint ortaya koymalidir.
Bir argiimanin gegerliligini sinarken ya da argiimani olusturan énermelerin dogruluk degerini

40  Kapsamli bir tartisma i¢in Bkz. Scott Soames, The Analytic Tradition in Philosophy, Volume 1: The Founding Giants,
s. 60-64; 280-287; 598-604.

41 Bkz. Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitabr Cilr 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri, Boliim 4.

42 Bkz. Griinberg, Sembolik Mantik El Kitab: Cilt 2: Ozel Mantik Sistemleri, Boliim 4 ve Priest, An Introduction to
Non-Classical Logic, s.297 .
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belirlerken her zaman sdylemin baglaminda kastedilen nesneler tanim kiimesi olarak kabul edilir.
Bagimsiz mantiklarin sdylem baglamina getirdigi yenilik ise gercekte var olmayan terimlerin salt
olanakli nesneler yorumlamasiyla bu baglama katilarak hem 6nermelerin ifade edilebilirligini
saglayacak hem de bos terimlerin gectigi argiimanlarin ¢ikarimlarin: sezgilerle drtiisiir bigimde
gecerli ya da gegersiz kilacakur.

Oyleyse, Bagimsiz mantik, mantik yasalarini veya kurallarint modern mantikta oldugu
gibi degistirilemez ya da dokunulmaz olarak ele almaz. Bu mantik, 6nermelerin dogrulugunu
veya argiimanlarin gecerliligini ortaya koyarken karsilagilan sezgi karsiti durumlarin ya da basit
anlamiyla ifade edilemezligin 6niine gegmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu kurallar: kisitlamak veya kismen
degistirmek, bos terimlerin varliksal dndayanaklarini acik bir bicimde ortaya koyar. Bu baglamda
modern mantigin bir yonelimi olarak Bagimsiz Manuklar gelecek vaat eden mantik dizgeleridir.

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu caligma icin finansal destek almamustir.
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OZET

Immanuel Kant kendi 6zglin mantik anlayisi olan ‘transandantal mantigin’ alanini
gorundr dinya olarak kabul ettigi doga yasalarini ortaya cikarmakla sinirlar.
Ona gore, mantik yasalari, anlama yetisinin a priori kavramlari ile uzay ve zaman
formlarindaki a priori gorisel temsillerin sentezine dayanir ve bu zeminde doganin
saf ve zorunluluklu bilgisini ortaya ¢ikarir. Ancak Kant'a gére, bitiin gerceklik,
gorundslerin alani olan doga ile sinirli degildir. Nitekim gortndr diinyay asan ve
seylerin kendisini ifade eden bir alan vardir ki bu alanin bilgisi mantik ile ulasilabilir
degildir. Kant'in kendinde-sey (noumenal diinya) olarak kavramsallastirdigi ve
Tanri, 6lumsuizliik ve 6zgtirliik gibi transandantal kavramlar ile tasavvur edilebilen
bu alanin bilgisi mantigin Gzerindeki bir yeti olan saf aklin temsil faaliyetine
dayandirilir. Benzer sekilde, Ludwig Wittgenstein mantigin sinirlarina vurgu
yapar. Wittgensteina gore, mantigin alani mantiksal uzay icinde ortaya cikan
olgu baglamlari ile sinirlidir. Buna karsin, Wittgenstein'in mantiga askin kavramlar
olarak kabul ettigi mantiksal form, felsefe, estetik ve etik gibi kavramlar mantiksal
onermeler ile ifade edilebilir degildir ve Wittgenstein bu kavramlar konusunda
sessiz kalmayi onermistir. Bu cercevede, bu makalede, Kant'tan Wittgenstein'a
mantigin sinirlari ele alinacak ve mantiksal bilginin mesruiyet alani tartisilacaktir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Mantigin sinirlari, Wittgenstein, doga, Kant, olgu baglamlari

ABSTRACT

Immanuel Kant proclaims that the ‘transcendental logic, the form of logic that
he uniquely offers, aims at laying out the necessary laws and principles of nature
on the basis of the synthesis of the a priori concepts of understanding and the
a priori elements of intuition. In this regard, logic, in Kantian sense, is directed
towards the knowledge of the nature which he identifies as the phenomenal world
(appearances). The noumenal world (transcendental concepts of God, immortality
and freedom), on the other hand, is acclaimed to extend beyond the boundaries of
logic. Likewise, Ludwig Wittgenstein points to the boundaries of logic. In his view,
logic is limited to the states of affairs in the world (the whole reality). In other words,
Wittgenstein argues that one can logically think and talk about merely the facts in
the world. The transcendental concepts like logical form, philosophy, aesthetic and
ethics, on the other hand, are offered to be beyond the boundaries of logicality.
Hence, my aim in this study will be to embark on the boundaries and the legitimate
use of logic in Kant and Wittgenstein in parallel to each other.

Keywords: Boundaries of logic, Wittgenstein, nature, Kant, states of affairs
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“Insan bilgisinin sinirlarint géstermek isteyen ve Wittgenstein'in derin bir sayg
duydugu Kant gibi, Wittgenstein, dilin manug; tizerine sorusturmalari ¢ercevesinde
anlamli konugmanin sinirlarini agiga cikarmayi amaglamistir. Ancak bilgiyi giivenli
bir zemine oturtmak isteyen Kantin aksine, Wittgenstein'in sorusturmalari

mistisizm ve sessizlik ile son bulmustur.”!

Giris

19. Yiizyil rasyonalist filozofu Immanuel Kant, ortaya koydugu transandantal® felsefe anlay1st
ile felsefe tarihinde bir devrim yaratmigtir. Kant'in temel amaci, kendinden énceki felsefenin
dogmatizminin ve siipheciliginin aksine dogaya iliskin rasyonel bir bilginin olanagini serimlemek
olmustur. Kant Kopernik devrimi ile 6zdeslestirdigi transandantal felsefe anlayisi ¢ergevesinde
doganin bilgisinin esas zemininin éznenin a priori anlama yetisi kavramlari ve a priori goriisellik
formlari (uzay ve zaman) oldugunu ortaya koymus ve bu baglamda doganin bilgisinin 6zne
tarafindan nesnel olarak kurulabilecegini savunmustur. Kant'in mantk anlayist da bu cergevede
sekillenmigtir. Kant Saf Aklin Elestirisinde ‘transandantal manuk’ olarak adlandirdigi kendi
mantik anlayiginin en temel amacinin anlama yetisinin « priori kavramlar ile uzay ve zaman
formlarindaki a priori goriisel temsillerin sentezine dayali yargilar olugturmak® ve bu zeminde
doganin saf ve zorunluluklu bilgisini ortaya ¢tkarmak oldugunu ifade etmistir.* Bu baglamda,
Kant'a gore transandantal mantik, goriiniir diinya olarak kabul ettigi doganin zorunlu yasalarini
ve ilkelerini kurmayi amag edinir.” Buna kargin, Kant'a gére, gériiniir diinyanin sinirlarini agan
bir alan vardir ki bu alan, transandantal manuk yasalarinin {izerindedir. Kant'in kendinde-sey
(noumenal diinya) olarak kavramsallastirdigi ve kosulsuz ve mutlak bir gercekligi ifade eden
bu alanin bilgisi, manugin tizerinde bir yeti olan saf aklin sentetik # priori temsil faaliyetine
dayandirilir.® Yani, mantik gériiniir diinyanin ya da kosullu doganin bilgisini ortaya ¢ikarirken,
kosulsuzlugu ifade eden kendinde-sey saf aklin transandantal ideleri olan Tanr, 6zgiirlik
ve oliimsiizliik ideleri baglaminda tasarimlanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, Kanta gore mantugin
yasalart doganin bilgisini ortaya ¢ikarmakla sinirlidir ve mantk, kendinde-seye yonelik olarak
megru bir kullanima sahip degildir. 20. yiizyil filozofu olan ve analitik felsefeye dnciililk eden
Ludwig Wittgenstein en temel eseri olanTractacus Logico-Philosophicus ile felsefede onemli bir
yer edinmigtir. Wittgenstein eserlerinde temel olarak manuk-dil-diisiince ve gergeklik iligkisi,
dilin ve diisiincenin sinirlari ile metafizik kavramlarin ifade edilemezligi ve diisiiniilemez olusu
gibi konulari ele almistur. Kant’a paralel olarak Wittgenstein 7ractacusta manugin sinirlarina
vurgu yapmustir. Wittgenstein'a gore, diinya (gerceklik) mantiksal uzayda ortaya ¢ikan olgularin

1 Joachim Schulte, Wittgenstein: An Introduction, (New York: State University of New York Press, 1992), 45.

2 Burada Kant ve Wittgenstein'da ‘transandantal’ kavraminin farkli anlamlara geldigini belirtmekte fayda gériiyorum.
Kant'ta ‘transandantal’ sézctigii anlama yetisinin ve goriisel temsillerin sentezine dayali epistemolojik ve ontolojik
zemini ifade ederken, Wittgenstein'da ‘transandantal’ sézciigii mantuga ve dolayisiyla dile ve diisiinceye agkin olan
anlamina gelir.

3 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, Cev. ve Ed. Paul Guyer ve Allen W. Wood, (USA: Cambridge University

Press, 1998), B 75-A 51: 193.

Age., A125: 241.

A.ge., A127:242.

6 A.ge., B383-A327: 401-402.

N
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toplamudir ve bizim diinyaya (gerceklik) iligkin bilgimiz mantiksal uzayda ortaya ¢ikan olgulara
dairdir.” Ancak Wittgenstein'a gére mantiksal uzayda ortaya ¢ikan olgularin (diinya) Stesinde
de bazi metafizik kavramlar vardir: mantiksal form, felsefe, estetik ve etik. Wittgenstein’a gore
bu dért alanin bilgisi, manuksal énermeleri agmaktadir; yani bu konulara dair herhangi bir
bilimsel ve mantiksal 6nermede bulunmak miimkiin degildir.® Nitekim Wittgenstein bu tiirden
metafizik kavramlarin askin (transandantal) bir yapida oldugunu, bu konulara iliskin mantiksal
onermelerin anlamsiz ve sagma olacagini ve dolayisiyla bu konularda sessiz kalinmasi gerektigini
savunmustur. Bu baglamda, Kant ve Wittgenstein manuginin genel hatlarini verdikten sonra, bu
makaledeki temel amacim Kanttan Wittgenstein'a manugin alaninin sinirlart ve bu cergevede
mantigin mesruiyet alanini tartgmak olacaktir.

Kant’ta Mantigin Sinirlari

Kant, Mantik Uzerine Dersler® adli eserinde mantgin genel igerigini ve amacini soyle ifade
eder:

Manuk, esas olarak, dznenin nasil disiindiigiine iligkin kurallari degil, nasil
diisiinmesi gerektigine iliskin kurallari icerir. Zira 6zne genellikle anlama yetisini
yle kullanir ki diisiinmesi gerektigi gibi diisiinmez. Manuk ise anlama yetisinin
ve aklin nesnel kurallarini icerir... Bu nedenle her tiirlii bilginin temelinde mantk

vardir. Béylece diger tiim bilimlerin de yolunu agar."

Aklin bir bilimi olarak mantik, yalnizca bigime (form) iligkin degildir, ayni zamanda
maddeye (malzeme, icerik) iliskindir; diisiinmenin zorunlu yasalarinin @ priori bir
bilimi. Birtakim tikel nesnelere iliskin degildir; aksine tiim nesnelere iliskindir. Bu
bakimdan anlama yetisinin ve aklin genel olarak dogru kullaniimasina iliskin bir
bilimdir; anlama yetisinin nasil diistindiigiine iliskin 6znel ve empirik (psikolojik)
ilkelerin degil, aksine anlama yetisinin ve aklin nasil diisiinmesi gerektigine iliskin

nesnel ilkelerin bilimidir."

Bu alinularda Kant manugin genel amacinin 6znenin nasil diisiindiigiini degil, nasil
diistinmesi gerektigini ele almak oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Bu bakimdan Kant, mantigin nesnel
ilke ve kurallarinin oldugunu savunur. Mantik, ona gore, nesnelere iliskin olumsal kavramlar
ortaya ¢tkarma sanat degil, aksine nesnelerin dogru anlagilmasini saglayan a priori ve nesnel

yasalar ortaya koyma etkinligidir. Bu yoniiyle, Kant’a gore, manuk 6znenin gergeklige iliskin

7 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, (Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari, 2011), 1.1-1.13: 15 ve 2.063-2.1-
2.11: 23. (Bu eser metin i¢inde 77actacus olarak kisaltilacakeir.)

8  Wittgenstein transandantal (askin) kavramlar olarak ifade ettigi mantiksal formun, felsefenin, estetigin ve etigin
mantiksal 5nermelerle ifade edilemez oldugunu savunur (A.g.e., 4.12: 63, 4.11-4.111-4.112: 59-61 ve 6.42-6.421:
167).

Kant'in Mantik Uzerine Dersler adlt kitabindan yapilan bu ceviriler bana aittir.

10  Immanuel Kant, Lectures On Logic, Cev. ve Ed. ]. Michael Young, (USA: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 13-14
ve 16.

11 Age, 531
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olarak dogru diisiinmesini amag edinen nesnel ilke ve kurallarin bilimidir ve diger tiim bilimlerin
temelinde bulunan bir etkinliktir.'? Kant Saf Aklin Elestirisinde kendi 6zgiin manuk anlayisi
olan ‘transandantal manugin’ genel yapisini ve amacini ise soyle ifade eder:

... belki de nesneler ile saf ya da duyusal gériiler olarak degil, ama yalnizca saf diistinme
bicimleri olarak apriori iliskileri olabilen ve béylece kdkenleri ne empirik ne de estetik
olan kavramlarin bulunabilecegi beklentisinde kendimiz icin saf anlama yetisinin
ve aklin bilgilerinin nesneleri biitiiniiyle @ priori diisiinebilmemizi saglayacak bir
bilimin 6n fikrini olustururuz. Bu tiir bilgilerin kéken, alan ve nesnel gecerliligini
belirleyecek béyle bir bilimin Transandantal Mannk olarak adlandirilmas: gerekir,
clinkil yalnizca anlama yetisinin ve aklin yasalar1 ile ama ancak bunlarin nesneler ile

a priori bir bicimde iligkili olmalar: 6l¢iistinde ilgilenecektir.

Yukaridaki alint ile Kant transandantal manugin amacinin saf anlama yetisinin a priori
kavramlar ile @ priori goriisel temsillerin baginin kurulmasi temelinde kurulan ilke ve yargilar
olugturmak oldugunu ifade eder. Bu baglamda, Kant'a gore, transandantal mantk, empirik ve
oznel yargi ve ilkelerin 6tesinde « priori ve nesnel yargilar olusturmayi amag edinen bir bilim veya
etkinliktir. Kant’a gore, transandantal mantigi geleneksel mantik'* anlayisindan ayiran temel etmen,
transandantal manugin yasa ve ilkelerinin salt kavramsal icerikli yarg ve ilkelerden olugmayip,
kavramsal ve goriisel icerikli yargt ve ilkelerden olusmasidir.”® Nitekim Kant'in meshur deyisi
ile ‘kavramsiz goriiler kor, goriisiiz kavramlar bostur.”'® Dolayisiyla, Kant'a gore, transandantal
mantgin yasalari salt formel icerikli olmamalidir. Daha ziyade, transandantal mantk, formun ve
maddenin (malzeme, gorii) birlesmesini esas almali ve béylelikle 6znenin formel tasarimlarindan
ibaret olmayip, gerceklige iliskin nesnel bir bilgiye ulagsmay: amag edinmelidir.

Kant’a gére, saf anlama yetisinin saf kavramlari ile 2 priori goriisel temsiller temelinde kurulan
g y g
yargt ve ilkeler, doganin en temel ve zorunlu yasalarini ortaya ¢ikarir:

Demek ki biz burada sadece deneyle ve onun genel ve a priroi verilmis kosullarinin
olanagyyla ilgilenecegiz ve oradan hareket ederek dogayi, biitiin olanakli deneyin
nesnesi olarak belirleyecegiz. Benim burada zaten verilmis olan dogay: gozleme
kurallarini  kastetmedigim, sanirim, anlagilacaktr; bunlar zaten deneyi sart
kosarlar; dolayisiyla bizim (deney araciligiyla) dogadan yasalar 6grenebilmemizi
de kastetmiyorum, ¢iinkii bunlar o zaman apriori yasalar olamaz ve Saf Doga
Bilimini olusturmazlards; kastettigim, deneyin olanaginin « priori kosullarinin ayni

zamanda doganin yasalarinin ¢ikarilacagi kaynak olmalaridir."”

12 Clayton Bohnet, Logic and Limits of Philosophy in Kant and Hegel, (UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), 34.

13 Immanuel Kant, Arz Usun Elegtirisi, Cev. Aziz Yardimls, (Istanbul: Idea Yayinevi, 2015), A 57-B 82: 80.

14 Kant'in geleneksel mantk elestirisi genel olarak Aristoteles'insilojistik (tasimsal)felsefesinden baslayarak, skolastik
filozoflara ve Leibniz'e uzanan bir felsefe gelenegini igerir.

15 Paul Guyer, Cambridge Companion to Kant, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 137-138.

16 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 193-194 ve 199.

17 Immanuel Kant, Gelecekte Bilim Olarak Ortaya Cikabilecek Her Metafizige Prolegomena, Cev. Ionna Kuguradi-Yusuf
Ornek, (Ankara: Tiirkiye Felsefe Kurumu, 2000), 47-48.
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Yukarida ele alindig gibi, Kant'a gore, transandantal manugin temel amaci, doganin « priori
ve zorunlu yasa ve ilkelerinin bilgisine nasil ulagilacagini ortaya koymakur. Dolayisiyla Kant'a
gore, doga, dznenin a priori anlama yetisi kavramlari ile @ priori goriisellik formlart olan uzay
ve zaman formlarindan kaynagini almaktadir. Bir diger deyisle, doga 6znenin anlama yetisinin
a priori kavramlar ile goriiselligin a priori formlari aracihigiyla kurdugu bir yapidir. Ancak bu
yap1, subjektif ve olumsal bir karaketerde degildir. Aksine, Kant'in Saf Aklin Elestirisi ndeki
temel amaci, 8znenin inga ettigi bir yapi olarak doganin objektif bir karakterde oldugunu ortaya
koymakur. Buna yonelik olarak Kant, 6znenin @ priori anlama yetisi ve goriisellik formlar:
zemininde doganin kesin ve zorunluluklu bilgisine ulagildigini savunur. Bu cergevede R. M.
Wenley Kant ve Kant'in Felsefi Devrimi adli calismasinda Kant'ta dogaya iligkin bilginin 6znenin
nesnel kavramlari ile olumsal yapidaki malzemenin birlesmesine dayandigini ancak bu siirecin
dogaya iliskin olumsalligs asan, ve fiziki bilimler tiirtindeki kesin bir bilgiyi ortaya ¢cikardigini ifade
eder.”® Wenley’e gore, Kant'ta dogaya iliskin kesin bir bilginin ortaya ¢ikmasindaki temel etmen,
anlama yetisinin nesnel kavramlarinin ggriisellikten elde edilen malzemeye rasyonel ve nesnel
bir bi¢cimde uygulanmasidir. Andrew Seth ise Kanttan Hegel'e Gelisme adli kitabinda Kant'in
esas amacinin Hume un kuskuculugunun aksine dogaya iliskin nesnel bilginin olanagini ortaya
koymak oldugunu ifade eder. Seth’e gére, Kant'ta dogaya iliskin bilginin olanagini saglayan temel
etmen, anlama yetisinin saf kavramlari ile gériiselligin a priori 6gelerinin bilgide uyum i¢inde
baglasmalaridir.””

Yine Andrew Seth, Kanttan Hegel'e Gelismede Kant'in dogaya iligkin kesin bilgiyi olanakl:
olarak serimledigini, ancak Kant'in ortaya koydugu bilginin yalnizca goriiniislere iligkin
oldugunu ifade eder.?’ Bilindigi tizere, Kant metafizigi esas olarak goriiniir diinya (phenomena)
ile kendinde-sey (noumena) arasinda ontolojik bir ayrim yapar. Kant'a gore, doga, goriiniir
diinyadir. Baska bir deyisle, doganin gercekligi goriiniislerden ibarettir. Buna kargin, goriiniisleri
asan ve seylerin kendi gercekligini ifade eden bir alan olarak kendinde-sey (noumena) vardir ki
bu alanin bilgisi saf aklin sentetik @ priori temsilleri baglaminda ele alinir. Dolayisiyla, Kant'a
gore mantik doganin bilgisiyle sinirlidir ve kendinde-seyin bilgisine yonelememektedir. Zira
Kant mantigin yasa ve ilkeleri ile kendinde-seyi anlamaya ve kavramsallagtirmaya caligmanin bir
yanilsamay1 ortaya ¢ikardigini diisiiniir. Kant Saf Aklin Elestirisi nde bunu anlama yetisinin bir

aldanmacasi olarak ifade eder:

Kendi bilgisinin kaynaklar: tizerine diistinmeksizin salt empirik kullanimina
gdmiilmiis anlama yetisi gercekten de ne denli basarili olarak ilerlerse ilerlesin,
gene de dyle bir sey vardir ki, onu yerine getiremez; kullaniminin sinirlarint kendisi
belirleyemez ve biitiin bir alaninda neyin igerisinde neyin disarisinda yatabilecegini
bilemez. Ciinkii yapmis oldugumuz o derin aragtirmalart gerektirir. Eger anlama

yetisi, belli sorularin kendi ¢evresinde yaup yatmadigini ayirt edemiyorsa,

18 Robert Mark Wenley, Kant and His Philosophical Revolution, (Adalaide, London and Washington: Cambridge
Scholars Press Ltd., 2002), 146.

19 Andrew Seth, The Development from Kant to Hegel, London: Cambridge Scholars Press Ltd., 2002), 10.

20 Age.,8.
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ileri siirdiiklerinden ve iyeliklerinden hicbir zaman emin olamayacak, tersine
alaninin sinirlarini kaginilmaz olarak ve siirekli astgs ve kendini yanilsamalar ve
aldanmacalar igerisinde buldugu her zaman kiiciik distiriicti pek ¢ok diizeltme

islemiyle yiiz yiize gelmeyi kabullenmesi gerekecektir.”!

Alintidan anlagilacag iizere, Kant, manug: goriiniir diinyay: ele almakla sinirli tutar. Yani,
manugimizin yasa ve ilkeleri yalnizca doga tizerine uygulanabilir. Kant bunu anlama yetisinin
veya transandantal manugin immanent kullanimi olarak adlandirir.?> Dogay: askin bir alan
olan kendinde-seyin bilgisi ise mantugimizi agmaktadir. Bu bakimdan, Kant'ta, manugimizin
(anlama yetisi) kendinde-seye iliskin olarak kullanilmasi, bir aldanmacadan ve yanilsamadan
ibaret sayilir. Kant bunu transandantal manugin (anlama yetisi) transendent kullanimi olarak
ifade edecektir.”® Bu baglamda, 6rnegin, Kant'in saf aklin kavramlari olarak kabul ettigi Tanri,
ozgiirliik ve 6limsiizlik kavramlart manugin alaninin digindaki gercekliklerdir. Kant bu
kavramlarin saf aklin temsil faaliyetine dayandirir. Buna gore, insan akli Tanri, 8zgiirliik ve
ozgiirlitk kavramlarini @ priori olarak sorusturur ancak bu kavramlarin oldugu gibi bilgisine
asla ulagamaz, nitekim bu kavramlar insan aklinin disinda bir gerceklige sahiptir. Bu bakimdan
kendinde-seye iliskin bilgimiz, manugin gériintir diinyaya ya da dogaya iliskin ortaya
ctkardigy tiirden bir bilgi degil, akli bir tasarim veya rasyonel bir inangtir.?* Yani kendinde-sey,
transandantal manugin dogaya iliskin olarak ortaya koydugu tiirden nesnel ve zorunlu ilkeler
ve yasalar biitiiniinii vermez bize. Bunun yerine, kendinde-sey, mantigin bir nesnesi veya bir
bilgi nesnesi olmay1p rasyonel aklin zorunlu bir kavrami olarak saf aklin bir postiila (varsayim)
olarak tasarimladi1 bir olgudur. Benzer sekilde Kant Tanri, dzgiirliik ve 6liimsiizliik kavramlart
zeminine dayanan ahlak yasasinin® da manugin alanini asugini savunur. Bu baglamda,
Kant'ta saf aklin transandantal ideleri baglaminda sekillenen etik (ahlaksallik) alani, mantiksal
olarak diisiiniilebilir ve ifade edilebilir bir alan olarak gériilmeyip saf aklin temsil faaliyetine
dayandirilmakeadir.

Bu yoniiyle Kant manugin megruiyet alanini doga ve goriiniisler alani ile sinirlandirmakea
ve goriiniigleri agan bir kavram olan kendinde-sey zemininde agimlanan Tanri, dliimsiizlik ve
ozgiirliik kavramlarina iligkin herhangi bir mantksal dnermenin ve yarginin nesnel gecerliliginin
olmadigini savunmaktadir.

Wittgenstein'da Mantigin Sinirlari

Kant'a benzer sekilde Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico Philosophicusta manugin
sinirlarina vurgu yapar. Zira Wittgenstein'a gore manu@in sinrlari, dilin ve diisiincenin
sinirlaridir ve dilin ve diisiincenin sinirlarint asan konularda mantiksal bir 6nerme olusturmak

21 Kant, Arz Usun Elestirisi, A 238: 195.

22 Bke. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A 296: 385.

23  Bkz. A.ge., A 296: 385.

24 Bkz. Kant, Schopenhauer, Heidegger, Diisiincenin Cagrst, Cev. Ahmet Aydogan, (Istanbul: Say Yayinlari, 2009),
96.

25  Bkz. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, (USA: Hackett Publishing Company. 2002), 5-6.
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olanakli degildir.® [lk olarak Wittgenstein 7ractacus'ta mantiksal dnermelerin diinyadaki olgular:

ifade etmekle sinirli oldugunu ifade eder:

1.13 Mantiksal uzam icindeki olgular, diinyadir.?”

2.0ldugu gibi olan, olgu, olgu baglamlarinin &yle var olmasidir.”®
2.04 Varolan olgu baglamlarinin toplami, diinyadir.”

2.06 Olgu baglamlarinin var olmalari ve var olmamalari, gerceklikeir.®”

2.063 Toplam gerceklik, diinyadir.’!

Bu alinularda, Wittgenstein, gercekligin (diinya) mantiksal uzay icindeki olgulara kargilik

geldigini ifade etmeketedir. Diger bir ifadeyle, Wittgenstein'’a gére, manuksal uzay, gercekligin
(diinya) tasariminin ortaya ¢itktigt zemindir. Yani, biz gercekligi (diinya) mantiksal uzay iginde
algilar ve kurariz (tasarimlariz). Dolayisiyla Wittgenstein'a gore mantiksal olan tiim olgular,
gerceklige (diinya) iliskin tasarimlar oldugu igin dogru ve gercekeir; mantiksal olmayan olgular ise

gercekligi yansitmadigindan yanlig veya yanilsamadir.? Bunun yani sira, Wittgenstein mantiksal

olan olgularin, gerceklige iliskin olarak dogru bir tasarim olmasi dolayisiyla diistiniilebilir ve
ifade edilebilir (tasarimlanabilir) bir tasarim oldugunu; mantiksal olmayan kavramlarin ise

distiniilmesinin ve ifade edilmesinin olanaksiz oldugunu ifade eder:

3. Olgularin manuiksal tasarimi, diisiincedir.

3.001 ‘Bir olgu baglaminin diisiiniilebilir olmas’ su demektir: Biz onun bir

tasarimint kurabiliriz.
3.01 Dogru diisiincelerin toplami, diinyanin bir tasarimidir.

3.02 Diisiince, diisiindigii olgu durumunun olanagini igerir. Diistiniilebilir olan,

olanaklidir da.

3.03 Mantiksiz olan hicbir seyi diisiinemeyiz; ¢iinkii o zaman mantiksiz

diisinmemiz gerekirdi.*?

Yukaridaki alintida Wittgenstein, diistiniilebilir olanin mantiksal olan oldugunu ifade etmekte

ve mantiksal olan diisiincelerin dogru gergeklikler olarak diinyanin (gerceklik) bir tasarimi
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Benzer sekilde, Wittgenstein, yalnizca mantiksal uzayda ortaya ¢ikan

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Wiittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, 5.6-5.61: 133.

Age., 15.

Age., 15.

A.ge,21.

A.g.e.,21.

A.ge., 23.

Anthony Clifford Grayling, Witzgenstein: A Very Short Introduction, New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 54.
Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosphicus,27.
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olgularin dile getirilebildigini ifade etmekeedir: “Mantikla celisen’ bir seyi dilde ortaya koymak,
yapilamayacak bir seydir; tipks, geometride uzam yasalaryla celisen bir sekili yerlemleriyle ortaya
koymak ya da, var olmayan bir noktanin yerlemlerini vermek gibi.”” Bu baglamda, Wittgenstein'a
gore, mantik ile ¢elisen hicbir olgunun dile getirilmesi olanakli ve megru degildir. Bir diger
ifadeyle, mantiksal olmayan hicbir sey dile getirilemez, hakkinda konugulamaz. Bu yoniiyle,
Wittgenstein'a gore, manugin sinirlart dilin sinirlarint belirlemektedir. Yani, sdylenebilir ve
ifade edilebilir olan, mantiksal olan olgularla sinirlidir. Yine ayni sekilde, manugin sinirlar
diisiincenin sinirlarini belirlediginden Wittgenstein'a gére mantiksal olanin disinda bir gercekligi
diisiinmenin olanag: yoktur. Bu baglamda, Wittgenstein manug1 asan sdylem ve diisiinceleri
sagma olarak kavramsallastirir.> Avrum Stroll Kesinlik Uzerine Moore ve Wittgenstein adli galismada
Wittgensteinda anlamsiz ve sa¢ma anlamina gelen iki kavramin oldugunu ifade eder. Bunlardan
biri Sinnlos’tur, digeri ise Unsinn'dir. Sinnlos kavrami bir nermedeki gramer hatalarindan dolay:
ortaya c¢tkan bir anlamsizli1 ifade ederken, Unsinn kavrami bir seyin mantksal bir 6nermede
ifade edilemez olusuna karsilik gelir. Bu bakimdan Wittgenstein’a gore mantiksal énermelerin
sinirlarint agan herhangi bir konu Unsinn (sagma) kavramiyla 6zdeslestirilir. Dolayisiyla
Wittgenstein'a gore, mantiksal uzay icindeki olgu baglamlarina iligskin olmayip manuksalligi agsan
her tiirlii kavram sagmadir (Unsinn).

Buraya kadar Wittgenstein’a iligkin olarak ortaya konan tabloda Wittgenstein'in mantiksal
uzay igindeki olgu baglamlari disinda higbir gerceklige atifta bulunmuyor olmasi beklenir. Zira bu
tiirden her kavram, sagma (Unsinn) olmalidir. Dolayistyla, Wittgenstein'in bir pozitivist olmast ve
mantiksal ve bilimsel olarak ifade edilebilir ve diisiiniilebilir olan olgular disinda hicbir kavrama
aufta bulunmamasi beklenir. Oysa Wittgenstein, Tractacusta yapisi geregi sagma (Unsinn) olsa
da transandantal bir gercekligi olan birtakim kavramlara deginir. Zira ona gére bu kavramlar
mantiksal olarak diisiiniilemez ve ifade edilemez olsa da kendilerini askin bir bicimde dilde ve
diisiincede gosterirler. Wittgenstein'a gére, manugin sinirlarini agan transandantal kavramlardan
ilki, mantiksal formdur. Tractacus'ta Wittgenstein, mantiksal formun dile ve diisiinceye askin,
transandantal yapisini soyle ifade eder:

5.552 Manug anlamak i¢in gereksindigimiz ‘deneyim’, bir seyin boyle béyle
oldugunun degil, oldugunun deneyimidir: oysa bu, iste, hi¢ de deneyim degildir.

Manuk, biitiin deneyimden éncedir- bir seyin dyle olmasindan.®
5.61 Mantik diinyay: doldurur; diinyanin sinirlart onun da sinirlaridir.?”
6.13 Manuk bir 8greti degildir, diinyanin bir ayna tasarimudir.

Mantik agkindir.?®

34 A.ge., 28-29.

35  Avrum Stroll, Moore and Wittgenstein on Certainty, (USA: Oxford University Press, 1994), 114.
36  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosphicus, 129.

37 Age., 133.

38 Age., 163.
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Wittgenstein'a gore mantiksal form, diinyadaki olgulari ve deneyimi ortaya ¢ikaran temel
bir kosuldur ve bu bakimdan diinyadaki olgulara askindir. Benzer sekilde, Wittgenstein'a
gore mantiksal form sdylenebilir/dile getirilebilir olan her seye askin bir gerceklige sahiptir.®’
Bu baglamda, Wittgenstein, mantksal formun mantiksal énermeler yoluyla diisiiniilemez ve
ifade edilemez oldugunu savunur: “Tiimce, biitiin gercekligi ortaya koyabilir; ama gercekligi ortaya
koyabilmek icin onunla ortaklaga sabip olmasi gerekeni ortaya koyamaz —mantiksal bicimi. Mantiksal
bigimi ortaya koyabilmek igin kendimizi tiimceyle birlikte mantigin digina cikarabilmemiz gerekirdir,
yani diinyanin disina.”™ Burada Wittgenstein, mantiksal formun diinyanin icindeki bir olgu
olmaktan ziyade diinyanin sinirinda yer alan transandantal bir yap: oldugunu ortaya koymakta
ve bu yoniiyle mantksal formu dilde ve diistincede temsili olmayan bir gerceklik olarak kabul
etmektedir.”! Ancak Wittgenstein'a gére mantiksal form, dilde ve diisiincede mantiksal dnermeler
ile ifade edilemez olsa da dile ve diisiinceye yansiyan bir seydir. Diger bir ifadeyle, mantiksal form
kendisini dilde ve diisiincede gostermektedir:

4.121 Tiimce® mantiksal bi¢imi ortaya koyamaz; o, onda yansur.
Dil onda yanstyan: ortaya koyamaz.

Dilde kendini dile getireni, biz onunla dile getiremeyiz.

Tiimce, gercekligin mantiksal bicimini gdsterir.

Onu serimler.®

Burada Wittgenstein, mantiksal formun bir mantiksal olgu olmasa da ve bu bakimdan sagma
(Unsinn) bir kavram olsa da kendisini mantiksal bir temsilin 6tesinde bir bigim olarak gdsterme
yoluyla ortaya koydugunu ifade etmektedir.

Wittgenstein'n mantia askin bir gerceklik olarak ele aldigi diger kavramlar ise, felsefe,
estetik ve etiktir. Wittgenstein, Tractacus'ta felsefenin transandantal yapisini sdyle ifade eder:

4.11 Dogru tiimeelerin toplami, toplam doga bilimi (ya da doga bilimlerinin

toplami)dir.

4.111 Felsefe, doga bilimlerinden biri degildir. (Felsefe sozciigii doga bilimlerinin

tistiinde ya da altinda duran ama yanlarinda durmayan bir seyi imlemelidir.)
4.112 Felsefenin amaci diisiincelerin mantiksal agikligidir.

Felsefe bir 6greti degil, bir etkinliktir.

39  Schulte, Witzgenstein: An Introduction , 61.

40  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosphicus, 4.12: 63.

41 Schulte, Wittgenstein: An Introduction , 56.

42 “Tiimce’ sdzciigii metinde ‘mantiksal dnermelere’ karsilik gelmekeedir.
43 Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, 63.
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Felsefe yapiti, 6ziinde, agimlamalardan olusur.
Felsefenin sonucu, “felsefe tiimceleri” degil, tiimcelerin acik hale gelmesidir.*

Bu alinularda, Wittgenstein felsefenin diinyanin toplam gercekligi olarak ifade ettigi doga
bilimlerinin diginda bir etkinlik oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Zira Wittgenstein'a gore, felsefenin
amaci doga bilimlerinin onciilleri tiirtinden felsefi onciiller ve 6nermeler kurmak degildir.
Bunun yerine felsefe, mantksal onermelere agiklik getirmeye yonelik bir etkinliktir. Oscar
Gonzales-Castan Pozitivizmi Asmak: Husserl ve Wittgenstein adli makalesinde doga bilimleri
diginda bir gergekligi dogruluk (truth) olarak kabul etmeyen pozitivizmin aksine Wittgenstein'in
felsefe kavramina yonelik anlayisiyla pozitivizmi astigini ifade eder.” Gonzales-Castan’a gore,
Wittgenstein'da felsefenin distinceleri, her ne kadar bilimsel ve mantiksal yapida olmasalar da,
dogru diisiincelerdir. Nitekim Wittgenstein, dile getirilemez bir kavram olarak sundugu felsefeyi
mantiksal forma benzer sekilde kendisini gizemli bir bicimde gdszeren bir kavram olarak serimler.
Yani, felsefe dilde ve diisiincede mantiksal olarak dile getirilemez olan gizemli bir kavramdir ve
kendisini agkin bir bicimde gostermektedir:

6.522 Dile getirilmeyen vardir gene de. Bu kendisini gosterir, gizemli olandir o.

6.53 Felsefe dogru yontem aslinda sdyle olmalidir: Séylenebilir olandan, yani doga
bilimi tiimcelerinden — yani, felsefeyle hicbir ilgisi olmayan bir seyden- baska bir
sey soylememek, sonra her seferinde de, baska birisi doga otesi bir sey sdylemeye
kalkisuginda, ona, tiimcelerindeki belirli imlere hicbir imlem baglamamus
oldugunu gdstermek. Bu ydntem ona doyurucu gelmeyecektir — ona felsefe

dgrettigimiz duygusunu sunmayacaktir- ama tam dogru yontem bu olurdu.

Burada Wittgenstein dile getirilebilir bir olgu olmayan ve kendisini agkin bir bicimde gdszeren
felsefe etkinliginin temel amacinin, sdylenebilir olmayan metafizik kavramlar konusunda sessiz
kalmay: 6gretmek oldugunu ifade eder. Yani, Wittgenstein'a gore felsefe dogaya iliskin konularda
konugsulmasi gerektigini, dogatistii konularda ise susulmasi gerektigini gretmeye yonelik bir etkinlik
olmalidir. Bu yoniiyle, felsefe mantiksal énermeler icinde ele alinabilir bir kavram degildir; daha
ziyade mantiksal 6nermeleri ve manugin 6tesindeki (agkin) kavramlari agimlayan bir meta-faaliyettir.

Wittgenstein'in mantig1 asan bir alan olarak gordiigii diger kavramlar ise estetik ve etiktir.
Tractacusta etigin ve estetigin agkin yapisini sdyle anlatir Wittgenstein:

6. 41 Diinyanin anlami, disinda yatsa gerek. Diinyanin icinde her sey nasilsa
dyledir, her sey nasil olup bitiyorsa dyle olup biter; icinde hicbir deger yoktur —
olsayd: bile, hicbir deger tasgimazdi. Deger tastyan bir deger varsa, biitiin olup-

bitmenin, dyle-olmanin disinda yatsa gerek. Ciinkii biitiin olup-bitme, dyle-olma,

44 A.ge.,06l.
45  Oscar L., Gonzilez-Castdn, “Overcoming Positivism: Husserl and Wittgenstein”, (Phinomenologische Forschungen,
2014), 21.

46 Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, 171-173.
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raslantisaldir.

6.42 Bu yiizden de Etikte higbir tiimce bulunamaz.
Tiimceler hicbir yiiksek seyi dile getiremezler.
6.421 Agik ki, Etik séylenmeye gelmez.

Etik askindir.

(Etik ile Estetik birdir.)%

Witggenstein diinyanin iginde hicbir etik ve estetik degerin olmadigini ifade etmekreedir.
Nitekim diinyanin olgularinin etik ve estetik karakterde olmamasi etige ve estetige iliskin hicbir
onermenin mesru olmamasi anlamina gelir. Yani Wittgenstein'a gore estetik ve etige iliskin her
mantiksal 6nerme anlamsiz ve sagmadir (Unsinn). Etige iliskin her tiirlii mantiksal 6nermenin
sagma oldugunu Wittgenstein Etik Uzerine Derslerde®® soyle ifade etmekredir:

Soylemek istedigim sey su: Su anda [etigin] sagma dnermelerinin ben hentiz dogru
olanlarini bulamadigim icin degil, ancak bu 6nermelerin bizzat dogas: geregi sagma
olduklar: i¢in sagma olduklarini goriiyorum. Bu énermeler ile yapugim tek sey,
diinyanin veya anlam alani olarak dilin &tesine gegmek. Benim ve Etik ve Din
hakkinda diisiinmek ve konusmak isteyen herkesin tiim ¢abasi, dilin sinirlarinin
otesine gegmektir. Nitekim bu tiirden bir kafesimizin disina ¢ikma cabasi,

kesinlikle umutsuz bir cabadir.”

Burada Wittgenstein, anlam ve anlamsallik alaninin dilin ve diisiincenin sinirlarinda
sekillendigini ve dile ve diistinceye askin olan her konunun sa¢ma ve anlamsiz (Unsinn) oldugunu
ifade eemektedir. Wittgenstein'a gore, etik ve din ile ilgili Snermeler bu tiirdeki szgma dnermelerdir
glinkii etik ve din, dil ve diigiincenin alanini agmaktadir. Ancak etigin dile ve diisiinceye askin
yapist, Wittgenstein'a gore etigi yok sayan veya degersizlestiren bir durum degildir. Aksine,
Wittgenstein, etigin dile ve diisiinceye agkin yiiksek™ ve transandantal bir yapisinin oldugunu
savunmaktadir.’! Wittgenstein'a gore, upki mantiksal form ve felsefe gibi estetik ve etik
dilegetirilemez ve gizemli kavramlardir ve kendilerini dile ve diisiinceye yansitmak suretiyle aciga
¢tkarmakeadirlar. Defierler 1914-1916de Wittgenstein estetigin ve etigin mantiksal ve bilimsel
olmayan ve kendine 6zgii bir ifade bigiminin oldugunu ifade eder:

Sanat bir tiir ifadedir.
Iyi sanat, biitiiniiyle ifadedir.

Sanat eseri bir objenin sub specie aeternetitas olarak gériilmesidir; iyi bir yasam

diinyanin sub specie aeternitatis olarak goriilmesidir. Estetik ve etigi bitlestiren

47  A.ge,167.

48  Wittgenstein'in “Etik Uzerine Ders” adli makalesinden yapilan bu geviri bana aittir.

49 Ludwig Wittgenstein, “A Lecture on Ethics”, (7he Philosophical Review74, no. 1, 1965), 11-12.
50  Bkz. Grayling, Witzgenstein: A Very Short Introduction, 55.

51 Bke. A.g.e., 55-56.
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nokta budur.’?

Alinuda Wittgenstein estetigin ve etigin manuga agkin bir ifade bi¢imi oldugunu ifade
etmektedir. Ona gore estetik ve etik, bir nesnenin veya diinyanin mantiksal énermelere agkin
transandantal bir tarzda (sub specie aeternetitas) goriilmesinden dogan kavramlardir. Yani estetik
ve etige iligkin bilimsel ve manuksal 6nermeleri sagma ve anlamsizdir ancak estetik ve etik
kendisini agkin bir tarzda (kendilerine 6zgii bir ifade bi¢imi yoluyla) aciga ¢ikarmakreadirlar.

Bu cergevede Wittgensteinda mantiksal énermeler manuksal uzay icindeki olgular: dile
getirmekle sinirlidir ve mantiksal form, felsefe, estetik ve etik gibi metafizik konularda mantiksal
onermelerin bir gegerliligi yoktur. Diger bir deyisle, diinyanin olgulari disindaki metafizik
konulara iligkin mantiksal 6nermelerde bulunma ¢abasi anlamsiz ve sa¢ma bir ugrasur. Nitekim
Wittgenstein'in Zractacusta “Uzerinde konusulamayan konusunda susmali.”>® derken, belirtmek
istedigi husus, mantiksal form, felsefe, estetik ve etik gibi kavramlarin mantiksal ve bilimsel
onermeler ile ifade edilemeyecegidir.

Sonug

Sonug¢ olarak, Kant ve Wittgensteinda manugin alaninin sirasiyla doganm ve olgu
baglamlarinin olanagini ortaya ¢itkarmakla sinirli oldugunu ifade etmek gerekir. Nitekim, Kant
mantigin mesruiyet alanini doganin bilgisine ulagmak ile sinirlar. Kant’a gore kendinde-sey ise
saf aklin temsil faaliyetine dayanir. Bu bakimdan Kant'in dikkat ¢ektigi nokta, mantik yasalarinin
kendinde-seye iliskin olarak kullaniminin mesru olmadigini vurgulamakur. Wittgenstein ise
mantgin sinirlarini dilin ve diistincenin sinirlari olarak belirler. Ona gére, dilde ve diistincede ifade
edilebilir olan, mantiksal uzayda ortaya ¢ikan olgulardir (diinya, gerceklik). Oysa Wittgenstein'a
gore, dile ve diisiinceye agkin birtakim transandantal kavramlar vardir: mantiksal form, felsefe,
estetik ve etik. Wittgenstein'a gore, bu konularda mantiksal énermelerde bulunmak mesru
degildir, zira bu tiir 6nermeler sagma ve anlamsiz olacakur. Bu baglamda, Kant ve Wittgenstein,
mantgin alanmm sinirliligs konusunda ortak bir paydada bulusurlar. Manugin alanini doga
yasalarint ortaya ¢ikarmakla sinirlayan ve kendinde-geyi saf aklin bir tasarimi (postula) olarak
belirleyen Kant'in aksine, Wittgenstein mantugimn alanini dilin ve diisiincenin sinirlari olarak
belirler ve dile ve diisiinceye agkin konular olan mantiksal form, felsefe, estetik ve etik konusunda

sessiz kalmay1 6nerir.
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Popper beschrankte seine Definition der Falsifizierbarkeit auf konsistente
Theorien, was wir als seine Forderung nach Widerspruchlosigkeit bezeichnen
kénnen. Sein Hauptargument war, dass eine inkonsistente Theorie die Satze, die
sie bestatigen, nicht von denen unterscheidet, die sie widersprechen, denn alle
Satze folgen daraus. Ich schlage vor, diese Forderung durch die grundlegendere
Forderung zu ersetzen, dass sich die Klassen der Bestdtigungs- und
Falsifikationsmdglichkeiten einer Theorie nicht Gberschneiden. Dies fiihrt nicht nur
zu einer uneingeschrénkten Definition der Falsifizierbarkeit, sondern auch dazu,
dass einige inkonsistente Theorien falsifizierbar sind, wenn diese Inkonsistenz nicht
in den Beobachtungsaussagen enthalten ist. Obwohl dies eine Einschrankung des
Explosionsprinzips oder ex contradictione sequitur quodlibet (ECQ) voraussetzt, hangt
es nicht von einem bestimmten System oder Ansatz parakonsistenter Logik ab.
SchlieBlich schlage ich vor, die Klasse der Widerlegungsméglichkeiten einer Theorie
zu definieren, die erhalten wird, indem die Klasse der Bestatigungsmaoglichkeiten
von der Klasse der Falsifikationsmoglichkeiten abgezogen wird. Da sich die Klassen
derWiderlegungs- und Bestatigungsmaoglichkeiten einer Theorie definitionsgemafy
nicht Uberschneiden, folgt unmittelbar, dass einige beobachtend inkonsistente
Theorien in diesem Sinne widerlegbar sind. Dies legt die Grundlagen fiir eine
neue und allgemeinere formale Theorie der Falsifizierbarkeit wissenschaftlicher
faktischer / empirischer Theorien.

Schliisselworter: Falsifizierbarkeit, Widerlegbarkeit, Parakonsistenz, Dialetheismus,

Theorie, Beobachtungsatz

ABSTRACT

Popper restricted his definition of falsifiability to consistent theories through
what we may call his requirement of consistency. His main argument was that an
inconsistent theory does not distinguish the sentences that corroborate it from
those that contradict it, for all sentences follow from it. | propose to replace
this requirement by the more basic requirement that the classes of potential
corroborators and falsifiers of a theory do not overlap. This results not only in an
unrestricted definition of falsifiability but also in some inconsistent theories being

falsifiable whenever that inconsistency is not located among its observational
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statements. Although this assumes a restriction of the principle of explosion or ex contradictione sequitur quodlibet (ECQ),
it does not depend on any particular system or approach of paraconsistent logic. Finally, | propose to define the class
of potential refuters of a theory, which is obtained by subtracting the class of potential corroborators from the class of
potential falsifiers. Given that, by definition, the classes of potential refuters and corroborators of a theory do not overlap, it
immediately follows that some observationally inconsistent theories are refutable in this sense. This establishes the bases
for a new and more general formal theory of falsifiability of scientific factual/empirical theories.

Keywords: Falsifiability, refutability, paraconsistency, dialetheism, theory, observation sentence

Fiir Karl Popper ist Widerspruchlosigkeit ,die oberste axiomatische Grundforderung ... der
jedes theoretische System ... geniigen muf3.“ Seine Rechtfertigung ist nicht so sehr, dass eine
inkonsistente Theorie falsch sei, sondern dass ,,jede beliebige Folgerung aus ihm abgeleitet werden
kann; kein Satz wird ausgezeichnet, weder als unvereinbar, noch als ableitbar, da a/le ableitbar
sind.“! Dies gilt, wenn wir die klassische Logik und damit das logische Prinzip annehmen, dass

ex contradictione quodlibet folgt (ECQ).

Wenn  eine klassische Folgebeziechung ist, dann ist jede inkonsistente Menge von Sitzen
A so, dass A" = L, wobei A" = {a | A F a}und L die Menge aller Sitze unserer Sprache
bezeichnet. In der syntaktischen Sicht wird eine Theorie genau als eine Menge von Sitzen
dargestellt, die bzgl. einem Folgebeziechung F abgeschlossen ist. Eine Theorie, die alle Sitze
impliziert, wird oft als #riviale Theorie bezeichnet.

Def. T isttrivial & T = L ()

Obwohl Trivialitit und Inkonsistenz in der klassischen Logik dquivalent sind, lohnt es sich,
ihre Definitionen zu differenzieren:

Def. T ist konsistent & a, ~«a € T, fiir keinen a (K)

Die Folgerungen, tber die Popper sich Sorgen machte, waren jedoch hauptsichlich die
beobachtenden Folgerungen der Theorie. Dies wird von Hempel direkter ausgedriickt, wenn er
bemerkt, dass:

[L]ogical consistency is called for, because an inconsistent theory implies any
conceivable observational prediction and its negation and thus tells us nothing

about the world.?

Eswirefruchtbar, spezielle Artenvon Konsistenz und Trivialitit in Bezugauf Beobachtungssitze
zu definieren. Dies konnen wir tun, wenn wir £ eine Teilmenge von £ sein lassen, die alle ihre
Beobachtungssitze enthilt.

1 Karl Popper, Logik der Forschung (Wien: Springer, 1935), § 24.
2 Carl Hempel, “The irrelevance of the concept of truth for the critical appraisal of scientific theories,” in Selected

Philosophical Essays, hrsg. R. Jeffrey (Cambridge: CUP, 2000), 79. Meine Schriftauszeichnung.
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Def. T ist beobachtend trivial < €& S T (BT

Def. T ist beobachtend konsistent < T N & ist konsistent (BK)

Trivialitit und beobachtende Trivialicit sind aus falsifikationistischer Sicht eindeutig
gleichermaflen  schlecht. Trotzdem ist es leicht zu beweisen, dass triviale Theorien nach
Poppers Definition falsifizierbar sind. Dazu miissen wir die Menge der Falsifikations- und
Bewahrungsmaglichkeiten einer Theorie definieren.

Ich nenne die Sitze, die eine Theorie bewahren kénnen, ihre Bewahrungsmiglichkeiten. Die
Menge der Bewahrungsméglichkeiten von T, d. H. Be(T), ist die Menge der Beobachtungssitzen
von T.

Def. Be(T) =T NE (Be)

Dementsprechend ist die Menge der Falsifikationsmoglichkeiten von T, d. H. Fa(T), gerade
die Menge der Negationen der Sitze von Be(T), wie die folgende induktive Definition festlegt.

Def. a €Be(T) = —a € Fa(T) (F1)
—a €EBe(T) = ae€Fa(T) (F2)
Nur die mittels (F1-2) erzeugbaren Sitze sind in Fa(T) (Fa)

Jetzt sind wir bereit, Poppers Begriff der Falsifizierbarkeit zu verstehen.

Eine Theorie heif$t ,empirisch®, bzw. ,falsifizierbar®, wenn sie die Klasse aller
tiberhaupt méglichen Basissitze eindeutig in zwei nichtleere Teilklassen zetlegt:
in die Klasse jener, mit denen sie in Widerspruch steht, die sie ,verbietet —wir
nennen sie die Klasse der Falsifikationsméglichkeiten der Theorie—, und die Klasse

jener, mit denen sie nicht in Widerspruch steht, die sie ,erlaubt®.?

Da die Menge aller mdglichen Basissitze gerade die Menge aller Beobachtungsaussagen einer
Sprache ist?, kann dieses wie folgt interpretiert werden:

Def. T ist falsifizierbar < Fa(T) # {} # Be(T) (F)
Wir miissen drei Bemerkungen zu dieser Definition machen. Erstens ist Be(T) gerade eine

Teilmenge der Menge von Sitzen, die T erlaubt. Zweitens ist es ausreichend, dass eines von
Fa(T) oder Be(T) nicht leer sei, so dass beide nicht leer seien.

Th. Be(T) # {} & Fa(T) # {} (1)

3 Popper, Logik der Forschung, §21.
4 ,[Vlielmehr enthilt das System der Basissitze alle tiberhaupt nichtwiderspruchsvollen besonderen Sitze einer
gewissen Form, —sozusagen alle {iberhaupt denkbaren Tatsachenfeststellungen.” (Popper, Ibid.)

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 33



Uber Poppers Forderung nach Widerspruchlosigkeit

Beweis. (=) Aus @ € Be(T) folgt @ € Fa(T) nach Definition (Fa). (<) Nach Definition (Fa)
folgt fiir alle Atomsitze a € Fa(T), dass ~a € Be(T). Es folgt auch entweder a € Be(T) oder
- € Be(T) fiir alle ma € Fa (7). A

Daher kann Definition (F') wie folgt abgekiirzt werden:

Def. T ist falsifizierbar < Fa(T) # {} (F"

Schliefllich wird Definition (F') durch beobachtend triviale Theorien erfiill, da
Be(T) =Fa(T) = € und € nichtleer ist. Popper versucht dies zu [osen, indem er den Bereich dieser
Definition auf widerspruchlose Theorien beschrinkt. Die Forderung der Widerspruchlosigkeit
hat jedoch den grofien Nachteil, dass inkonsistente Theorien weder als falsifizierbar noch als
nicht falsifizierbar angesehen werden kénnen.

Bevor jedoch eine Alternative vorgeschlagen wird, sollte erwihnt werden, dass die
unbeschrinkte Version der Definition (F') es zuldsst, dass einige inkonsistente Theorien
falsifizierbar sind. Wenn ECQ nicht allgemein gilt, ist es méglich, eine widerspriichliche Theorie
T zu haben, so dass Be(T") widerspruchlos ist. Eine solche Theorie wire falsifizierbar, da ihre
Widerspriiche nicht zu ihren beobachtenden Folgerungen gehéren, sondern zu ihren nicht
beobachtenden Folgerungen.

Nachdem das gesagt ist, besteht darin die einfachste Alternative, die Forderung nach
Widerspruchlosigkeit durch eine Forderung nach nicht Uberschneidungzu ersetzen: die Forderung,
dass kein Satz sowohl eine Bewahrungs- als auch eine Falsifikationsméoglichkeit einer Theorie sein
konne. Ich charakterisiere dann eine Theorie genau dann als falsifizierbar gdw. sie die Menge aller
Beobachtungssiitze auf zumindest zwei nicht leere, nicht iiberschneidende Mengen zerlegt: die Mengen
ihrer Bewahrungs- und Falsifikationsmoglichkeiten. Es kommt einfach vor, dass eine Theorie die
Forderung der nicht Uberschneidung nur dann erfiillt, wenn sie beobachtend konsistent ist.
(Vergessen Sie nicht, dass Be(T) = 7 N € laut Definition (Be) hilt.)

Th. Be(T) ist konsistent & Be(T) N Fa(T) = {} )

Beweis. Wir konnen beide Seiten durch Kontraposition beweisen, indem wir dhnliche Verfahren
anwenden wie fiir den Beweis von Theorem (1). H

Daher kénnen wir den Begriff der Falsifizierbarkeit wie folgt neu definieren:
Def. T ist falsifizierbar < Fa(T) # {} und Be(T) ist konsistent (F)
Zusitzlich muss man sagen, dass triviale Theorien logisch nicht falsifizierbar zu machen
sind, ermdglicht diese Definition, dass einige inkonsistenten Theorien falsifizierbar seien. Auch

wenn dies nicht fiir beobachtend inkonsistente Theorien gelten kann, kénnen wir einige weitere

Modifikationen vornehmen, um einige davon aufzunehmen. Dies konnte niitzlich sein, wenn wir
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den Falsifikationismus an die Bediirfnisse der empirischen Dialetheisten anpassen wollen.” Dazu
miissen wir eine Teilmenge von Fa(T") definieren, die ich die Menge der Widerlegungsmaiglichkeiten
von T, d. H. Wi(T), nennen werde.

Def. Wi(T) = Fa(T) — Be(T) (Wi)

Die Definition der Widerlegbarkeit ist der Definition (F) sehr dhnlich, ohne sich jedoch nur
auf konsistente Theorien zu beschrinken.

Def. T ist widerlegbar & Wi(T) # {} (W)

Wir konnen leicht beweisen, dass Definition (F) ein Sonderfall von Definition (W) ist: der
Fall von beobachtend konsistenten Theorien. Dies ergibt sich unmittelbar aus der Tatsache, dass
die Mengen der Falsifikations- und Widerlegungsméglichkeiten fiir solche Theorien gleich sind.

Th. Fa(T) = Wi(T), fir alle beobachtend konsistenten I 3)

Beweis. DaWi(T) € Fa(T) laut (Wi) gilt, miissen wir nur zeigen, dass Fa(T) & Wi(T). Dies folgt
aus Theorem (2), Definition (Wi) und der Tatsache, dass Be(7T) konsistent ist. H

Natiirlich reichen diese Definitionen nicht aus, um Poppers urspriinglichen Vorschlag zu
erfiilllen. Wir miissten Begriffe wie Vorkommen und Ereignis einfiihren und verlangen, dass
mindestens ein Ereignis in Wi(T) enthalten sei, damit 7 widerlegbar sei. Dies ist jedoch ein
erster Schritt in Richtung einer Neudefinition des Falsifikationismus, die die Forderung der
Konsistenz vorsieht, ohne heterodoxe Begriffe oder Theorien wie parakonsistente Logik explizit
einzufiihren.

Finanzielle Férderung: Der Autor erhielt keine finanzielle Unterstiitzung fiir diese Arbeit.

Danksagung: Ich danke Fabiola Cdrdenas Maldonado, Miguel Merma Mora und Luis
Piscoya Hermoza fiir ihre Hilfe und Unterstiitzung,.

5 Vorschlige, die als empirischer Dialetheismus charakterisiert werden kénnen, finden sich in Newton da Costa,
Ensaio sobre os fundamentos da légica (Sao Paulo: Hucitec, 1994), Kap. III, und Graham Priest, Doubt Truth to be a
Liar (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2006), Kap. 3.
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ABSTRACT

To salvage traditional logic and traditional square of opposition from the problem
of existential import, logicians have been offering solutions for centuries. In this
paper, firstly it will be argued that as far as we know, the historically first solution
proposed by Abelard in 11th century and by Seuren in 2002 is actually a version of
the O-Corner Interpretation of traditional logic, which is generally attributed to the
14th century logician Ockham. Secondly, it will be advocated that two systems of
Abelard and of Ockham have the same logical power. Lastly, the main claim will be
that Abelard’s and Seuren’s system shall be favored over Ockham's system.
Keywords: Problem of existential import, the o-corner interpretation, traditional

logic, Abelard, Ockham, traditional square of opposition

OZET

Geleneksel mantigi ve geleneksel karsitlik karesini, varliksal varsayim denen
problemden kurtarmak icin, mantikcilar ylzyillardir ¢6ziim Gretmekteler. Bu
calismada, ilk, bildigimiz kadariyla tarihsel ilk ¢6ziim olan ve 11. ytizyilda Abelard
ve 2002'de Seuren tarafindan &nerilen sistemin aslinda 14. ylizyll mantikgisi olan
Ockham'a atfedilen geleneksel mantigin O-kdsesi yorumunun bir versiyonu oldugu
savunulacaktir. Daha sonra, bu iki sistemin mantiksal glclerinin esit oldugu iddia
edilecektir. En son olarak da, Abelard ve Seuren'in sisteminin Ockham'inkine tercih
edilmesi gerektigi asil iddiamiz olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Varliksal varsayim problemi, o-kdsesi yorumu, geleneksel

mantik, Abelard, Ockham, geleneksel karsithk karesi
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Introduction and Preliminaries

Aristotle, in his well-known logic book De Interpretatione, defined certain relations among four
categorical statements, such that one is the opposite of the others in a specific sense. The most quoted
passage (De Interpretatione, 17b17-26) where he outlines these relations is as follows:

“I call an affirmation and a negation contradictory opposites when what one
signifies universally the other signifies not universally, e.g. ‘every man is white’
and ‘not every man is white’, ‘no man is white’ and ‘some man is white’. But I
call the universal affirmation and the universal negation contrary opposites, e.g.
‘every man is just’ and ‘no man is just’. So these cannot be true together, but their
opposites may both be true with respect to the same thing, e.g. ‘not every man is

> »]

white” and ‘some man is white’.

For brevity, the following abbreviations have been traditionally using to refer to these four

categorical statements;

A: Universal Affirmative Every Sis P SaP
E: Universal Negative No SisP SeP
I: Particular Affirmative Some S is P SiP
O: Particular Negative Some S is not P SoP

Aristotle defined SaP as the contradictory opposite of SoP and SiP as that of SeP in the sense
that they cannot both be true and cannot both be false together. Thus we define by means of the
sentential operator “if and only if («)7;

-SaP < SoP (Contradictory 1)
-SiP & SeP (Contradictory 2)

In the passage quoted, SaP and SeP are defined as contrary opposites to the effect that they
cannot both be true, but can both be false. Two formalizations in modern notations are available;
one with the modal operator “possible (¢)” and one with the sentential operator “and (A)”;

=0(SaP A SeP) A O(~SaP A ~SeP) (Contrary)
=(SaP A SeP) (Contrary)

Depending on the relations Contradictory 1, 2 and Contrary just defined, the following
relations can also be deduced. Let us first assume that SiP is false: Then, by Contradictory 1, SeP
must be true. If SeP is true, then SaP must be false by Contrary. SaP and SoP are contradictory
opposites. Therefore, SoP must be true. Thus, SiP and SoP are subcontrary opposites, in the sense
that §iP and SoP cannot both be false but may both be true. Again, two formalizations may serve.
This time, the operator ‘or (V) shall be employed;

1 Aristotle, Categories and De Interpretatione, trans. ].L.Ackrill (Oxford: Clarendon, 1975), 48.
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O(SiP A SoP) A =0(-SiP A -SoP) (Subcontrary)
SiPV SoP (Subcontrary)

The other relation that can be deduced from the already defined ones is subalternation, which
will turn out to be problematic in what follows. Assuming that SzP is true, Contrary implies that
SeP must be false. By Contradiction 2, SiP must be true, to the effect that whenever SaP is true,
SiP must be true as well or whenever SiP s false, SaP” must be false too. The same line of reasoning
can easily be carried out for the subalternation relation between negative statements as well: if Se/”
is true, SaP is false. So its contradictory, SoP, must be true;

SaP — SiP (Subalternation 1)
SeP — SoP (Subalternation 2)

These relations are generally depicted in the following schema called the traditional square of
opposition (see Figure 1)~

Additionally, in Prior Analytics 1.2, 25a1-2523, Aristotle defined the immediate inference
called Conversion, by which one can simply interchange the subject term and predicate term of
a statement of the form E and I and the statement remains true. Thus, conversion validates the
following inferences;

SeP — PeS (Conversion 1)
SiP - PiS (Conversion 2)
SaP - PiS (Conversion per accidens)

2 The vowels characterizing the categorical statements (A, E, I and O) in the traditional square of opposition are the
invention of medieval logicians, not to be found in Aristotle’s original works.

3 Cf: “In universal statement the negative premise is necessarily convertible in its terms: e.g., if no pleasure is good,
neither will anything good be pleasure; but the affirmative, though necessarily convertible, is so not as a universal
butas a particular statement: e.g., if every pleasure is good, some good must also be pleasure. In particular statements
the affirmative premise must be convertible as particular, for if some pleasure is good, some good will also be
pleasure.” See; Aristotle, Aristorle: Categories. On interpretation. Prior analytics. Trans. Cooke, H.P, Tredennick, H.,
(London: Harvard University Press, 1938), 203.
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Contraries
A: SaP E: SeP

cannot both be true but can both be false

Contradictories

cannot both be true and cannot both be false |

Subalterns
SUIA[RqNg

must be true, if SaP is true

BNA1 B RS J1 fEna eq gEnm

Subcontraries
I: SiP 0O: SoP

cannot both be false but can both be true

Figure 1. Traditional Square of Opposition

To the best of my knowledge, no one involved in the discussion disagrees that the traditional
square of opposition as depicted above and the immediate inference of conversion stem from
Aristotle. I have already cited the relevant passages where Aristotle plainly elucidates Conversion
and all the other relations. Yet, whether Aristotle is to be credited for the following immediate
inferences is far from being uncontroversial. Since those can be found in any medieval, as well as,
modern textbook?, I shall define the rest of immediate inferences without attributing them to

either Aristotle or any other logician.

The inference of Contraposition allows one to interchange the subject term and the predicate
term in A and O form statements if one replaces both terms with their complementary terms’.
The complementary term is generally achieved in English by putting the prefix “non” in front
of the term, i.e., the complementary term of, say, “man” is “non-man”. To formalize it, P is the
complementary of P. Thus, contraposition validates the following inferences:

SaP— Pa S (Contraposition 1)
SoP—- Po S (Contraposition 2)
SeP— Po §7 (Contraposition per accidens)

4 See, for example, Keynes' 19th century classical textbook: John Neville Keynes, Studies and Exercises in Formal
Logic, (London: Macmillan, 1906).

5  See Thom’s book for the discussion about relation between negative terms and Aristotelian syllogism: Paul Thom,
The syllogism, (Miinchen: Philosophie Verlag, 1981).

6 Sometimes, the prefixes “un” or “in” do the job as well.

7 ltis “per accidens” because the inference of subalternation is also used to infer this: firstly, from “Every P is Q” to
“Some P is Q” by subalternation, then, from “Some P is Q” to “Some Q is P” by Conversion 2.
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Obversion is the inference that validates the entailment from an affirmative statement to its

negative counterpart (or vice versa) if the predicate term is replaced with its complementary term.

SaP — SeP (Obversion 1)
SeP = SaP (Obversion 2)
SiP — SoP (Obversion 3)
SoP — SiP (Obversion 4)

Inversion is less common than the immediate inferences®. It states that for A and E form
statements, their subalterns are allowed to be inferred, even when both the subject terms and
predicate terms are replaced with their complement terms:

SaP — §iP (Inversion 1)
SeP — SoP (Inversion 2)

Since the discussion of to what extent these rules can be attributed to Aristotle has not been
settled down yet, I shall use the generic name “Traditional logic”, instead of “Aristotelian logic”,
to refer the traditional square of opposition as stated above together with the collection of four

immediate inferences.

In the eye of the modern logician, traditional logic is inconsistent. It leads one to derive
falsechood from truth. The focus of the modern criticisms is the relation of Subalternation, although
it extends to cover all immediate inferences and the relations in traditional logic, except for
Contradictories. The inconsistency comes in sight when the logician deals with empty terms, the
terms whose extension is empty ([[S]] = @)°. Inconsistencies can be derived in a couple of ways:

1) The statement “Every chimera is monster” is written in modern notation as Vx(Cx = Mx)
and reads “for all x, if x is a chimera, x is monster.” This statement is vacuously true, on the grounds
that there is no chimera, meaning that [[C]] = @. By Subalternation 1, “Every chimera is monster”
implies “Some chimera is monster”, which is written as 3x(Cx A Mx) and reads “there is at least
one thing which is both chimera and monster”. This is false, simply because [C] = @. Thus, the
relation of Subalternation yield falsehood from truth. Modern classical logic invalidates the
inference Vx(Cx — Mx) — 3x(Cx A Mx), while in traditional logic CaM — CiM is regarded as
valid.

2) Vacuously true statements might be confusing. Yet, similar inconsistencies can be derived

8 For instance, Copi and Cohen do not include the inference of inversion in their analysis of traditional logic. See:
Irving M. Copi, and Carl Cohen., Introduction to Logic: Study Quide, (USA: Macmillan, 1994). Mulder renders that
“we might just want to avoid considering it [the inference of inversion] as a bona fide part of traditional logic.” See:
Dwayne Hudson Mulder, “The existential assumptions of traditional logic”, History and Philosophy of Logic 17(1-2)
(1996), 140.

9 The double square-brackets refer, henceforth, to the extension of the term put between them.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 41



What is the O-Corner Interpretation and Does it Save the Traditional Square of Opposition?

from non-vacuously true statements, as well. “No logician has proved Goldbach’s conjecture (Vx(Lx
— =Gx))” is true. By Conversion 1, “No one who has proved Goldbach’s conjecture is logician
(Vx(Gx = —Lx))” must also be true and by Subalternation 2, “Some who has proved Goldbach’s
conjecture is not logician” can be deduced: Jx(Gx A =Lx), which reads “there is at least one thing
(person) who has proved Goldbach’s conjecture and is not logician”, which is obviously false.
Thus, traditional logic leads from the true statement that “No logician has proved Goldbach’s
conjecture” to the false statement that “Some who has proved Goldbach’s conjecture is not logician”.
Note that modern classical logic validates Conversion 1 as used in this proof: Vx(Lx — -~Gx) —
Vx(Gx — =Lx). The problematic inference appears to be, again, the relation of Subalternation.
Similar counter-examples against the relation of Subalternation can be found, among many others,
for example, in the Kneales', Strawson'!, Copi'? or Morrison®.

3) Hitherto, in our criticism, the truth value of A and E statements, when [[S]] = @, is evaluated
according to the modern interpretation. Let us assume, in this instance, that an A statement is
false when [[S]] = @. “Every chimera is monster” is, then, false. By Contradiction 1, “Some chimera
is not monster” must be true. However, it is false because Ix(Cx A =Mx) implies that [[C]]= O.

4) Another aspect of the same problem, which is mostly neglected in such discussions, is that
of universal terms, such as “being” or “existent”. The extension of a universal term contains
everything in the universe (of discourse). Thus, its complementary term would be empty. Similarly,
the complementary term of an empty term is a universal term. For instance, the extensions of
“non-chimera” and “non-unicorn” are identical, since they both contain everything in the universe.
Let us consider the statement that “Every human is being”. By Contraposition 1, it becomes
“Every non- being is non-human”. “Some non-being is non-human” is implied by Subalternation
1, meaning that “there is at least one thing which is non-being and non-human”. The immediate
inference of Inversion also might yield problems regarding universal terms. “Every being is existent”
implies “Some non-being is non-existent” by Inversion 1.

Therefore, the relations of Subalternation result in inconsistencies when a categorical statement
contains empty subject or predicate term. For the modern logician, in traditional logic there is

1

“something wrong”'*. It contains “contradictions and absurdities”" and has been shown to be

“confused and inconsistent”!°.

From the beginning of 11th century to the recent times, logicians have tried to save the traditional

10 William Kneale, and Martha Kneale, The Development of Logic (London: Oxford University Press, 1962).

11 Peter Frederick Strawson, Introduction to Logical Theory (New York: Routledge, 2011).

12 Irving Copi, Introduction to Logic, (New York: Macmillian, 1953).

13 John J. Morrison, “The existential import of a proposition in Aristotelian logic,” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 15(3) (1955).

14 Copi et all.., Introduction to Logic: Study Quide, 182.

15 Manley Thomson, “On Aristotle’s square of oppositions,” Philosophical Review 62 (1953), 264.

16  George Edward Hughes and D. Londey, 7he elements of formal logic. (New York: Harper and Raw, 1965), 331.
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square with all its oppositions defined by Aristotle from the logical disaster called inconsistency.
One favored and, as far as we know, historically first solution is to distribute existential import
among the corners of the square such that it is not possible anymore to derive any inconsistency
within the logical system. What is known as O-Corner interpretation of the traditional square of
opposition is one where the right side of the square, i.e., the O and E-corners, do not carry existential
import, while their affirmative counterparts, i.e., the A and I corners do. The motivation behind
this kind of solution is, most probably, that it manages to preserve the extensional bivalent nature
of traditional logic, which is also of highest importance for modern classical logic.

Here I will advocate three claims: Firstly, that what I call the Abelardian-Seurenian system is
also an O-Corner interpretation and secondly that it is has the same logical power as the main
version of O-Corner interpretations originated from Ockham and supported and developed by
modern logicians. Thirdly, I will argue that it saves the traditional square of opposition better
than the main version of O-corner Interpretation.

1. The O-Corner Interpretation of Traditional Square of Opposition

To be able to evaluate these attempts, in accordance with Chatti and Schang', each corner
shall be formalized in modern notation, once with import and once without import, so that these
notations could help to evaluate the consistencies of the system. The subscript “ 7 shall be
understood as that that statement has existential import and the subscript “ »"as that that

imp?

statement has no explicit existential import. Thus'S;

A Fx(Sx) A Vx(Sx = Px) E o Fx(Sx) A Vx(Sx = ~Px)
At Vix(Sx = Px) E Vx(Sx = —Px)

LI Fx(Sx A Px) O Fx(Sx A =Px)

L —3x(85x) V Fx(Sx A Px) O, ~3x(Sx) V Ix(Sx A~ Px)

According to the logical analysis Chatti and Schang" did with the formulae just provided,
only three squares have managed to keep all the oppositions intact without any inconsistency
and thus survived the test. Those squares are; 1) A and I carry existential import and E and
O do not. 2) Universals are the only ones that carry existential import. 3) While negatives
carry existential import, positives do not, which is the exact opposites of the first square. Not
surprisingly, the first is the one that is historically proposed and discussed in the literature,
which will be the main subject for the present paper. The question of which corners of the

17  Saloua Chatti, and Fabien Schang, “The cube the square and the problem of existential import,” History and
Philosophy of Logic 34(2) (2013), 115.

18 In their articles, some statements are formalized slightly different, however, those that Chatti and Schang provide
and the ones provided here are all logically equivalent.

19 Chatti, et all., “The cube the square and the problem of existential import”.
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traditional square and which sentences® carry existential import play a central role in both
modern and medieval discussions.

1.1 Abelardian Seurenian System

Although Church declares the 14th-century logician William of Ockham as “the first logician

21, Seuren

to consider the question of existential import or to propose a tenable theory of i
maintains that the 11th-century logician Abelard “was [...] probably the first, after Aristotle, to
be aware of the problem ”? and accuses Church of being “keen to erase Abelard’s heritage from
history”. The Kneales seem to agree with Seuren that Abelard is to “have the credits of being the
first to worry about the traditional square of opposition”, but add that “he did not work out all
the consequences of the change he advocated.”*

Abelard’s idea has never been seriously discussed until nine centuries later, Seuren? proposed
the same particular solution, (as he claims) independently of Abelard. Even then, it is still
doubtful to profess that this view got enough attention from modern logicians. One reason
may well be, as Parsons contends, that “Abelard’s writing was not widely influential.”* Secondly,
in Abelard’s works, it seems that the system is not fully developed as the Kneales® state. Thirdly,
Horn thinks that “Abelard’s results [...] were apparently too counter intuitive to be taken

seriously.”?

Let us, now, turn to the details of the system proposed by Dialectica of Abelard and Seuren®.
The first step Abelard took is to differentiate external negation from internal negation. External
negation is the one which is put in front of the whole sentence. “Not every S is P” is the externally
negated “Every S is P”. Internal negation, as can be understood from the text, is the one that
negates the copula of the sentence. Thus, “Every S is not P” is the internally negated “Every S is
P”. External negation shall be symbolized with the usual negation sign “~” and internal negation

20  Henceforth, I shall use the word “sentence’ to refer to a particular structure of surface grammar, while by the words
‘statement’ or ‘proposition’, I shall mean the proposition underlying the sentence. As will be seen later, some
different sentences just defined might have the same underlying proposition for some logicians. For the issue at
hand, this might even be understood as having the same truth condition: if two sentences p and q have the same
underlying proposition, then p and q are true together in a particular state of the world, and are false together in
another particular state of the world.

21  Alonzo Church, “The history of the question of existential import of categorical propositions”, in Logic, Methodology,
and Philosophy of Science: Proceedings of the 1964 International Congress, ed. Y. Bar-Hillel (Amsterdam: North-
Holland, 1965), 420.

22 Dieter A. Seuren, The Logic of Language: Language From Within, volume 2. (New York: Oxford Univerity Press,
2009), 173.

23 Kneale, et all.,, The Development of Logic, 211.

24 Pieter A. Seuren, “The logic of thinking”. Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Mededelingen van
de Afdelig Letterkunde, Niuwe Reeks, 65(9) (2002).

25  Terence Parsons, “The traditional square of opposition” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2017
Edition), ed. Zalta, ENN., (Metaphysics Research Lab: Stanford University, 2017).

26  Kneale, et all.,, The Development of Logic.

27 Laurence Horn, A natural history of negation. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), 26.

28  Seuren, “The logic of thinking”.
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with the tilde sign “~”. For Abelard, these two negations have different logical powers, hence

must not be regarded as the same.

fam itaque vim negatio habet praeposita, aliam interposita

“The negation therefore has a different power if it is put in front [of the proposition]

than if it is put in between. (my translation)”

Thus, Abelard distinguishes not four, but six categorical sentences:

A: (Every Sis P) SaP ~I: (Some S is not P) ~SiP
I: (Some S is P) SiP -A: (Not every S is P) -SaP
~A: (Every S is not P) ~SaP Al (Not some S is P) -SiP

A close scrutiny with respect to these six sentences of Abelard reveals some peculiarities of
both modern and traditional logic. In modern logic, ~SaP and ~SiP appear to express the same
proposition, since -V is defined as 3- and ~3 as V-, which is generally called Law of Quantifier
Negation. Thus, modern logic allows the inference from “Not every” to “Some not” (and vice
versa) and from “Not some” to “Every not” (and vice versa). Thus we define:

-SaP & ~SiP (Quan Neg)
-SiP & ~SaP (Quan Neg)

The attitude of traditional logic toward Quan Neg is highly complicated. In Apeleius’ work
(2nd century), one might observe that he merely plays with the idea under the name of ‘equipollency’.
He uses internal negations, ~SaP on the E-corner and ~SiP on the O- corner in the square of
opposition and just after the representation of the square, he claims one can get the same propositions
if one externally negates their contradictories.

“Every proposition becomes equipollent with its alternate [contradictory opposite],
if it takes on a negative particular at the beginning- for example, supposing that it
is the universal dedicative: Every pleasure is good, if a negation prefixed to it, it will
become Not every pleasure is a good, which is sound to just the same extent as was

its alternate: Some pleasure it not a good” *°

Thus, “Apuleius [...] was well aware of [...] the Laws of Quantifier Negation™'. Parsons®
alleges that Boethius uses both ~SiP and ~SaP in his works. If we assume that traditional logic
validates Quan Neg, there arises four squares with identical oppositions and entailments as the
one in Figure 1 (see Figure 2).

29  Lambertus Marie De Rijk, Petrus Abaelardus, Dialectica. First Complete Edition of the Parisian Manuscript. (Assen:
Van Gorcum/Hak and Prakke, 1956), 176.

30 David G. Londey and Carmen J. Johanson, The logic of Apuleius: Including a complete Latin text and English
translation of the Peri Hermeneias of Apuleius of Madaura, (Leiden: Brill Archive,1987), 89.

31 Horn, A natural history of negation, 25.

32 Parsons, “The traditional square of opposition”.
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Figure 2. Variations of the Square with respect to six Abelardian sentences

As might be seen in Figure 2, with employing Quan Neg, E-corner is divided into ~Sz/ and
=8iPand O-corner into ~SaP and ~Si2 However, Abelard’s attitude toward Quan Neg is different
from both modern and traditional logic. Firstly, he rejects the idea that internal negation changes

the truth value of a statement:

“Sic quoque in cathegoricis propositionibus ea tantum propria contradictio ac

recte dividens cuilibet affirmationi videtur quae negatione[m] praeposita totam

eius sententiam destruit.”

“Thus also with respect to categorical propositions the only right and correctly
dividing negation of an arbitrary affirmation seems to be that which destroys its

entire meaning by putting the negation sign in front of it. (my translation)”

Thus, with respect to external and internal negations, he adopts the Stoics’ understanding that
external negation is the only one that inverts the truth value of the sentence in front of which it
is put. The internal negation together with changing the quantity of the sentence does not suffice
to change truth value. Thus, external negation is the only contradiction inducing negation. His

attitude toward negations lets him reject Quan Neg:

33 De Rijk, Petrus Abaelardus, Dialectica. First Complete Edition of the Parisian Manuscript, 176
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“Unde et quae dicit: ‘omnis homo non est albus’ non eadem videtur cum ea: ‘non
omnis homo est albus’ et quae proponit: ‘quidam homo non est albus’ non eadem
es cum ea: ‘non quidam homo est albus[...] Re enim hominis prorsus non existente
neque ea vera est quae ait: ‘omnis homo est homo’ nec ea quae proponit: ‘quidam

homo non est homo™**

“Therefore the proposition saying “Every man is not white” doesn’t seem to be the
same as “Not every man is white”; and “Some man is not white” is not the same as
“Not: Some man is white”. [...] For if the state of affairs is such that men do not
exist at all, then neither the proposition ‘Every man is a man’ is true nor ‘Some man

is not a man’. (my translation)”

Since from the previous quote we know that S2P and -~SaP are contradictories, we understand

that SzP and ~SiP cannot be contradictories. Thus, we can infer easily that =Sz does not imply
~8iP and that he explicitly rejects Quan Neg here and he further provides the relation that Szl
and ~SiP can be both false, meaning that they are contraries. In this system, thus, what carries

existence is not the copula but the word “Omni [Every]™:

“Cum auten Quidam homo non est homo semper falsa sit atque Omnis homo
est homo homine non existente, patet simul easdem falsas esse: unde nec recte

dividentes dici poterunt.”

“But since “Some man is not a man” is always false, if men do not exist, and equally
also “Every man is a man”, both propositions evidently are false together, so that

they cannot be said to be properly dividing. (my translation)”

Various interpretations suggest the same conclusion as well: “We must therefore suppose that

in his [Abelard’s] view it is the word Omnis [Every], which introduces existential import™*® Horn

« s . -
agrees that “omnis” involves existence.

34
35
36
37

Ibid, 176.

Ibid, 176

Kneale, et all., The Development of Logic, 211
Horn, A natural history of negation, 26.
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Figure 3. Abelardian-Seurenian Squares of Opposition

Given that the word “Omnis” carries existential import unless it is externally negated,
contradictory relations between “Sal and -~SaP” and “SiP and ~SiP”, Subalternation relations
between “SaP and SiP”, “~SaP and -SiP” and “~SaP and ~SiP” together with the contrary

relations just given in the quotation above reveal the relations in the Figure (3).

Seuren’s way to represent those entailments is to use an octagon of opposition. However, its
readability is quite low and it is highly demanding to compare his octagon of opposition with the
traditional squares in Figure 2. Thus, sacrificing the representations of some of the entailments,
four squares corresponding to those in Figure 2 shall serve better for the present purpose (see
Figure 3). In Abelardian-Seurenian system Quan Neg is only partly rejected. While the entailments
that ~SiP = =SaP and that ~SaP — -SiP are preserved, the other entailments that ~SaP — ~

SiP and that —SiP — ~ SaP are given up.

The system explained here and what Seuren® proposes is equivalent to each other. What

Seuren contributes to the system is to provide the truth conditions of quantifiers in terms of

class inclusion as follows:

“SOME: [[S]I N [[P]] = @

38  Seuren in “The logic of thinking”, calls this system “Aristotelian-Abelardian” since he thinks that this is Abelard’s
interpretation of Aristotelian. However, whether either Aristotle or Abelard constructs the system as exactly as
explicated here is controversial. Thus both to be on the secure side and to credit Seuren (since he also proposes the
same system in “The logic of thinking”, independently of Abelard), I shall call it “Abelardian-Seurenian”.

39  Seuren, “The logic of thinking”.

40 Seuren, The Logic of Language: Language From Within, volume 2.
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NO [Not some]: [[S]] N [[P]] =@
ALL [Every] : [[S]] € [[P]] and [[S]] = @"*

Thus, “what Abelard proposed was that, for cases where [[F]] = 0*?, A- and A* [~A]- type
sentences, as well as I- and I* [~I]- sentences, should be considered false, while their negations
should be true™® since the external negation “~” is the only truth value inverting negation. These

statements must be formalized in modern notation as follows:

A: - Fx(Sx) A Vx(Sx = Px) -l Eo Vx(Sx = -Px)
-A: O ~Tx(Sx) V Ix(Sx A~ Px) ~I: O Fx(Sx A ~Px)
~A: - Fx(Sx) A Vx(Sx = =Px) L: Lo Fx(Sx A Px)

With these formalization of propositions in modern notation, Figure 3(b) becomes the one
in Figure 4, where, as can be clearly seen now, the E- and the O-corner do not imply the existence

of their subject terms.

Although Seuren drastically rejects this, some logicians44 claim that for Abelard, affirmatives
carry existential import and negatives do not (this idea will be explored in next section) and wed
him to a traditional view of O-Corner Interpretation. However, this is now understandable with
the help of modern notation and of representing the entailments with four squares, instead of one
octagon, because in Figure 3(b) and Figure 4, it can be clearly seen the the E- and O-corners don’t
carry existential import, while A- and I-corners do and Figure 3(b) is the only square where all

the oppositions defined by Aristotle remain intact.

C(Jllt!‘&rl(‘b
Jz(Sz) AVz(Sz — Px) z(Sz — —Pxz)
@ \ / @
2 Contradictories =
E g

3z(Sz A Px) e ] —3z(Sz) V 3z(Sz A ~Px)

Figure 4. formalized version of Figure 3(b)

In rendering Abelard to the view of O-corner interpretation, Horn depicts the corresponding
square of opposition exactly as the one in Figure 4* and in rejecting that Abelard advocates this

41 Ibid., 144-145.
42 “F” is the subject term of the proposition here.

43 Ibid., 174.
44 Allan Bick, Aristotles theory of predication, (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 209, and Horn, L. R., “All john’s children are

as bald as the king of France: Existential import and the geometry of opposition.” Chicago Linguistics Society 33

(1997), 157.
45 Horn, “All john’s children are as bald as the king of France: Existential import and the geometry of opposition”,

157.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 49



What is the O-Corner Interpretation and Does it Save the Traditional Square of Opposition?

view, Seuren claims that for Abelard, ~A and ~I do carry existential import®. It is evident now,
Horn discusses which proposition underlies O-corner, not which sentence. Thus, his claim should
be understood as that the O-corner (of the square that keeps all the oppositions or assuming that
Figure 4 is the Abelardian Square) should bear the proposition that ~Jx(Sx) V 3x(Sx A =P x). He
does not discuss in Horn*” which sentences should bear this proposition, while Seuren discusses
which sentences bear which proposition.

Thus, it seems that while claiming that affirmatives carry and negatives do not, what these
logicians have in their minds is that the Abelardian Square of Opposition is the on Figure 3(b).
It wouldn’t be misleading to think that Abelard thinks tht the propositions in O- and E-corner
do not carry existential import, if the square in Figure 3(b) is considered. Another point to support
the idea that for Abelard, only affirmatives have existential import is that , ~A and ~I do not
have to be taken as negatives, because these statements can easily be obverted into affirmative ones
without changing the truth conditions or underlying proposition by the immadiate inference of
Observation: “Some human is not white” and “Some human is non-white”. All statements except
-A and -I can be regarded as affirmatives. Thus, if one assumes that Figure 3(b) is #5¢ Abelardian
square of opposition, claiming that for Abelard negatives do no carry existential import while
affirmatives do is not to be regarded as misleading.

This particular arrangement of existential import and rejecting Quan Neg in favor of one way
entailments helps to solve the problem and to save the relation of Subalternation. Let us check if
any inconsistencies can be derived, depending on the counter-examples given in the previous
chapter:

1) In Abelardian-Seurenian system, one cannot derive from the truth of “Every chimera is
monster” to the truth of “Some chimera is monster”, since “Every chimera is monster” is already
false, because SaP has existential import.

2) From the truth of ” No logician has proved Goldbach conjecture” to the truth of “There
is at least one logician who proves the Goldbach conjecture” cannot be derived. Firstly, “No
logician has proved Goldbach conjecture” is true, because [[L]] N [[G]] = @. “No one who has
proved the Goldbach conjecture is logician” is also true, because [[L]] N [[G]] = [[G]] N [[L]] =
. However, at this point, the entailment from the truth of “No one who has proved the Goldbach
conjecture is logician” to the truth of “There is at least one who has proved the Goldbach conjecture
and is logician” is not valid, because the subaltern of the former proposition is ” not every one
who proved the Golbach conjecture is logician”, not “Some who proved the Goldbach conjecture
is not logician” and the former is formalized in modern notation as -3x(Gx) V Ix(Gx A -Lx) ,
from which one cannot derive 3(Gx).

3) “Every chimera is monster” is false in this system. Its contradictory, however, is not “Some
chimera is not monster”, but “Not every chimera is monster”. Thus we cannot derive the truth

46 Seuren, The Logic of Language: Language From Within volume 2, 160.
47 Horn, “All john’s children are as bald as the king of France: Existential import and the geometry of opposition.”
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of the former but that of the latter and the latter has no existential import, to the effect that

declaring “Not every chimera is monster” as true does not yield inconsistency.
g y y: Y.

4) “Every being is existent” is true. By Contraposition 1, it becomes “Every non-existent is
non-being”, which is false. Similarly, “Every being is existent” be- comes “Some non-existent is
non-being” by Inversion 1, which is also false. Thus, in Abelardian-Seurenian system, Contraposition

and /nversion must be given up for consistency.

Consistency achieved. But at what cost? It has already been shown that contraposition and
inversion must be given up to secure the consistency and obversion and conversion still holds.
However, contraposition and inversion are not the only ones to be given up, but also some
intuitiveness. For example, “Some unicorns are horse” and Some unicorns are not horse” are both
false®. The other counter-intuitive examples come in when we consider what rejecting Quan Neg
amounts to in natural languages. While “Not every chimera is monster” is true, “Some chimera
is not monster” is false. Moreover, the only state of the world where =SaP and ~SiP have different
truth value is when [[S]] = @. Under any condition, under any state of the world, ~SaPand ~SiP
have the same truth value. So is the case for ~ SaP and -SiP. Rejecting Quan Neg seems, thus, an
ad hoc solution designed for a particular situation, namely [[S]] = @. It makes no use for anything
other than this particular problem.

Nevertheless, for any logical system purporting to account for logical inferences, being counter-
intuitive and having less logical tools must be favored over being incon- sistent. While traditional
logic seems inconsistent, Abelardian-Seurenian Logic casts off the inconsistencies resulting from
employing empty term into the system at the cost of the immediate inferences of contraposition

and inversion and yielding some counter-intuitive results.
1.2 Main Version of the O-Corner Interpretation

Klima claims that “Abelard’s distinction did not really catch on, and gave way to stipulation
that these two form of negation [external negation and internal negation plus changing the
quantity] are equivalent and [...] equally canceling its existential import™®, that is, that logicians
after Abelard do not reject Quan Neg. They reject the Stoics’ and Abelard’s understanding of
negation that internal negation together with changing the quantity of the sentence does not
establish the contradiction. For the proponents of this system, “Not every human is white” and
“Some human is not white” are equivalent and both are the contradictories of “Every human is
white” as the intuition suggests and the negations in the former two statements cancels the
existential import. Thus, the quintessence of the resulting system is that negatives do not carry
existential import, while affirmatives do. Its proponents adopt the motto that “existence goes with
quality, not quantity”, where “quality” refers to the affirmative-negative statements, and “quantity”
to the universal-particular statements.

48  Note, however, that these sentences are also both false in the first order predicate logic.
49 Gyula Klima, “Consequence.” In The Cambridge Companion to Medieval Logic, eds. by Catarina Dutilh Novaes and
Stephen Read. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016), 329.
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Although Horn™ traces the history of this kind of solution back to Apuleius in the 2nd century,
the 14th century logician William of Ockham is generally thought be the first to propose it,
though he does not explicitly state the problem. In Summa Logicae 11.3, he seems to deal with
the problem;

“itis sufficient for the truth of such a proposition [a particular proposition] that the
subject and predicate supposit for some same thing if the proposition is affirmative
and a universal sign is not added to the predicate [...]. On the other hand, if
such a proposition is negative, then it is required that the subject and predicate
not supposit for all the same things. In fact, it is required either that the subject
supposit for nothing or that it supposit for something for which the predicate does
not supposit. [...] Thus, if there are no men and if there are no animals except for
a donkey, then this con- sequence is not valid : ‘A man is not a donkey; therefore

some animal is not a donkey”'

Similar passages that serve the same purpose can also be found in some other late medieval
logicians in 14th century, such as Buridan and Burlay®* and a group of medieval logicians®.
According to Ashworth®, this approach is lost after the 16th century. In the 19th century, Keynes®
doesn’t even mention this particular solution while exploring the possible ways out of this problem.
Only at the beginning of the 20th century logicians, for example Caroll**and Johnson*’, have
begun expressing this idea again, however, it became fashionable only after 1950s with Moody®
and Thomson>’. More recently, this idea was advocated by Wedin®, Klima®', Parsons > and Read®.

The present system leads us back to the Figure 2, where Quan Neg is accepted and all the
oppositions remain intact. The only difference is that the E and O-corners do not carry existential
import any more since they are canceled by negation. When [[F]] = ©, A and I are false and E

50 Horn, “All john’s children are as bald as the king of France: Existential import and the geometry of opposition.”

51 William of Ockham, W. Ockham’s Theory of Propositions: Part 2 of the Summa Logicae, Trans. by Alfred J. Freddoso
and Henry Schuurman, (Indiana: St.Augustine’s Press, 1998), 92.

52 See: Stephan Read, “Aristotle and Lukasiewicz on existential import”, Journal of the American Philosophical
Association, 1(3) (2015).

53  See: E. Jennifer Ashworth., “Existential assumptions in late medieval logic”, American Philosophical Quarterly, 10(2)
(1973) and Ernest A. Moody, Truth and Consequence in Mediaeval Logic. (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing
Company, 1953).

54  Ashworth, “Existential assumptions in late medieval logic”.

55  Keynes, Studies and Exercises in Formal Logic.

56  Lewis Caroll, Symbolic Logic, Part I, Elemantary. (New York: NY Dover Publications, (1958 [1896]).

57  William Ernest Johnson, Logic, vol. 1. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1921).

58  Moody, Truth and Consequence in Mediaeval Logic.

59 Thomson, “On Aristotle’s square of oppositions”.

60  Michael V. Wedin, “Negation and quantification in Aristotle”, History and Philosophy of Logic 11(2) (1990).

61  Gyula Klima, “Existence and reference in medieval logic”. In New essays in free logic, eds. Morscher, E. and Hieke,
A. (Dortrecht: Springer, 2001) and Gyula Klima., John Buridan. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008)

62 Terence Parsons, “Things that are right with the traditional square of oppositions”, Logica Universalis, 2(1) (2008)
and Terence Parsons, Articulating medieval logic (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).

63  Read, “Aristotle and Lukasiewicz on existential import”.
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and O are true. Thus, since Quan Neg is accepted in this view, the proposition that Abelard reserved
for =SaP is reserved for both ~§iPand -~SaP and also both ~8iP and ~SaP carries the proposition
that Abelardian reserved only for =SiP. Thus modern formalization of the sentences in this view

should be as follows:

A-Corner: Aimp!: Ix(Sx) A Vx(Sx = Px)

E-Corner: Elmp?: Vx(Sx = =Px) (= ~A =-1)
I-Corner: Iimpl : Fx(Sx A Px)

O-Corner: (¢) = 3x(Sx) V Ix(Sx A = Px) (=~ =-A)

imp? =

These propositions result exactly in the square in Figure 4. With these formalizations, let us

try to derive some inconsistencies using empty terms within the system.

1) Since “Every chimera is monster” is false, the truth of its subaltern “Some chimera is

monster”, which implies the existence of at least one chimera, cannot be derived.

2) “No logician has proved the Goldbach conjecture” is true. Its subaltern “Someone logician
has not proved the Goldbach conjecture” is also true. The truth of the O statement that “Someone
who has proved the Goldbach conjecture is not logician” is implied by Conversion 2. However,
while in modern logic this statement implies the existence of at least one thing that has proved
the Goldbach conjecture, in this system, the O-corner does not carry existential import and does
not imply the existence of its subject term.

3) Since the contradictory of an existential import carrying A statement does not imply the
existence of its subject term, the inference from the falsity of “Every chimera is monster”, the truth
of “there is at least one chimera” is not a valid inference.

4) “Every human is being” is true. By Contraposition 1, “Every non-being is non-human” must
be true, but it is false, for SzP has existential import. Thus, in this system while Conzraposition 1
must be given up to secure consistency, Contraposition 2 still holds.

Other than Contraposition 1, both of Inversions and Obversion 2 and 4 must also be given up.
For example, “Some chimera is not monster” is true, for ~S:Pis true when [[C]] = @. By Obversion
4 it implies that “Some chimera is non-monster”, which is false, because it is an affirmative and
affirmatives imply the existence of their subject term. Lastly, consider the true SaP statement that
“Every being is existent”. [nversion 1 implies that “Every non-being is non-existent”, which is false.
Ashworth® and Parsons® claims that these rules are already explicitly rejected by medieval logicians.

The price to be paid for the consistency is to give up the all the immediate inferences except
for Conversions, Contraposition 2 and Obversion 1 and 3. Counter-intuitiveness strikes, however,

when one considers what rejecting Obversion 2 and 4 amounts to. “Some man is not just” is not

64  E. Jennifer Ashworth, Language and Logic in the Post-medieval Period, (Dortrecht: Reidel Publishing, 1974), 199.

65  Parsons, “The traditional square of opposition”.
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logically equivalent to “Some man is unjust”. Seuren’s®® example reveals the oddity more clearly:
while “Some mermaids are not married” is true, “Some mermaids are unmarried” is false. Moreover,
intuition suggests that “Some chimera is not chimera” must be false since it is self-contradictory.
However, in O-Corner Interpretation, it is true.

1.3 Problem of Providing a Unified Semantics:

At this point, a brief detour must be taken to illustrate the challenge proponents of this view
face when aiming to provide a uniform semantics for its quantifiers whose meanings apparently
depends on their relations to negation in a sentence. In this system, obversion must be given up
for while “Some chimera is not monster” is true, “Some chimera is non-monster” must be false
because it is affirmative and has existential import. This creates a problem for a logical system.
The quantifiers “Every” and “Some” cannot easily have a unified semantics because the meaning
of a sentence depend on how the quantifiers and “Not” are related. Seuren rightly appreciates if
“one takes [SzP] to be true in case [[F]] = @ and [[F]] N [[G]] = D, then [~S4P] must be taken
to be true just in case [[F]] # @ and [[F]] N [[G]] = @, which gives both [SzP] and [~SaP)]
existential import™ Parsons seems to agree that “it is apparent that the particular quantifier ‘Some’
and the negation sign ‘not’ now have independent meanings, and that the truth conditions for
particular negative propositions are determined by how these meanings interact with one another*®
The first attempt to give a uniform and systematic account is provided by Klima® and, later on,
in Klima”.

Aside from the technical and formal details, the core of the idea is to use the devices called
‘restricted variables’ and ‘zero-entity’. Restricted variables are “variables, which take their values
not from the whole universe of discourse, but from the extension of an open sentence™". For
instance, the variable ‘x. Hx" takes its values from the extension of the open sentence ‘Hx’. Let ‘i’
stand for “human”, and ‘W stand for “white”, then W(x.Hx) ranges not over the whole universe,
but over the extension of “human’”. If the extension of “human” is empty, then it takes, as its value,
the zero-entity, which is not in the universe of discourse, to the effect that it makes the sentence
false. Additionally, if ‘A stands for “human”, then [~H] stands for “non-human”, meaning that
[~H] stands for anything else in the universe except for humans.

Let us, now, check if the difference between the scopes of negations in the sentences “Some
chimera is not monster” and “Some chimera is non-monster” is really appreciated in this semantics
or not. The former should be formalized as (Fx. Cx) ~ (M(x.Cx), while the latter as (Fx.C x)(/~
M J(x.Cx)). Since in (Fx.Cx) ~ (M (x.Cx), Cx is empty, (M(x.Cx)) takes zero-entity as its value

66 Pieter A. Seuren, “Does a leaking o-corner save the square?” in Around and beyond the square of opposition, eds.
Béziau, ].Y., and Jacquette, D., (Basel: Springer,2012), 132.

67 Seuren The Logic of Language: Language From Within, 169.

68  Parsons, “Things that are right with the traditional square of oppositions”, 6.

69 Gyula Klima, Ars artium: essays in philosophical semantics, mediaeval and modern, (Budepest: Instute of Philosopher,
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 1988)

70  Klima,, John Buridan

71 Klima, Ars artium: essays in philosophical semantics, mediaeval and modern, 12.
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and it is false. If (M(x.Cx)) is false, then ~ (M(x.Cx)) is true. Jx.Cx requires that ~(M(x.Cx))
must be true at least for one substitution, which makes the whole statement (Jx.Cx) ~ (M(x.
Cx)) true. In the latter sentence, (Fx. Cx)([~ M](x.Cx)), since Cx is empty, ([~M](x.Cx)) takes
the value of zero-entity and is false. Thus, (Fx. Cx)(/~M](x.Cx)) must be false because existential
quantifier requires that there must be at least one substitution that makes (/~M](x.Cx)) true.
Similar symbolization and proofs can also be given for the universals. Thus, Klima concludes
that “it provides us with a uniform, systematic account of relative scope relations of negation an
all sorts of determiners in categorical propositions.””* Klima also believes that this semantics gives
a proper account of why “Some chimera is not chimera” is true, while it seems self-contradictory.
The essence is that “Some chimera is non-chimera” is the self- contradictory one, not “Some
chimera is not chimera”. While the former is symbolized as (Jx. Cx)(/~CJ(x.Cx)), the latter (Tx.
Cx)~(C(x.Cx)). However, although in the formalism he provides, the difference of scopes of
negations is promising and suggestive, whether any formalism is able to correct the natural
intuition still remains an open question awaiting to be answered.

In similar vain, but in much more complicated formalism Parsons” provides another semantics,
which also boils down to one with restricted variables given by Klima, if his strained formalism
is modified. His semantics is given in terms of truth values according to the assignments to variable.
A sentence is 0-true, when the assignment o assigns things to the variables. In Parsons, every
categorical statement has the form of “x=y”. Both variables ¥’ and ‘y’ must be bound by either
(Some) or (Every) or (No). For each quantifier, he provides two cases where the sentence is true;
one when its subject terms is empty and one when its subject term is not empty. The crucial
difference is that while in Klima’s semantic, when the subject term is empty, zero-entity is assigned
to the variable, in Parsons if the subject term is empty, the assignment o assigns nothing at all to
the variable and he claims “if 0 assings nothing to X or to 'y, *x=y’ is not 6 —true.””* However, it
seems that the contrast between “nothing at all” and “zero-entity” does not make any difference
for Parsons, since he claims that “this method of handling common [general] terms so as to get
the right truth conditions with respect to existential import is equivalent to a method first proposed
(so far as I know) in Klima (1988)”7

Seuren’® raises critiques for both semantics. The focus of the problem is zero- entity’. He poses
a paradox similar to Russell’s paradox of naive set theory. He defines a predicate “is zero-entity”.
Then, “@ is zero-entity” must be false since when @ is assigned to variable, it delivers falsity.
Moreover, he asks whether @ belongs to the extention of the predicate “is zero-entity”. “If it does,
why it produces falsity? If it does not, why is it an admissible substitution within the range of [“is
zero-entity”]? ”77. For Parsons’ semantics, the situation is as complicated as his formalism, since

he does not employ zero-entity’ explicitly. If his “assigning nothing at all to a variable” is equal

72 Klima, John Buridan, 151.

73 Parsons, “Things that are right with the traditional square of oppositions” and Parsons, Articulating medieval logic.
74 Parsons, “Things that are right with the traditional square of oppositions”, 7.

75 Parsons, Articulating medieval logic, 105.

76 Seuren, “Does a leaking o-corner save the square?”

77  1Ibid, 135.
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to “assigning zero-entity”, then he must face the same criticism. However, if we take “assigning
nothing” literally, then, consider the case where in x=y’, an entity A is assigned to <’ and nothing
is assigned to ‘y’. Then what results from this assignment is ‘A=y’. This must be false according to
Parsons. However, A=y’ is not a proposition, nor even a sentence. It is just a sentential function

sentential functions do not have a truth value.

The ontological nature of zero-entity’ is not clear in Klima’®. The only clarifications he provides
about it are that “the only requirement concerning [@] is not an element of the universe of discourse
of that model” and that “a term has the zero-entity as its value means no more nor less, than
that the term refers to nothing.”®® However, Seuren seems to be right in that ‘A=y’ is a sentential
function and cannot have a truth value and thus, he concludes that only “with the introduction
of the ontologically vicious element @, uniform definitions become possible. LOCA [O-Corner
Interpretation] is, therefore, spoiled by its ontology.”®!

Thus, while one must accept the ontological oddity of zero-entity, it seems to an impartial
reader that both semantics save the traditional square of opposition with all its oppositions.

However, Seuren renders it “logically and ontologically vicious.”

2.Abelardian-Seurenian Logic vs O-Corner Interpretation

Historical adequacy and roots of both systems have already been lengthily discussed in the
literature. Yet, the analysis of their logical merits somehow remained perfunctory. Let us now try
to compare the systems.

The fact that Obversion 2 and 4 do not hold in O-Corner Interpretation gives rise to two more
propositions; SaP, SiP. Note that since Aberlardian-Seurenian system validates Obversions, in that
system ~SaP and SaP are equal, just as ~SiP and SiP. According to the analysis in Read (2015),
SaP and SiP are affirmative propositions and thus carry existential import. These propositions

can be formalized in our notation as follows:
SaP:3x(Sx) A Vx(Sx — Px)

SiP:3x(Sx A ~Px)

Table 1.
Comparison of the sentences and propositions in both systems.

‘ Abelardian-Seurenian O-Corner Interpretation

78  Klima. John Buridan. and Klima, Ars artium: essays in philosophical semantics, mediaeval and modern

79  Klima, John Buridan, 149.

80  Klima, Ars artium: essays in philosophical semantics, mediaeval and modern, 28.

81  Seuren,, “Does a leaking o-corner save the square?”, 136.

82  Pieter A. Seuren, From Whorf to Montague: Explorations in the theory of language. (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2013), 277.
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SaP Fx(Sx) N Vx(Sx = Px) Al'mp/ Fx(Sx) N Vx(Sx = Px) Aimp.’
SiP Fx(Sx A Px) Iimp/ x(Sx A Px) Iimp/
-SalP ~Fx(Sx) V Jx(Sx N ~Px) Oimp? ~Fx(Sx) V Ix(Sx A ~Px) Oimp?
~SiP V(Sx — ~Px) Eimp? | vx(Sx — -Px) Ejppp?
~ SalP Fx(Sx) N Vx(Sx — -Px) Eimp.’ Vx(Sx = ~Px) Ez’mp.’
~ SiP Fx(Sx A ~Px) Oimp! | ~3x(Sx) V Fx(Sx A ~Px) Ojmp?
SaP Fx(Sx) N Vx(Sx — -Px) Eimp.’ Fx(Sx) N Vx(Sx — -Px) Aimp/
SiP Fx(Sx A ~Px) Oimp.’ Ix(Sx A ~Px) Iimp.’

These are, unsurprisingly, the propositions that are given to the sentence ~SaP and ~SiP
respectively, in Aberlardian-Seurenian system. As yet, it should be clear that Abelardian-Seurenian
system and O-Corner Interpretation have exactly the same set of propositions and these propositions
have exactly the same relations to each other. This means that both systems have the same logical
power. Table 1 offers a summary of propositions and sentences in both systems, which enables us
to check all of them at a glance.

Thus, the antagonism between both systems does not depend on the question which corner
carries which propositions (or which meaning), but on the question which sentence should bear
which propositions. Since this is the case, we do not have to discuss the entailments among the
propositions, in order to be able to favor one system over the other and the only point to discuss
is how these sentences should be formalized. This provides us with the luxury of comparing these
logical systems with modern classical logic and of appealing to the intuition in natural languages,
which would be meaningless, if their logical power were unequal. However, neither natural
languages nor classical predicate logic can help us in favoring one system over the other because
what both suggest is different than the ones suggested by these systems.

As the saying goes “for all they that take the sword shall perish with the sword”. Ockham’s
razor shall be employed against his own theory: thus, considering the ontological oddity of zero-
entity and the unnecessary complicatedness of semantics for the main version of O-corner
interpretation, Aberlardian-Seurenian system shall be favored in saving the traditional square of
opposition.

Conclusion

In the first section, the traditional square of opposition has been described in detail and its
weakness are pointed out. In section 2.1, the Abelardian- Seurenian system is explicated and it
has been shown that it is actually an O-corner interpretation since the square which manages to
keep all the oppositions intact does not endow its negative statement with existential import.
Later, the system originated from Ockham and generally regarded as the O-corner interpretations
is analyzed and the difficulty of providing a unified semantics for the system is shown. Lastly in
the last section, it is shown that both systems have the same logical power and Abelardian-Seurenian
system shall be favored because of the problems in O-corner interpretation.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 57



What is the O-Corner Interpretation and Does it Save the Traditional Square of Opposition?

Acknowledgement: I would like to thank Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Lenzen for reviewing the first
draft of this paper and for helping me in translating Latin passages.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest

References

Aristotle. Aristotle: Categories on interpretation. Prior analytics. Translated by Cooke, H.P, Tredennick, H.
London: Harvard University Press, 1938.

Aristotle. Categories and De interpretatione. Translated by J.L.Ackrill. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975.

Ashworth, E. Jeniffer. “Existential assumptions in late medieval logic.” American Philosophical Quarterly 10(2)

(1973): 141-147.
Ashworth, E. Jennifer. Language and Logic in the Post-medieval Period. Dortrecht: Reidel Publishing, 1974.
Bick, Allan. Aristotles theory of predication. Leiden: Brill, 2000.
Caroll, Lewis. Symbolic Logic, Part I, Elementary. New York: NY Dover Publications, 1958 [1896].

Chatti, Saloua and Schang, Fabian. “The cube the square and the problem of existential import.” History and
Philosophy of Logic 34(2) (2013):101-132.

Church, Alonzo. “The history of the question of existential import of categorical propositions.” In Logic,
Methodology, and Philosophy of Science: Proceedings of the 1964 International Congress, edited by Y. Bar-
Hillel, 417-24. Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1965.

Copi, Irving M. and Cohen, Carl. Introduction to Logic: Study Guide. US: Macmillan,1994.
Copi, Irving M. Introduction to Logic. New York: Macmillan, 1953.

De Rijk, Lambertus Marie. Petrus Abaelardus, Dialectica. First Complete Edition of the Parisian Manuscript.
Assen: Van Gorcum/Hak and Prakke, 1956.

Horn, Laurence R. A natural history of negation. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989.

Horn, Laurence R. “All john’s children are as bald as the king of france: Existential import and the geometry
of opposition.” Chicago Linguistics Society 33 (1997): 155-179.

Hudson Mulder, Dwayne. “The existential assumpions of traditional logic.” History and Philosophy of Logic,
17(1-2) (1996):141-154.

Hughes, G. Edward. and Londey, David. The elements of formal logic. New York: Harper and Raw, 1965.
Johnson, William Ernest. Logic, vol. 1. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1921.
Keynes, John Neville. Studies and Exercises in Formal Logic. London: Macmillan, 1906.

Klima, Gyula. “Existence and reference in medieval logic.” In New essays in free logic, edited by Morscher, E.
and Hieke, A., 197-226. Dortrecht: Springer, 2001.

Klima, Gyula. John Buridan. New York: Oxford University Press, 2008.

Klima, Gyula. “Consequence”. In The Cambridge Companion to Medieval Logic, edited by Catarina Dutilh
Novaes and Stephen Read, 316-41. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016.

Klima, Gyula. Ars artium: essays in philosophical semantics, mediaeval and modern. Budapest: Institute of
Philosopher, Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 1988.

Kneale, William and Kneale, Martha, 7he development of logic. London: Oxford University Press, 1962.

Londey, David G. and Johanson, Carmen J. The logic of Apuleius: Including a complete Latin text and English
translation of the Peri Hermeneias of Apuleius of Madaura. Leiden: Brill Archive,1987.

Moody, Ernest A. Truth and Consequence in Mediaeval Logic. Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company,
1953.

58 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019



Yavuz Recep Basoglu

Morrison, John J. “The existential import of a proposition in Aristotelian logic.” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, 15(3) (1995):386-393.

Ockham, W. (1998). Ockham’s Theory of Propositions: Part 2 of the Summa Logicae. Translated by Alfred J.
Freddoso and Henry Shuurman. Indiana: St. Augustine’s Press, 1998.

Parsons, Terence. “Things that are right with the traditional square of oppositions.” Logica Universalis, 2(1)
(2008) :3-11.

Parsons, Terence. Articulating medieval logic. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Parsons, Terence. “The traditional square of opposition.” In The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy Summer
2017 edition. Edited by Zalta, E.N. Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2017.

Read, Stephan. “Aristotle and Lukasiewicz on existential import.” Journal of the American Philosophical Association
1(3) (2015):535-544.

Seuren, Pieter A. “The logic of thinking.” Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Mededelingen
van de Afdelig Letterkunde, Niuwe Reeks, 65(9) (2002):5-35.

Seuren, Pieter. A. The Logic of Language: Language From Within, volume 2. New York: Oxford Univerity Press,
2009.

Seuren, Pieter A. “Does a leaking o-corner save the square?” in Around and beyond the square of opposition,
edited by Béziau, ]J.Y., and Jacquette, D. Basel: Springer, 2012

Seuren, Pieter A. From Whorf to Montague: Explorations in the theory of language. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2013.

Strawson, Peter Frederick. Introduction to Logical Theory. New York: Routledge, 2011.
Thom, Paul. The syllogism. Miinchen: Philosophie Verlag, 1981.
Thomson, Manley. “Aristotle’s square of oppositions.” Philosophical Review 62 (1953):251-265.

Wedin, Michael V. “Negation and quantification in Aristotle.” History and Philosophy of Logic 11(2) (1990)
:131-150.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 59






7 | Felsefe Arkivi
v d
_1

1A%

Archives of Philosophy

s,

@ [sTANBUL
&2/~ UNIVERSITY
e PRESS

\sT4,

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019

DOI: 10.26650/arcp2019-5105

Arastirma Makalesi / Research Article

Lachelier’nin Yiikleme Semantigi ve Tasim

Lachelier’s Semantics of Predication and the Syllogism

Arman Besler!

'Dr. Ogr. Uyesi, Nevsehir Haci Bektas Veli
Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe
Boltimii, Nevsehir, Turkiye

ORCID: A.B. 0000-0002-0553-9131

Sorumlu yazar/Corresponding author:
Arman Besler,

Nevsehir Haci Bektas Veli Universitesi,
Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolumdi,
Nevsehir, Turkiye

E-mail/E-posta: armanbesler@gmail.com

Basvuru/Submitted: 10.11.2019
Kabul/Accepted: 16.12.2019

Atf/Citation:

Besler, Arman. (2019). “Lachelier'nin Yikleme
Semantigi ve Tasim” Felsefe Arkivi- Archives of
Philosophy, 51:61-77.
https://doi.org/10.26650/arcp2019-5105

OZET

Geleneksel terim mantiginin (logica termini) temel 6gretileri, tasimlik ¢ikarimlarin
olusum vyapisina uygun olarak dizenlenir. Tasimlik bir ¢ikarim &nermelere,
onermelerse - son asamada - terimlere ¢6ziimlenir; bu olusum yapisina uygun
olarak da terim mantigy, (i) terimler (termini) 6gretisi, (ii) dnermeler (propositiones)
veya yargilar (judicia) 6gretisi ve (iii) dolayli/dolaysiz ¢ikarimlar veya izlemeler
(consequentiae immediatae/mediatae) 6gretisi olarak bolimlenir. Bu yapi, bir
ogretinin, kendinden sonra gelen 6gretiden belli bir dereceye kadar bagimsizca
islenebilecegi fikrini dogurabilir, dyleyse, 6rnegin, dnermeler, en azindan bir
dereceye kadar, tasimlik c¢ikarimlardan bagimsiz olarak incelenebilecektir.
Immanuel Kant gibi bazi klasik felsefeciler, en parlak ifadesini, Port-Royal
Mantigi'nda (Arnauld & Nicole'tin Mantik veya Diisiinme Sanati’nda) bulan bu 6greti
dizenindeki ¢dztimleme sirasini kismen (Kant drneginde, yargi 6gretisi lehine)
bozan yaklasimlar gelistirmistir. Bu yazi, Fransiz felsefeci Jules Lachelier'nin (1832-
1918) yine ayni 6greti dizenini kismen bozan, daha 6zelde, 6nerme tiplesmesini,
onermelerin  tasimlarda oynayacaklari rollere gore incelten yaklasimini
incelemektedir. Bu yaklasimin odak noktasi, yliklemeli 6nermelerde (Lachelier'nin
terimleriyle, icindelik énermelerinde) anlam degeri tiplerinin, bahsedilen rolleri
belirleyen kiplik stattleri tizerinden ayirt edilmesidir. Lachelier, yiiklemeli bicimlere
atadigi anlam degerlerini, hangi yiikleme tiplerinin hangi ytikleme tiplerini mantiki
olarak igerdigini denetlemenin bir araci olarak, yani adeta, modern anlamiyla, bir
tur semantik kuram olarak kullaniyor gériinmektedir. Lachelier, ti¢ sekilli kategorik
tasim kuraminida, G.W. Leibniz'in etkin bir bicimde kullanmis oldugu, tasim kiplerini
birbirlerine donustiirme yontemiyle birlikte ele alarak, 6nerdigi anlam kuraminin
bunun tzerinden bir tiir saglamasini yapmaya calismaktadir. Lachelier’nin anlam
¢ozlimlemesini, formel olmayan bir ylikleme semantigi olarak ele alip agiklayan
bu yazi, Lachelier'nin genel tasim kurami anlayisini modern terimlerle anlamaya
calismaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Lachelier, Kant, yiikleme, dolayim, kiplik, semantik, tasim
kurami

ABSTRACT

The main doctrines of the traditional logic of terms (logica termini) are standardly
organized according to the formation structure of syllogistic inferences. A syllogistic
inference is analyzed into propositions, and propositions, in the last instance, to
terms; the logic of terms, in line with this formation structure, is partitioned into the
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doctrines, respectively, of terms (terminorum), of propositions (propositionum) or judgments (judiciorum), and of immediate
and mediate inferences or followings (consequentiarum immediatarum/mediatarum). This structure communicates the idea
that a given doctrine could be treated, to a certain extent, independently of the next one to come, so that propositions,
for instance, could be examined, at least to a certain extent, independently of syllogistic inferences. Some classical
philosophers such as Immanuel Kant have developed approaches that break in part this order of analysis which finds its
clearest expression in the Port-Royal logic (Arnauld & Nicole’s Logic or the Art of Thinking). In Kant's case the order is changed
in favor of the doctrine of judgements. This paper examines the French philosopher Jules Lachelier’s (1832-1918) approach
which similarly breaks the same doctrinal order, and which, more specifically, refines the typification of propositions
according to the roles to be played by propositions in syllogisms. What lies at the core of this approach is the identification
of the semantic values of categorical propositions (or, as Lachelier calls them, of propositions of inherence) in terms of modal
statuses which are to determine these roles. Lachelier seems to use the set of values he assigns to the categorical forms as a
tool for testing logical implication among types of predication, that is, as some sort of semantic theory in the modern sense.
Lachelier also discusses the three-figured categorical syllogistic along with a method, effectively used by G. W. Leibniz, of
transforming syllogistic moods into each other, and tries to confirm his semantic theory in terms of such syllogistic. This
paper explains Lachelier’s analysis of meaning by treating it as a non-formal semantics of predication, and tries to make
some modern sense of Lachelier’s general approach to syllogistic.

Keywords: Lachelier, Kant, predication, mediation, modality, semantics, syllogistic

Girig: Tastm ve Onerme

Jules Lachelier, gelencksel terim manuginin en énemli 8gretisi olan zasim kurammi (la
syllogistique) Klasik bakis agisindan savunan en son felsefecilerden biridir. Immanuel Kant'in
erken donem geleneksel tasim kurami incelemesinde' en berrak cisimlesmesini buldugu
soylenebilecek olan klasik bakis acisindan tasim (e syllogisme), gecerli bir ¢ikarim kalibi (schéma
d'inférence) olmakla kalmayan, insan zihninin ayirt edici islevi olarak akil yiiriitmenin (raisonner,
ratiocinium) kok bigimlerinin ifadesi olan bir soyutlamadir. Zaten, yine ayni bakis acisindan,
modern anlayistakinden farkli olarak, her ¢ikarim bir akil yiiriitme degildir.?

Lachelier'nin yaklagiminda® da, kategorik tasimin geleneksel olarak ayirt edilmis iig sekli
(oxijua, figura), aslinda, akil yiiriitmenin {i¢ kok tarzinin veya yolunun ifadesidir:

Tasim sekilleri dediklerim, orta terimi sinir terimleriyle biraraya getirmenin

(combiner) farkli bigimleri olmakla kalmazlar, ama ayni zamanda ve herseyden

1 Die falsche Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen Figuren erwiesen adli, geleneksel tasim kuraminin seki/ mimarisini
Mistaken Subtilty of the Four Syllogistic Figures (London: Longsman, Green, & Co, 1885).

2 Kant'in sonraki Jdsche Mantigr nda, tasimlik ¢ikarimlar consequentiae mediatae (dolayli ¢ikarimlar/izlemeler), tasim-
alu (yani tek onciilly) ¢ikarimlar da consequentiae immediatae (dolaysiz ¢ikarimlar/izlemeler) olarak etiketlenir.
Oyleyse klasik anlay1sa gore yalnizca dolayli gikarimlar akil yiiriitme sayilabilirler. Kant, dolaysiz ¢ikarimlari — kendi
askinsal felsefe anlayistyla da baglanuli olarak — Anlama(nin) Cikarimlar: olarak adlandirirken, dolayli ¢ikarimlarin
belli bir kismina Akl (veya Aklin) Cikarimlar: der: Kant, Immanuel, Lectures on Logic (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), 115 ve dev.

3 Lachelier'nin mantugini, genel hatlariyla ve tinci felsefesiyle iliskisi icinde betimleyen bir ¢alisma olarak Greenwood,

Thomas, “The Logic of Jules Lachelier”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, vol. 35 (1935)’e bakilabilir.
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énce, akil yiiriitmenin ve bir igindelik dnermesinin [yani, bir kategorik dnermenin]
yerine gore dogrulugunu yerine gore yanlihigini kanitlamanm, bu biraraya

getirmeleri anlamlandiran farkli bicimleridir.*

Manuki uzayda dérdiincii bir tasim sekli de oldugu soylenebilir —ki zaten en azindan Port-
Royal mantikgilarindan beri dérdiincii bir gekil fikri mesru sayilmigtir'~ ¢iinkii orta terim biyiik
onciilde yiklem, kiicitk onciilde de 6zne konumunu tutabilir. Ne var ki bu, yalnizca, tasim
sekillerini ikinci dereceden ¢ikarim kaliplari —yani, somut tasimlik ¢ikarimlardan soyutlamayla
elde edilen kaliplar olan tasim kiplerinin kendilerinden yine benzer bir soyutlamayla elde
edilen kaliplar— olarak goren kalipct (schématiste) bir anlayis igin gecerlidir. Ama Lynn E.
Rose’un mitkemmelen gostermis oldugu gibi®, Aristoteles’in, ¢ikarim kaliplarindan ziyade terim
siralamalast bicimlerine dayanan kendi 6zgiin tasim sekli anlayigi, dordiincii bir sekil imkanini
ortadan kaldirir. Zaten Ortagag mantikeilar da “dérdiincii sekilden” gegerli kipleri birinci seklin
dolagik kipleri (modes indirects) olarak gdrmiisler’” ve bu goriise uygun adlarla kodlamiglardir.
Lachelier ise, klasik yaklasima uygun olarak dérdiincii sekil imkanini bagka bir gerekceyle safdist
brrakur: ilk ti¢ seklin her biri i¢in, o sekle uygun akil yiiriitme tarzini gerekgelendiren bir zemin
ilke tanimlanabilirken, dordiincii sekil icin bu yapilamaz.®

Ancak akil yiirtitmenin kék islevlerini tam anlamiyla agiga ¢ikarmak icin, dogal olarak, tasim
sekilleriyle birlikte zasim kiplerine (modi) de bakmak gerekir. Bu kipleri bireylestiren seyse, akil
ylirtitmeye onciiller ve sonug olarak katilacak olan énermelerin nitelik-nicelik (qualité-quantiré)
tipleridir. (Ornegin, her ikisi de tigiincii sekilden gegerli bir kip olan Datisi ile Darapti, yalnizca
kiiciik 8nciiliin nicelik-nitelik tipi bakimindan ayrigirlar.) Dolayisiyla tastm kuraminin tam bir
incelemesini vermek, akil yiiriitmenin, ya da daha genel olarak ¢ikarimin ana bilesenleri olan
onermelerin yapisint da incelemeyi zorunlu kilar.

Geleneksel terim manuginin dgretiler mimarisi, 6zellikle de Porphyriostan itibaren,
terimlerden tasimlara dogru giden bir olusum yapisini yankilar. Oyle ki, olugturucu unsurun
dgretisi, olusan unsurun 6gretisinden bir dereceye kadar bagimsizdir: yani terimler, nermelerden,
onermeler de ¢ikarimlardan kismen yalittk olarak incelenebilir. Lachelier ise, kendi énerme
¢oziimlemesinde, bu tek yonlii olusum manugindan biraz uzaklasarak, 6zellikle yiiklemeli
(kategorik) 6nermenin anlam yapisini, dnermenin tasimlik akil yiiriitmede oynayabilecek oldugu
rollere veya tutabilecegi konumlara bagli olarak inceler. Bu tasimlik roller ve konumlardaki
degismeler (variations), Lachelier'yi, “Onerme ve Tasim” (La Proposition et le Syllogisme)

4 Lachelier, Jules, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale, 14 (1906): 144-45 (kendi
cevirim). “Icindelik” ifadesi iin bkz. asagst.

Arnauld, Antoine & Nicole, Pierre, La logique ou l'art de penser (Paris: Gallimard, 1996): 177-78.

Rose, Lynn, “Aristotle’s Syllogistic and the Fourth Figure”. Mind, vol. 74 (1965).

Parsons, Terence, Articulating Medieval Logic (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014): 15-16.

Geleneksel dictum de omni et nullo'daki gibi kaplamlik (extensionnel) degil, iclemlik (intensionnel) baginular kuran

o NN N W

bu zemin ilkeler icin bkz. Lachelier, Jules, “Etude sur la Théorie du Syllogisme”. Revue Philosophique de la France
et de UEtranger, 1 (1876). Lacheliernin, bu yaklasimi Kant'in 1762 tarihli ¢alismasindaki tespitlerden hareketle
gelistirdigini ve 1871 tarihli doktora tezinde de (De Natura Syllogismi) belli bir bi¢im altinda ortaya koymus
oldugunu hatrlatalim.
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baglikli 1906 calismasinda, standart geleneksel siniflamadan daha ince bir yiiklemeli nermeler
siniflamasina ¢ikarir. Bu yeni (veya diizeltilmis) siniflamanin altundaysa, yiiklemeli bigimlere
kiplikli anlam degerleri atayan, formel olmayan bir semantik kuram yatiyor goriinmektedir.
izleyen paragraflarda, “Lachelier’nin yiikleme semantigi” dedigim bu kuramin 6gelerini ve tasim
kurami tizerindeki etkisini agiklamaya calisacagim. Bu etkinin gercek mahiyeti, iddia edecegim
ki, tastm kurami dediikdif bir sistem olarak ele alindiginda daha iyi agiga ¢tkmakeadir.

1. Onerme Tiplesmesi

1.1 Yiikleme ve Bagint

Lachelier, geleneksel yazinda kategorik (xatnyopeiv: yiiklemek, [sug] isnad etmek) sifatiyla
nitelenen yiikleme énermelerine i¢indelik onermeleri (propositions d’inhérence)’ adini verir. Bir
icindelik 6nermesinde {i¢ temel semantik islev, dolayistyla da bu 6nermenin ifadesi olan bildirici
ciimlede' iig temel unsur ayirt edilir: 6zne, kosag (copule) ve yiiklem. Igindelik Gnermeleri, belli
bir 6zelligin veya niteligin — ki Lachelier'nin yegledigi semantik kavram, o/ma tarzidir (maniére
détre) — bir varligin (veya varlik sinifinin) icinde oldugunu evetleyen (affirmer) veya degilleyen
(nier) onermelerdir. Ozne terimi, icindeligin /ocus'u olan varlgs (Iétre), yiiklem, bu varligin iginde

oldugu evetlenen veya degillenen o/ma tarzinz, kosag da evetleme veya degilleme islemini belirtir.

Kosac, standart olarak, icindelik &nermelerinde olmak (étre, esse) fiilinin sonlu (gekimli)
bicimleri olarak yer bulur, ama elbette bu gramerden gramere degisiklik gosterebilecek bir
durumdur. Bu yazinin dili olan (modern) Tiirk¢ede tek bir kosag fiili yerine, genel anlamda
kosagla baglama (copulation) islevinden bahsetmek belki daha saglikli bir tutum olacakur, ¢iinkii
bu islev, aslinda ti¢ (veya iki buguk) tane fiile dagilmis durumda gértinmekeedir: olmak, durmak
(eski bigimiyle turmak) ve (tartigmali olarak da) imek. Hgili varligin Sokrates, ilgili olma tarzinin
da OLUMLU" oldugu su yiiklemeler bu dagilmislhigi drneklemektedir: “Sokrates sliimliidiir”
(durmak), “Sokrates’in 6liimlii oldugu durumda...” (olmak), “Sokrates 6liimlii ise....” (imek).

Yiiklemin anlam degerinin onun kaplami, yani o yiiklemin dogru olarak yiiklenebildigi
varliklar sinift oldugunu savunan bir yaklagimin kabulii de miimkiindiir (hatta yaygindir), ama
Lachelier, belli bir varligin belli bir kaplama dahil edilmesinin veya onun diginda birakilmasinin
iglemcil (intensionnel) bir zemini olmast gerektigini diisiindiigii icin bu yaklagimi kabul etmez:
Her ne kadar bir icindelik dogrulugunu, belli bir varligin bir sinifta yer aldigt veya almadig:
cinsinden ifade edebilirsek de, bu, kaplami o varlik sinifi olan yiiklemin belirtiyor oldugu olma
tarzinin, o varhigin icinde oldugundan veya olmadigindan yapilan bir ¢zkarim olmakla kalir.

9 “Inhérence” ifadesinin daha dogru ama ¢ok kullanigsiz bir ¢evirisi “~-de olma” olurdu. Lachelier bu ifadeyi, 6zellikle
G. W. Leibniz'te (ve erken donem Kant'ta) karsimiza cikan ve yiiklem kavraminin 6zne kavraminda icerilmesi
(pracedicatum inesse subjecto) anlatlirken kullanilan “inesse” (Lat. “-de olmak” veya “i¢inde olmak”) fiilinin belirttigi
nosyonu — yani bir kavramin bir tekini mantiken icermesi nosyonunu — beliremek i¢in kullaniyor goriinmekeedir.
Yine de, Latince'de “inhaerere ” biciminde ayr1 bir fiil oldugunu da hatrlayalim.

10 Modern dil felsefesinde ¢ok biiyiik énem tastyan onerme-ciimle ayrimi buradaki tartigmada herhangi bir yer
tutmayacak.

11 Olma tarzi (yani nitelik/6zellik) adlarini biiyiik harflerle gdsteriyorum.
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“Igindelik 6nermeleri” etiketiyle vurgulanan da tam olarak bu onceliktir.

Icindelik bir baglant: (rappors) tiiriidiir. Lachelier, igindelik disindaki baglantilara bagint:
(relation) adini verir. Bir 6nerme, iki terim arasinda icindelik disinda bir baglantu kuruyorsa,
bagintr onermesidir (proposition de relation). Baginu onermeleri, icindelik énermelerinden, i¢
yapilari itibariyle ayrigirlar: Bir baginti 6nermesinde, yalnizca, en az iki 6zne ve karmagsik veya
bilesik ¢esitten bir kosa¢ bulunur. Yani baginti 6nermesi, dogasi geregi yiiklemsizdir'?. Aslinda
Lachelier'nin baginti 6nermesi oldugunu soyleyecegi tiirden bir énerme, érnegin “5, 3’ten
bityiikeiir”, en az su {i¢ farkli bicimde ¢oziimlenebileceketir:

(i) Lacheliernin yapug: gibi, ikisi de 6zne olan “5” ve “3” terimleri ile “...den biiyiiktiir”
kosac1 biciminde;

(i) “5” dzne terimi, “3’ten biiytik” yiiklem terimi ve “...dir” kosaci bigiminde; son olarak da
(iii) “5” ile “3” terimleri ile ..., ...den biytikttr” ikili yiiklemi bigciminde.

Son ¢dziimlemenin, Frege-sonrast (kendinde bosluklu) yiiklem anlayisina, ikinci
¢oziimlemeninse, diinyayla ilgili her ¢esit dogrulugu, 6zne terimlerinin belirtiyor oldugu birincil
tozlerde —veya bu tozlerin kavramlik tasarimlart olan ram kavramlarda— zeminlendirmek isteyen
bir anlayisa, 6rnegin G. W. Leibniz'in anlayigina’® uygun diistiigii sdylenebilir.

Lachelier, baginti 6nermelerinin, ikinci ¢oziimlemede yapildigi gibi, icindelik énermeleri
cinsinden ¢dziimlenmesine karst, biri metafizik'* 6tekiyse manuiki iki itiraz ortaya koyar. Mantiki
itiraz soyledir: Bagintu onermelerinden yapilacak tasimlik g¢ikarimlarin “sezilen” gegerliligi,
ancak standart kategorik tasimlardan farkli yapilardaki bagint tasimlariyla “tanidanabilir”.
Ornegin, “Konya, (yiizol¢iimii bakimindan) Eskisehirden biiyiiktiir” ve “Eskisehir, Bilecik'ten
biiyiiktiir” énciillerinden, Konyanin Bilecik’ten biiyiik oldugunun ¢ikacagi gercekten sezilir.
Ancak bu onermeler karmagik yiiklemli icindelik 6nermeleri olarak diisiiniildiigiinde,
icindelik tasim bicimleri —yani geleneksel kategorik tasimin kipleri— bu ¢ikarimin gegerliligini
tanitlayamayacakur, ¢linkii elimizde, “Konya” ve “Eskigehir” gibi iki terim ve “...Eskisehirden
biytiktiir” ve “...Bilecikten bitytiktiir” gibi iki karmagik yiiklem kalirken hi¢bir orta terimimiz
olmayacakur. Dolaystyla sezgice (intuitivement) gecerli bu tiir ¢ikarimlarin gegerliligi, baginu
onermelerine uygun diisen bir tasim kuramiyla veya modern yiiklemler kalkiilii gibi tasimcil
bile olmayan bagka bir dediiktif sistemle tanitlanmalidir. Bu da, baginti énermelerini i¢indelik
onermelerine asimile etmenin manuki yararsizligini, hatta bir anlamda yanlighgini gosterir.

12 Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 137.

13 Tam kavram (notio completa) veya birey kavrami (notion individuelle) — yani tiimellerin essiz bir bilegkesi veya bir
infima species olarak bireyin kavrami — fikri, Leibniz'in olgun dénem felsefesinde belitleyici olmugtur. Bu fikir
icin Mezafizik Uzerine Konusma §$8-9’a bakilabilir: Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm, Discours de Métaphysique suivi de
Monadologie et autres textes. (Paris: Gallimard, 2004): 159-62.

14 Metafizik deger (valeur métaphysique) gibi karanlik nosyonlara bagvuran ve tarusmam agisindan da herhangi bir
6nem tagimayan metafizik itirazi, yerim de sinirli oldugundan, buraya alamiyorum. Bu itiraz i¢in bkz. Lachelier,
“La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 137-38.
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1.2 Igindelik tipleri

Lachelier'nin icindelik 6nermelerine tekabiil eden kategorik énermeler, Aristoteles'in Yorum
Uzeriné'sine (Peri Hermeneias) dayanan geleneksel 6nerme dgretisinde iki nitelik —evetleyici ve
degilleyici—ve dort nicelik —ziimel, tikel, tekil ve belirsiz— bakimindan tiplesirler.” (Klasik felsefede
elbette bundan sayica ve/veya basliklar bakimindan farklilagan tiplesme onerileri de bulunur,
ama bunlarin hicbiri standart tiplesme haline gelmemistir.'®) Kategorik énermede nicelik,
ozne teriminin kaplaminin bir fonksiyonu olarak goriilebilir. Soyle ki, 6zne, tek bir varligi —
yani Aristotelesgi terminolojide bir birincil tézii— belirtiyorsa, dnerme tekildir. Ozne bir varlik
sintfininin biittiniini belirtiyorsa tiimel, (ilkece) belirsiz bir kisminz, veya daha dogru bir ifadeyle
en az bir iiyesini belirtiyorsa tikeldir. Ozne bir varlik sinifini, kaplamint belirlemeden belirtiyorsa,
belirsizdir. Bu dort nicelik, geleneksel bir asimilasyon iglemiyle iki nicelige, yani tiimel ve tikele
indirgenir: tekil dnerme, ilgili birinci tdziin zaten béliinemez olan biitiinii icin bir evetleme
veya degilleme yapiyor oldugundan, tasim kuraminda tiimel 6nerme muamelesi goriir; belirsiz
onermeyse, en azindan bazi kullanimlariyla uyumlu olacak gekilde, yine tasim kuramina tikel
onerme olarak katilir. Bu kullanimlara bir 6rnek vermek gerekirse: “(Bir) Adam konuguyor”, yani
“En az bir adam konugsuyor”, yani “Kimi adam konusuyor”."”

Beklenecegi gibi, bu asimilasyon ve onun sonucu olan siniflama, bazi mantik kavramlarina
dair tartismalara yol agacaktr. Ornegin, bir 6nermeyi basitce degillemek, geleneksel karsiolum
(opposition) matematigine gore, onun gelisigini vermelidir. Yani 6nerme degillendiginde, elde
edilen yeni 6nerme, ilk 6nermeyle ne birlikte dogru ne de birlikte yanlis olabilecek bir nerme
olmalidir. Simdi “Sokrates 8liimliidiir” gibi tekil evetleyici bir 6nerme, tiimel olarak alinacak
olursa, su soru sorulabilir: Bu 6nermenin degillemesi oldugunu sdyleyebilecegimiz “Sokrates
olimlii degildir” 6nermesi de tiimel olarak mi alinacakur?'® Evet, tiimel olarak alinmasi gerekir,
glinkii 6znesi bir birincil tozii, 6ncekininkiyle ayni birincil t6zii belirtmektedir. Ama hayur, ¢iinkii
kategorik bir 6nermenin degili —yani gelisigi— hem nicelik hem de nitelik bakimindan ters olmalidur,
dyleyse “Sokrates oltiimlii degildir” zikel degilleyici bir 6nerme olmalidir. Bu ¢atal¢ikmazi agmak
icin ya tiimel kavraminin ya da ¢elisik kavraminin icleminde bir degisiklige gidilmelidir, ¢iinki

15  Huzli bir 6zet iin bkz. Belna, Jean-Pierre, Histoire de la Logique (Paris: Ellipses, 2014): 13. Oyleyse, ornegin,
“universelle affirmative” gibi bir tip adin1 “tiimel evetleyici” diye karstlamamiz yerinde olur. Ama yerlesik Tiirkge
mantik terminolojisinde, ne yaziktr ki, “tiimel evetleme”, “tikel evetleme” vb. adlar, dogruluk fonksiyonlu bilesik
dnermelere tahsis edilmistir. Bu yazida ilgili dogruluk fonksiyonlu bigimler icin “birletim” (conjonction) ve “ayirum”
(disjonction) ifadelerini kullanip, “evetleyici” ve “degilleyici” ifadelerini yalnizca kategorik bigimlerin adlarinda
kullanacagim.

16  En bilinen 6rnek olarak Immanuel Kant'in Saf Aklin Elestirisi' ndeki yargt bigimleri tablosu verilebilir. Bu tabloda
yargilar, her biri si¢ farkli deger alabilen dort parametre — nicelik, nitelik, baginti ve kiplik — bakimindan belirlenirler.
Elbette yarg: bicimi fikri ile gnerme bigimi fikrinin ne kadar értiigecegi miimkiin bir tarusma konusudur. Kant,
Immanuel, Critique of Pure Reason, translated and edited by Paul Guyer & Allen W. Wood (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998): 206.

17 Elbette belirsiz 6nerme bigimi bazi dillerde, 5rnegin Ingilizcede, bazt baglamlarda cinslik, yani tiimel bir okumaya
da izin verir: Parsons, Articulating Medieval Logic, 62.

18  Leibniz, 1690 tarihli “Bazi Manuki Zorluklar” (Difficultates quaedam logicae) baslikli bir yazisina bu sorunu ele
alarak baglar. Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm, Logical Papers, translated and edited by G. H. R. Parkinson (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1966): 115 ve dev.
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ne bir birincil tdziin en az bir iiyesinden bahsedilebilecek ne de “Sokrates 6liimlii degildir’in
ilk 6nermeye aslinda 4arszt oldugu savunulabilecektir; bir degisiklige gidilmeyecekse de tiimel
grubuna asimile edilmis olan tekillerin yine de bir ézgiinliigiiniin bulundugu kabul edilmelidir.
Ne var ki, ilk iki secenek karsiolumun dogasini tekillerin asimilasyonu i¢in bozmak, son segenek
de, ram bir asimilasyonun bagarilamayacagini bastan kabul etmek anlamina gelecektir.

Ne olursa olsun, standartlagmis olan bu asimilasyonla birlikte, iki ¢arp: iki matrisiyle dort
temel kategorik bi¢im, yani a-i-e-o (affirmo, nego) bigimleri elde edilir: tiimel evetleyici, tikel
evetleyici, tiimel degilleyici ve tikel degilleyici. Lachelier ise i¢indelik 6nermeleri i¢in bundan iki
agidan farklilagan bir tiplesme onerir: birinci farklilagma, tekil sinifinin korunmasi, ikincisi de
yeni bir nicelik cinsinin, toplayzcinin (collectif) teshisidir.

Bu siniflamada tekil 6nerme, 6zne terimi tek bir varligi —bir birincil tozii— belirten énermedir.
Lachelier bu kosulun yalnizca (tek bir varligi adlandirmaya en uygun ifadeler olan) 6zel adlarca
kargilanabilir olmadigini, salt ortak adlar yoluyla (noms communs) —yani her biri belli bir
olma tarzini belirten miimkiin yiiklemler yoluyla— da bir ve yalnizca bir varliga gonderimde
bulunulabilecegini haurlaur. Lachelier, ortak adlar yoluyla tek bir bireyi belirtmenin mantiki
mekanizmasini — 6rnegin Bertrand Russell'in belirli betimlemeler ¢dziimlemesinde yapildig:
gibi — teknik bir havada agiklamaya hi¢ girismeden su saptamada bulunur: tekil 6nermenin
asil ayirt edici yonii, yiiklemin belirctigi olma tarzinin, bir dzel ad veya bir belirli betimleme
olan 6znenin belirttigi varliga araczsiz olarak yiiklenmesi, yani bagka bir olma tarzina dair bilig
—Lachelier'nin deyisiyle baska bir idea— gerekee olarak dne siiriilmeden o varlik icin evetlenmesi
veya degillenmesidir. Oyle ki, “Sokrates” 6zel ad1 yerine, “Platon’un hocast olan ve Atina sehir
devleti tarafindan gengleri yoldan ¢ikarma zanniyla yargilanip, baldiran zehri icmeye zorlanarak
idam edilmis olan Yunanl: felsefeci” gibi bir belirli betimleme, hatta Quine'vari, highir dzel ad
icermeyen bir belirli betimleme —6rnegin, “sokratesleyen sey” (“the thing which socratizes™")—
bile kullaniyor olsam, bu ifadeyi, bir sahis zamiri gibi, yalnizca Sokrates’i belirtmek (désigner,
dénoter) igin kullantyorsam, yapacagim yiikleme tekil bir yiikleme olacakuir.

Bagka deyisle, tekil bir yiikleme, dolaysiz® (immédiate) bir yiiklemedir, ¢iinkii bir olma tarzi
bir varliga, baska bir olma tarzinin dolayimina (médiation) girilmeden yiiklenir ve bu, bizi varliga
gotiirecek olan ifadelerin, olma tarzlarini belirten ortak adlardan olusuyor oldugu durumda bile
béyle olabilir. O halde, yiiklemenin anlam degerini belirleyen sey, 6zne ve yiiklem terimlerinin ne
olduklar: degil, ilgili baglamda nasil, yani hangi semantik (pragmatik?) islevle kullanildiklaridir.
Bu ayrimin gozetilmesinin elzem oldugu ikinci bir 6nerme tirt de roplayic: onermedir
(proposition collective). Toplayict 6nerme, birden ¢ok varliga rek seferde ayni yiiklemeyi yapan,
yani bu varliklar i¢in ya ayni olma tarzini evetleyen ya da onlar i¢in ayni olma tarzini degilleyen

19  Graff D. Fara, W. V. O. Quine’in belli bir dénem boyunca savunmus oldugu, nicelemeli mantk kalkiiliinden
birey sabitlerini (individual constants) yiiklemlestirerek eleme stratejisini karikatiirlestirmek icin sik¢a kullanilan “to
socratize” fiilinin Quine’in kendisine ait olmadigini haurlaur. Quine, bunun yerine, sadece bir yazida “to Pegasize”
fiilini (fiilen varolmayan) Pegasus’un adini elerken kullanmisur. Bkz. Fara, Delia Graff, “Socratizing”, American
Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 48 (2011).

20  Daha dogru bir ifadeyle, aracisiz veya ortalanmamss.
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onermedir. Ornegin, bir derslikteki 32 ogrenci icin birden yapilan “Bu siniftaki ogrencilerin
hepsi bursludur” veya “Bu siniftaki 6grencilerin bazilari yabanci uyrukludur” yiiklemeleri.?!
Simdi toplayict bir 6nerme, anlam degeri bakimindan, birden ¢ok tekil 6nermenin bir birletimi
(conjonction) veya ayirumi (disjonction) olarak goriilmek istenebilir. Ama bayle yapilirsa toplayict
onerme dogruluk fonksiyonlu bir karmagiklik olacak ve i¢indelik 6nermesi olmaktan ¢ikacakur.
Bunun yerine Lachelier'nin toplayici énerme fikriyle anlatmak istedigi, oyle goriinmekeedir ki,
sagma mermi kullanarak tek bir atigta birden ¢ok hedefi vurmakta oldugu gibi, birden ¢ok varliga
tek seferde yapilan zek bir yiiklemedir.

Ama 6yleyse, toplayici 6nerme tipini standart gene/ 6nerme tiplerinden, yani tiimel ile
tikel tiplerden ayirt etmenin ne geregi vardir? Evet, tiimel veya tikel bir énerme de tek bir
yiiklemeyle ayni anda birden ¢ok varliga yénelir, ama bunu ancak bir dolayimdan gecerek
yapar. Tiimel veya tikel yiiklemenin tasiyicist esasen bir varlik veya varlik sinifi degil, baska
bir olma tarzidir. Bu olma tarzina yapilan yiiklemeden, ilgili varlik sinifina yapilan yiikleme
ctkarilabilir, ama bu ¢ikarim, genel yiiklemenin ilk anlam degeri degil, ad1 iistiinde ondan
yapilan bir ¢ikarimdir.?? Yani genel nerme, varliklara ancak bir olma tarzinin —6zne teriminin
belirttigi olma tarzinin— araciligiyla ilisebildigi icin dolayli®® (médiate) bir yiiklemeyi ifade
eder. Ornegin, ilk ve esas olarak INSAN’a yapilan OLUMLU tiimel yiiklemesi, yani “Her
insan dlimliidiir”, INSAN’1 tastyacak olan tek tek varliklarin hepsine ve bunlar arasinda
da, diyelim ki, Sokrates'e dokunacaktir. Ama bu dokunmanin fiililesmesi icin, Sokrates’e
INSAN’1 yiikleyen tekil bir igindelik 6nermesinin araciligina ihtiyag vardir. Baska deyisle bu
dokunmanin mantiki bi¢imi, birinci sekildeki bir tasimdan — tam olarak da Barbaradan —
bagka bir sey degildir. Iste bu sebeple Lachelier tiimel bir onermenin, sinirsiz sayida tasimla

potansiyel olarak (virtuellement) dzdes oldugunu soyler®.

O halde toplayici yiikleme, aynen 6zne terimi ortak adlardan olusan tekil bir yiiklemede
oldugu gibi, dolayl: gibi goriinen ama gercekte dolaysiz olan bir yiiklemedir. Simdi bu dolaysiz-
dolayli ayriminin baglama duyarliligini resimlemek icin yukaridaki ilk toplayict 6nerme 6rnegine
geri donelim ama bu kez, belli bir sinifta bulunmanin gerek kosulunun bursluluk oldugunu
anlatmak istiyor olalim. Anlatmak istedigimiz bu oldugunda, “Bu siniftaki dgrencilerin hepsi
bursludur” ctimlesi artk zimel bir 6nerme ifade ediyor olacakur, ¢iinkii bu bilgiye, belli bir
dgrencinin, diyelim ki Ahmet’in, bu siniftaki 6grencilerden biri oldugu bilgisini ekleyerek
Ahmet’in burslu olduguna bir ¢ikarim yapabiliriz. Yani cimle, bu okuma altinda, bir kosullanan-
kosullayan (conditionné-conditionnante) iliskisi kuruyor olacaktir ve Ahmet’in de, kosullanan olma
tarzini, yani BU SINIFTAKI (BIR) OGRENCTI’yi tasimast sebebiyle kosullayan olma tarzini da
tastyacag sonucuna varilabilecektir. Oyleyse genel 6nermenin onu toplayici onermeden asil ayirt
eden 6zelligi, cikarimlarda bir yasa olarak kullanilabilmesidir. Lachelier bu 6zelligi semantik bir

21  Dikkat edelim ki ikinci 6rnek, en az birinci érnek kadar bu 32 8grencinin tamamuyla ilgilidir, ¢iinkii bu yiiklemede
belirtilen varlik, siniftaki 6grencilerin tamaminin en az bir tanesidir.

22 Elbette modern mantik anlayisinda (ve aslinda Stoa mantginda da) bir snermeden yapilan bir ¢ikarim, o $nermeyle
6zdes olabilir, ama Aristoteles’si ¢ikarim (veya tasim) anlayist buna izin vermez.

23 Aracils, ortalanms.

24 Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 141.
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terim ciftiyle soyle ifade eder: genel nermenin bir yasa anlami (sens de droit) bir de olgu anlam1
(sens de fait) varken, tekil ve toplayict 6nermelerin yalnizca olgu anlami bulunur.®

Tiimel bir 6nerme, yasa anlamiyla alindiginda, bir olma tarzini tasimanin bagka bir olma
tarzini tagimay1 yasaca (en droit) gerektirdigini veya imkansiz kildigini anlaur. “Her S, Pdir” ve
“Higbir S, P degildir” tiimel bi¢imleri, yasa anlamlariyla, S olma tarzinin P olma tarziny, sirasiyla,
mantiken icerdigini ve digladigini anlatirlar. Olgu anlamiyla alindiklarindaysa, S varlik sinifiyla P
varlik sinifi arasinda, sirastyla, fiilen/gercekten (en fait) kiime-kuramlik bir kapsanma ve disla(n)
ma baginust bulundugunu anlatirlar. Lachelier'ye gore olgu anlamlari, yasa anlamlarinin manuki
sonuglaridir ve yalnizca fiili (veya gercek) diinyay: ilgilendirirler; yasa anlamlariysa basatur
ve —diyebiliriz ki~ biitiin miimkiin diinyalar hakkindadir. Yalnizca fiili kapsanma-dislanma
baginular: kuran bir toplayici 6nermeden tekillere dair bir ¢ikarim yapilamaz, ¢iinkii bu tiir
bagintlar tam da tekillere dair bilgilere dayaniyor olacakur. Bu sebeple, érnegin, “Bu siniftaki
ogrencilerin hepsi bursludur” toplayici bir yiikleme olarak alindiginda, buna “Ahmet bu siniftaki
ogrencilerden biridir” tekilini ekleyerek “Ahmet bursludur” tekili ¢ikarilirsa pezitio principii
kusuru iglenmis olacakur, ¢iinkii buradaki toplayict 6nciiliin bilgisi, hem ikinci énciiliin hem de
sonucun bilgisine dayanir.?

Toplayict 6nermenin iki cesidi, belirli (déterminé) ve belirsiz (indéterminé) sifatlariyla
isaretlenir. Varlik sinifinin tamamina yiikleme yapan ilk toplayict drnek belirli toplayicz, “Bu
siniftaki 6grencilerin bazilari bursludur” gibi varlik sinifinin belirlenmemis bir kismina (veya en
az bir liyesine) yiikleme yapan énermeler de belirsiz toplayicidir; demek ki geleneksel dgretide
belirli toplayicilar tiimellerle, belirsiz toplayicilar da tikellerle karigtirilmis durumdadir.

Genel dnermenin belirsiz ¢esidi olan tikel 6nermeyse yine iki farkli anlam degeri tasir,
ama bunlar arasinda ¢ok ince bir fark bulundugundan, tikelin ikili anlam degeri, geleneksel
manuk &gretisinde karanlikta kalmigtir?” “Kimi S, P’dir/P degildir” tikel yiiklemenin
kanuni bi¢imi olarak alinirsa, tikel 6nermenin yasa anlami su olacaktir: S olmak, P olmay1/P
olmamay1 mantiken dislamaz (n'exclut pas). Olgu anlamiysa su: S olmanin P olmayla birarada
bulunmasi/bulunmamast miimkiindiir. Yani tikelin anlattig1 yasa bir imkan yasasi, anlattg:
olgu da (eger buna bir olgu denilebilirse) bir birlikteligin veya ayriligin miimkiin oldugu
olgusudur.

25 Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 141.

26  Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 144. Bu nokta ¢ok karanlikuir: drnekteki toplayict nerme, bir birletim
olarak goriilmeyecekse, nasil olur da “Ahmet bursludur” bi¢imindeki tekil onermelere dayanzyor olabilir?

27  Hatta Lachelier’in kendisi, dolaysiz ¢ikarimlari konu edinen énceki yazisinda, tikel dnermelerin yalnizca olgu degeri
tagidiklarint ve bu sebeple de tasimlarda yasa olarak hizmet veremeyeceklerini soyler. Bkz. Lachelier, Jules, “Etude
sur la Théorie du Syllogisme”, Revue Philosophique de la France et de I’Etranger, 1 (1876). Yine de Lachelier, aynt
yazida, biiyiik dnciiliin tikel oldugu kipleri — 6rn. Disamis(Il) — tiirev degil ilkel (yani mitkemmel) bi¢imlerden
sayarak Kant 1762'deki yaklagimi tam olarak kabul etmedigini gostermis olur. Kant'in yaklagiminda, biiyiik
onciil akil yiiritmenin yasasini ifade etmelidir; bu kosul yalnizca birinci sekilden kiplerce karsilandigindan, akil
yiiriitmenin genel dogasina uygun olan tek tasim sekli birinci sekildir: bkz. Kant, Mistaken Subtilty, 79 ve dev.
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1.3 Yiiklemenin kiplikli semantigi

Aslinda Lachelier’nin icindelik tiplestirmesinin altinda, Kant'in Elestiri dénemi yarg: kipligi
anlayisini®® yankiliyor gdriinen bir anlam ¢éziimlemesi yatmaktadir. Bu ¢oziimlemeyi agikca
ifade etmek i¢in, Lachelier'nin tiimel ve tikel bicimlerdeki dolayimi agiklarken bagvurdugu bir
fikre, yani 6zne teriminin belirtiyor oldugu varligin (/¢¢re) kiplik statiisii fikrine bagvurabiliriz.”

Bir i¢indelik 6nermesinde 6zne teriminin belirttigi varlik, su i kiplik statiisiinden birindedir:
(i) gercek; (ii) kaliplik; (iii) miimkiin. Yikleme, gercek varliga (I'étre réel)®® yapiliyorsa, dnerme tekil
veya toplayicidir: bu gercek varlik tek bir varliksa yiikleme tekil, bir varlik sinifinin tamami veya
belirlenmemis bir kismiysa (belirli veya belirsiz) toplayicidir. Gergek varliklara yapilan yiiklemeler
yalnizca gercek/fiili diinya i¢in gegerli olan bir o/guyu bildirirler. Yiikleme, gercek varliklar yerine,
bir olma tarzinca tanimlanan soyut bir kaliplik varliga (I'étre schématique) yapiliyorsa tiimeldir
ve bir zorunlulugu bildirir. Son olarak, yiikleme, yine bir olma tarzinca belirlenen ama o olma
tarzini tasima imkanindan bagka birgeyi anlatmayan bir soyut varliga, yani miimkiin varliga ('étre
possible) yapiliyorsa, tikeldir ve bir imkan: bildirmekle kalir.”' Oyleyse standart genel bigimler,
aslinda, kiplikli deger tastyan bigimlerdir. Boylece Lachelier'nin geleneksel asimilasyona itirazi
su anlami kazanir: asertorik olmakla kalan tekil ve toplayict bicimler, kiplik degeri olan bigimlere
asimile edilmistir veya bunlarla karisurilmisur. Lacheliernin yiikleme tiplestirmesini, kendi
belirledigim sembolik kargiliklari ve Lachelier'nin kendisine ait olan kanuni énerme bicimlerini
kullanarak soyle 6zetliyorum:

Genel 6nermeler:

SaP: Her S, Pdir.

SeP: Hichir S, P degildir.
SiP: Kimi S, Pdir.

SoP: Kimi S, P degildir.
Toplayicilar:

SAP: Biitiin S'ler Plir.

SeP: Slerin higbiri P degildir.
SiP: Baz: S'ler Piir.

28 Kant'n yargt bicimleri tablosunda (bkz. yukaris1), kiplik bashg alundaki “momentler”, yani manuoki gelisim
asamalari, problematik, asertorik ve apodiktiktir. Bunlar, standart aletik kipliklerden farkli olarak, yarginin akil
yiirtitmedeki konumunu isaretlerler (ve bu yiizden de yarg icerigine bir etkileri yoktur).

29  Lachelier, 1906 metninde bir kez bile “kiplik” (m0dalité) terimini kullanmamakla birlikte, dnerme degerleri icin
kullandigi terminolojiden de anlagilacag iizere, kiplik fikri oradadir.

30 Lachelier, 1876 metninde, yalnizca olgu degeri tagidiklarini diisiindiigii tikel dnermelerin anlam degerlerini
aciklarken gergek dzne (le sujet réel) kavramina siklikla bagvurur. Dolaysiyla 1906'daki ¢oziimlemede, yalnizca olgu
degeri bulunan tekil ve toplayict énermelerin znelerinin anlam degerlerine isaret etmek icin, Lachelier'nin bu
yazida kendisinin kullanmadigr “gercek varlik” terkibini kullanmakta bir beis gormiiyorum.

31 Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 143.
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SOP: Bazi Sler P degildir.

Tekiller:

SaP: S, Pdir.

SeP: S, P degildir.

Oyleyse kiplik statiileri bakimindan da soyle bir siniflama elde ediyoruz:

Salt imkan: i, o

Fiililik: 3, &, 1, 6, 3, ¢

Zorunluluk: a, e

Bu son siniflamada, Kant'in yarg kipligi asamalarina paralel olarak, zayiftan glicliiye bir
ctkarimiik giic (inferential strength) siralamast bulunur. Bunun sebebi, tiimel ve tikel yiiklemelerin
gercek varliklarla kurabilecekleri iliskide yatar. Bu siibjonktif iliskiye genel olarak dolayim demistik.
Simdi Lachelier, tiimel ve tikel yiiklemelerdeki dolayimlarin birbirine ters yénde oldugunu
kaydeder’ ve bu kaydi diigerken tasimlik bir kavrami, orta terim (moyen terme) kavramini
kullanir. Tiimel yiiklemedeki dolayim, yukarida da soylendigi gibi, birinci sekilden bir tasim
bi¢imini alir. Bunu daha kesin olarak soyle formiillestiriyorum: Ziimel bir dnermedeki dolayimin
bigimi, yani onermenin gercek varliklara erismesinin bigimi, biiyiik onciilii o onerme olan birinci

sekilden bir tasimdir. Bu tasimin orta terimi, yani tiimel dolayimin aracist (Je moyen), dnermede
kendisine yiikleme yapilan kaliplik varlikeir.

Tikel yiiklemedeki tagtyict da bir soyut varlikur, ama bu soyut varlik bir miimkiin varlik
olmakla, yani salt bir imkan: bildirmekle kaldig icin, bizi gercek varliga ¢ikaramaz, ciinkii « posse
ad esse non valer, ama gergek varliktan gelebilir, ¢linkii @b esse ad posse valer consequentia. Tikel
dolayimdaki “aract”, kendisine yiikleme yapilan soyut varlik degil, bu soyut varligi tanimlayan
olma tarzini tagimakla birlikte, yiiklenen olma tarzini da tastyan veya tagimayan bir gercek
varliktr. O halde formiil s6yle olmalidir: tikel bir Gnermedeki dolayimin bigimi, sonug nermesi o
onerme olan iigiincii sekilden bir tasimdhr.

Tiimel dolayim
Her S, Pdir/Higbir S, P degildir.
Ama Gergek Varlik, Sdir.
O halde Gergek Varlik, P’dir/P degildir.

Tikel dolayim
Gergek Varlik, P'dir/P degildir.
Ama Gergek Varlik, Sdir.
O halde kimi S, Pir/P degildir

32 Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 143.
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Tiimel yasadan, bir olgunun araciligiyla, baska bir olguya ¢ikarim yapilabilir; ama tikel
yasadan hicbir seyin araciligiyla herhangi bir olguya c¢ikarim yapilamaz. Baska deyisle,
“gercek’ten kalkilarak tiimel yasaya varilamaz ama tiimel yasadan kalkilarak gercege
varilabilirken, tikel yasadan kalkilarak gercege varilamaz ama gergekten kalkilarak tikel yasaya
varilabilir. Boylece, ¢ikarimlik gii¢ bakimindan 7,0 < 4, ¢, 7, 6, 4, é < a, ¢ siralamasi saptanmug
olur.

2. Tasimlik Simetri

Lachelier ti¢ boliimliik 1906 ¢aligmasinin son iki béliimiinde, kiplikli bir tiir yiikleme
semantigine dayanan bu 6nerme siniflamasini kategorik tasim kuramina iki agamada yansitir:
once (i) hangi sekillerdeki hangi kiplerde, hangi énerme tiplerinden hangi dnerme tiplerine
¢tkarim yapilabilecegini tek tek tespit eder; sonra da (ii) 6zellikle Leibniz tarafindan kullanilmig
olan conversio syllogismi (tastmin déntstiirtilmesi) yontemiyle, birinci sekilden her bir kipin
ikinci ve tiglincii sekilden birer kiple, ticlii bir doniistiiriilebilirlik grubu olusturuyor olusuna,
kendi kuram: baglaminda bir anlam vermeye caligir.® Sonu¢ olarak, bes icindelik énermesi
tipiyle, toplam 42 gegerli tasim bi¢ciminden olusan bir listeye varir. Simdi Lachelier'nin bu listeyi
nasil bir akil yiiriitmeyle elde ettigini resimlemek icin, kendisinin bagvurmadigi bir nosyonu
kullanacagim: kip degiskesi (variant of a mood).

2.1 Kip degiskeleri

Verili bir tasim kipinde, kipin seklini —orta terimin konumlanigini— ve énermelerin nitelik
degerlerini degistirmeden, énerme tiplerinden bazilarini geleneksel asimilasyonun izin verdigi
eslesmelere gore degistirerek elde ettigimiz kiplere bu kipin degiskeleri olarak bakabiliriz. Ornegin,
“Her insan 6liimliidiir; ama Sokrates insandir; o halde Sokrates 6liimliidiir” ¢ikarimi, Barbara
kipinin, kii¢iik énciiliin ve sonucun rekil 6nerme oldugu bir degiskesine oturur (geleneksel
olarak tekil evetleyiciler tiimel evetleyicilere asimile edilir). Barbara’nin bu degiskesini, yukarida
verdigim sembollestirmeyi kullanarak soyle gosterebiliriz: Barbara. Her kipin standart bigimini
de kendi degiskelerinden biri sayalim.

Simdi Barbara kipi, elimizde bes icindelik 6nermesi oldugu zaman, karsimiza Lachelier'nin
onadig su ii¢ degiskeyle ¢ikacaktir (“Biiyiik Onciil—Kiigiik Onciil—Sonug” sirasina gére):

Barbara: MaP—SaM—SaP (Standart bigim)
Barbara: MaP—SaM—SaP

Barbara: MaP—SaM—SaP

33 Buydntem, yalnizca reductio ad absurdum teknigini kullanarak ilk ii¢ sekildeki biitiin kipleri —yani altik olanlari da—
birbirinden iiretmeyi saglar. Leibniz'in bu yéntemi kendi tasimlik indirgeme planinda nasil kullandigini gérmek
icin bkz. Besler, Arman, “Syllogistic Expansion in the Leibnizian Reduction Scheme”. Kilikya Felsefe Dergisi, 0
(2018), ozellikle s. 4-7.
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Ama, drnegin, bityiik 6nciiliin 4 veya 4 tipinde oldugu bir degiske bulunamaz: ciinkii iki
durumda da yalnizca olgu bildiren bir énerme yasa olarak kullanilmig olacakuir; ayrica ikinci
durumda, tekil bir terim yiiklem olarak kullanilamayacag: icin, terminus esto triplex** kanunu
¢ignenmis olacakur. Yine, drnegin, Barbira gibi bir degiske de bulunamaz: ¢iinkii olguyla
“zayiflatlmig” bir tiimel yasadan (yani zorunluluk yasasindan) ikinci bir tiimel yasa ¢ikarilamaz.

Simdi daha ilging bir 6rnek olarak Darapti'nin onanan degiskelerine bakalim:

Darapti: MaP—MaS—SiP (Standart bicim)

Dar4pti: MAP—MAaS—SiP

Darapti: MaP—MaS—SiP

Darapti’nin ti¢ degiskesinde de yasa degeri tagtyan tipte bir énermeye varilir, ama son iki
degiskedeki dnciiller yalnizca olgu degeri olan 6nerme tipleridir. Yani, son iki degiskede, bir
anlamda, olgudan yasaya cikarim yapilir.®> Bunun olabilmesinin sebebi, tikel 6nermenin yasa
degerinin ¢ok zayif olmasidir: tikel yasa, bir birlikteligin veya ayrigmanin salt imkanina dairdir,
dolayistyla da son degiskede oldugu gibi, ilgili olma tarzlarini tastyan zek bir gercek drnekeen
bile bu yasa ¢ikarilabilecektir. Ama burada da, 6rnegin, tekil veya toplayici yani asertorik sonug
gikartan bir degiske bulunamaz: ¢iinkii orta terimin, her iki dnciilde de yiiklemenin tastyicist

oldugu ticiincii tasim geklinde, sinir terimlerinin ikisinin de o/ma tarz: olmast kaginilmazdir.
Yani, ticiincii sekil bizi arszi ve soyut, kisaca, tikel bir sonuca mahkum eder.

Bu minvaldeki kiplikli akil yiiriitmeler yoluyla onanan degiskeler sunlardir:>
Birinci Sekil:

Barbara, Barbara, Barbara.

Celarent, Celarént, Celarént.

Darii, Darfi.

Ferio, Ferio.

Tkinci Sekil:

Cesare, Cesaré, Cesare.

Camestres, Caméstrés, Camestres.

34 Kiiciik onciilde yiiklem olarak bagka bir terim kullanilmas: gerekecegi iin terim sayist dérde ¢ikacakur. Elbette bu,
tekil Gnermenin znesinin ortak adlardan olustugu durumda séz konusu olmayacakeir.

35  llgingtirki 1876 makalesinde Lachelier, meshur 1896 eserinin ( Ziimevarimin Temeli Hakkinda) en basinda “sayesinde,
olgularin bilgisinden, onlar1 yoneten yasalarin bilgisine gectigimiz islem” olarak tanimlayacag; tiimevarimin tigiincii
tasim gekline dayanan bir akil yiiriitme oldugunu savunur. Usiincii sekilde yalnizca bigim sayesinde varilabilecek
yasa tikel olmak zorundaysa da, igerik bilgisi bunu bir tiimel yasaya tamamlar. 1896 tiimevarim tanimi igin bkz.,
Lachelier, Jules, Du Fondement de I'Induction, suivi de Psychologie ex Métaphysique (Paris: Felix Alcan, 1896): 3.

36 Lachelier, “La Proposition et le Syllogisme”, 61.
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Baroco, Bardco.

Festino, Festino.

Ugiincii Sekil:

Disamis, DisAmis.

Datisi, Datlsi.

Ferison, Férison.

Bocardo, Bocardo.

Darapti, Darapti, Darapti.
Felapton, Félapton, Felapton.

Bunlara, ilk iki sekildeki aluk kipler (modes subalternes) de eklenirse, ti¢ seklin her birine esit
sayida kip verilmis olur. Lachelier acikca belirtmese de, altuklama (subalternation), bu yiikleme
semantigi baglaminda tarugmali bir islem olmaktan gikar, ¢iinkii tiimelden tikele ¢ikarim,
zorunluluktan imkana ¢ikarim olarak modellenir, béylece de varlik yiikii (existential import)
sorunu en bagtan engellenmis olur. Belirli toplayicidan belirsizin ¢ikarilmasinda da bir sorun
bulunmayacakur, ¢iinkii her iki tipte de dzne teriminin dolu (non-empty) oldugu bastan kabul
edilmektedir. Béylece onanan altuk degiskeler:

Barbari, Barbari; Celaront, Celaront; Cesaro, Cesard; Camestrop, Caméstrop.
2.2 Saglamlik?

Bu son eklemeyle kazanilan simetri degerlidir, ¢iinkii bunun sayesinde, Aristoteles’in
tanimlamis oldugu ama etkin olarak Leibniz tarafindan kullanilmis olan conversio islemiyle ilk ii¢
seklin kipleri, birbirine doniistiiriilebilirlik dicliileri olarak gruplanabilmektedir. Bu iglemin 6z,
Aristoteles'in esas olarak Baroco ve Bocardo’yu Barbara’yla “tamamlamak” (yani ona indirgemek)
icin bagvurmak zorunda kaldi1, reductio ad absurdum olarak bilinen kanitlama ydnteminin
yonsiizce, yani li¢ seklin herhangi birinden 6teki ikisine olacak tarzda uygulanmasidir. Simdi
reductio’'nun tastmlik kullaniminin manug: su esdegerlikte 6zetlenebilir:

0,y |‘X eger ve ancak @, ~ I— -\ ise.

Birinci seklin herhangi bir kipinde (6rn. Celarent), kiigiik 6nciiliin ¢celisigi sonucun elisigiyle
degistirilirse ikinci sekilden bir kip (Festino) elde edilir; yine birinci sekilde, biiyiik énciiliin
celisigiyle sonucun celisigi degistirilirse, bu kez, ticiincii sekilden bir kip (Disamis) elde edilir.
Ters islemlerle ikinci ve ticiincii sekillerden birinciye déniilebilir veya —6nciil sirasini degistirme
islemi de uygulanarak— ikinci ile tigiincii arasinda dogrudan doniistiirmeler yapilabilir. Béylece,
ii¢ sekilden yalnizca birindeki kiplerden, conversio yontemi kullanilarak geri kalan biitiin kipler
tiretilebilmektedir.
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[sin ilging tarafi, bu tasimlik yontem, Lachelier'nin, kendi yiikleme semantigine dayanarak,
yani tasim kuramindan bagimsiz olarak elde ettigi kip degiskelerinin hepsini ve yalnizca onlar:
tiretebilmektedir. Daha agikea soylersek, toplayicili ve tekilli degiskelerden higbirinden conversio
yontemiyle yiikleme semantiginin izin vermedigi bir degiske iiretilememekte, ama 6teki taraftan,
bu degiskelerin sadece bir sekildeki —6rnegin sadece birinci sekildeki— orneklerinden geri
kalanlarin hepsi ayn1 yontemle iiretilebilmektedir. Bu gézleme Degiskeler adini verelim ve ilgili
tigliileri*” (her satirda L.-I1.-III. sekil sirasina gore) soyle listeleyim:

Barbard&—Bar6c6—Bocardo.
Barbara—Camestres—Felapton.
Celarént—Festin6—DisAmis.
Celarént—Cesare—Darapti.
Darfi—Caméstrés—Férison.
Ferio—Cesaré—Datisi.
Barbari—Caméstrop—Félapron.
Celardnt—Cesardo—Darapti.

Degiskeler gozlemi bize neyi gosteriyor olabilir veya onu ne icin kullanabiliriz? Lachelier
bu gozlemi, tasim sekillerinin temel islevleriyle ilgili tartgmali bir iddiasini®® en azindan
giiclendirmek i¢in kullanmaya caligsa da, bugiiniin manukgilari, bu gozlemde bir saglamlik
(soundness) tanitlamasinin ok silik bir taslagini segebilecektir. Bu noktay1 ayrintiya girmeden,
ok kisaca betimleyerek tartismami sonlandirtyorum.

Aristoteles’in tasim manugina modern yaklagimlardan en one ¢ikan secenegi® izleyerek,
Lachelier'nin 42 kipli tasim kuramini bir dogal dediiksiyon sistemi olarak kurgulayabiliriz. Bu
sistemin temel ¢ikarim kurallari (inference rules) sunlar olsun: (i) birinci sekildeki ana (yani
aluk olmayan) degiskeler; (ii) celiski ¢ikarimlari ve son olarak (iii) dért aluklama c¢ikarimi.
Tek kanitlama yontemi de conversio olsun, yani sistemde dogrudan veya ecthesisli kanitlama
bulunmasin, dolayistyla da celiski ve altiklama disinda hicbir dolaysiz ¢itkarim kuralina ihtiyag
duyulmasin. Béyle bir sistemde, 6rnegin Ddrdpti gibi bir kip, Celdrént, é aluklamasi ve 4-6 ile é-7
celiski cikarimlart kullanilarak kanitlanabilecektir.

Dediiktif bir sistemin tastyip tasgimadig1 sorgulanmasi gereken iki temel ozellik tamiik
(completeness) ve saglamlikur (soundness). Taslag: cizilen bu dediikdif sistem icin verilecek bir
formel semantikte, sistemde kanitlanabilen her kipin sonu¢ 6nermesi nciillerinin mantiki sonucu

37  Lachelier 1906 yazisinda “kip” (mode) ifadesini, bazen béyle bir tigliiniin tek tek tiyelerini bazen de biitiin bir tiglityii
belirtmek igin kullanir. Elbette ifadenin ikinci kullanimina gére toplam kip sayist 42 degil 14 olacakur.

38  Iddia, birinci tasim seklinin her zaman olumlayict (positif), kalan iki seklinse olumsuzlayici/degilleyici (négatify bir
islevi yerine getirdigidir; Lachelier'nin bu iddia i¢in verdigi argiimantasyon, s. 156-57'de goriilecegi lizere, ne yazik
ki hi¢ tatmin edici degildir.

39  Corcoran, John, “Aristotle’s Natural Deduction System”, Ancient Logic and Its Modern Interpretations (Proceedings
of the Buffalo Symposium on Modernist Interpretations of Ancient Logic, 21 and 22 April, 1972), edited by John
Corcoran (Dordrecht-Holland: D. Reidel, 1974).
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(logical consequence) oluyorsa, sistem (o semantige nazaran) saglamdir. Oteki taraftan, semantik
kuramdaki her mantiki izleme, dediiktif sistemde temel veya kanitlanabilir bir ¢ikarim kalibina
karsilik geliyorsa, sistem (ayni semantige nazaran) tamdir. Iste Degiskeler gozlemi, Lachelier'nin
kiplik nosyonlarini kullanan yiikleme semantiginin, olsa olsa, bu tiirden ¢ok sinirli bir dediiksiyon
sistemi i¢in, onu saglam kilacak bir formel semantik olarak yeniden insa edilebilecegine isaret
etmekle kalmaktadir.

Sonug

Immanuel Kant, 1762 eserinde, “eksik” kiplerin birinci sekle indirgenebildigi ve “mitkemmel”
kiplerin de tasim kurami digindaki bir ilkeyle gerekeelendirilebildigi durumda, birinci gekil
digindaki tasim sekillerinin mantik 6gretisine gereksiz bir karmagiklik getirdigini iddia ediyordu.
Kant birinci sekilde, akil yiiriitmenin, evrensel bir yasadan, bu yasanin kogullananiyla kosullanan
gercek varliklara dogru uzanan “saf” modelini buluyordu. Jules Lachelier, 1876'da, Kant'in
yalnizca birinci sekle yiikledigi bu felsefi degeri, Aristoteles'in dteki iki gekline de yiiklemek
icin, indirgemeci yaklagimi tamamen reddederek, standart deiktik indirgemenin vazgecilmez
araglart olan dolaysiz cikarimlarin esasen ilk ii¢ sekilden tasimlar olduklarini géstermeye
calistr. Dahasi, kategorik tasim kuraminin aslinda tiimevarim da dahil her ¢esit manuki iglevi
gerekgelendirebildigini savundu. Bu savunuda, kategorik tasim kuraminin dediikeif imkanlari,
yani kipleri birbirleri cinsinden kanitlama imkanlari gézard: edildi ve anlam ¢dziimlemesi 6ne

cikarilds.

1906 calismasinda ise Lacheliernin dediiktif olanla semantik olan arasinda daha dengeli
bir konuma vyerlestigi goriilmekeedir. Deiktik indirgeme yine kabul edilmese de, en azindan
conversionun tasim kuramindaki dediiktif tiretkenligi bir dereceye kadar onanmaktadir. Ne
var ki, elde buna eglik eden biraz daha inceltilmis bir semantik kuram da varken, Lachelier
“beklenen” adimi aup tasim kuramiyla yiikleme semantigi arasindaki meta-mantiki ilgiyi
kurmaya girismemektedir. Aristoteles’in kendisinde bile tastm kuraminin zam/ig: icin verilecek
bir kanitin taslagi bulunurken®, Lachelier'nin yazdigr dénemde matematiksel mantgin heniiz
olgunlasmamis olmasi gegerli bir sebep olmasa gerektir.

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu calisma igin finansal destek almamustir.
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ABSTRACT

What really makes the concepts of obligation or permission so important for
practical philosophy? What if we could find a better concept, one that, despite the
simplicity, could show itself as intuitive and rich as possible? Could justifications
be used in common language and practice as a sign of ethical judgment and as a
strong motive for action? In most scenarios, for example, it really doesn’t matter if
a given action is obliged, permitted or forbidden, one may perform the action as
long as a justification for doing it is present. In this sense, the notion of justification
seems to be more basic and powerful than other concepts used in the philosophical
discourse. The existence of formal systems based on the epistemological side
of justification, created by Artemov, led us primarily to think that justification
could make the formal discourse much more accurate for ethics than the ones
using deontological concepts. In the semantical and syntactical aspects, almost
all of Artemov’s systems directly proved to be fruitful for ethical purposes. We
also developed combinations between the standard deontic logic and logics of
justification, resulting in what whe called the Logics of Normative Justification.
These systems were able to change the object of the justification formulas and
shed some light in ethics as a whole, normative and metaethics. Metaethics were
a forgotten subject in formal ethics. We were also able to deal with some known
problems in deontic logic, like the famous Ross’s paradox and the expressiveness of
prima facie and all-things-considered obligations.

Keywords: Deontic logic, modality, justification, ethics, metaethics

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 79


http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9059-4372

The Logic of Normative Justification

Introduction

'Tt is disappointing to the logical community, scholar of ethics or to anyone immersed in
the universe of practical philosophy, that we do not have an effective formal system capable of
serving for conceptual analysis of ethics. The formal normative systems that have emerged to this
day may have some use for a lawyer, computer scientist, and with much effort some occasional
contributions on the normativity of ordinary human actions. It is possible, for example, that
we have a logic of ethics about the traffic, correct behavior during a dinner party or the correct
way to communicate with elderly people. It is not difficult to imagine a logic that deals with
these more restricted spaces. The problem might be that those possible particular systems,
although having behavior, ethical aspects and logic, miss what makes formalizations interesting
for philosophy: the ability to separate the important from the superfluous aspects of the issues
addressed, considering the universe as a whole. Cutting the universe of ethics in little segments to
facilitate a logical application is to underestimate philosophical demands and to undermine the
developments conquered with much effort by logics in the history of philosophy.

An important aspect of ethics, which is overlooked in famous studies known and often quoted,
and which raises crucial philosophical questions, is metaethics. Metaethics state questions of this
sort: is there such a thing as goodness? Why should I stop doing something evil? Is it obligatory
to do good actions? Is there such a thing as bad actions? What is its nature? What predicates
should an action have in order to be considered good? What about a malicious action, does it
have any unshakable predicate? They are common philosophical questions that appear in ancient
philosophy, problematic since then, whose discussion has never been approached by logicians. The
fact that, to this day, nobody has tried to formalize metaethics is a very good motivation for the
enterprise. After all, formal systems suited to dealing with metaphysical and epistemological issues
did not exist until the publication of pioneering works. So, it is necessary the audacity to face a
complicated subject without established studies and, of course, to have the ability to criticize the

status quo of normative logic, that until now appears to have forgotten a relevant part of ethics.
1. Contemporaneous Normative Logic and Ethics

Normative logic has been dominated by an endless discussion about deontology, which is, in
short, the study of deontic objects, like obligations and permissions, formalized or not. Formally,
the deontic logic idealized by Georg Von Wright (1951) is very simple, and at the same time it
is, to this day, considered by many deserving of the name Standard Deontic Logic (SDL). SDL is
nothing more than an extension of classical logic, usually with the primitive modal operator for
obligation “O”, with “ P ” and “ F ”, for permission and prohibition, defined.

Following an adapted version of Paul Mcnamara’s presentation (2014), beginning with its
alphabet and formation rules, we have:

1 This article is based on a master’s degree dissertation, fully developed at the University of Brasilia Philosophy
Department, by the years of 2018 and 2019, founded by the Brazilian Council for Scientific and Technological
Development (CNPq).
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(i.) Propositional variables: p, ¢, 7 ... P, @ I'eces Py @y oo s Py s
(ii.) Propositional constants: L, T;

(iii.) Operators: —,AV,—, and 0;

(iv.) Parentheses: (,).

R1. Every variable and propositional constant is formula;

R2. If A is formula, then =14 is also formula.

R3. If A is formula and B is formula, then (AAB),(AVB),(A- B), OA are formulas.

Definitions:
D1. PA:=-0-A
D2. FA:=0-A

SDL holds the following axioms and inference rules:

A1l. All axioms and rules of classic propositional logic;

A2. O(A-B)—(0A—0B) K-deontic

A3. OA-—-0-4 Deontic Consistency or D-deontic

R2. r4 Deontic-Necessitation or NEC-O
0OA

SDL is a normal modal system KD, therefore, it has all metalogical properties we need. In
particular, SDL is satisfied by a structure (W] R,) such that Wis a non-empty set of alternatives
w (or possible worlds) and R is a binary relation between the alternatives with the condition
of seriality - for each alternative w there is another subsequent alternative w' and there is an
accessibility relation between the worlds w and w'"

Although several philosophical readings may be given for what an alternative is, the most
common is to consider alternatives as configurations of the world that are normatively closer
to perfection. Adding a valuation 9 to the structure (W] R,), we get a Kripke’s model for SDL.
Considering that ATOM are the propositional variables of the SDL language, (W, R o O, 9=
ATOMXW— {T, F} is a function of the relation between atomic and deontic alternatives (W) in
T, E in which 9 (4, w) = T or simply wEA. Considering the model, we can immediately define
the notion of satisfiability in for SDL’.

2 Uppercase latin letters A, B, ... A, B, ... A, B, ... will be metavariables.
3 Aside the boolean operators, that is satisfied as usual, the condition the SDLs characteristic formulas “obligatory
that...” is presented like this: w = OA iff for every w'such that wR w', w'E A.
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Note that the seriality condition of R is required for SDL models, since the world that does
not access any other world, often called the terminal world, cannot be a model for SDL.

Following in the footsteps of Carnielli and Pizzi (2008) and Blackburn, Rijke and Venema
(2002), we could prove that all normal modal logics are satisfied by a class of Kripke’s models*.
SDL is a normal modal logic, since we have a deontic reading of K, dual as the definition DI and
O-NEC. Considering that, it is easy to show the soundness (=), that the axioms and rules of
SDL preserve validity for a class of Kripke’s models. The challenging part of the proof is to show
completeness. Nonetheless, the strategy for this is standard: first, we construct a canonical model;
and then we prove that serial models are particular cases of the canonical models.

If our analysis of SDL were supposed to stop at this point and we wanted nothing more
than one random connection between a set of actions and “possible” worlds (also called deontic
alternatives), the conclusion would be that the deontic logic deserves to be called szandard. What,
then, justifies investigating a different deontic system? The answer to this question would require
a presentation of the known problems of SDL, but SDLs limitations are today more standard
in the literature than the very logic that contains them. It would be uninformative and perhaps
tedious®. Instead, we should jump directly to the philosophical part.

1.1. Jergensen’s dilemma and justifications

Jorgensen’s dilemma (1937) seems to be most interesting of the SDLs problems, because it
is a central debate in any normative logic, not only SDL. This dilemma is based on one simple
fact: commands, in any linguistic variation, are not truth value holders. For example, “obligatory
to stop the vehicle at red light” is the type of phrase that has no assertoric force, to use the
more traditional vocabulary (Hare, 1996). It is not confirmed by events in the world, not even
when someone indeed follows the rule. The contrast is evident when we assert that “people
stop their vehicles at the red light” does have truth value, for being in the indicative mode. This
distinction is easily noticed just appealing to common sense. Now, if a sentence does not have
truth value, how could the logic of it exist? Logic is defined here as a formal system constituted
by a syntax, holding an appropriate semantics and natural logical concepts, such as inference and
valid argument. Let us take the concept of valid argument, a concept of indisputable application
in philosophy and logic. A valid argument is, roughly speaking, an argument in which the truth
of the premises guarantee the truth of the conclusion; or, in other words, in which it does not
happen that the premises are true and the conclusion false. How would we be able to define a
valid argument in a system whose linguistic elements, object of formalization, and consequently

the premises and conclusions, do not even carry truth value?

4 A normal modal logic is, basically, any extension of the modal logic K, with dual and necessity. The are many
equivalent forms to characterize normal modal logics. Carnielli and Pizzi (2008) use the scheme G = ok (7' p —
m o . With this scheme it is possible to define normal modal logic as the whole extension of K with an instance
of G. For example, SDL is simply K+ G*"'0.

5  Forabroad view of the various paradoxes, puzzles and SDLs dilemmas, see (Mcnamara, 2018).
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Georg von Wright (1951) suggests that the simple act of transforming norms into propositions
could avoid the dilemma, as follows: “It is obligatory to stop the vehicle in the red light”. This
form actually can be said to be true or false. Despite the suggestion, Jorgensen’s dilemma still
remains as a philosophical crossroad that constantly challenges the full development of deontic
logic as an effectively formal discipline. Something like an irritating question that repeats itself
permanently: where does the truth fit into these propositions? SDL, as we have seen, is a system
that ignores the problem of truth in the normative realm.

The situation becomes even more complicated when we find that deontic logicians have been
less and less creative when it comes to formal alternatives for SDL. If the problem is fundamental,
as David Makinson (1999) suggests, on the basis of any normative reasoning, it will not be
with purely linguistic maneuvers, such as transforming normative statements into propositions,
or even assigning truth to rules ad hoc, that we will be able to see deontic logic free from the
skepticism created by Jorgensen’s dilemma. It is necessary to seek a specific philosophical concept
of normativity, in principle one not so far from the normative world, which leaves no doubt that
it applies to norms. In this sense, we will see how philosophy allows us to speak in normative
justification to construct a better and more complete concept of normativity. It is important to
note that the problem imposed by Jergensen should not imply the denial of the existence of a
connection between norms and truth. It is not necessary to make such a conjecture. The problem
is, however, that truth cannot make a direct connection with our common normative intuitions
and, of course, when embedded in a logic, it defies an enormous logical tradition. The way out of
a philosophical problem always begins with the philosophy, not with purely formal tools. Where
to find an original and useful output to Jergensen’s problem? As a sort of traditional basis for
normativity throughout the history of Western philosophy, ethics emerges as the best place to
think about the possible interactions between normativity and truth.

Adolfo Sinchez Vézquez (2013) helps us to take the first steps using ethics to clarify an
important confusion that seems to be inside of all contemporary logics. In everyday life, of
course, we act all the time. If we are thirsty and hungry at the same time, the decision to eat
and drink water, or drink first and eat later, are practical decisions with no deep philosophical
implications nor relevance to ethics. Ethics, as a theory of morally acting is, first of all, a theory.
As such, one wants to know about the explanation of a type of human experience or form of behavior
of men while considering in its totality, diversity and variety. (Vazquez 2013, 21). It is not, therefore,
a simple description of mental states or an imposition of the environment, a topic to be confused
with a branch of psychology or anthropology, but an explanation of human behavior in the sight
of universal concepts. It is to be wondered even if deontology, that is now almost imposed as a
ground for any formal normative discourse, is one of those concepts that are proper and central
to any philosophical theory that approaches human agency.

There is no doubt that deontology is already present in most formal systems. In particular,
it is present in the modal operators of SDL (O, P and F). Its results, however, are notoriously
unsatisfactory. In fact, all deontic logics known appear to be missing a concept.
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2. Conceptual introduction to the Logic of Normative Justification

In order to find some concept that supports deontology in the development of a new logic
approach for ethics, we must first understand what is ethics, its main theories, and to what extent
propositional deontic logic can be considered insufficient for philosophy.

Before we begin, two warnings: first, the terms “ethics” and “morals” will be treated as
synonyms. Although there are authors that consider these terms in a different way, based on
etymological premises, it has no relevance for our approach. Second, the “meta” prefix applied
when we speak of metaethics has a much broader sense than when we speak of other metalinguistic
discourses, especially the metalogical one. While metalogics is the analysis of logic by logic,
metaethics is the analysis of ethics in its various basic aspects, as ontological, epistemological,
logical and so on. They are two distinct “goals”, and coincide only in what concerns this second

order aspect.

For most, it is not clear what makes metaethics so important. In contemporary ethical theory
(Copp 2006), this particular distinction between normative ethics and metaethics is common
and fruitful. For example, when you see someone’s wallet falling from his pocket in the middle
of the street, we ask ourselves “is it okay to keep this lost wallet?” or “am i obliged to return this
to the person who lost it?”. The answer to these questions will ultimately determine whether you
will return the wallet to the person who lost it or whether you will keep what you know does not
belong to you. This is a trivial question , but at the same time reveals how ethics is something
that influences the outcome of the simplest human actions - with a clear practical aspect. Clearly,
not all human actions have the same degree of ethical relevance. If I go to the kitchen to drink
water and decide to eat an apple as well, this does not have any immediate ethical repercussions.
Turning off the medical equipment of a person in a coma, however, involves a series of analysis
that goes beyond the mere ‘make-it-true” of human agency. In the case of euthanasia, it is
important to think about what actually justifies the act of disconnecting the devices that keep a
person alive, if we are allowed to affect the life of another human being who is unable to give his
opinion about his own life, if life has a correct or worthy way of being lived, if to live it involves
certain primordial abilities for happiness or is only a biological movement of brain activity an so
on. The position of the philosopher on any of these questions defines what is commonly called
normative ethics or normative morality. In other words, normative ethics are based on statements
that immediately determine the action or the judgment about the action of another person.
Normative ethics takes account of topics that are often controversial, such as abortion, freedom

of expression, the death penalty, torture and terrorism.

The peculiarities of metaethics change the question’s level. Whether there are moral facts
that can be attributed to truth or falsity, whether there are moral properties, or how strong is the
influence of emotions on human actions, are not themes that involve moral positions directly,
but positions on moral positions, that eventually would become (normative) ethics. Let us take

the case of euthanasia mentioned before. A person convinced that it is correct to disconnect
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the medical devices of a person in a vegetative state can be questioned in many aspects: does
something justify as good the action of terminating one’s life? Is there a model for a life that is
worth living? What are the criteria for a decent life? Is it possible to find a similar pattern for
all human actions that we name ethical or good? If there is no objective criteria, what ethically
demands the action of turning the medical devices off or leaving them on? These are questions
that do not decide anything about euthanasia directly, but seeks to explain the justification of
an action from the view of normative ethics. That is what we meant when said that we have a

switch in the level of questions: ethics as first order, metaethics as second order (Copp 2006, 5).
In general, metaethics make questions (Chrisman, 2016):
e About the existence and nature of ethical facts and ethical properties;
e About knowledge and ethical disagreements;
e  About the meaning and use of ethical language;
e About ethical thinking and reasoning involving actions.

It will not be necessary to make a description of all metaethical positions. It is enough to
briefly present two, just to set what is at stake for the logician who desires to formalize ethics as
a whole.

The first one, ethical nihilism, is a metaethical theory that denies the existence of moral facts.
It does not simply deny that there is an absolute standard for judging the morality of actions, it
also denies that there is a property that could make a moral action good or bad. The consequence
is that moral judgments can only be seen as mistakes about facts. Related to this metaethical
position, we have realism, that commits itself to the existence of moral facts and their properties.
For the realist, there are moral facts and they are the ones that determine if we act correctly or
not in a given situation. It is easy to see that nihilism is a strong form of antirealism. How to
formalize that, since a modal discourse (like SDL) treats actions as something to be obligatory
from the beginning? Or, how to say something about realism in SDL, since there is no fact (or
truth) in that normal modal logic? This vocabulary is way beyond any contemporary normative
logical approach.

In fact, all major metaethical theories bring elements that can be strange for a standard
normative logician. A standard deontic logician would certainly be uncomfortable with our
short introduction to metaethics, because, in metaethics, we are constantly connecting facts,
truth, falsity, knowledge, beliefs and so on. As well as all known deontic logics, SDL tries to put
together modalities and actions and nothing else, so a certain inexpressibility was expected. Even
in their extensions, combinations of SDL and other logics, at most try to make the factual aspects
stronger, such as adding temporal modalities, variables for agents, other modalities, among other
logical resources®. It is also true that the attempts to reduce deontic modalities to other modalities

6 For a good representative of this task, the strongest we could find, see (Ronnedal 2015).
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(Anderson 1967), or even structural reduction to a first-order logic (Bealer 1982), did not look
into the exact problems of expressibility to be useful for ethics. There is no concept that represents
an enrichment of the notion of normativity in SDL. Thus, it is doubtful from the ethical point
of view that we can represent a nihilistic, relativistic, realistic system, among others, when we
have only the notion of obligatory, permissible, prohibited action and the usual connectives.
How could we say that no action is ethically correct (expressing a nihilist idea)? The reason why
this does not seem possible is that even in nihilism there is a notion of normativity - but not that
one implicit in SDL. This will be clarified later. In any case, deontic logic, despite not having an
unequivocal interpretation, makes direct commitments with modalization of actions, so best case
scenario it is only fit to deal with ethical discourse of the “first order”.

The logical alternative to be presented must be developed with an heuristic reanalysis of its
normative grounds, capable of providing a stronger idea of normativity. Our idea is to “reveal”

some connections between actions and justifications.
2.2. Ethical theories via justification

It does not take many arguments to demonstrate that morality is a relevant part of philosophy.
Since Aristotle, we have known that to talk about ethics is to talk about human action. Many
approaches have been given to the ethical debate, many classifications have been presented, new
names, which end up making the understanding difficult, more often without any corresponding
philosophical contribution. Philosophers such as Hare (1996) are interested in the meaning of
moral terms, other philosophers only in investigating whether there are moral facts or not. Some
seek a psychological explanation for ethical positions, others based on epistemological features.
We have seen that the level of distinction is based on propositions that aim to affect actions, and
others, on a superior level, that aim to take care of the szazus of propositions about actions - ethics
and metaethics, respectively. As much as we have realized that philosophers have contributed
giving a good conceptual apparatus for ethical discourse, it is hard to see how we could go any
further towards the development of good formal ethical tools without anything new in our
ethical vocabulary.

Something that has not been exposed so far is the almost hidden use of the word “justification”
for the characterization of many metaethical theories. We have known that justification plays
an important role in epistemological modalities, since Plato. The open meaning of the term
justification, however, suggests that its application is not restricted to epistemology. In fact, it
applies to other fields of thought which have certain relations with modal reason. Metaethical
theory immediately confirms that justification and ethics are naturally linked. Let us make this

idea more evident.

In Moral Skepticism, Walter Sinnott-Armstrong (2015) characterizes moral nihilism literally

in epistemological and doxastic terms:
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Dogmatic skepticism about moral knowledge is the thesis that no one knows if any

moral belief is true;

Dogmatic skepticism about justified moral belief is the thesis that no one is justified in
having any moral belief;

The element of belief, knowledge and justification show the epistemological meaning which
we talked about in the introduction to metaethics.

From the point of view of realism, the corresponding ethical moral theory may have several
“justificational” definitions. Of course, all of them referring to a moral fact and property.
Remission is also obvious for one simple reason: if moral propositions have a truth value, then
their definitions respect the same patterns of common propositions (as those of the natural
sciences, for example). Therefore, in the same way they can be justified. Nothing prevents
realism, such as the definition of knowledge as true and justified belief, and from the presented
definition of moral skepticism, to be defined as follows:

Moral realism is the metaethical position that states that all true moral propositions are

Justified by the existence of moral facts.

Definitions using justification apply in a natural way to the metaethical theories, as we can
see. Within ethical theories, this application is similar. Let us take, for a good example, a very
famous definition in Kantian ethics (Kant 1995, 45):

All imperatives 0blige, whether hypotheticaly or categoricaly. The hypothetical represents
the practical need for a possible action as a means to achieve anything else one wants
(what one might want). The categorical imperative would be what represents us an

action as objectively necessary by itself. unrelated to any other end.
And Kant continues:

In case the action is only good as a means to anything else, the imperative is hypothetical;
if the action is represented as good in itself; therefore as necessary in a will in itself

conforming to reason as the principle of that will, then the principle is categorical.

There is no doubt that the important Kantian ethics revolves around the the categorical
imperative as universal law of rational action. Thus, if a theory is capable of translating this
concept, it is able to deal with Kantian ethics (at least in the most relevant part). In the scope of
a justificational view which we intended to give to ethics, the concept of a categorical imperative
could be given in two ways:

Good action is the one that is its own ethical justification.

Good action is the one whose goodness in itself is justified.
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In Kantian philosophy, the normative content of an action is all transferred to the concept
of justification. On the normativity of Kantian imperatives, Stephen Darwall (Darwall 2006,
285) says:

Consider the judgment that it is wrong intentionally to mislead potential investors by
hiding losses. Normativity says that if this is wrong, then there is a genuinely normative
reason for corporate officers not to engage in this deception. But what is meant by
such a “normative reason’? “Reason for acting” can mean three different things. A
normative reason for acting is something that counts in favor of or justifies an action in

deliberation about what to do.

The presence of justification could not be stated better. Nonetheless, it may be the case that
the exposition has led to some very fair questions. Was not our work, until this point, abusing the
semantic openness of the concept of justification? After all, we are really justified in our beliefs,
as it is common to address. We have mathematical proofs, we have empirical evidence, we have
testimonies that “justify” or not our epistemic position. At the same time, we have personal
feelings, theories, codes, and community feelings that “justify” our way of acting with others,
in society. In all cases, although very distinctive, we apply the same word: justification. The way
the term applies to different cases does not appear to us as a problem, but more as philosophical
potential of the concept of justification, that happens to be explored only in its epistemic
version. We show that, in a very natural way, justification interacts with ethical and metaethical
theories. There are no complications in those uses. Actually, we made the “translations” with
a good measure of simplicity and without significant losses in the definitions. In some sense,
as it is the case with Kant’s definition of normativity, justification makes ethical theories more
understandable. Moreover, it suggests a connection between ethics and epistemology that goes
unnoticed in many expositions and has been ignored by the logicians’.

Jonathan Dancy (2006, 138) shows that when we look at the complexity of the normative
phenomenon we come almost directly to epistemological reflections. In his words:

Some normative facts (...) are more complex than the simple fact that one is
obliged to do it; They contain this [deontological] fact, but it also contains what makes
this fact the case. (..) It is these metaphors thatr I think are the center of normative
Jacts, by reference to which the normativity of all other [facts] must be understood.

7 One philosopher stands out in predicting the connection between epistemology and ethics, but in the opposite
direction of what we have introduced. Roderick Chisholm (1969, 29) suggests that, “by introducing appropriate
qualifications, we could formulate an ethical definition of “knowledge” that is not subject to difficulties. But no one
has yet been able to formulate satisfactorily which predicates are necessary for this definition.”. His attempt, which he
claims to be frustrated, was to provide a definition of knowledge that was not circular, as if to know the truth of a
proposition could implicate in the duty of an agent in believing the proposition. Some difficulties arise from the very
indeterminacy of what it is to have a right or duty of action. The project follows and the author only conjectures
that it lacks “qualifications” capable of showing the relation between ethics and knowledge. Comparing it with our
discussion about justification, it is curious that Chisholm has conjectured this interaction, even though his focus
was on knowledge, not on ethics.

88 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019



Gregory Carneiro

Each given fact is the fact that another fact is in normative relation with an action (or
belief, feeling or desire ...). This view holds that notions of reasons or duties are
the center of normative notions. Valuable notions are normative as well, but they
differ structurally from the deontic in terms of which normativity is characterized.

What other notions are called normative? A common thesis is that the notion of
belief is normative; Robert Brandom says that his version of belief is “normative all the

way down”.
y

Using “facts” and “reasons”, Dancy concludes that normativity should say much more than
deontic operators can logically express. For ethics there are data thatare as important for the analysis
of normativity as the exterior of deontic modalities, just as there is something else (justification)
in epistemic modalities, as demonstrated in the works of Artemov. We do not aim to prove, as the
Robert Brandom conjecture in Dancy’s quotation, that belief is something normative, but to use
justifications inside ethics as motivation for the logic of normative justification and show that:
(1) normativity is not only deontology, as many deontic logician seems to think; (2) justification
is a philosophically (and logically) term compatible with deontic operators.

Belief and justification together characterize a notion of knowledge, which is philosophically
useful and ordered by the logics of Artemov. And since we show that there is equally strong
evidence that points justification as something natural in ethics and metaethics as well, we could
use the success of justification to develop a normative logic in the general sense (not just for the
law or a specific ethical theory). It would not be a mistake to suppose that the arguments presented
above motivate us to make an adequate exposition of the logics of justification (Artemov 2008),
which will be the basis for the Logics of Normative Justification.

3. Artemov’s Logics of Justification

There are many possible relations between epistemic logic and deontic logic. First, both
are commonly taken as normal modal logics. Second, both had initial formulations that were
problematic, especially for the emergence of counterintuitive results in relation to the philosophy
of knowledge. In particular, the modal epistemic logics that emerged in the second half of
the twentieth century used modal operators for knowledge and belief. Taking knowledge as a
primitive operator and without interdefinition between the concepts of knowledge and belief, the
early epistemic logic did not use the definition of knowledge from the works of Plato, especially
in the Theaetetus. For many logicians, this was the origin of many logical problems in epistemic

logic (see Gettier 1963).

The logics of justification, therefore, were developed primarily with the purpose of treating
epistemological problems and providing an approach that the traditional philosophy already
strongly suggested. The simplicity of the syntax, semantics, and immediate metalogical results
are impressive, as we will see in the presentation (adapted in a few points) that follows from the
article The Logic of Justification (Artemov 2008).
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In brief, the Logics of Justification are a family of logics constructed above a classic

propositional logic, enriched with justificational propositions of the type

A

which we can read as “z is a justification for A”. In order for us to really understand the

proposed enrichment, we need to make the logic of justification from the beginning.

The syntax of the logic of justification has the following alphabet:

(i) Propositional variables: p, g, r... p, @, I}y ..., Py Qporrs p3,...8.
(ii) Propositional Constants: L, T;

(iii) Justificational terms (t):

_ L]ustificational variables: j, ji,j2.jz, ««rjni
~ ustificational constants:j*, ji,js,ja, «-rjn-

(iv) Operators: =,AV,—,.,+,1,7;

(v) Parentheses: (,).

R1. Every propositional variable and constant is formula;

R2. If A is formula, then —A is also formula.

R3. j and j*are justificacional terms;

R4. If tand t'are justificational terms, then (¢.t"), (£ +t), (1) and (?¢) are justificational terms
R5. If Aand B are formulas ¢ is a justificational term, then (AA B), (AV B), (A— B)

(A - B) and (t: A) are formulas'®.

10

90

As we did for SDL, let us consider uppercase latin letters A, B,..., A, B, ..., A, B,... as propositional metavariables.
Just to avoid loading the notation with numeric subscripts, we are going to use lines in the justificational terms
"

"o o . . oo

(£, ¢, ¢, ...) to say, within a same context, that we are talking about different terms. As it designates the term £,
whenever used in some formula, it can be a justificational constant and variable, or a complex term that arises from
an operation among other less complex terms.

Note that A can be a justificational formula ¢: B, for example. In this case, we know that (¢' + t"): (t: B) is also a
formula, since ¢: Bis a formula and (¢’ + t") is a complex justificational term.
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The axioms that characterize its various systems are:

1. &t(A->B)->(t:A-(tt):B) Application (AA)
2. tA-(t+t):A Monotonicity (MON)
3. tA-A Factivity (T)
4. tA-lt(tA) Positive introspection (PI)
5. =attA-=7t (=t A) Negative introspection (NI)
6. =tlL Consistency (CA)"!

And the internalization rule (IR):
For every axiom A and some justificational constant j* we infer j* A

The application axiom is the justificational version of axiom K from the usual epistemic
logic. The difference is that applying the justification t in A — B and t’ with B implies a
more complex justification (“applied”), which is (£.t"): B. This is an important distinction to
be made, since the epistemic version K (A = B) = (KA — KB) results in problems of logical
omniscience'?. The monotonicity axiom takes intuition from a logic of proofs. If a theorem A
has a proof, and another proof t"is developed, we know that t+t' remains a justification (in
this case, represented by a formal proof) for A. Similar to the application axiom, the factivity
axiom has a direct parallel with the epistemic modal T axiom KA — A. Just as the knowledge of
a proposition implies the truth of the proposition, the proposition having a justification implies
its truth. A very strong statement, because it cannot be said, in general, that all justification
entails truth, which leads the factivity axiom to be out of many systems of justification, as we
shall see in the next section.

The introspection axioms, positive and negative, are related to the modal axiom KA — KKA,
which intuitively says that if we know something, we know that we know something. In the field
of justification, something similar happens, which Artemov calls “proofchecker” in the logic of
justification. If the proposition A has a justification, then we have a way of checking (!) if this is
in fact a justification. Likewise, if any #is not a justification for A, the axiom states that we would
have a way of checking (?) that 7 is not a justification for A.

11 Artemov does not even give a name for this axiom. Roman Kuznets (2008) calls it the consistency axiom. Let us
follow this suggestion to facilitate communication from now on.

12 The problem derives from the consequence of epistemic closure - which is the property of an epistemic agent, that
is known as a given set of propositions, then any propositions that are a logical consequence of this set will also be
known by the agent (Branquinho, Murcho and Gomes, 2006). This is naturally problematic. In order to visualize,
logic itself is a good example: knowing the axioms of a logic is feasible, but it does not imply that all the theorems
of this logic are known. In fact, it is common to know the former, given the finitude of simpler systems, but not
know the latter, since it is potentially infinite.
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The last axiom simply states that there is no justification for falsum (L). Since all Artemov’s
systems are classical in its basis, it is equivalent to say that contradictions are not justified. It is
a position that demands certain reflections, since philosophy today accepts contradictions as a
“natural” part of the world, and not only of theories (Priest, 2006).

The internalization rule (IR) is nothing more than a refined version, as we shall see, of the
modal“necessitation” in the logic of justification. For systems with appropriate CS (constants
specification), it is guaranteed that we have a set of formulas j* A4 € CS, for all axioms A. In the
conventional necessitation of epistemic logic (K), all axioms are “known”, including the axioms

that contain the operators K. It is an aspect of what we have called logical omniscience'.

Considering that all Artemov’s systems are extensions of classical propositional logic,
different combinations of the axioms form different systems with their own characteristics and
applications in philosophical problems. Putting on a list:

1. J,=AA+ MON

2. J=AA+MON + IR

3. | T=AA+MON+T

4. JT=AA+MON + T + IR

5. J4=AA+MON + IR + PI

6. JT4=AA+MON+IR+ T+ PI

7. J45=AA+ MON + IR + PI + NI

8. JD45=AA + MON + IR + PI + NI + AC
9. JT45=AA+MON + IR +PI+ NI+ T

The semantics for these logics of justification follow the pattern presented for modal logic.
Only one peculiarity appears in the interpretation for justificational terms, as one should expect.

Let it be the structure

D =(W R, &) such that W# @; RS w X w; and &: t X FOR — P(W).

13 In the original presentation of the logics of justification, if we have an axiom A and a justification /,* then we have

J,* A, where index 1 is an agent, and we want to postulate this justified as an axiom, then we have /,* (J,* A) and
so on. Hence there is no need for a generalized presentation for / *for Artemov. Our purpose does not involve this
generality, so it will be ignored hereafter.
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Where Wis a non-empty set of possible worlds w (possible situations, for Artemov)', where

R is the justificational accessibility relation. The least usual element added to the usual Kripke’s
structure, the admissible evidence function & designates a set of possible worlds in which tis an
admissible justification for A. In simple words, it is the set of worlds that admit some evidence as
& (t A) € W. The relation R, and the admissible evidence functions have constraints for general

satisfaction of the axioms of the logics of justification:

* R can be euclidean®, serial, reflexive, transitive and monotonic in relation to &
If wRw'and w € € (t, A), then w'€ € (t A).

e & is specifically under the following conditions:

Application: € (t A—=>B)NE& (t,A) € & (t.t, B);

Sum: € (LA UE (t,A)<S € (t+t,B)

Positive introspection: € (t, A) € & (1, t: A);

Negative introspection: (E(t, A))°S &(?j, —t: A);

Strong Evidence: for all w; such that we&(t, A), then w=tA4;

Stability: if wRw', then we&(t,A) iff weE(tA)".

All logic of justification respects the closure condition for CS, as follows:
If j*%A€CS, then A-axiom, then E(j%A)=W.

In every W-worlds it maintains the justification constant as an admissible evidence for the

axiom.

It is important to note that if WEE(j*%A) for any j*A4, then 2D respects CS in w. For one of

the systems we will use, JD45, CS is axiomatically appropriate, which guarantees IR, as we will

see to be essential for the demonstration of completeness.

Immediately we can present a general model for the logics of justification:

M=(D,9)

14

15
16

Possible situations and words will be used as synonyms, since both carries its own philosophical intuition in ethical

discourse.

which means that for all w, w'andw") if wWRw' WR] w'", then W’RJ w'.

That is an independent condition that can be placed as a consequence of the monotonicity of R in relation to &.

Due to an interesting “configuration”, we choose to maintain explicitly, as was done in the original work by S.
g g ¥ g y

Artemov.
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In this case, 9 = ATOM x W +— {T, F} is a function of the set of relations between atomic
and possible situations (W) in T, F , where 9(4A,w) = T or, in the usual abbreviation, w E A4,
which is read as “A is true in the possible world #”. Considering the model, we can finally define
the satisfaction relation for the logics of justification:

I(p,w) =T or I(p,w) = F, p is a atomic formula;
wE piff 9(p,w) = Tin w € W, p-atomic;
w & t: A ifffor all w' such that wRw', w'= Aand w € E(t, A)";

The role of the admissible evidence function is to give extra satisfiability conditions for
t: A within the model: it is true that t: 4 in w if, for every possible situation ', which is in
relation R, with the situation w, A is the case in w'; but not only this, since # has to be considered
as admissible evidence for A in w (the current possible situation/world). The monotonicity of
R, or the implied stability of &, guarantees that the accessibility relation “transfers” also the
admissibility of the evidence for other situations w'. The presence of a justificational term in
the logics of justification is not only a syntactic maneuver, but represents a true theoretical

improvement.

In addition, all the systems presented in the previous section are correct and complete given
Mwith the appropriate constraints for R and €.

Although Artemov presents a plurality of logics, only the two strongest systems (JD45 and
JT45) will be used hereafter. JD45, in particular, has the interesting axiom of consistency, which
may offer good readings for a normative logic, which traditionally has an axiom for consistency,
either in its classical basis or its own deontic consistency (like in SDL). /745 would be problematic
in the intuitive sense because of the axiom of factivity. Normativity, also traditionally, rejects the
principle of factivity. After all, the commands should never imply in a fact. This is the content of
Hume’s guillotine, which we shall deal with briefly later. However, this complete rejection of the
principle of factivity seems to be embedded in a preconception of what an ethical phenomenon
should be and how diverse can its theories be. Realism does not seem to reject this connection

between norms and facts, since there are moral facts, which are the ultimate reference of morality.

The motivation and consequent explanation given by Artemov in any of his systems of
justification always draws lessons from epistemology. There is no immediate debate on ethics
in his writings. Thus, it is good that we take into consideration the type of challenge that is
to speak of ethics with a system that is focused on another field of philosophy. The intuitive
interpretations that will follow may suggest that we have ignored not only the implicit presence
of justification in ethics but also the philosophical bridges between ethics and the great field of
epistemology.

17  The satisfiability for boolean operators is defined as usual.
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3.1. The Logics of Justification from a Normative Point of View

Without being afraid to show some pessimism with the situation of logic applied to ethics,
we can say that deontology completely dominated the reasoning that is called normative. And,
if SDL is a representative of normativity in logic despite all its problems, seems correct to say
that the use of deontology as foundations for normative reasoning has not been successful as
expected for a formal system to be useful for the philosopher (Aqvist 1987, 10). The introductory
explanation, with a special focus on metaethics, showed that, on one hand, not everything in
ethics is deontology, the field of normative ethics, and, on the other hand, that metaethics is an
important field of philosophy about human agency. Moreover, metaethical theories showed that,
despite the plurality of existing approaches and varied responses, everything can be summed up
in simple terms of justification of moral propositional attitudes.

So justification is the concept chosen for this attempt to extend the power of normative
logic and a release of its limitations. And the suggestion that ethics is a field of justification is
so natural, and carries such an intuitive appeal, that the very presentation of the basic axioms

of Artemov’s logic suggests an acceptable “normative” interpretation. Let us see how this works.

Just as in metaethical theory, it is common to see justification as a term used systematically in
everyday discourse, although inadvertently most times. Especially in the face of an action judged
by popular opinion, we frequently hear phrases that say “what is the justification for doing this?”,
“this action was unjustified!”, “what they did to me is not just” or, if there is a tone of approval,
“It’s reasonable to do that”. All sentences, in a certain way, indicate the idea that actions, as
well as the object of knowledge, may or may not have justifications. We are interested in moral
justifications as theories that approve a particular action or disapprove it. Thus, if according to a
certain moral code, let’s say a hedonistic one, to perform actions that lead to the greatest pleasure
are justified, and if to eat ice-cream before dinner causes more pleasure to the agent than to do it
differently, it can be affirmed that “the agent is justified in eating ice cream before dinner”. In the
same way, people who are obliged or permitted by any code to do x are also justified prima facie,
by the same code, to do x. The connections are pretty straightforward.

For a formal idea of this approach, consider t: 4 as “the agent has (moral) justification tto do
A” or, more simply and hiding the agent, “tis a (moral) justification for the action A”'%. This new
reading of #and in the conversion of a propositional logic into a simple logic of actions completely
changes the meaning of the axioms of Artemov. Let us take a look at the application axiom:

t(A-B)—(t"A—(t.t):B)
Following the suggested reading, the axiom is interpreted as follows:

If tis a justification for an action A that implies B, then if t'is justification for doing A, t. t'is
a justification for doing B.

18 A similar approach was suggested independently by (Faroldi and Protopopescu 2019).
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It is interesting to note some details of the axiom, which make all sense from a moral point
of view. If there is a justification ; to do a conditional action (e.g., if I am hungry (A), then eat
something healthy (B), for thus I promised my parenss(t), in the case, because it is dinner time,
there is a justification t'to be hungry, so the combination of the promise t and the dinner
time t’justifies the action of eating something healthy. Observe that the asymmetry imposed
on the conditional is important to formalize the way we reason with actions. What justifies
the implication is the promise made to the parents only, but hunger and eating something
healthy have other justifications that set a different dynamic to the context. After all, nobody
is ever hungry due to a simple promise, so this situation requires a different justification. In
particular, action B, of eating something healthy, makes use of the two previous justifications,
in an interesting way, as if it were not enough to keep the promises or be at dinner time, but
needed both to perform the action of eating something healthy. It is good to remember that the
interaction described here is about moral justifications (as far as possible) and how they act in a
certain logical environment. It does not mean, and logic does not impose this type of limitation,
that an agent cannot (metaphysically speaking) eat something unhealthy and not be hungry at
dinner time, doing the opposite what was promised.

The monotonicity axiom performs as in its epistemic version. From a relativistic perspective,
suppose that the action of helping the poor is a justified action in Christian morality (£), and under
the Hindu perspective helping the poor is a justified action (t) as well, so the combination of the
two justifications (¢ + t) remains a justification for helping the poor. In its formalized version:

tA-(t+t):A

By symmetry with the modal axiom T, the factivity axiom in the logic of justification also
has its normative version hard to make sense. This is due to the fact that moral determinations,
norms, do not usually imply truth. This is similar to the Jorgensens dilemma, which was
explained. There is a line between an ideal state of action, of what ought-to-be, and what really
happens, of realm of being. This is what is often called the naturalistic problem, which Hume
already warned us about in his Zreatise (2009, 509):

In every moral system I have ever encountered, I have always noticed that the author follows for
some time the common way of reasoning, establishing the existence of God, or making observations
about human affairs, when, suddenly, I am surprised I can not find a single proposition that is not
connected to another by a should or should not . This change is imperceptible, but of the utmost
importance. For, as this should or should not express a new relation or statement, it would have to be
noticed and explained; at the same time, it would be necessary to give a reason for something that seems

entirely inconceivable, that is, how this new relation can be deduced from others entirely different.

This distance, however, does not exist from a realistic point of view. So, if the created ethics is
based on a metaethical realistic view, on the existence of moral facts, being justified by tin doing
A implies the existence of the moral fact A, in the logical sense. It is precisely what the factivity

axiom says:
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t:A—-A

A logic of ethics with the facitivity like axioms, we conjecture, would hardly be able to move
away from his philosophical commitment to moral realism.

It is worth remembering, also, that the approach now presented of the logics of Artemov
appears as good logic for normative ethics, not metaethics. Although, as it might seem, metaethics
has its share of influence in the normative ethics. They cannot be totally separated. In this subject,
the axiom of introspection reflects in some extent this inevitable connection between normative

and metaethical ethics:
tA -t (t:A)

A theory or code is able to verify by some instrument whether the justification that the
agent/action sustains is a genuine justification, for example, ratified by a theory/code. Helping
the poor is a normatively-ethically-justified action, then, in some theory confirms that there is a
strong theoretical framework, e.g., in Christian ethics as a divine commandment that says “God
commanded to help the poor, then it is the right thing to do”. From the ethical side, this is the
same behavior that a proof has in the formal field, such as mathematics. A formal proof (human
or computer-made) is not only verification as finite, logically correct steps towards an expected
result, but is also an authorization for the use of the result in formal practice. Due to a proof,
for instance, the mathematician is “justified” in the use of that mathematical truth. Likewise,
metaethics authorizes the use of a certain ethical justifications for an action. The axiom, in other

words, can show how ethics and metaethics interact in the treatment of practical philosophy.

The negative introspection axiom goes in a similar direction and complements the connection
between ethics and metaethics. It occurs, however, if # is not a justification for an action A, then
there is a theory that confirms it is not. From the brief explanation of metaethical theories, it is
shown that as important as what ethics says is correct to do is to say what is not right to do. That
is somehow paradoxical, but immorality is what occupies the mind of moralists. It is important
to observe that not all metaethical theories will “verify” justifications. A nihilist view rightly

denies this axiom.

In order to respect the classical character of ethical logics, it is immediate that contradictory
actions are not equally justified. That is why the logic of justifications carries the consistency axiom:

-t L

Nonetheless, this axiom can hardly be placed for ethics that are instances of a relativistic way
of looking at moral theories. Relativism has to be able to withstand a certain level of contradiction
- once we admit as correct our justificational definition of relativism, that every action can be
ethically justified. This particular axiom draws our attention to relativism, since the treatment
of relativism within ethics resembles trivialization in logic. To show that an ethical theory is
relativistic, or implies relativism, is to show that it is useless for ethics (in a broad sense). One has
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to wonder about the true force of this parallel and if it deserves attention. If yes, the above axiom
makes direct reference to a negation of relativism in the normative interpretation of the logics
of Artemov - contradictory actions cannot be both justified. Without the consistency, the axiom
may put relativism closer to a dialetheism (Priest 2006) within metaethics - an opportunity to

deal with normative justification of inconsistent actions.

The difference between justificational variables and constants, placed by the rule of
internalization, can provide the distinction necessary for a competent representation of obligations
and permissions only on the basis of justification. After all, whoever is obliged to do A is, at the
same time and under the same aspect of the agency, justified in doing A. And doing what is
permitted is the same as being justified (in a weaker way). How to introduce a distinction? Is
the distinction between having a constant and a justificational variable the most appropriate
way in the context of the logic of justification? It is an open problem, but that could bring a
series of ideas that could print an asymmetry between permissions and obligations, advocated
as important for normative reasoning by some logicians (Makinson and Van der Torre 2003).

3.2. Normative Intuitions in the Semantic of Artemov’s systems

Things start to get curious when we realize that not only does the axiomatic part of the
logic of justification have this immediate theoretical interest for ethics. In fact, the justificational
semantics must make connections with ethics too, for what we are doing here is applying logic to
philosophy. It would be strange to think of Kripke’s semantics for modal logic without visualizing
the good applications for the notion of proper names in the philosophy of language. The formal
interest behind the interpretative structures of a given language is not denied here. The semantics
presented for the Logics of justifications have all the elements to be ethically relevant.

The seriality imposed for R, in the JD45 models may represent the externality of moral
standards (perhaps facts) that justify actions in the present world (or situation), in symmetry with
the seriality for R.. If the logic for ethics is JD45, it does not matter what happens in the present
world, whether people are immoral or if they do bad deeds, because the standard for the ethical
justification of our actions is always present in the worlds that are referenced by the set R.

We have been led to the path in which systems that admit the axiom of facticity, the reflexivity
of R ’ in their models, express, to some extent, a realistic ethical philosophy about moral facts. In
other words, the reflexivity of systems with the axiom of factivity (e.g., J4, JT45) indicates that
the actual world can be the standard to be observed to identify the justification of our actions.
This view is not free of controversy, because we have allowed the reading of t: A as “zis a (ethical)
justification for the (action) A”. Reflexive models admit that if in the world w, A is an action with
justification ¢, then the action A is true. The problem is that this is not the exact characteristic of
moral realism. It is not the actual action that is implied by the existence of a moral justification
in the present world, but the existence of an ideal moral fact. The existence of the justification #
for A cannot imply the realization of A. We have the conception of immoral act for realism: it is
precisely to act against the moral fact.
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The problem above does not put us far from the elucidation that the logic of justification
gives to ethics (in general). Without observing the quality of the present world, the condition
of reflexivity for relation of accessibility R, semantic qualities of the logic of justification,
and without understanding the axiom of factivity, we would not have clarified the important
dimension of metaethics. The problem of adaptation, far from eliminating the application of
the logic of justification in ethics, affirms the relevance for ethical analysis. We have said: the
justificational reading of the ethical and metacthical theories alone represents an analytical
gain. When we enter into the logic of the concept, the gain is more significant, even when the
adaptation is not perfect”’.

Another important semantic tool of the logic of justification is the admissible evidence
function, formally described as

&: t X FOR — P(W)

This is the element that distinguishes the semantics of a justificational term ¢ from a simple
operator K of a common epistemic logic. It is not enough, in the logic of justification, that
something is true in accessible worlds. Those worlds must accept t as evidence as well. This is
how justification gains real force in the logic of justification. Someone fond of the traditional
epistemic logic could question that the notion of truth is more than a sufficient feature of
knowledge. If one knows the truth of propositions, it does not matter that we do not properly
have a justification. From the ethical point of view, just like the O operator in SDL, the possible
worlds can be read as patterns of perfection that the present world observes (using &), though
that alone is not enough. An ethical justification ¢ for the action A requires that 4 be the case in
all accessible worlds and, at the same time, that ¢ is an admissible evidence for that 4 in every
case. We have been using “evidence” to avoid terminological confusion with Artemov’s work.
When we speak of the admissible reason to do something, we are talking about something closer
to ethics, of a qualified obligation. Let us then adopt the nomenclature Admissible Reason

Function, since we are focused on normative aspects of justifications.

Thinking about the intuition behind the semantics of the logic of justification with this
ethical reading, it seems natural to believe that the simple realization of A action in all accessible
worlds is not enough to make us conclude that the action A4 is justified. After all, we do not know
the circumstances. The action of killing in a certain context may be inevitable for several reasons
(and may always be the case, in every possible situation). Even so, the real ethical content of an
action is revealed only when we confront the reason for the action in all these situations and
conclude that it is admissible to act in that way. Self defense, for instance, is an admissible reason
for the act of killing in several imaginable situations.

19 This work focuses on showing the many faces that the logics of justification can have and not on being a defense of
any particular ethical theory.
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Some conditions in the logic of justification connect the possible worlds with the admissible

!, model constrains for

reason function, as in the case of strong evidence? and stability ?
the completeness of systems containing at least J45. In the case of strong evidence, which
demonstrably implies the stability (Artemov 2008, 495), it is possible to guarantee that in all
accessible situations we will have a ¢, then tis an effective admissible reason in all situations as
long as it is also an admissible reason in the actual situation. This shows a certain “harmony”
between R and € which suggests a naturalistic interpretation: the present situation tells us (and

perhaps determines) the admissible reasons of the worlds that are our moral standards.

All the interpretation presented has some degree of indeterminacy. Moreover, we must not
forget that the logics of justification, formally speaking, never had the intent to serve ethics and was
presented here as an alternative to deontic logic with no real logical adaptation. All we have done
was to take advantage of the power of justifications when applied to actions. Nonetheless, we can
quickly note that metaethics is not fully considered, and that is a problem. Of course we have the ?
and !, but these operators were not enough to cover the hard metaethics questions. The reasonable
step now is to try to expand the language of the logics of justification and test for an effective gain.

4. The Logics of Normative Justification

Assuming that contemporaneous normative ethics consist simply in saying what is or is not
obligatory or permitted to do, we could say that only the normative interpretation of the logics
of justification has the potential to be sufficient for some ethical reasoning. Now, if we accept
that the role of ethics involves this universality of ethical thinking, including metaethics, and the
ultimate purpose of this work is holistic in the role of putting ethics in a formal way that can be
fruitful, then something is missing. In order to improve our idea of normative logic, we will make
two simple combinations: SDL with JD45 and SDL with JT45. That is, the application of the
rules and axioms of the chosen systems without connection axioms between theories.

Technically, JT45 is a stronger system than JD45. This is easily verified, since JT45 has as
one of its theorems the characteristic axiom of JD45. This means that if all we were looking for
was a notion of derivability, the combination of SDL and JT45 alone would be sufficient for our
purpose. It happens that the consistency axiom of the logic of justification has double interest
from the normative point of view. First, the —¢: L form has a configuration similar to a deontic
consistency axiomatization (=0 1), which is the option of presenting SDL made by Lennart
Aqvist (1987). This may not say much if we observe only the symbolic part. In fact, the symbol
is totally contingent in isolation, but together with the normative interpretation we gave, the
JD45 consistency axiom is almost an informal translation of the deontic consistency. Added to
this, semantically, the condition of R, for satisfying the consistency axiom is seriality, which is
the same condition for axiom D of SDL, which carries important normative intuitions, as we

already mentioned.

20  Forall wsuch that w € € (j, A), then w = j: A.
21 IfwRw', thenw €& (j, A) iff w' € E (j, A).
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JT45 is harder to apply at the same time that it fits well with the general purpose of the
combination that gives life to the Logics of Normative Justification. Without the axiom of
factivity, it does not seem possible to do any formalization that can translate realistic moral
theories, the one that has commitments to moral facts.

Now, what are the reasons to follow the path of logical combinations? At all times, philosophy
demands a complexity of resources that can make a given logic easily obsolete, useless for further
meditations. Logic is, by nature, a reducer of complexities when compared to discourse in natural
language. It is enough to note that propositional logic eliminates in advance any pragmatic
discussion of the logical game and leaves everything on behalf of truth. This, of course, is not
to say that logic cannot be useful to understand non-logical problems. The truth itself, for
some purposes, like mathematics, is sufficient, what makes us understand the appreciation of
mathematicians for classical logic. Philosophy, however, demands much more. Ethics require
a series of elements that are not restricted to the obligations and permissions of actions. It is
something complex, with passage through other great fields of philosophy, such as metaphysics
and epistemology. This case, and many others, support the thesis of philosophers, such as Costa-
Leite, that we can only address major philosophical questions in the use of appropriate logical
combinations (Costa-Leite 2003, 20).

Formally, our combinations will follow (Gabbay ez a/. 2003). The most basic method of
combination is fusion (®) and is better suited for the first approach for any formal combinations.
There is one advantage in which we are most interested at the present moment: fusion preserves
the metalogical properties of the fused logics. Thus, due to the previous proofs of (Gabbay ez
al. 2003), it is not necessary to worry about the existence of a model that interprets language,
consistency, soundness or completeness®. It is only necessary to make sure that our “pieces”, the
logics to be combined, also have the properties that we intend to maintain.

Basically, the combination procedure occurs on three levels: in language, axiomatic and

L ..and L _as the languages

SDI D45 745
of their respective logics subscribed. For a fusion, the proposal starts, as said, by the union of the

semantic. Consider, for the brief structuring of the fusion, £

languages L:

LSDL ® L

D45

L, ®L

JT45

In the respective axiomatizations the fusion is also made in a similar way:

A, O A A @A

D45 JT45

In the part where language and axioms coincide, the fusion handles this in a natural way. By
definition, a union is the smallest set containing the sets unified (Gabbay ez a/. 2003). Therefore,
there is no redundancy throughout the process. Independence also remains as in the original
logics: no new axioms emerge. Still in the syntactical level, it is necessary to remember that in

22 Originally, in fact, the definitive demonstration was made by Kracht and Wolter (1991).
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the presentation of the deontic logic and the logics of justification, we use formula schemes at all
times. Once the language is expanded, the schemes are expanded too.

The semantic for the Logics of Normative Justification, in this context, is given by the union
of the individual structures D:

D, ®D,,. D, ®D

JD45 SDL JT45

That results in the following combinated structure:
(WR d,Rj,é‘)

This is a new structure with a set of “shared” possible worlds (or situations). In the case of
D,,,;and D ., they share the accessibility relation R, and the admissible evidence function &,
although each one has different constraints. We have seen that the JT45 model has R, reflexive,

which, inter alia, implies the seriality of the JD45 models.

Intuitively, the logic resulting from the fusion has a classical propositional basis, adding the
deontic operator O and the justificational terms; still in the syntactic level, fusion is the union
of the deontic axioms and all the axioms that characterize JD45 and JT45. The result is a pair
of logics that we have been calling indistinctly Logics of Normative Justification. Indistinctly,
because they are different only in one syntactic point and one little detail in the semantic. In
all deductions we are going to see, the ones arising from the fusion of SDL with JT45, and that
one using the weaker version of the justification, JD45, is easily identifiable. The only difference
will be the use of the axiom of factivity. As already pointed out, we are keeping JD45 for the
consistency axiom and also for the class of models that satisfy the system, with serial R, that

traditionally are connected to the normative environment.

For the sake of simplicity, let us begin with some syntactic results, by analyzing some
interesting theorems of these new logics.

During a deduction with normative justifications, we can follow two basic directions:

internalization of the deontic axioms and deontic necessitation of the justificational axioms.

On the side of the internalization of deontic axioms, several interesting deductions stand
out. Let us take a look at some of them that immediately show Logics of Normative Justification
philosophical potential, like the one below:

1. OA-PA Deontic Consistency

2. j%(0A-A) 1 IR
3. j%(0A—-PA) - (t:0A - (G*t): PA) AA
4. t:O0A- (% t):PA 2,3 MP
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Something very similar happens here to our simple normative version of the logics of
justification, but now the scope of justification is a modalized action. If a theory or code justifies
(or validates) the obligation of action A, then the permission is justified by the application of two
justificational terms: justification of obligation and other justification arising from implication.
Note that the point would be interesting for the use of normative justification, if we had a given
OA in some particular normative context. Using IR and line 4, we would have the detachment of
(G* t): PA). The term (j* t') seems to indicate a stronger justification for the permission, the
one that derives from the obligation, than a “pure” permission. This makes perfect sense when
we think of concrete cases.

Imagine a father telling his son to eat his dinner at the table. On the assumption that everyone
should obey their parents, the child would be obliged to sit at the table and eat. Imagine that
the previous week, the father had given his son permission to play two hours of video games a
day, and on that specific day he had not played anything. Knowing it was liver with onions day,
should the son go play video-game using his original permission or obey his father’s order to eat
dinner immediately? See that from the point of view of the logical conflict between “obligations
X permissions” and “permissions X permissions” it would hardly be solved. After all, there is a
position of choice here and the common logic does not give a hierarchy of the order, or how
each can overrule the other. In the Logics of Normative Justification, however, there is a way. An
original position such as "Permitted to play video game two hours a day” would be an axiom in
the normative system of this home, which could be internalized with a constant justification. The
permission that results from the obligation carries the constant applied with another term. In a
sense, therefore, it has a more complex justification, of the type (j* t’). The determination that
the justification of the more complex permission overlaps that of the least complex is not clear
in The Logics of Normative Justification. It is not the case that ((G* t'): PA) implies in (j*: PA).
The derivability is not an argument for the asymmetry that it is intended to impose. The weight
of the justifications is due to the complexity of the justification term. The kid would have to sit
at the table and eat.

The example of the child who does not want to eat may seem trivial, at the same time it
reveals an intricate concept within normative logics, which is to distinguish the various types of
permission, something impossible to do with SDL. David Makinson and Van der Torre (2003)
consider this problem as a result of the simplicity of deontic logic. They argue that an operator (in
this case, “permitted that...”), present in SDL, is unable to normatively represent the differences
between the types of permission. How, within a context, can we distinguish an explicit permission
(the authors call it positive) from derived permission (e.g., which is consequent of a conditional
obligation)? How can these be distinguished from permissions resulting from an absence of
prohibition (negative permission)? The Logics of Normative Justification have the resources to
show us, without major complications, the asymmetries necessary to define permissions more
complex than the simple P operator.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 103



The Logic of Normative Justification

Let us see another theorem:

1. O(—-B)- (0A-O0B) (K-deontic)
2. j*(O(A—-B)—- (0OA—- 0OB)) 11IR
3. t:0(A- B)— (j%t):(0A - OB) AA + MP
4. (*t):(0A— OB) = (t": OA - (j*t).t": OB) AA
5. t"0(—-B)—(t" 04— (*t).t": OB) 3,4 PC

This is an interesting result, since the previous problem also suggests that the conditional
obligation in deontic logic is the source of many challenges. The consequent obligation in
line 5 carries three different justifications, which raises philosophical ideas on the factual and
modal detachment in normative logics. What could this product of justifications mean under an
obligation? How can the combination be different from the sum of justifications? Our suggestion
is that it is an increase in the complexity of the justifications of the obligation, which makes
them stronger from an ethical-argumentative point of view. Does this make sense for the above
theorem? It is necessary to think for a while. The antecedent obligation has only the term tas
justification, but it does not apply to the action itself. It does not try to compel an action, even if
instead of A and B schemes we had atomic, singular actions. The same comment goes for the ¢
OA. In the action plan, what matters is OB. To get OB alone, we would need two modus ponens,
two background checks, which result in a “superjustification” ((j*¢)).t"). These new complex
terms appear to be important in order to make distinctions within ethical theories, such as
the Kantian one. The categorical imperative has no hypothesis. It is a “pure” obligation. The
hypothetical imperative, as the name already says, has a condition, therefore, it is not universal.
How would we know what this condition is? Normative Justification makes it very clear in the

syntactical level!

The other side of the deductions of the combined logics is the “deontologization” of
justifications. Let us see one of these cases:

1. &t(A->B)->(t:A-(tt):B) AA
2. O(t:(A-B)-(t:A- (tt):B)) 1 NEC-O
3. O(t:(A-B)) - (0(t:A) - O(t.t"): B) K+MP

This theorem reveals itself as a new form of application, now with deontic operators. This
theorem raises a question: is the different scope of Ot: A and t: OA important? The intended
reading of the formulas is what will decide the matter. Is “tis a justification for the obligation
of action A” different from saying “obligatory that # is a justification for action A”? The former
seems to act at a higher level of normativity, as to the validity or relevance of obligations, while the
second imposes justification as an argument that directly accompanies action. If this is not clear
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enough, an example can help. We know that killing is wrong, on the legal and moral level. The
justifications for prohibition (obligatory not to do...) are diverse: impossibility of universalization
(Kant), does not bring happiness (utilitarianism), is approved by society (legal justification) and
so on. These are cases that appear as an “external” justification of the obligation. We also know
that there are contexts that killing is a justified, fully moral action. The case of a father who
kills to defend his child is remarkable. It is not the case that he is now with a justification of
the same level to kill someone, but his obligation to protect his son or daughter imposes a
moral justification for his action. Nobody can be morally accused for doing what the obligation
dictates, as long as the obligation presents the context ¢ that justifies the acts in question.

The problem is that the derivation within the Logics of Normative Justification may very
well take the conflicting paths and confuse these two readings intended. A derived rule, however,
seems to put us “back on track”:

If A is axiom, then Oj*: A.

It is obvious that this rule is valid, since for any axiom the internalization rule (IR) is valid,
and as far as it is deductible (F), the deontic necessitation rule can be applied. The internalization
of obligatory formulas cannot be generalized, since it only applies to the axioms of SDL. There is
a limit, given by CS and by the axiomatic, on what can be internalized or not.

The next theorem, in the same way, reveals itself as the monotonicity in its deontic version:

1. tA-(t+1):A MON
2. O(t:A— (t+1t):A) 1 NEC-O
3. OtA-O0(t+1t):B K+MP

This is another theorem that in the field of ethics seems to be always plausible. An intuitive
reading may reinforce: “if it is obligatory that # is a justification for doing A (ethically), then it
is obligatory that (t + t) is also a justification for doing A (ethically)’. The father who saves the
child in danger and kills the aggressor not only fulfills an obligation, but gains the justification t
that context imposes. If in addition to threatening the life of his son, the aggressor still threatens
the life of the father, the action of killing still remains obligatorily justified.

At this point we must remember that !t does a refined kind of iteration of operators, different
from the one made in the usual modal logic. For justification, introspection is similar to a “referee
report certifying that a paper is correct, a computer verification output given a formal proof of an
input, a formal proof that is proof of E and so forth.” (Artemov 2008). A moral justification can also
be verified: approval of action or justification of action by a person, political or social outcomes
may represent a verification of the “quality” of justification in place. Kant, for instance, built
all his ethics on a very particular quality of obligations (or imperatives): on the possibility of
universalization of the principle of the action (Hare 1996). Could this principle be reduced to
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justification and the possibility of universalizing a moral proof?

Perhaps the presentation of negative introspection leaves the role of normative verification
more understandable:

1. —t: A - ?t: (—rt.'A) NI
2. O(=t:A-1?t(~t:A)) NEC-O
3. 0-t:A- 00t (~t:A) K+ MP

If it is necessary to verify the relevance of a justification for obligations, then it is necessary to
verify the impertinence of a justification of an obligation, when tis not a justification. Ethically,
the agent not being justified for an obligatory or permitted action, it is possible, according
to the result, to be confirmed by some means: disapproval of that justification by a group of
people, pragmatic results such as unhappiness, any fact that removes that justification from the

modalized action.

Let us try to make this simpler by using a moral example. For an alcoholic, drinking (d)
causes happiness (t). Although controversial to the most conservative fellow, it is not denied that
alcohol alters the mood of many. It is permitted (legally, by society), prima facie, to drink (Pd).
We can therefore say, within a logic of normative justification, that

t: Pd

it is the case for the alcoholic. The hedonistic theory confirms that if # brings happiness, #
is a moral justification for the alcoholic to do what he is permitted to do - in other words, the
hedonistic theory “justifies the justification” positively (!). Suppose now that the alcoholic thinks
about doing something else that he is allowed to do: go to a rehabilitation clinic (Pc). If he really
loves drinking, we can assume that going to rehab causes suffering, because there are no alcoholic
drinks there (t)). So we have

—t'": Pc

From the hedonistic perspective, again, if not drinking causes the alcoholic suffering, we can
verify that t'is not a justification for Pc.

4.1. Semantics for the Logics of Normative Justification

Since the method for combining logics we have used is that of (Gabbay ez /. 2003), the
resulting structure for the Logics of Normative Justification is immediate:

D=(WR,R, st

EX
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Rjg W x W;
R,C W x W; and
E:t X FOR — P(W).

Intuitively, W is a non-empty set of possible worlds, R, is the justificational accessibility

relation, and R, is the deontic accessibility relation. &, element added to the usual structure for

modal logics, it is worthwhile remembering, is the admissible reason function, which designates

a set of possible worlds in which ¢ is an admissible reason for action A. All relations and the

function of admissible justification are subject to constraints in order to satisfy the axioms of

both Logics of Normative Justification:

* R is euclidian®; reflexive and monotonic in its relation to &,

* R, is serial ™.

e & respects:

Application: E(G, A= B)n &G, A) € E(Jj, B); and

Sum: €, A)U E(G,A) < E(G +], B).

In addition, & is closed by

Positive introspection: E(, A) € E(, j: A);

Negative Introspection: E(j, A)°E (), —j: A);

Strong Evidence: for every w such that w € E(J, 4,), then w £ j: 4;
Stability: if wRw', then w € £(, A,) iffw' € E(, A ).

Note that D respects CS, since for every w there is a j* if w € W, then w € EG% A,) for any j*:

A. In this case, since the justificational systems chosen in the combinations are JD45 and JT45,

CS is axiomatically appropriated, therefore IR is guaranteed.

Now we can present a model which is easy to present: M = (D,9). Considering the model,

we can define the satisfaction conditions for the Logics of Normative Justification:

9(p,w)=T ou I(p,w)=F, for p-atomic;

wepiff 9(p,w)=Ts.t. we W, p-atomic;

23
24
25
26

Forall w, w'and w" if wRw'and wRw", then w'Rw" .
If wRw' and w € E(t, A), then w' € E(L A).

For every w there is a W’such that wRw'".
Monotonicity of R.
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wE-Aiff wiA4;

wEAVBiff w=A or weB,

we OA iff for all w's. t. wR, w', wEA;

wikj: A iff for all w's. t. WR]. w’, w'EA and we E(j,A);

Theorem. The Logics of Normative Justification are sound and complete for the class of all
Kripke’s models that have R, serial R euclidean, reflexive and monotonic in relation to & & is
closed by negative introspection and strong evidence.

The proof presented in (Gabbay et al. 2003) and (Kracht and Wolter, 1991) guarantees this
result and gives the Logics of Normative Justification the basic properties that any logic must

have.
4.2. Applications
4.2.1. Ross’s paradox

A prime example of the power of this emancipation from the pure deontic logic is the paradox
of Ross (1944). The paradox is simple and controversial as a genuine paradox (and perhaps that
is why we must be careful about it). We must go straight to formalization, because the notion
of classical deduction in deontic logic is the center of the problem. Considering only SDL for
formalization, suppose the following case: a boss, wishing to send a letter, delivered the envelope
to an employee saying: “It is obligatory to post this letter (p)”. In SDL, the formalization of the
command can only be put as Op. In the use of the classical axiom A—(AVB), we can derive

O(p~(pvQ)), and by NEC-O and MP derives

O(pVvq)

for any g. The whole sentence is usually read as “obligatory to post the letter or burn it”.
Burning the letter, an example of any ¢, does not represent an action capable of fulfilling the
order that originally demanded to post it. On the contrary, it is a situation that completely
prevents the fulfillment of the original order.

As mentioned, many still question the paradoxical aspect of Rosss objection. Georg von
Wright had always rejected that the derivability of an obligatory disjunctive formula is in fact the
proof that a normative (empirical) system proves a disjunctive and counterintuitive obligation.
The definition of what is or is not a paradox is a decision of philosophy of logic and will invariably
depend on the concept of paradox. However, it is undeniable that on a simple modal basis, such
as SDL, it is impossible to formally define the stazus of formulas of the type O(A VB), center of
what is called Ross’s paradox. In the Logics of Normative Justification, however, the power of
analysis are significantly higher. Let us formalize Ross’s context with (normative) justicational
terms:
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1. A—>(AVB) PC
2. j%(A—(AVB)) 1IR

3. t:A-(j%1):(AVB) AA + MP
4. O(t'A-(*t):(AVB)) 3 NEC-0
5. 0t A-O0(j*t):(AVB)) K + MP

In the original paradox, we have OP for the obligation to send a letter. In the context of
normative justifications, once an order is given, in addition to natural obligation, the action
is also justified, from the point of view of the employee who was assigned to the task. The
formalization, therefore, would be Ot:p in which p is the action of sending the letter. Using the
result above, we can represent the following formula:

og*t):(pvq)

In which q represents the action of burning the letter. The paradoxical obligation, therefore,
starts to show an applied justification, in which one of them is a constant. In this sense, we can
follow the Georg von Wright and argue that there is a difference between proving a mandatory
formula and proving the existence of a genuine obligation for a normative system. Although the
role of justification constants is not fully understood yet, especially if we compare with Artemov’s
logic of probability, it is enough to show a strong philosophical application that Normative
Justification can syntactically print. Only SDL does not have this expressive power.

Note, as an alternative formalization, that we could keep Opas an “extra” axiom of an internal
company code that you want to send the letter. A reliable normative logic, it is good to say, has to
be able to deal with these more practical codes as well. Not everything in the normative world is
right (strictly speaking) or universal ethics. Then, considering Op an axiom of the internal code,
it follows that j*:Op is theorem, by IR. Considering that Ot*A—O(j*t"):(AVB) is the result
of the justified obligation of the classical axiom A—(AVB), the paradox completely changes
its configuration. In particular, we cannot make the detachment of the disjunctive obligation -
which is the origin of Ross’s paradox. It is a genuine blockage of the paradox, from the syntactic
and philosophical point of view.

4.2.2. Prima facie and all-things-considered obligations

A very common problem posed in the usual deontic logic is to formalize the differences
between prima facie and all-things-considered obligations (Rénnedal 2010, 37). Generally
speaking, a prima facie obligation has a characteristic, which

is the reason to do the action in a given situation if and only if; in any case where that
situation occurs and has no opposite reason, the placement of that situation makes it
mandatory to do the action A.(Copp 2006, 134)
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If the word “reason/motive” is replaced by justification, and it can be done without any
complication, as we have done with metaethical theories, then it is possible that we make use of
the logic of normative justification to deal with the problem.

So, we have a (£:4). According to the definition of prima facie obligations, if the system does
not contain =14, then OA. Note, in advance, that the justification for abstaining from A is
different from the justification for doing A:

(t!A)/\ﬂ(t':—u‘l)—) OA

These are the prima facie obligations in the Logics of Normative Justification. An All-things-
considered obligation can be defined as an obligation that even in the presence of a conflicting
justification for 4, still holds A as obligatory. Formalizing:

(LA)A(t'~A)~0A

The problem is relevant when we want to define attitcudes to be taken in the presence of
conflicting rules. This is the case of what is known as Sarzres dilemma. The man who commits
himself to go to war to defend his country, therefore forced to do so, finds himself in conflict
when, due to his obligation to take care of his parents, he realized that his mother is sick. Should
the man go to war or take care of his mother? If every obligatory action has the same status, deontic
logic alone can do nothing to solve this dilemma. With the formal definition of justification,
however, and defining the action of caring for the mother as an all-things-considered obligation,
even in the presence of an opposite justification to help the mother, e.g., to defend his country
in a war, the obligation to help the mother remains. This mechanism is represented by the above
formulas, since the derogatory effect (of canceling the competing obligation) is given by the
connected justificational term. In this case, it is interesting to note how the justification of A
translates into the striking feature that makes A ethically correct. This brings us very close to the
moral naturalism. Would that be the case? Seems like it, but we do not need to decide now. All we
want here is to show the power of Logics of Normative Justification. And we have done so, since it
is easy to see that without justification the distinction between obligations would not be possible.

4.2.3. Relativism and triviality

The Logics of Normative Justification provide the tools to make a curious parallel between
moral relativism and triviality. Although the comparison, in some extent, is easy to understand,
as far as this research went, no mention was ever made of coincident behavior of triviality and
relativism. It is not known whether it is because logicians know the problems of trivialization, but
do not know metaethics, or, conversely, that metaethics scholars do not know much logic. The
fact is that this relation can be given in the proper ethical and logical manner, as we can show
using the Logics of Normative Justification.

27 Is this always the case? If we are classical, the answer may be yes. In order to have a definitive position about it we
would need new developments. Primarily, it would be required a logic with extra axioms besides those from the
combination. This will be the object of future work.
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Imagine that a philosopher has developed a new ethical theory, based on an action’s criteria
that he considered special. After publishing his book, another scholar realizes that the same ethical
criterion could be applied to a number of actions not initially foreseen, including some that were
contrary to what the original theory considered moral in a given context. What follows? The
first published theory implies relativism. In ethics, if a theory is relativistic or implies some form
of relativism, one loses the ability to “judge” actions, to distinguish good from bad, right from
wrong, prohibited from the obligatory. One could not therefore conceive that the theory that
classified A as ethically correct, consider =4 correct as well. The formalization with normative
justification implies that a theory that justifies 4 and =14, at the same time and based on the same

criteria, could not be taken seriously.

This situation is very much like the “adventure” of developing a new logic. If our base is
classical, in our addition of non-logical axioms we must be careful not to prove 4 and —A.
Once a contradiction has been proved, for ex falso guodliber any formula B can be derived. The
logic becomes trivial. Everything, from the point of view of probability, becomes theorem in a
contradictory theory and, thus, one loses the formal instrument of judging what truth is or is
not. Just as the ethical system becomes useless with derived relativism, logic becomes useless in
the presence of a contradiction.

The difference between relativism and trivialization, however, is the determination of concepts.
We know the devastating effect of trivialization, since what is a contradiction is something well
defined, the use of the principle of ex falkso guodlibet is well defined and, finally, the concept
of demonstration is well defined. Thus, the approximations between relativism and triviality
are only consequential and informal. There was, as we have said, no formal representation of
metathetics that is able to demonstrate that being relativistic is the same as being trivial. At this

point, our statements are just conjectures.

As stated, the logic part is well defined: any logician knows the effects of trivialization. The
same is not the case with relativism. Justification, however, gives us a clue. What does a theory
say that an action A is correct, good? For the Logics of Normative Justification, it means that A4
has a justification # (in that theory). In this case, we have

tA

If the theory has been relativized, this same justification # works for the denial of A (since it
serves any action), then we also have

t:—A
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The formula £ A——t:—Ais a theorem easy to prove in the Logics of Normative Justification®.
Since we already have £:4 and both Logics of Normative Justifications are closed by MP, then
—t:—A is the case. We have a contradiction. Relativism in fact trivializes moral systems with
normative justifications. Since its basis is classical, like any proper extension of the logics of
justification, ex contraditione quodlibet applies without restrictions. Thus, any action B can be
proved and, in particular, can have the form tB.

We have to take a moment to analyze two questions to get rid of any future problems:
first, if our formalization of the way relativized theories justify actions actually works; second, if
(tA——t—A) must be a theorem, since it seems too strong for the moral realm.

The first question apparently does not need further explanation. If relativism means that
every action has a justification, when a theory is relativized, we can say that it justifies any action.
In particular, it justifies A and —A. The second question, however, we have to open up a little
more the concepts involved in the problem and see if we could still save relativism from criticisms

of trivialization of moral theories.

In arecentarticle, Costa-Leite (2018) developed an argument that can save relativism from the
identification with trivialization. In a relation with the works in Newton da Costa’s justification
logic (da Costa 1997), at some point becomes clear that the definition of strong justification
coincides with the central theorem tA——t—A4, which makes the relativism a metaethical
version of trivialization. In fact, with some notational difference, this theorem corresponds to
the characteristic axiom of Newton da Costa’s justification system. What Alexandre Costa-Leite
calls the problem of the partial justifications (PJP) has everything to do with our problem. Says
the author: how is it possible that contradictory propositions are simultaneously justified without
destroying the system of inferences? Reformulating: how can an ethical theory justify contradictory
actions without trivializing the system? Or, how to eliminate the identity between relativism and
trivialization? Let us call this context Problem of Partial Normative Justification.

The resolution goes through what the author calls “modification of the referential system”,
so that we could be able to see that all justification can be seen as partial justification (Costa-Leite
2018, 98). This implies switching from the classical basis for a weaker one, in particular those
that blocks the derivation (£ A——t:—14). The author uses trivalent logic, presenting other formal
options and alerting on the various ways of following this weak approach to justification.

The key point would be to show that ex false quodlibet is not valid, and we do not have t:B

28  The proof takes just a few steps:

1. t=A--4 FAC
2. —A->—t—A PC
3. A-—t—A PC
4. tA-A FAC
5. tA->—-t-A 3,4 PC
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to any B in relativistic contexts. This, however, would require a very drastic change in Logics
of Normative Justification, which does not fit on this occasion. For now, we are pleased to
demonstrate that our new logics, based on normative justification, show the real destructive side

of relativism.
Conclusion

Normativity is much more than deontology and our quest into metaethics showed that ethics
is much more than preaching about actions. In fact, they involve questions that surround the
whole tradition and require all the tools that philosophy can provide. It is not just a matter of
saying what kind of action is obligatory or good. It is necessary to be able to express some external
relations, those linked to concepts that do not seem normative at first sight.

If philosophy’s vocabulary is forced to its limits with the requirements of metaethics, what
about the very limited resource of contemporary deontic logic, still centered on the notion of
deontic operators? The preliminary investigation of some of the metaethical theories has shown
an interesting fact: their most relevant propositions can be translated in terms of justification
without loss of information.

When we speak of justification, it is impossible not to refer to the logic of justification, which
has gained new impetus with the developments of Sergei Artemov. The concept of justification,
previously only informally connected with knowledge and ignored by epistemic logicians, has
proved to be a central concept for the formal development of epistemology. The suggestion for
the normative field, therefore, was immediate. Why not develop a normative logic centered on
the concept of justification? First of all, it was surprising to see how the simple change in the
intuition of the terms and formulas of the logics of justification to an ethical bias completely
changed the meaning of the axioms and proved to be fit almost perfectly into ethical discourse.
Application, factivity, and monotonicity were in direct connection with normative concepts and
the ethical case. We have even been able to revive the debate on axiom T in ethics. The axiom T
was practically defined within the deontic logic and very little explored in the literature of formal
ethics. This first level required no formal maneuver, only the logic reading changed, and some
intuitions about normative and metaethical ethics emerged. Moving a higher level by combining
two systems of justification with SDL, the intention was to make the logic more expressive in
order to go deeper in the metaethical debate. More than that, it was possible to advance towards a
logic of ethics (in general) by solving internal problems of deontic logic. Ross’s paradox resolution
is striking, for it would not have been enough to “solve” the paradox, since it is doubtful if it is in
fact a paradox. The Logics of Normative Justification give a very simple answer to these questions
and highlights what is strange about the seemingly paradoxical deduction. The problems of the
prima facie and all-things-considered obligation have also a successful approach within our logics,
although further testing should be made in the future.

Regarding the “faults” to be supplied in further research, there is also much to be said. At the
most important point, which was the combination of logics, this work could only achieve the
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maximum potential of the use of logic in philosophy if we had gone beyond fusion as a method
of combining logics. In combinations without additional axioms, we do not have any formulas
that would seem perfect for us. This is the case of the following formulas:

OA—tA
PA-tA

These two formulas, if they were added as axioms, would mean a definition of deontological
concepts in the logic of justification. The challenges of introducing new axioms, such as the

above, are known: we would lose indispensable metalogical results.

At other times, as in the use of normative justifications to distinguish prima-facie and all-
things-considered obligations, the lack of first-order was evident. The current szazus of Logics of
Justification is precisely towards first order. It would be interesting to be able to express ideas that
“there is a justification against action A” or “all justification is in favor of doing A”. Considering
that our purpose was introductory, this modification will be addressed in future works.

Naturally, other problems regarding the Logics of Normative Justification will most likely
emerge with further studies. Regardless of those flaws, we hope that, with this short presentation,
we were able to show how some freedom in logics could give new ideas towards the development
of a formal philosophical reasoning.
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OZET

Mantigin tiim tarih boyunca stiren gelisimine dnemli katkilariyla 6n plana cikan
Aristoteles, felsefi sistemi ve mantiga yonelik bakis acisiyla birlikte kendinden
sonraki calismalara farkli agilardan kaynaklik etmistir. Russell'n da icerisinde
bulundugu bircok dustnir ve mantikgl, olumlu ya da olumsuz bir tutum fark
etmeksizin, Aristoteles ve onun dustinceleri dogrultusunda gelistirilen mantik
calismalariyla yliz yiize gelmistir. Bu calismada yapilmak istenen ise Aristoteles’in
kiyas teorisinin ayrintilarina girmek, bununla birlikte bu teorinin Russell'n
goziinden nasil bir anlam ifade ettigini agiklamaktr.

Bu amaca uygun olarak, oncelikle kiyas teorisinin mantigin gelisimi Uzerine
olan etkilerine, daha sonra ise Aristoteles’in kendi aciklamalarina yer verilmistir.
Calismanin devami, Russell'in gozlinden kiyas seklinde kurulan ¢ikarimlarin formel
ve iceriksel ayrintilarini ele almaktadir. Sonug bélimiinde ise Aristoteles’in dnemli
katkilariyla icerik kazanan mantik calismalarinin, Russell'in icerisinde bulundugu
gelenekle birlikte nasil farkh bir noktaya geldigi ifade edilmistir. Tum bu agiklamalar
dogrultusunda gorilecektir ki Aristoteles ve Russell, calismalarini ortaya koyarken
dogru ve tutarh diisinmenin yollarini aramakta, ¢ikarimlarin gegerliligini ise formel
kaliplar dogrultusunda ifade etmek istemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kiyas, akil yiriitme, 6zne-yliklem mantigi, timdengelim,
bagintilar

ABSTRACT

Aristotle, who has come to the forefront with the significant contributions to the
development of logic throughout the history, has been the source of different
perspectives for his subsequent studies with his philosophical system and logic.
Many thinkers and logicians, including Russell, have come face to face with
Aristotle and his ideas, regardless of whether they are positive or negative. The aim
of this study is to explain the meaning of Aristotle's syllogism theory from Russell's
point of view.
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In accordance with this aim, firstly the effects of the theory of syllogism on the development of logic and then Aristotle's
own explanations are given. The study continues by examining the formal and contextual details of syllogism inferences
from Russell's consideration. In the conclusion part, it is stated how studies in logic, which grew in size with the important
contributions of Aristotle, reached a different point with the tradition in which Russell was involved. In the light of all these
explanations, it will be seen that Aristotle and Russell look for ways to think correctly and consistently in their work, and they

want to express the validity of inferences according to formal patterns.

Keywords: Syllogism, reasoning, subjective-predicative logic, deduction, relation

Giris
Kiyasin Mantigin Gelisim Siireci Igerisindeki Rolii

Dogru, anlamli ve tutarli diistinmenin olanaklarini aragtrmast anlamiyla manuk (logic),
en temelde akil ve dil arasindaki etkilesimin insan edinimlerindeki en biiyiik yansimasidir.
Etimolojik olarak bakildiginda bu kavramin, temelde Grekge olan “logos” ve Arapga olan “nutk”
kelimelerinden geldigi goriilmektedir.! Bu baglamda, akil temelli diisiinme ve bu diisiinmeye
bagli olarak dile getirilen s6z olarak anlagilmaktadir. O halde, manugin temel islevinin dil ile
disiinme, diisiinme ile akil iliskisinden dogdugu ifade edilebilir.

Dogru diisiinmenin olanaklarini serimleme ¢abast ge¢mis yiizyillardan beri arastirma
konusu olagelmis, déneminin temel inang ve kabullerini ortaya ¢ikarma agamasinda énemli bir
hal almistir. Nitekim, [k Cag donemi icerisinde mantigin veya mantiksal ilkelerin en temelde
matematigin ve diyalektigin kullanim: icerisinde aktif rol oynadigi gériilmekeedir. Diyalekeik
* disginme bigimi, Zenon'un metodik diisiinme yontemi ile baglamis farkli felsefi goriislerle
ayrima ugramustir. Bu ayrimlara kisaca deginmek gerekirse; Sokrates gelenegi ile birlikte kesin ve
degismeyenin bilgisi diyalektik diisiinme ile ortaya konulabiliyorken; ¢agdaslart olan sofistlerin
icerisinde bulundugu gelenekle birlikte diyalektik diisiinme, farklt bir bigcimde ele alinmistir.
Dilin gramer ile olan iliskisine oncelik veren sofistler i¢in diyalektik yontem, bir dilin cesitli
soylemleri ile birlikte baglangicta temel olarak kabul edilen ifadenin ciiriitiilmesi veya ispat
edilmesi anlamina gelmistir. Dolayisiyla [lk Cag donemi igerisindeki mantigin gelisme siirecine
bakildiginda, farklt kullanimlari ile birlikte daha ¢ok diyalektik diisiinme anlamina geldigi ifade
edilebilir.

Bu dénem igerisinde manugin temelde iki farkli egilime sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
egilimlerden ilki, kavramlar arasi iligkilere 6nem veren Akademia-Peripatetik mantik; ikincisi ise
onermelerin mantiksal durumlarini 6n plana ¢ikaran Stoa-Megara okulu gelenegidir.? Megara-
Stoa gelenegi icerisinde manuk, tpk: diger bilimler gibi ayri bir caligma alani tegkil ederken

1 Dogan Ozlem, Mantik (Istanbul: Notos Kitap, 2017), 27.
*Diyalektik: Yunanca tartigma anlamina gelen dialektike, “tekhne”den tiireyen bir terim olarak, genelde akil yiiriieme
yoluyla aragtirma ve dogruya ulasma yontemini ifade eder. Bkz. Ibrahim Emiroglu, Hiilya Altunya, Ornekleriyle
Mantik Terimler Sozliigii (Istanbul: Litera Yayincilik, 2018), 210.

2 Diemer, vd., Giiniimiizde Felsefe Disiplinleri, gev. Dogan Ozlem (Istanbul: Ara Yayincilik, 1990), 62.
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ayni durum, Akademia-Peripatetik manuk gelenegi icin séz konusu degildir. Bununla birlikte
Aristoteles'in dogru bilginin arayisina yonelik calismalari, bu iki egilimin anlagilmasi adina
onemli bir yer ifade etmektedir. Aristoteles’in mantik tarihi icerisindeki 6nemine deginmek ve
onu, geleneksel manugin kurucu olarak nitelendirmek her seyden énce onun, bir sistem filozofu
olmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Manuga, “Organon” yani alet anlamini yiiklemesiyle birlikte
kendisinden énceki kabullerden farkli, yeni bir bakis agist ortaya sermistir.

Aristoteles'in bakis agisina gore, gegerli akil yiiriitmeler ile bilgi arasinda karsilikli bir iliski
bulunmaktadir. Onun deyimi ile “analitik”, bilgi tizerine egilimde bulunan herkesin sahip olmasi
gereken bir edinimdir ve bu edinim, gegerli akil yiirtitme ve kanitlamalarin temelini dogru bir
sekilde gosterebilir.? Bu da ancak akil yiiriitmenin gegerli kaliplarinin ortaya konuldugu kiyas
(tasim) Sgretisinin kendisi ile miimkiindiir. Kiyas 6gretisinin, tamamen Aristoteles’e ait oldugu
sdylenebilir. David Ross’un ifadesiyle: “ “Syllogismos” kelimesi Platonda mevcuttur ancak ona,
Aristoteles tarafindan verilen anlamda degil. Cikarim (inference) siireciyle ilgili genel bir agtklama
verme yoniinde Aristotelesten 6nce hicbir tesebbiis yapilmamistr.”® O halde kendisinden
oncekilerden farkli olarak Aristoteles bilimleri saglam bir zemine oturtmak istemis, bunun i¢in
de ¢ikarimlarin gegerli formel kaliplarini ortaya koymaya calismustir. Bununla birlikte diyalekeik
diisiinme bicimi bilgi edinmede alternatif bir secenek olarak kalmis, analitik ise kesin ve dogru
bilginin aragtirilmasinda kavramlardan énermelere ve oradan da ¢ikarimlara kadar ki olan siirecin

topyekiin arastirilmast ve kesin kaliplar iizerine oturtulmast anlamina gelmistir.

Aristoteles'in akil yiiriitme ve ¢cikarimlarin gecerli kaliplarini belirleme girisimi gayesi altinda
gelistirdigi kiyas teorisi, kendisinden sonraki galigmalari gesitli aglardan etkilemistir. Ozellikle,
Orta Cag bau diinyasindaki gelismelerle birlikte Aristoteles'in ¢esitli metinlerinin terctime
edilmesi ve yorumlanmasi, genis kitlelere hitap etmesini olanakli kilmis ve hatta dénemin Skolastik
miifredatinin en gozde konusu haline gelmistir. O, belirli kiyas kaliplarinin gegerliliginin ispat
girisimi ile birlikte, kendinden sonrakilere sdyle bir not birakmistir: Bir ¢ikarimin gegerliligi,
onciillerin dogrulugunun aragtirilmasina gerek kalmadan ispat edilebilir ve bu ispat, belirli kiyas
kaliplar1 ile birlikte agiklanabilir. Boyle bir yaklasim, dediiktif ¢ikarim basligt altinda mantk
tarihinde uzun bir dénem yer edinmis, mantiksal diisinmenin kendisi bu ¢ikarimlar altinda
sekillenmeye baglamigtir. Burada su noktanin aciklanmasi dogru bir adim olacaktir. Matematik
ve geometri gibi cesitli sagin bilimlerdeki ¢ikarimlarin gecerliligi ve dogrulugu, apagik olan
aksiyomlara dayanmaktadir. Ancak Aristoteles'in kiyas 6gretisi goz 6niine alindiginda, mantiksal
¢tkarimlardaki zorunluluk sagduyuya uygun bir erdemden hareket etmektedir. O halde sorulmas:
gereken asil soru sudur; ¢ikarimlarin kendilerine gore yapildig: ilk dnermelerin dogrulugu neye
dayanmakradir? Aristoteles bu soruyu, kendi felsefesiyle iliskili bir bicimde agiklamasina karsin,
ona yoneltilen elestirilerin kilit noktast yine burasidir.

Kiyasin i¢ yapisina yonelik olan bu soru, &zellikle Yeni Cagdaki gelismelerle birlikte
giin yiizine ¢ikmigur. Deney ve gozleme olan inancin artmasi, Aristoteles’in kiyas temelli

3 Aristoteles, Metafizik, cev. Ahmet Arslan (Istanbul: Divan Kitap, 2017), 235.
4 David Ross, Aristoteles, cev. Ahmet Arslan (Istanbul: Kabalci Yayincilik, 2017), 64.
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ctkarimlarinin disinda gegerli kabul edilebilecek farkli bir akil yiirtitmenin miimkiin olup
olamayacagi sorusunu da devaminda getirmistir. Bu konuda kendi ¢aginin sorunsalligina
deginmesi anlamiyla Descartes’in sézlerine yer vermek dogru olacakur: “Manugin kiyaslarinimn
(syllogisme) ve diger islemlerinin ¢ogunlugunun yeni bir sey 6gretmekeen ¢ok bilinen seyleri
baskalarina aciklamaya, ya da hatta, Lullus’un yéntemi gibi, bilinmeyen seyleri 6gretmek yerine
onlar hakkinda yargida bulunmadan konusmaya yaradiklarini fark ettim.” Descartes'in bu szii,
déneme hakim olan diisiincelerin ipuglarini verebilir.

19. Yiizyilla birlikte ilerleyen calismalar manugin, matematik ve geometri ile iligkisini 6n
plana alarak yeni bir goriisii ortaya ¢ikarmustir. Her iki mantik gelenegi de cikarimlarin formel
kaliplarini ortaya koyma cabasinda ayni amaca hizmet etmektedir. Ancak yeni manuk ise,
geleneksel mantigin kavram yiiklii metafiziksel dilini disarida birakarak baglamistir. Bu yeni dil,
belirli isaret ve semboller temelinde her tiirden mantiksal teoriyi ispatlama olanagiyla ¢ikarimlari,
belirli dilsel kaliplarin bagliligindan kurtarmaktadir. Russell'in da énciiligiinii yapug: sembolik/
lojistik mantik; Leibniz, Boole, Frege, Whitehead gibi isimlerle anilmakeadir. Bu makalenin temel
gayesi, yeni bir perspektifte kiyasa yonelik nasil bir bakis oldugu ve yine Russell'in géziinden
¢tkarimlarin gegerliligine dair nasil bir kabuliin olmasi gerektigi sorularinin agiklanmasidir.
Bununla birlikte goriilecektir ki, “Tasimlar Manugi” olarak anilan Aristoteles manug: ile
Russell'in i¢erisinde bulundugu manuk geleneginin temellerini birbirinden ayirmaktansa, bu iki
mantik gelenegini ayni gayenin gelisim asamalari olarak degerlendirmek daha dogru bir tespit

olacakuir.
Genel Hatlariyla Aristoteles’in Kiyas Teorisi

Aristoteles'in kaleme aldig1 Analitiklerin acikladigi konular, goriiniiste farkli ve tiizel boliimleri
icermesiyle birlikte hemen hemen hepsinin, temelde kiyas teorisine yonelik bir aragtirma oldugu
belirtilebilir. Aristoteles'in bdyle bir ¢aba icerisinde girmis olmasinin nedeni; bilimlerin saglam
ve gecerli dayanaklara sahip olmast gerektigine dair bir inang oldugu ifade edilebilir. O halde
“Organon” olarak manuk, bilimlerin gegerli kaliplarini arastirarak onlari saglam bir zemine
oturtabilecektir. Bu nedenle, diisiinmenin bir a/efi olarak bilimlere hizmet edecek olan mantik,
aynt zamanda bilginin acgiklanmasi, gecerliliginin ortaya konulmasi ve ispatlanmasi icin de
onemli bir konu haline gelmistir. Nitekim bu konu, genis anlamiyla onun tiim Analitiklerinin
ortak noktast olan kiyas 6gretisi ile ilgilidir.

Aristoteles, kiyas konusu s6z konusu oldugunda su tanimlarin altini ¢izmigtir: “Kiyas bir
sozdiir ki, bazt seylerin konulmasiyla, bu verilerden baska bir sey sadece bu veriler dolayisiyla
gerekli olarak ¢ikar.”® O halde, sonucun gerekliliginin apacik olusu, dnciillerde gerekli olmayan
hicbir ifadenin bulunmamasina baglidir. Kiyasa yonelik diger bir aciklama ise su sekildedir:
“Kiyas, dogru ve ilk olan énciillerden veya kendilerinden edindigimiz bilginin kendisinin de

5 Descartes, Yontem Uzerine Konugma, gev. Murat Ersen (Istanbul: Say Yayinlari, 2015), 47.
6 Aristoteles, Organon 3 Birinci Analitikler, ¢ev. Hamdi Ragip Atademir (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Yaynlart,
19606), 9.
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kaynagt ilk ve dogru olan énciillerde bulunan énciillerden hareket ettigi zaman bu bir ispar ‘ur.””
O halde en temel anlamu ile bir kiyas, su 6rnekle ifade edilebilir: Biitiin B’ler A'dir, Biitiin G'ler
Bdir. O halde, Bitiin G’ler Adir. (A,B,G harfleri kiyasin icerisinde yer alabilen terimleri ifade
etmekredir) Ornekte de goriildiigii gibi Aristoteles’in ele aldig1 tiim mantiksal 6nermeler, yalnizca
ozne ve yiiklem iliskisine dayanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte kiyasin 6nciilleri icerinde tekrarlanan
orta terim, ¢ikarimin gecerliliginin 6zel kosullarini ifade etmektedir. Yani dyle bir ¢ikarim vardir
ki ¢ikarimin gegerliligi, yine dnciillerdeki terimlerin kurulus sekillerine bagli olmakla birlikee,
ayni zamanda onlarin igerdigi terimlere de baglidir.

Aristoteles’e gore her ispat, stiphesiz ti¢ terimle yapilabilir ve sonugta ancak iki onciile bagli
kalacakeir.® Bu tig terim; sonug dnermesinin dznesi olan kiigiik terimi, yine sonu¢ énermesinin
yiklemi olan biiyiik terimi ve onciillerde tekrarlanan orta terimi icermektedir. Ayni zamanda
orta terimin onciiller icerisindeki konumu, onun miitkemmel kiyas formu olarak ele alinmasini
olanakli kilinmaktadir. Aristoteles, konumlarina gére kiyas kaliplarini su sekilde agiklamigtir:
“Orta terim bir konu hakkinda tasdik edilmigse ve herhangi bir sey de onun hakkinda tasdik
edilmigse veya kendisi tasdik edilmisse ve baska bir terim onun hakkinda inkér edilmigse, birinci
sekil elde olunacakur; bir sey hakkinda hem tasdik hem de inkar edilmisse, ikinci sekil elde
olunacakur; nihayet baska seyler onun hakkinda tasdik edilmisler veya biri inkar, obiirii tasdik
edilmigse son gekil elde olunacaktir.” Bununla birlikte Ross'un da ifadesiyle Aristoteles dordiincii
bir seklin olanaginin farkindadir ancak bu sekli Analitiklerinde ele almamisur.’® Az dnce ele
alinan ¢ikarim, Aristoteles’in birinci konum olarak ifade ettigi yetkin kiyaslara 6rnektir. Ona
gore: “Biitiin kiyaslar da birinci sekildeki biitiinciil kiyaslara irca olunabilirler. Her ne kadar hepsi
icin ayni tarzda olmasa da ikinci sekil kiyaslar siiphesiz onlar sayesinde yetkinlesmislerdir.”"!

Kiyasin yapisina dair genel bilginin verilmesinin ardindan ona, daha yakindan bakmak dogru
olacaktir. Geleneksel manugin cikarimlar: igerisinde dolay1 ¢ikarimlar baghgt altinda ele alinan
kiyaslar, iki ya da daha fazla 6nciillerden bir sonu¢ ¢ikarma anlamina gelmektedir. Bununla
birlikte Birinci Analitiklerinde Aristoteles, kategorik ve modal yapidaki kiyas tiplerini ayrintuli
bir gekilde ele almistir. Bu ¢alismanin amacina uygun olarak, Aristoteles'in aragtirmasini yapmis
oldugu tiim kiyas tiplerinin ayrinularina girilmeyecektir. Russell'in diisiincelerini agiklamak ve
sinir ¢izmek maksadiyla sadece kategorik kiyaslar ele alinacaktir.

Kategorik kiyaslar, kategorik 6nermelere gore kurulmus olan, yani 6znesi somut-tekil yiiklemi
ise soyut-genel olan énermelerdir. Bununla birlikte Aristoteles, nitelik, nicelik, bagint ve kiplik
fark etmeksizin nermeleri sadece 6zne-yiiklem iliskisi baglaminda ele almistir. Onun ¢ikarimlara
dair tiim énciilleri sadece bu temelde ele almasinin bir nedeni; kendi metafizigine uygun olarak
bir 6znenin, onun ifade ettigi tiirden bir tdzselligin yansimast olmakla birlikte, bir yiiklemin
ise bu tozselligin ortaya ¢ikmasini saglayan metafiziksel bir anlam tagimasidir. Bu anlayis, onun

7 Aristoteles, Organon 5 Topikler, gev. Hamdi Ragip Atademir (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Bakanlig: Yayinlari, 1996), 3.
8  Aristoteles, Organon 3 Birinci Analitikler, 76.

9 Aristoteles, Organon 3 Birinci Analitikler, 97.

10 David Ross, Aristoteles, 68.

11 Aristoteles, Organon 3 Birinci Analitikler, 24.
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tiim mantgina yansimakla birlikte, dncelikle tiim var olanlar iizerinde i¢clemsel ve kaplamsal bir
yorumu; daha sonra ise kiyasin tiim terimleri arasinda kaplamsal iligkilere dair yorumlari ortaya
gtkarmugtir. Kiyaslardaki kaplam ve i¢lem iligkisini agiklamak, kiyas kaliplarindaki gecerliligin
nasil bir temelde oldugunun anlagilmas: icin iyi bir yol olacakur. Tiim soluklanan nesneler
canlidir, duvar soluk almayan bir nesnedir. O halde, Duvar canli degildir.'* Aristoteles’in 6rnegini
verdigi cikarima gore, “canlt olma” dzelligi “soluk alan”lar icin bir ézlitk kavramudir. Yani “soluk
alma’nin kendisi “canli olma’nin igerisinde bulunmast gereken zorunlu, ickin bir niteliktir. O
halde Aristoteles ¢ikarimlari, terimlerin kaplamsal ve iclemsel durumlarini gdz oniine alarak,
siniflama veya bolme temelinde gegerli kaliplara oturtmustur.

Kiyaslar, dncelikli olarak dediiktif temellidir ve tiimel olumlu bir 6nciil ile kurulmaya
baslanir. Aristoteles elbette tikel ve tekil kavramlart bununla birlikte 6nermeleri ayrinuli bir
sekilde aragtirmigtir. Ancak ona gore yetkin bir kiyas, orta terimin biiyiik nermede konu, kiigiik
onermede ise yiiklem olmasiyla elde edilir.'® Burada biiyitk onciil, ncelikle tiimel, tekil veya
tikel olabiliyorken; kiigiik 6nciil, olumlu bir nerme olmalidir.* O halde, kiigiik énciiliin yapisal
olarak bityiik 6nciilden ¢ikartilabilecegi buradan anlagilabilir. Bu belirlenim sayesinde Aristoteles,
tiimel 6nciilden tikel 6nciile dogru ilerleyen ¢ikarimin gecerliligini onceden sezmistir. Kiyas
teorisi ise bu sezginin normatif bir ifadesidir.

Cikarimin bilgi veren bir tiiriine yonelik olan aragtirma ise Aristoteles’i bilimlerin hangi
ispat yontemi ile olanakli olacagina dair genel bir sorgulamaya yoneltmistir. Ozellikle 7kinci
Caoziimlemeler, bilimlerin ele alacag kiyaslarin nasil yapida olmasi gerektigine dair bir aragtirmadir.
Bu aragtirma ile birlikte Aristoteles hem kiyasin 6ziine hem de bilginin saglam bir temele sahip
olmasina yonelik 6nemli agiklamalar ifade etmistir. Buna gore: “Her anliksal 6gretim ve 6grenim
onceden bulunan bilgiden yola ¢ikar. Teklere bakildiginda bu acik: matematiksel bilimler ve 6teki
sanatlarin her biri bu yolla elde edilir. Gerek tasimla gerek tiimevarimla yapilan uslamalarda da
bu béyle; bunlarin her ikisi de énbilgilerle 6gretim yapar: birinciler kabul edilen énciilleri alir,
berikiler tekilin acik olmasiyla tiimeli gosterir.”*® O halde kiyas veya tanitlamali kiyas icerisindeki
cikarimlarin gecerliligi, kimi konularda farkli acilardan ele alinmistir. Buna gore:

“Bilmenin bagka bir tarz: varsa da bunu daba sonra ele alacagiz; ama biz ‘tanitlama aracigryla
bilmekten de soz ediyoruz. “Tanitlama’ dedigim, bilgi veren bir tasim; ‘bilgi veren’ dedigimse, ona
gore bilgiyi edinmemizi saglayan tasim. Imdi ‘bilmek’ belirttigim gibiyse, tanitlamalr bilginin soyle
onciillerden ¢ikmasi zorunlu; dogru, ilk, dogrudan, sonugtan daba iyi bilinen, daha once gelen ve
sonucun nedeni olanlar; ¢iinkii boylece ilkelerde tanitlanana wygun olacak. Bu boyle olmadan da
tasim olabilecek, ama bu bir tanitlama olmayacak’l 6

12 Aristoteles, fkinci Coziimlemeler, gev. Ali Houshiary (Istanbul: Yapt Kredi Yayinlari, 2018), 27.
13 Aristoteles, Organon 3 Birinci Analitikler, 9.
14 Aristoteles, Organon 3 Birinci Analitikler, 10.
15 Aristoteles, Tkinci Coziimlemeler, 9.
16 Aristoteles, fkinci Coziimlemeler, 10.
*Belit/ Ilksav (axiom, miitearife): Bir kuramin temel ya da kanitlanamayan bir nermesi. Bkz. Teo Griinberg, vd.,

Mantik Terimler Sizligii (Ankara: METU Press, 2003), 66.
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O halde tanitlamali kiyasin temel 6gelerinden birisi, belitlerdir® Bu ilkeler, 5nceden bilinmelkle
birlikte sonugtan da daha iyi bilinen aksiyomlar: ifade etmektedir. Tanitlamali kiyaslar soz
konusu oldugunda, kimi bilimlerin nesnelerinin farkli olmasindan otiirii problem, ¢ikarimlarin
formel yapilarindan siyrilip onermelerin iceriksel yapilarina dogru yoénelmistir. Ciinki
tanitlamali tasimin ¢esitli bilimlerde kullanilmasi demek, ayni zamanda deney ve gozleme dayal:
ifadelerin bulunmast demektir. Dolayistyla bu durum Aristoteles’e, tek teklerden duyumlara ve
deneyime; buradan da tiimevarima, tiimellere ve belitlere kadar ki olan tiim siireci agiklamasi
zorunlulugunu getirmistir. Bununla birlikee, ilk olanlara yani ilk énciillere dair ihtiyacin nedeni
su sekilde agiklanabilir: “Her geyi kanitlamak olanaksizdir; ¢iinkii bu geriye dogru in infinitum’a,
sonsuza kadar gitmek olurdu. Bu nedenle, yapilabilecek olan sey kanitlanamaz aksiyomlardan
yola ¢ikmakur ki, bir kuramin ilkeleri de bu tiir aksiyomlardan tiiretilir.”"”

Tiim kayaslar belirli gecerli kaliplarin arastirilmasidir ve Aristoteles ¢ikarimlarin gegerliliginin,
insan aklina uygunluguna dair bir gerekee ile sezgisel olarak kabul edilebilecegini ifade etmistir.
Opysa bu sezgiselligin temelde, bireyleri konu alan siniflar manugina dayandigi ortadadir. Nitekim
onun tiim felsefesi, bununla birlikte tiim mantg: kendi ontolojisi ile sikt bir iligki i¢erisindedir.
Mantik tizerine yapilan aragtirmalarin epistemolojik olarak ifade edilebilirligine dayanarak onun
mantginin, ontolojiye dayalt bir epistemoloji oldugu ifade edilebilir ve bu dogru bir tespittir.'®
Buna gore Aristoteles’in tiim aragtirmasti, gergekte “var olanlar” {izerinedir ve bu “var olanlar”a
yonelik nasil bir edinimin saglanabilecegi konusu, Aristoteles’in ele aldig1 en temel problemlerden
birisidir. Onun deyimiyle: “Tiim insanlar dogal olarak bilmek ister. Duyularimizdan aldigimiz
zevk bunun bir kanitdir.”” O halde bilme ediniminin kendisi, bu edinimin sonucunda ortaya
ctkan iriin ve bunlar arasindaki iligki, arastirmasinin énemli konularindandir. Nitekim onun
mantigina dair bir egilim s6z konusu olacaksa, bilginin ne oldugu sorusu tasimin ne oldugu

sorgusuna, tastmin ne oldugu sorusu ise onun dayanaklarinin ne oldugu sorgusuna gétiirmektedir.
Russell’in Géziinden Aristoteles’in Kiyas Teorisi

Bertrand Russell, doneminin ileri gelen diisiiniirlerinden birisi olmakla birlikte, sembolik/
lojistik mantigin kuruculart arasindadir. Ayni zamanda kendi cagdaslart ve ge¢misi {izerine olan
titiz calismalar, mantik iizerine olan aragturmalarini yapmasina ¢ok biiytik katki saglamistir.
Russell, Aristoteles’'in manugina yénelik disiincelerini ifade ederken, kendisinden énce kabul
edilen dénem igerisindeki manugin eksikliklerini onarmakta ve yeni bir bakis agist altinda ¢ok
yonliiliigiini de ortaya koymaktadir.

Russell’a gore Aristoteles, bir profesor gibi yazan ilk kisidir.” Onun sistematik tavri ve mantga
yiikledigi anlam, kendisinden sonraki dénemlere biiyiik etkisinin bir nedenidir. Ozellikle Orta
Cag’in manugi,-kendi gelismelerini igerisinde barindirmakla birlikte- cogunlukla Aristoteles
gelenegine bagl bir sekilde gelistirilmigtir. Bu dénemin mantgina yonelik Russell'in sozlerine

17 Diemer, vd., Giiniimiizde Felsefe Disiplinleri, 33.

18  Muttalip Ozcan, Aristoteles Felsefesi: Temel Kavramlar ve Goriigler (Ankara: Bilge Su Yayincilik, 2016), 273.
19 Aristoteles, Mezafizik, 107.

20 Bertrand Russell, Batz Felsefesi Taribi 1. Cilt, gev. Ahmet Fethi (Istanbul: Alfa Felsefe, 2018), 299.
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yer vermek gerekirse: “Mantik, Orta Cag'da ve oradan giiniimiize dek, tasimsal ¢ikarimin teknik
terim ve kurallarinin skolastik bir derlemesi olmaktan 6te bir anlam tastmamistir.”?' Nitekim,
mantgin bu derlemesinin artuk yeterli olmayacagini belirten Russell, Aristoteles’in kiyas ve
¢tkarimlari veya bunlarin Skolastik yorumlari {izerine olan gériiglerinin altni defalarca ¢izmistir.
Calismanin amaci geregi, Russell'in icgerisinde bulundugu mantiksal tavir dogrultusunda
kiyaslarin nasil bir anlama sahip oldugu konusu agiklanacakur. Onun, ele aldig1 aragtirmasinin
ana fikirleri 6ncelikli olarak iki dnemli ayrintyr icermekeedir. Bu ayrintlardan ilki, kiyaslardaki
onermelerin sadece zne ve yiiklem iligkisi temelinde kurulusuna yénelik bir tespit; ikincisi ise,
kiyas teorisinin dediiksiyon temelli bir metot sunmasina yoneliktir. Burada 6ncelikli olarak ilk
konu aciklanacaktir.

Onermelerin nasil bir yapida olmast gerekrigi sorusu, diisiincenin temel formlarini agiklama
girisiminden bu yana hep tartisma konusu olmustur. En temel hali ile bir 6nerme; “aga¢” (6zne),
“canlt” (yiiklem) ve “-dir” (kopula) 6geleri ile birlikte basit ya da bilesik bir yapida olusturulabilir.
Bununla birlikte Aristoteles’in ifade ettigi 6nermeler, igerdigi terimlerin konumlari fark
etmeksizin sadece 6zne ve yiiklem iligkisi temelinde kurulmugtur. Burada yiiklem, 6znenin
kendisine yiiklenilen ve 6zneyi, kismi ya da biitiinciil olarak igerendir. Ozne ise 6nermenin
tastyict olarak birey ve sinif iligkisinin kurucusu anlamina gelmektedir. Russell'in da ifade ettigi
gibi: “Simdi, geleneksel mantk da der ki, her 6nerme bir 6zneye bir yiiklem verir ve bundan da
yalnizca tek dzne, o da Saluk olabilecegi ¢ikar, ciinkii iki 6zne olsaydi, bunlarin iki tane oldugu
onerisi her birine bir yiiklem veremezdi.”** Kavramlarin birbirlerini icermelerine yonelik olan bu
yorumlar hem kavramlar arasindaki iligkilerin hem de dnermeler arasindaki bagimtinin net bir
sekilde anlagilmasina engel olmustur. Ayni sekilde, kiyasa giden yol da bu bakig agist altinda daha
karmagik bir hal almigtir. Nitekim bir 6nerme, birbirlerini icermeyen farkls iligkilerden meydana
gelebilir. Ayni sekilde bir ¢ikarim da her zaman sadece orta terimin varligi ile gerceklesmeyebilir.
Aristoteles'in agiklamalart dogrultusunda “Platon insandir” seklindeki bir énermede yer alan
“insan” kavraminin kaplami, tek tek insanlarin bulundugu bir kiimeyi ifade etmektedir. Ayni
zamanda boyle bir yiiklem “insan” olmanin tiim ayirt edici 6zelliklerini de igerisinde barindirir.
O halde iki fert arasindaki iligki yine siniflama manug; temelinde ifade edilmektedir.

Aristotelesten farkli olarak Russell, bir 6nermenin yalnizca 6zne ve yitklem iliskisi cercevesinde
kurulamayacaginin altuni ¢izmistir. Kendi 6rneginde de ifade ettigi gibi: “Bu sey 6tekinden
biiyiiktiir” 6nermesi yalnizca “bu”nun niteligini belirtmemekte, ayni zamanda “bu” ile “6teki”
arasinda bir baginti da kurulmaktadir. Bu nedenle, iki sey arasinda baginti bildiren énermeler
ozne ve yiiklem iliskisinden farkli bir anlam ifade etmektedir.”® Bununla birlikte, Aristoteles’in
temele aldig1 6zne-yiiklem iligkisi, kendi felsefesiyle de baginuli olarak belirli gorislerin ifade
edilmesini olanakli kilmaktayken; matematik, geometri ve bircok farkli bilimlerin gelismesi
ile birlikte, bagintilarin ifade edilmesini zorunlu bir hale getirmistir. Ozellikle Russell'in da
icerisinde bulundugu lojistik mantik geleneginin daha ilk asgamalarinda, sdyle bir semboliin ifade

21 Bertrand Russell, Dss Diinya Uzerine Bilgimiz, gev. Vehbi Hacikadiroglu (Istanbul: Kabalct Yaynevi, 1996), 13.
22 Bertrand Russell, Dz Diinya Uzerine Bilgimiz, 42.
23 Bertrand Russell, Dzs Diinya Uzerine Bilgimiz, 48.
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edilmesi Aristoteles’in ele aldig1 6zne-yiiklem iliskisi agisindan problem yaratmaktadir. Ornegin
matematikte kullanilan “<” (kiiciik veya esit) semboliiniin tanimi su sekildedir, “(x<y) v (x=y)”
2-li 6nerme kalibt yardimiyla; “x<y dk (x<y) V (x=y)” seklinde tanimlanir.?* O halde, az 6nce
ornegi verilen “Bu sey 6tekinden biiyiiktiir” dnermesindeki “-den biiyiiktiir” baginust, terimlerin

ozelliklerine indirgenemez bir yapidadir.

Russell’a gore 6zne ve yiiklem iligkisi temelinde kurulan énciillere dayali ¢ikarimlar, yine
bu gercevede, kimi eksiklikleri barindirmaktadir. Ozellikle, Aristoteles’in kiyaslar s6z konusu
oldugunda 6nem verdigi konu tiimel dnermelerdir ve Russellin ifadesine gore o, tiimel
onermelerin varolus bildirdigi iddiasindan yola ¢ikarak kiyas teorisini olusturmustur.

Biitiin Yunanlilar insandir
Biitiin Yunanlilar beyazdir
O halde baz: insanlar beyazdir

Cikarimina bakildiginda sonug 6nermesinin gegerliligi Yunanlilarin var oldugu varsayimu ile
ortaya konulabilir.”® “Biitiin Yunanlilar insandir” énermesi ayni zamanda, eger bir sey Yunanli
ise, o Yunanlinin insan oldugu anlamini da tagimaktadir. O halde 6nciil hem farazi bir anlam
tasgimakta hem de bigimsel olarak hipotetik bir yapiya sahiptir. Bu ¢ikarim, Russell'in da ifade
ettigi gibi “insan” olmayan bir seye “Yunanli” denilemeyecegi gerekgesiyle akla yatkin gelmektedir.
Ancak burada, hemen su soru sorulabilir; boyle bir kavrayis her tiirden ¢ikarimlar igin gegerli
midir? Russell'in cevabi, daha basindan beri kiyas seklindeki ¢ikarimlarin gergekte varsayimsal
bir anlam ifade ettigini belirtmesinde gizlidir. Onun ifadesiyle:

“Bu tiir genel onermelere iliskin bilgimiz sorunu, cok zor bir sorundur. Bazen salt
sozeldirler: “Biitiin Yunanlilar insandir” bilinir, ciinkii insan olmadikca bir seye
“Yunan” denilmez. Bu tiir genel onermelerin asly sozliikten igrenilebilir; sozciiklerin
kullanilma sekli disinda, diinyayla ilgili bize bir sey anlatmazlar; ama “biitiin insanlar
oliimliidiir” bu tiirden bir onerme degildir; oliimsiiz bir insan konusunda mantik
olarak celiskili bir sey yoktur. Bu dnermeye tiimevarim temelinde inaniriz; ciinkii
sozgelimi 150 yildan fazla yasayan bir kisiye iliskin dogrulanmas bir vaka yoktur; ama
bu durum onermeyi yalnizca olas: hale getirir, kesin hale degil. Yasayan insanlar var

oldugu siirece kesin olamaz.”26

Russell'in kiyas teorisine yonelik agiklanan gériisleriyle dogru orantili olarak ifade etmek
istedigi diger bir konu sudur; Aristoteles, bir yiiklemin yiikleminin, 8zgiin éznenin yiiklemi
olabilecegini sanmakla hataya diismistiir.”” Buna gore; “biitiin Yunanhlar insandir”, “Platon bir
Yunanlidir”, “Platon bir insandir” ¢tkarimina bakildiginda, “insan” yiiklemi “Platon” seklindeki

24 Teo Griinberg, Anlama, Belirsizlik, Cok-Anlamlilik (Ankara: Giindogan Yayinlari, 1999), 28.
25 Bertrand Russell, Baz Felsefesi Taribi 1. Cilt, 360.
26  Bertrand Russell, Bazz Felsefesi Taribi 1. Cilt, 362.
27 Bertrand Russell, Bat: Felsefesi Taribi 1. Cilt, 362.
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bir 6zneye yiiklenebilirken; “Yunanlilar” seklindeki bir ifadenin yiiklemi olamamakrtadir. Ciinkii
burada “Platon”, gercek bir ézneyi ifade ederken, “Yunanli” ifadesi gercek bir 6zne degildir.
Russell, bu durumu su sekilde aciklamigtir: “Adlar ile yiiklemler arasindaki ya da metafizik
dille; tikeller ile tiimeller arasindaki ayrim bu sekilde bulaniklasir ve felsefe icin feci sorunlar
dogurur. Kafa karistiricr sonuglardan biri, tek tyeli bir sinifin, o tek tiyeyle 6zdes oldugunu
varsaymaktt.”® O halde Russell’'a gore, “biitiin Yunanlilar insandir” énermesinin kabul edilmesi
icin, “biitiin Yunanlilar ifade ettiklerim arasindadir” seklinde ele alinan bir 6nermenin ayr1 bir
sekilde belirtilmesi gerekmektedir. Russell bu konuyu, giindelik hayatta sikca kullanilan bir
ornekle aciklamigtir: “ “Biriyle tanigum” gibi bir ifadeyi kiminle tanisugimi bilmeden gayet
iyi anlayabilirsiniz ve gergek insan bu dnermenin bir bileseni degildir. Burada gergekten ileri
siirdiigiiniiz sey belirli bir 6nerme fonksiyonunun, es deyisle “x ile tanigtim ve x bir insandir”
onerme fonksiyonunun bazen dogru oldugudur.”® O halde, bir taraftan “x” degiskeninin yerini
alabilecek gercek bir dzne sdz konusu olabiliyorken, diger taraftan “x” degiskeninin yerini
alabilecek gercek bir 6zne ifade edilememekeedir.

Tim bu bilgilerin igiginda kiyasin ve Aristoteles’in temelde ele aldigr akil yiiriitmenin
gidisat1 geregi 6nem arz eden tiimel onermelerin Russell'in goziinden nasil bir yere sahip
oldugu goériilmekeedir. Yapilan tiim agiklamalarina paralel olarak Russell'in altni ¢izdigi konu;
tiimdengelimsel ¢ikarimlarin gozdesi kabul edilen kiyaslarin, gercekte deneysel genellemeler
oldugu ve bu gikarimlarin gergekte tamda tek teklerin varsayimindan yola ¢ikarak elde edildigidir.
Ona gore; “biitiin insanlar dliimlidiir”, “Sokrates insandir”, “o halde, Sokrates dliimliidiir”
seklindeki bir ¢ikarim, gidisati geregi yanlis bir yoldan ilerlemistir. Russell bu durumu, su sekilde
ifade etmigtir: “Eger Sokrates bizim tiimevarimimizin dayandigi insanlardan biri degilse “biitiin
insanlar oliimliddiir” bicimindeki genel 6nermeden dolagmaktansa usavurmamizi A, B, Cmizden
baslatip Sokrates’e gotiirmek daha uygun olur. Ciinkii Sokrates’in éliimliilitk olasilig1, bizim
verilerimize gore biitiin insanlarin 8liimlii olma olasiligindan daha yiiksek.”*

Russell i¢in, dnermelerin kurulus sekillerine gore degisiklik gostermesi fark etmeksizin, rnegi
verilen ¢ikarimin gegerliligi ile; “Sokrates”, “insan” ve “6liimlii”litk terimleri arasinda hicbir bag
yoktur. Ona gére bu gegerlilik, su ilke ile de ifade edilebilir: “Eger bir seyin belli bir 6zelligi varsa
ve bu 6zellikte olan her geyin bagka bir 6zelligi de varsa, sz konusu seyde de o 6teki ozellik
vardir.”?! O halde kiyaslardaki gegerlilik, akil yiiriitmenin kendisinden baslauldig: ilk énciiliin
dogru kabul edilmesiyle birlikte, diger 6nermelerin de dogru olmasinin ispati ile miimkiindiir.

Sonug

Tim bu bilgilerle birlikte kiyas teorisinin, manugin tarihsel gelisimine sagladigi katkilar
actklanmis, bu teorinin kurucusu olan Aristoteles’in ifadeleriyle birlikte genel bir belirlenim

28  Bertrand Russell, Baz Felsefesi Taribi 1. Cilt, 363.

29 Bertrand Russell, Mantiksal Atomculuk Felsefesi, gev. D. Arli Cil, Kurtul Giileng, Onder Ulak, Cenk Ozdag
(Istanbul: Alfa Bilim, 2015), 102.

30  Bertrand Russell, Felsefe Sorunlars, gev. Vehbi Hacikadiroglu (Ankara: Say Yayinlari, 2017), 91.

31  Bertrand Russell, Dzs Diinya Uzerine Bilgimiz, 47.
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olusturulmaya ¢aligilmugtir. Calismanin diger bir yonii, Russell'in géziinden kiyas teorisinin nasil
bir anlama sahip oldugu ile ilgilidir. Bu dogrultuda onun degindigi temel konularin, kiyasin
bicimsel yapisiyla iligkili olarak 6nermelerin varolus sorununa ve yine 6nermelerin olusturuldugu
ozne ve yiiklem iligkisine yonelik oldugu ifade edilebilir. Aristotelesin “Organon” yani
diisiinmenin bir “alet’i anlamina gelen manug, kendi felsefe sistemiyle siki bir iligki icerisindedir.
Onun akil yiiriitmenin gegerli kaliplarint kurma ¢abasina girdigi bu cetrefilli yol, yine kendi
ontolojisi ile iligkili bicimde yogun bir dile sahiptir. Bununla birlikte ortaya konulan her bir
6ge, onun metafizik tizerine arastrmalar ¢ergevesinde ele alinmali ve bu baglamla yiirttilen bir
aragtirma biitiinliiklii bir kavrayist da beraberinde getirmelidir.

Aristoteles'in béyle bir dili kullanmasinin negatif yararindan farkli olarak Russell, yeni
gelenekle birlikee farkli bir dilin ve ¢ok yonlii kavrayisin olanakliligini belirtmigtir. Bu durum,
birtakim sembolik kalkiiller ercevesinde bilginin gelisimine daha uygun bir usavurmalarin
miimkiin olacagini ifade etmeketir. Bu gelenekle birlikte kiyas teorisinin icerdigi yapisal ve igeriksel
eksiklikler daha kolay bir bigcimde ortaya cikarulabilmistir. Ancak Aristoteles’'in mantiksal
calismalarin mahiyetine yiikledigi anlam bugiin hala énemini koruyan biiyiik bir anlayist
beraberinde getirmistir. Onun 6nemi, ¢ikarimlarin gegerliligini formel kaliplar ¢ercevesinde ele
almasidir. Russell da upk: onun gibi ¢ikarimlari daha agik, belirgin ve gegerli bir bicimde ortaya
koymaya ¢alismugtir. Kullanilan dilin farkli olmasiyla birlikte her iki gelenek de akil yiiriitme ve
¢tkarimlarin, kesin ve dogru bir bicimde ilerlemesini hedeflemektedir. Mantgin gelisim siirecine
bakildiginda Aristoteles ve Russell da dahil olmak tizere, kendi 6zel katkisiyla birlikte giintimiize
kadar gelen her bir aragtirma, ayni siirecin parcast olmaktan 6te bir anlam tasimamaktadir. Bu
siireg icerisinde, bilginin saglam bir zemine sahip olabilmesi amaciyla her bir 6genin formal ve
ieriksel alt yapilari aragturilmistir.

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu caligma icin finansal destek almamustir.
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ABSTRACT

In this paper | explore whether three different approaches to connexivity - namely,
Lewis and Langford’s, Wansing’s and Egré and Politzer’s - can be non-trivially
related. Lewis and Langford’s approach consists of the definition of the conditional
in terms of consistency via the definition of possibility in terms of consistency
and Lewis’ definition of the (strict) conditional in terms of possibility; Wansing’s
approach is based on his definition of the falsity condition for the conditional as “if
A'is true then B is false”; Egré and Politzer’s approach relies on the modalization of
the falsity condition for the conditional in its conditional form (A—<~B).

With this background in mind, | build upon Estrada-Gonzélez's work relating
connexivism and possibilism, the thesis according to which everything is possible.
Estrada-Gonzalez's work relates Lewis and Langford’s connexive approach with
Nelson’s idea that every proposition is self-consistent. He does so using a fragment
of LP augmented with a special conditional. This relation has resulted in the study
and postulation of several truth-functional modalities, some of which have already
been discussed elsewhere. | employ several truth-functional modalities to evaluate
Egré and Politzer’s falsity conditions for the conditional. | show that in using Béziau'’s
truth-functional modality <, definable in Estrada-Gonzélez's framework, one can
retain in a single framework the three different approaches. More specifically,
distinguishing the notion of logical equivalence from the notion of interderivability
and these two from the notion of coimplication, it is possible to relate ~(A—B)
and (A—<~B) as interderivable schemas and in a valid biconditional. | also show
some consequences of this for Béziau's negative appraisal of three-valued truth-
functional modalities.

Keywords: Possibilism, connexivism, conditional, consistency, modalities
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Introduction

Connexive logics are logics in which the following schemas are valid:
(Aristotle’s theses) ~(A—-A), ~(-A—A)

(Boethius’ theses) (A—B)—~(A—-B), (A—-B)—~-(A—B)
Whereas the following is invalid:

(Symmetry of implication) (A—B)—(B—A)

In a recent article, Hitoshi Omori [6] brings into relation two views of connexive logics. One
is taken from Heinrich Wansing’s definition of the falsity condition for the conditional [7] —the
condition that tells under what situation the conditional is false— and the other from Paul Egré
and Guy Politzer’s modalization of the falsity condition for the conditional [2].

Wansing considers that the falsity condition for the conditional is “If A is true then B
is false” rather than the standard condition “A is true and B is false”. Paul Egré and Guy
Politzer, on the other hand, propose two modalized schemas — (AA< ~B) and (A— < ~B) —as
schemas equivalent to ~(4—B), and called them ‘weak forms’ in order to distinguish them
from the more common schemas (AA-B) and (A— - B) — what they called ‘strong forms’.

Omori brings into relation those views by considering that the falsity condition for
the conditional is the modalized schema (A—<~B). Under certain conditions, Wansing’s
approach results in a limit case of Egré and Politzer’s.

In a different vein, Luis Estrada-Gonzdlez [3] has related connexivism and possibilism
by probing a view on consistency from Everett Nelson’s idea of (self-)consistency [5], and a
view on possibility from C. I. Lewis and C. H. Langford’s definition of possibility [4].

Lewis and Langford defined possibility in terms of consistency, 0(AAB) =, AoB, and,
through Lewis’ definition of the (strict) conditional in terms of possibility, (4—B)=,
~O(AN-B), the conditional in terms of consistency, (4—B) =, ~(40-B) . Nelson, in turn,
proposed that every proposition is self-consistent preserving the definition of the conditional

in terms of consistency, but rejected the inter-definability of consistency and possibility.

Estrada-Gonzdlez draws a connection between Nelson’s and Lewis and Langford’s
proposals using a fragment of Gonzdlez-Asenjo/Priest’s logic LP augmented with a
conditional named ‘CO’ (‘CO’ stands for Cantwell-Omori). The connection of those views
resulted in the distinction of several truth-functional modalities.
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Omori has demonstrated that any logic that satisfies
(A—A)
(Ae--4)
(A>A)—B)—> B
(B—C) — ((A—>B) — (4—0)
(A - B),A
B
(A-B)
(0A-0B)

Plus Wansing’s falsity condition for the conditional
~(A—B)—(A—-B)

and Paul Egré and Guy Politzer’s form,
~(A—>B)—>(A—<-B)

such logic has (& B> B) as a valid schema. It means that if one adds < B as a valid schema,
equivalent to ~(B—-B), Aristotle’s Thesis in Lewis and Langford’s setting, one trivializes the
logic. As a consequence, it is not possible to have Wansing’s, Egré and Politzer’s, Lewis and
Langford’s, and Nelson’s approaches to connexive logic in one non-trivial framework.

In this paper I will show a simple model in which it is possible to retain Wansing’s, Egré
and Politzer’s, and Lewis and Langford’s approaches, which has also some consequences for
some negative appraisals of three-valued truth-functional modalities, like that of Béziau in [1].
The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 I present some technical preliminaries.
Then, in Section 3 I present the evaluation conditions for the different modalities and the
evaluation of the modalized falsity conditions for the conditional. Finally, in Section 4 I

discuss some outcomes of this evaluation.
1. Preliminaries

Consider a language L with a denumerable set PROP = {py 2, Pa"'} of propositional
variables and with the connectives — and ~. The notion of a formula is defined in the usual
way. Capital letters A, B, etc., are used as variables for formulas. I will use ‘FORM’ to denote
the set of formulas of L.

Let V'={T,*, F} be a set of truth values, ordered by F<*<7, with D* = {7, *} and D = {F}
as the set of designated and anti-designated values, respectively. A function v: PROP—V'is
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an assignment of truth values to propositional variables that can be extended to all formulas
satisfying the conditions shown in the following truth-tables:

A -A B | 4-B
T F T T
T F * *
T F F F
* * T T
* * * *
. * F F
F T T .
F T . .
F T F .

That is, the value of the conditional is the value for the consequent if the antecedent has a
designated value. Otherwise, it has the value * Negation is as in LP, namely:

A | -4
T | F
F| T

A second negation, -, stronger than ~, can be introduced:

A | A~
T| F
*| F
F| T

Following the distinctions of levels of theoremhood made by Estrada-Gonzélez, 1 will call
‘p-theorems’ those formulas that are never antidesignated; “T-theorems’ those formulas that are
always designated; ‘supertheorems’ those schemas that are always designated and at least once

(just) true; and ‘q-theorems’ those schemas that are always just true.

A and B are equivalent if and only if they have the same truth values under any assignment.
A and B are inter-derivable if and only if whenever one is the premise the other is the conclusion
in a valid argument. A and B are coimplicative of each other if and only if (A—B) and (B—A) are
always designated.

2. Just a few modalities

All the distinct modalities considered in the following are defined as negations of conditionals
with schemas implying its own negation, as it is indicated under each modality. The lower index
attached to each modality distinguishes the kind of modality that will be employed. The evaluation
conditions for each modality are the result of evaluating its respective conditionals and negations.
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oA -0 A O, -A ~0,-A

A - (A—-A) - - (A—>-A) - (-A—>--A) - (cA—--A)
T T F * *

F * * T F

These are Lewis and Langford’s modalities as evaluated in this three-valued setting. It is easy

to see that any formula of the form & A is designated under any assignment, hence the relation
with possibilism. The next ones employ rather the strong negation:

oA -0 A &, A =0, A
A —(A—-A) ——(A—-A) —(~A—--A) = a(=A—--A)
T T F F T
* T F F T
F F T T F

The modalities below are introduced by Béziau in [1], and they are obtained by mixing both

negations in non-possibility, impossibility and necessity:

0,4 -0, 4 0, -A -0, -A

A —|(A—>—1A) -7 (A—>—1A) - (—A—>—|~A) el (ﬂA—>—|~A)
T T F F T

* T F T F

F F T T F

These are also obtained by mixing both negations in non-possibility, impossibility and

necessity, but starting with possibility defined with ~:

o A ~0 A © A ~O A

A - (A—-A) - (A—>-A) - (~A—--A) - (~A—--A)
T T F * F

* * F * F

F * F T F

The next two groups of modalities are obtained by mixing the two negations already since
the definition of possibility:

O ~OwA w4 O w4
A ~(A—-A) ~~(A—-A) ~(~A—-~A) = (~A—>~-A)
T T F * *
* T F T F
F * * T F
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&4 = ,,A O A =0, A
A ~ (A—-A) -~ (A—-A) ~ (RA—-1A) A~ (1A—--A)
T T F * F
* T F * F
F * F T F

The last two groups of modalities are identified by Estrada-Gonzélez, but not discussed in

detail. I just make explicit their evaluation conditions. As it can be easily checked, they collapse

in the present setting based on LP, although they could come apart in an FDE-framework.

OuAd ~O A w4 ~O w4
A -(A—-~A) ~a (A—-A) —(~A—~-~A) ~a(~A—~~A)
T T F F T
* F T F T
F F T T F

© MZA - MZA < M2_|A - MZ_‘A
A -(A—-~A) ——(A—-A) —(~A—~-A) —(A—~-A)
T T F F T
* F T F T
F F T T F

3. The connection

Now I proceed to evaluate Wansing’s and Egré and Politzer’s falsity conditions for the

conditional and make some comments on the results: I will do so first, with the help of the truth

values without modalities, and then with each modality.

A B -B A—B An-B A—-B ~(A—B) -(A—B)
T T F T F F F F

T * * * * * * F

T F T F T T T T

* T F T F F F F

* * * * * * * F

* F T F * T T T

F T F * F * * F

F * * * F * * F

F F T * F * * F

Itis easy to verify that A—~Band ~(A— B) are equivalent in this case. Now, I turn to the modalities:
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A B OB A—B ANS | -B | A—C | -B ~(A—B) -(A—B)
T T F T F F F F
T * F * F F * F
T F T F T T T T
* T F T F F F F
* * F * F F * F
* F T F * T T T
F T F * F * * F
F * F * F * * F
F F T * F * * F
A B ©,,B | A—B | ANO B |A—0 ~B| ~(A>B) | - (4—B)
T T F T F F F F
T * F * F F * F
T F T F T T T T
* T F T F F F F
* * F * F F * F
* F T F * T T T
F T F * F * * F
F * F * F * * F
F F A * F * * F

Even though -(A—B) and (AAO | -B) are not equivalent (nor they are ~(4—B) and
(A=<, ,7B)), there is an interesting interaction between ~(A—B) and (AN, =B), and
also between (AN —B) and —(A—B). They are not equivalent because they differ in the
assignation of one value (sixth row). However, in both cases that value is designated. If we
define a logical consequence relation as preservation of designated values (from premises to
conclusion)', then ~(A—B) implies (A<, -B) and vice versa. They are inter-derivable. In
this sense, it relates the (strong) falsity condition for the conditional with a (weak) conjunctive

version of it.

A B 0,~B | A—B | ANO -B | A»O B | ~(A>B) | ~(4—B)
T T F T F F F F
T . T . T T . F
T F T F T T T T
* T F T F F F F
* * T * * T * F
* F T F . T T T
F T F . F * * F
F * T * F * * F
F F T * F * * F

1 Where capital Greek letters I', X, A denote sets of formulas, I write ‘tA” if and only if there is no assignment that
makes all the formulas in " designated and A not designated.
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Similar to the previous cases, the schemas (4— <~ B) and ~(A— B) are not equivalent because
they differ in two values (second and fifth rows), but in both cases those values are designated,
so they are inter-derivable. Moreover, they are coimplicative, because (A—< - B)—~(A—B) and
~(A—B)— (A—< - B) are always valid, as the reader can easily verify.

The subsequent modalities are the ugliest:

4 B O, -B | A-B | AnO, -B | A—0 -B| -(4—B) | ~(4—B)
T T * T * * F F
T * * * * * F
T F T F T T T
* A * A * * F F
* * * * * * * F
* F T F * T T T
F T * * F * * F
F * * * F * * F
F F A * F * * F
A B O, -B A—B ArO =B | A0 =B | ~(A—B) -(A—B)
T T * T * * F F
T * * * * * * F
T F T F T T T
* T * T * * F F
* * * * * * * F
* F A F * A A T
F T * * F * * F
F * * * F * * F
F F T * F * * F
A B o-B | A-B | Ano, -B|A>0 -B| -(4—B) | ~(A—B)
T T * T * * F F
T * T * T T * F
T F va F T T T T
* T * T * * F F
* * T * * T * F
* F T F * T T T
F T * * F * * F
F * T * F * * F
F F T * F * * F
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A B OB A—B ANS B | A -B ~(A—B) -(A—B)
T T * T * * F F

T * * * * * F

T F T F T T T T

* T * T * * F F

* * * * * * * F

* F T F * T T T

F T * * F * * F

F * * * F * * F

F F T * F * * F

These are some salient facts that can be easily verified with the truth tables:

- Any formula of the form A—<-B is a supertheorem with the modalities 0, -, ¢, -, 0, -
and <>M1_|.

- There is no collapse of the two falsity conditions for the conditional under any modality.
- Any formulas of the form (AA<® =B) and (AN ~B) are equivalent.

- Any formulas of the form (A—< =B) and (4—< | ~B) are equivalent.

- =(A—B) is not equivalent to (AN ~B) nor to (A— <~ B) under any modality.

- ~(A—B) is not equivalent to (AN ~B) nor to (A— < ~B) under any modality.

However, we have seen that there are modalities for which «(A— B) implies (AA< -~ B) and vice
versa, namely < and < . Similarly, there is a modality for which ~(4—B) implies (A— <~ B)
and vice versa, namely <.

< is, then, the modality that can relate the three approaches to connexivity. It is interesting
to note that this was the modality that, according to Béziau [1], was considered by Lukasiewicz in
a system where nothing is necessary but not everything is possible. Béziau considers the following

truth-table(s)? for necessity, O, with D* = {7} and D= {*, F}:

oA | A CA
D F D
D * T
D T T

That is, necessity can have just non-designated values. Béziau claims that in a three-valued
logic with two non-designated values, necessity can have just non-designated values, for in this
way one could deal with a basic modal logic, i.e., a logic in which the following axioms are valid:

O0A+A A-CA

OAr-A CAHA

2 This is not a truth-table, but a set of truth-tables, as the values in the set of non-designated values can be precisified
in several ways.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51, 2019 137



A Note on Three Approaches to Connexivity

However, in Estrada-Gonzalez’s setting, Béziau’s necessity —defined as O, =, ~< ~ —is at least
B def” VB

true in one case, as the following table shows

o,4 | 4 o, 4
D F D
D * T
T T T

This assignment for necessity has nothing to do with the election of the set of designated and non-
designated values (in Beziau’s view, the election of two designated values amounts to the assignment
of only designated values for possibility, which is not even the case in Estrada-GonzéleZs setting).

I think that the distribution of the truth-values in Estrada-Gonzalez’s truth-table is the most
natural, for if the distribution of values for possibility is the result of the following condition:

(O, A)=F (or non-designated) if and only if v(A)=F, and v(®, A)=T in all other cases

one would expect the distribution of values for necessity to be the result of the dual condition:
v(©,A)=T if and only if v(A)=T, and v(<C, A)=F (or non-designated) in all other cases.
Conclusions

After presenting the falsity conditions for the conditional # /z Egré-Politzer, and the
modalities in Estrada-Gonzdlez’s paper, I have proceeded to evaluate the falsity conditions with
those modalities. The result is that the three approaches of connexivity — Lewis and Langford’s,
Wansing’s and Egré and Politzer’s approaches — are related via the modality ¢ ,: ~(A—B) and
(A—< ~B) are inter-derivable.
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OZET

Celismezlik ilkesi, Aristoteles tarafindan ortaya konularak “en kesin ilke” olarak
adlandinlmistir. Aristoteles doneminden sonra bu ilkeye ya da onun kesinligine
yonelik neredeyse hicbir itirazda bulunulmamistir, ta ki tukasiewicz'e kadar.
Eukleidesci olmayan geometrilerdeki gelismelerden hareketle yeni mantik
dizgelerinin ortaya ¢tkma ihtimali tizerine duisinen Lukasiewicz, mantik ilkelerinin
yeniden godzden gegirilmesinin yeni mantik dizgelerinin ortaya ¢ikisina yol
acabilecegini belirtmistir. Bu diistinceden yola ¢ikan tukasiewicz, ¢igir agan “On the
Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle” adli calismasinda Aristoteles'in celismezlik
ilkesi hakkindaki goruslerini ele alarak bunlari analiz eder. Celismezlik ilkesinin
Metafizik'te yer alan tg farkli tanimini tespit ederek calismasina baslayan Polonyali
mantikgl, Aristoteles'in celismezlik ilkesinin kanitlanamazligina ve kesinligine iliskin
arglimanlarini elestirir. Aristoteles her ne kadar celismezlik ilkesinin dogrudan
ispatla kanitlanamayacagini, yalnizca dolayli ispatla, yani ciirlitme yoluyla ispat
kullanilarak kanitlanabilecegini savunmus olsa da tukasiewicz, Stagiral filozofun
yukarida bahsedilen ayriminin saglam olmayan bir temel (zerine insa edilmis
oldugunu fark eder; zira Aristoteles, Birinci Analitikler eserinde bu iki ispat tlrlinin
birbirlerinin yerine kullanilabilecegini belirtmistir. Aristoteles'in bu ifadesi, ¢liriitme
yoluyla ispatin yerine dogrudan ispatin kullaniimasinin hicbir sakincasinin
bulunmadigi anlamina gelmekte; dolayisiyla ilkenin ¢iriitme yoluyla kanitlanmasi
hélinde dogrudan ispatinin da yapilabilecegi anlasiimaktadir. Diger bir ifadeyle
Aristoteles, kanitlanamaz oldugunu savundugu ilkeyi kanitlamaya calisarak bir
celiskiye diismektedir. Celismezlik ilkesinin temelinde, ilkenin kanitlanamazhigina
iliskin bir celiski bulan tukasiewicz, Metafizik'te Aristoteles tarafindan verilen
curttme yoluyla ispatlari mercek altina alarak ¢alismasina devam eder. S6z konusu
ispatlarda Aristoteles’in basvurdugu safsatalar kesfetmesiyle birlikte celismezlik
ilkesinin kesinligine karsi itirazini yoneltir. Celiskilerin Aristoteles'ten 6nce ve
Aristoteles’le birlikte nasil tanimlandigina, Stagiral filozofun celismezlik ilkesini
nasil formile ettigine deginerek baslayacagimiz calismamiz, tukasiewicz'in s6z
konusu itirazini ve ¢celismezlik ilkesine karsi 6ne stirdiigl arglimanlari incelemeyi
amaclamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Aristoteles, tukasiewicz, celiski, celismezlik ilkesi, modern
mantik
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ABSTRACT

The Principle of Non-Contradiction is found and christened as “the firmest principle” by Aristotle. Since then, almost no
objection has been raised against this principle and its firmness, until tukasiewicz. By reflecting on the possibility of
the emergence of new systems of logic with reference to the developments in non-Eucledian geometry, tukasiewicz
stated that the reconsideration of the principles of logic may lead to new systems. With the guidance of this idea, in his
revolutionary work “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle” tukasiewicz approaches Aristotle’s account on the
Principle of Non-Contradiction and analyzes it thoroughly. Starting with the identification and the comparison of three
distinct definitions of the Principle of Non-Contradiction in Metaphysics, the Polish logician criticizes Aristotle’s arguments
regarding the unprovability and the firmness of the principle. Even though Aristotle defended that the principle cannot be
proved by direct proof but can be proved by indirect ones, i.e. elenchus, tukasiewicz realizes that Aristotle’s aforementioned
distinction is actually built on sand, since the Stagirate had stated in Prior Analytics that these two types of proof can
be used interchangeably. This statement means that there is no err in using direct proofs instead of elenchtic ones and
thus it appears that if the principle can be proved by elenchus, it can be proved by direct proof as well. In other words,
Aristotle runs into a contradiction by trying to prove the principle that cannot be proved. Having found that there lies a
contradiction in the very foundations of the Principle of Non-Contradiction regarding its unprovability, he continues with
scrutinizing Aristotle’s elenchtic proofs in Metaphysics. With the discovery of fallacies appealed by Aristotle in those proofs,
tukasiewicz is ready for raising his objection to the firmness of the Principle of Non-Contradiction. Starting with stating how
contradictions were defined before and by Aristotle, how the Stagirate formulated the Principle of Non-Contradiction, our
study aims to examine tukasiewicz’s objection and summarize his arguments against the Principle of Non-Contradiction.
Keywords: Aristotle, Lukasiewicz, contradiction, principle of non-contradiction, modern logic

Giris

On dokuzuncu yiizyilda geometri alaninda yasanan gelismelerin benzerlerini yirminci
ylizyilda, mantik alaninda gorebilmek miimkiindiir. Nasil ki geometri aksiyomlarinin yeniden ele
alinmasiyla birlikte Eukleidesci olmayan geometriler ortaya ¢iktiysa, mantik ilkelerinin yeniden
ele alinmasi, reddedilmesi ya da kimi kurallarin kapi disar1 edilmesiyle de yeni mantk dizgeleri
ortaya ¢tkmistir. Manuk alaninda gectigimiz yiizyillda gerceklesen séz konusu degisimin koge
taslarindan biri ise siiphesiz ki Lukasiewicz'tir.

Lukasiewicz, calismamiza konu olan makalesiyle Aristoteles’in iki bin yili agkin siiredir
neredeyse bir dogma halini almis fikirlerini incelikli bir sorgulamaya tabi tutarak celismezlik
ilkesinin kesinligine ve ilkenin kendisine yonelik sert elestirilerde bulunmus; béylece ¢elismezlik
ilkesine yer verilmeyen ya da geliskilerin tamamen goz ard1 edilmedigi mantik dizgelerinin ortaya

cikisina zemin hazirlamistir.

Polonyali mantkeinin Aristoteles'e ve ¢elismezlik ilkesine ydnelttigi elestirileri ge¢meden
once celiski kavramina ve diisiince tarihindeki yerine kisaca deginecek, ardindan, ilgili ¢calismada
kargilasacagimiz elestirilerin yoneldigi fikirlere, yani en kesin ilke olarak celismezlik ilkesinin
nasil, ne sekilde ortaya konuldugunu ézetlemeye ¢alisacagiz. Son olarak Lukasiewiczin manuk
tarihini degistiren ¢aligmasini, ¢elisgmezlik ilkesinin kesinligine yonelik itirazini detayli bir sekilde
inceleyecegiz.
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Celigkiler

En genel tabirle hem kendisi hem de degili ayni anda dogru olan énermeler birer celigki
olarak tanimlanir. Gelgelelim, celiskiler kendilerini yalnizca énerme diizeyinde gostermekle
kalmamakta; dolayistyla yalnizca mantikta degil, ontolojiden epistemolojiye bircok aragtirma
sahasinda, farkls sekillerde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Dolayistyla, dogruluk temelli tanim mantikeaki
geliskileri tanimlamak icin yeterli olurken ontoloji arastirmalarinda ortaya cikan celiskiler,
sozgelimi bir arada bulunmasi miimkiin olmayan iki niteligin tek bir nesnede ayn: anda
bulunabilecegine iliskin ifade ve kuramlar i¢in herhangi bir hiikiimde bulunmamaktadir. Bu
nedenle, farkli aragtirma sahalarindaki celiskilerin de tespit edilebilmesi adina tarih boyunca
gesitli celigki anlayiglar: gelistirilmis, bu anlayiglar tizerinden farkls celiski tanimlari ve tartgmalar

ortaya konulmustur.

Celiskilerin neligi tizerine yapilan tartigmalarin tarihi Antik Yunan'a dayanmaktadir. Antik
Yunan geleneginde eliskiler {izerinden gelistirilen tartisma hattini Herakleitosla baglatip sirasiyla
Parmenides ile 6grencileri, Sofistler, Sokrates, Platon ve Aristoteles'le sonlandirmak miimkiindiir.!
Bu diisiince hattinda yer alan filozoflarin ¢eligkilerle ilgili gérislerinin sinirlari belirli, bu goriisler
cercevesinde aldiklari konum ile ortaya koyduklari diisiinceler biitiinliiklii olsa da celigkilerin
goriildiikleri yerde taninmalarini saglayacak bir yorumda bulunan ilk isim Platon olmugtur.
Platon’un, “(...) Bir tek seyin (ayn: yerde) ayni zamanda ve ayn: yoniiyle birbirinin tersi iki seyi
yapmast ya da bu iki seye birden ugramas: miimbkiin degildir”? ifadesi bir celigski tanimi degil, her
ne kadar kendisi bunu bir ilke olarak adlandirmasa da, celismezlik ilkesinin &rtiik, erken bir
tanimu olarak kargimiza ¢tkmaktadir. Celigkiler ise bu ilkeye uymayan durumlar, diger bir deyisle
bu ilkenin kargisinda yer alan imkansizliklardir. Dolayisiyla, artk kargimizda salt mantk temelli
olmayan bir ¢eligki tiirii bulunmaktadir. Platon’un sdz konusu ifadesinden hareketle, tek bir seyin
aynt yerde, ayn1 zamanda, ayn1 yoniiyle iki sey yapmast bir celiskidir.

Antik Yunan'daki celiski temelli tarigma hattnin sonunda yer alan Aristoteles, deyim
yerindeyse, hocast Platon’un bagladig: isi cok daha genis bir cergevede ele alarak sonlandirmis,
béylece yalniz Antik Yunanda degil, tiim bau felsefesinde celigkilerle ilgili tartigmalara iki bin
yila yakin siire i¢in nokta koymustur. Calisgmamizin ana konusunu olugturan Jan Lukasiewicz'in
1910 yilinda yayimlanan makalesine dek neredeyse hicbir biitiinliikli itiraza konu olmayan

1 Antik Yunan diinyasindaki ¢eliski temelli tartismalar hakkinda detayli aragtirmamiz i¢in bkz. Ramazan Aul Karabey,
“Celismezlik Ilkesinin Kesinligi Sorunu”, (Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, istanbul Universitesi, 2018), 18-51.

2 Bu noktada Herakleitos'a dair bir parantez agmak gerekebilir. Herakleitos'un celiskilere bakis acisiyla ilgili iki
farkli yorum bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Arda Denkel, Herakleitos'un gergeklikte geliskilerin bulunduguna dair
herhangi bir goriis savunmadigini ileri siirse de 6zellikle Miletli filozofu takip eden tartisma hattinda Parmenides
ve taraftarlarinin ¢eliskiler konusunda kendisine karsi ¢tkmalarini, Sofistlerin de Parmenides ¢izgisinin karsisinda
konumlanip Herakleitos'u takip ederek gerceklikte celiskilerin var oldugunu savunduklarini gdz ardi etmemek
gerekir. Herakleitos'un felsefesiyle ilgili yorumlar ne ydnde olursa olsun, Miletli filozofun gériislerini ortaya
koydugu karanlik dizelerin bigimsel agidan ¢elisik olduklari, en azindan bir anlatim tarz1 olarak celiskileri kullanmug
oldugu agiktir. Arda Denkel'in ilgili yorumlari igin bkz. Arda Denkel, flk¢agda Doga Felsefeleri, (Istanbul: Doruk
Yayimeilik, 2003), 33.

3 Platon, Devlet, cev. Sabahattin Eyiiboglu, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankast Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2005) 5.136.
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Aristoteles’in ¢elismezlik ilkesiyle ilgili goriislerini mercek altina alalim.
Aristoteles’te Celismezlik Ilkesi
Aristoteles’in Metafizik yapiunda celismezlik ilkesine iligkin ii¢ farkli tanim bulunmakeadir:

1. Bu ilke sudur: Ayni niteligin, ayni zamanda, ayni 6zneye, ayni bakimdan hem ait

olmast hem de olmamasi imkansizdir.*

2. Gergekten de bazilarinin Herakleitos'un ileri siirdiigiine inandiklart gibi, bir ayn:
seyin hem var oldugu, hem de var olmadigini diisinmek mimkiin degildir (zira
bir insanin sdyledigi her seye inanmasi zorunlu degildir). Eger karsit niteliklerin
ayni zamanda ayni dzneye ait olmalari imkansizsa (...) ve yine eger bir bagka
diisiincenin ¢elisigi olan diisiince, bu distincenin karsiti ise; ayni zihnin, ayni
zamanda, ayni seyin hem var oldugu, hem de olmadigin: diisiinmesi kesin olarak
imkansizdir. Clinkii eger bu noktada yaniliyorsak, ayni anda birbirine karsit olan

diisiincelerimizin olmasi gerekir.’

3. Biitiin inanglar icinde en saglaminin celisik onermelerin ayni zamanda dogru
olmadiklari inanct oldugunu ortaya koymak ve buna karsi olan goriisiin sonug ve

nedenlerini gostermek iizere kafi derecede seyler soyledik.®

Dikkat edilirse, yukarida yer alan tanimlarin her biri ¢elismezlik ilkesini tanimliyor olsa da
igerikleri birbirinden oldukea farklidir. Ilk sirada yer verilen tanim, biiyiik oranda Platon’un
vermis oldugu tanima benzemekte, bir niteligin tek bir 6zneye ayni anda, ayni bakimdan ait
olmasinin imkansiz oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Lukasiewicz bu tanimi konusu itibariyla
“ontolojik tanim” olarak adlandirir.”

Ikinci sirada yer alan tanim ise, ontolojik tanimin da Stesine gegerek bir zihnin, ayni anda,
aynt seyin hem var oldugunu hem var olmadigini diisiinemeyecegini belirtmektedir. Diger bir
deyisle, Aristoteles’e gore celisik diistincelere sahip olmak imkénsizdir. Bu tanim, Lukasiewicz
tarafindan “psikolojik tanim” olarak adlandirilmaktadir.?®

Uciincii tanim ise ¢alismamizin basinda yer verdigimiz tanima kaynaklik eden, giiniimiizde
de en ¢ok bilinen celigmezlik ilkesi tanimidir. Celisik énermelerin, yani bir énermenin hem
kendisinin hem de degilinin, ayni anda dogru olamayacagini belirten bu ilkeye Lukasiewicz,
dogal olarak, “mantiksal tanim” adin1 vermistir.’

Aristoteles, Metafizik, cev. Ahmet Arslan, (Istanbul: Sosyal Yayinlar, 1996), 1005b19, 201-202.

Ag.e., 1005b24-30, 202.

A.g.e., 1011b11-15, 227.

Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, trans. by Vernon Wedin, 7he Review of
Metaphysics XXIV, No: 3, (March: 1971), 487.

Ay.

9 Ay
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Aristoteles’in, neredeyse herhangi bir calisma alaninda ortaya cikabilecek celigkilerin tespitine
ve elenmesine olanak taniyan séz konusu tanimlari, ilkenin kapsamini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bununla birlikee, celismezlik ilkesi Aristoteles icin ¢ok daha biiyitk bir éneme sahiptir.
Aristoteles'e gore celismezlik ilkesi, en kesin ilkedir. Stagirali filozofun bu gériisiine iligskin
sundugu temellendirmeyi detayli olarak inceleyelim.

En Kesin Ilke Olarak Celismezlik ilkesi

Aristoteles’e gore metafizik, varlik olmasi bakimindan varligi inceleyen bilimdir.'® Bu bilim,
diger tiim bilimlerden farkli olarak, ilineksel anlamda varligin degil, varlik olmak bakimindan
varligin 6gelerini, yani ilk ilkelerini ve ilk nedenlerini aragurir.'’ Bunlari arastirmak filozofun
gorevidir,'> bunu yapabilmesi i¢in ise “soz konusu konunun en kesin ilkelerini ortaya koyma giiciine
sahip olmasi gerekir. Dolayisiyla varliklar olmalar: bakimindan varliklar: bilen kisinin, biitiin
varliklarin en kesin ilkelerini ortaya koyma giiciine sabip olmast gerekir”*

Metafizigin ¢aligma alanini ve bu ¢aligma alaninda ¢alisacak giice sahip olan kisiyi de filozof
olarak belirleyen Aristoteles, en kesin ilke olarak nitelendirdigi ilkenin ézelliklerini siralar. Ona

gore en kesin ilkenin:
1.  Hakkinda yanilmamizin imkansiz olmasi,
2. Biutin ilkeler arasinda en iyi bilinen ilke olmast,
3. Bagka bir ilkeye bagli olmamasi,

gerekir."* Aristoteles, hangi ilkenin bu &zellikleri tasidig1 sorusuna ise gelismezlik ilkesinin
ontolojik tanimuyla karsilik verir: “Bu ilke sudur: Ayni niteligin, ayni zamanda, ayn: ozneye, ayn
bakimdan hem ait olmast hem de olmamast imkansizdir.”'®

Aristoteles'in boylece temellendirdigi celismezlik ilkesinin en kesin ilke olma iddiasina
Lukasiewicz 6ncesi dénemde getirilen iki itirazdan bahsedilebilir. Bunlardan ilki Antonius
Andred’ya aittir. Antonius Andrea, ¢elismezlik ilkesinin en kesin ilke olmadigini, bu sifat tagimast
gereken asil ilkenin 6zdeglik ilkesi oldugunu savunmustur. Gelgelelim, kendisinin yagadig:
dénemde dzdeslik ilkesi, elismezlik ilkesinden farkli bir ilke olarak gériilmemekte; tartigmamiz
agisindan bakilacak oldugunda en iyi ihtimalle celismezlik ilkesinin sadelestirilmis, basit bir
ifadesi olarak degerlendirilmekteydi. Bu nedenle Antonius Andrea’nin itirazt kabul gérmemis,
dahast Agustinus ve Scotus taraftarlarinin elestiri oklarina maruz kalmigtir.'®

10 Aristoteles, Metafizik, 1003220, 187.

11 A.g.e., 1003a26-31, 189.

12 Age., 1003b18, 192.

13 A.g.e., 1003b9-10, 201.

14 A.ge., 1003b13-15, 201.

15 A.g.e., 1005b19, 201-202.

16 George J. Hayward, Principle of Logic, (London: Longmans, 1916), 72-73.
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Celismezlik ilkesinin en kesin ilke olarak nitelendirilmesine yoneltilen bir diger itirazin sahibi
ise Leibnizdir. Ozdeslik ilkesini celismezlik ilkesinden ayiran filozof, 6zdeslik ilkesini olumlu
dogrularin ilk ilkesi, ¢elismezlik ilkesini ise olumsuz dogrularin ilk ilkesi olarak tanimlamistr.
Getirdigi bu ayrim iizerinden, ilk ilkenin olumsuz olamayacagi, dolayisiyla olumlu dogrularin
ilk ilkesi olan 6zdeslik ilkesinin ilk ilke olmasi gerektigini savunan Leibniz boylelikle 6zdeslik

ilkesinin, ¢elismezlik ilkesini 6nceledigini ileri siirmiigtiir."”

Aristoteles sonrasi dénemde celismezlik ilkesinin en kesin ilke olarak belirlenmis olmasina
yonelik itirazlar felsefe tarihine not diisiilmiis goriisler olmalari bakimindan énem arz ediyor
olsalar da herhangi bir tartisma baglatmay: bagaramamuglardir. Bu nedenle Aristoteles'in iddias
iki bin yili askin bir siire boyunca gecerliligini korumustur. Lukasiewiczin 1910 yilinda
yayimlanan makalesi ise Aristoteles’in iddiasina karst getirilen ilk kapsamlr elestiri olma 6zelligini
tasimaktadir.'® Lukasiewicz'in, s6z konusu ¢alismada yer verdigi goriisleri ele alalim.

LukasiewicZ’in Itiraz1

Lukasiewicz, ilk olarak 1910 yilinda yayimlanan, 1971 yilinda ise Vernon Wedin tarafindan
Ingilizce’ye gevrilen galismasinda' Aristoteles’in celismezlik ilkesiyle ilgili goriislerine kapsamlt
bir elestiri getirmistir. Ozel olarak s6z konusu ilkenin en kesin ilke olarak belirlenmesine, genel
olarak ise gelismezlik ilkesine karst ¢ikmistir.

Lukasiewicz, calismasinin baglangicinda, son dénemde geometri alanin yasanan gelismelerin
kendisini etkiledigini belirtmistir. Geometri aksiyomlarinin yeniden distiniilip ele alinmasiyla
birlikte Eukleides¢i olmayan geometrilerin ortaya ¢ikisindan hareketle benzer bir gelismenin
mantik ilkelerinin yeniden alinmasi halinde mantikta da yasanabilecegini ileri siirmiigtiir.?® Tarih
Lukasiewicz'i haklr ¢tkarmis, gerek mantik ilkelerinin gerek temel manugin ¢ikarim kurallarinin
yeniden ele alinmasiyla ya da belli ilke ve kurallarin géz ardi edilmesiyle ¢ok degerli manuk?!,
tutarli-6tesi mantk?, paradoks mantigi®, puslu manuk® vb. mantik dizgeleri ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Calismamizin 6nceki béliimlerinde de belirttigimiz tizere Lukasiewicz, Aristoteles’in Metafizik
yaprtinda celismezlik ilkesine iliskin farkli tanimlar yapugini 6ne siirerek bu tanimlarr iceriklerine
gore ontolojik tanim, psikolojik tanim ve mantiksal tanim olmak tizere tige ayirmistir. Buna kargin,
Polonyali mantikgi, Aristoteleste dnermelerin nesnel olgulara karsilik geliyor olmalar: dolayisiyla
ontolojik tanim ile mantiksal tanimin 6zleri itibariyla ayni olduklarinin altini ¢izmigtir.s

17 Ay

18  Makale ilk kez 1910 yilinda, “Uber den Satz des Widerspruchs bei Aristoteles” adiyla Bulletin International de
[Académie Des Sciences de Cracoviede yayimlanmistir.

19 Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, trans by. Vernon Wedin, 7he Review of
Metaphysics XXIV, No: 3, (March: 1971), 485-509.

20 A.g.e., 486-487.

21  Bkz. Safak Ural, “Cok Degerli Mantk”, Felsefe Arkivi, (1987), 302-316.

22 Bkz. Ramazan Aul Karabey, Celismezlik llkesinin Kesinligi Sorunu, 81-86.

23 Bkz. Graham Priest, “Logic of Paradox”, Journal of Philosophical Logic 8, No: 1 (January: 1979), 219-241.

24 Bke. Yiicel Yiiksel, “Kesinlik ve Puslu Manuk”, Sosyoloji Dergisi 22, No: 3, (2011), 525-530.

25 Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, 489.

144 Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019



Ramazan Atil Karabey

Psikolojik tanim ise s6z konusu iki tanimdan ayrilir. Animsanacak olursa ¢elismezlik ilkesinin
bu taniminda Aristoteles, ayni anda ¢elisik diisiincelere sahip olamayacagimizi ifade etmektedir.
Sozgelimi, ayni anda bir nesnenin hem siyah oldugunu hem siyah olmadigini diistinemeyiz.
Lukasiewicz'e gore bu tanim a priori bir tanim olamaz; olsa olsa deneyimin bir ilkesi olabilir.
Fakat bu durumda bagka bir sorun giindeme gelmektedir zira eger bu ilke deneyimin bir ilkesiyse
o zaman deneyle sinanabilir olmalidir. Ne var ki béyle bir deneyin yapilmamis olmast bir yana,
s6z konusu deneyin yapilabilme imkani bile Lukasiewicz agisindan siiphelidir. Zira insanlarin
yiiksek ates, haliisinasyon vb. durumlarda celisik diisiincelere ayni anda sahip olmalari ihtimal
dahilinde gériinmektedir. Diger bir deyisle kisiler, bu gibi durumlarda ¢elisik diisiincelere sahip
olduklarint dile getirebilirler.” Fakat Aristoteles’e gore biri celisik diisiincelere sahip oldugunu
dile getiriyorsa, celisik ifadelerde bulunuyorsa bu gercekten celisik diisiincelere sahip oldugunu
gostermez.”” Ne var ki bunu tespit edebilmek icin, deyim yerindeyse, kisinin zihnini okumak
gerekir ki bu da imkansizdir.

Lukasiewicz elestirilerine Aristoteles’in, ¢elismezlik ilkesini en kesin ilke olarak nitelendirdigi
ifadeyi ele alarak devam eder. Aristoteles, Metafizik kitabinda gelismezlik ilkesini kesinligini “Eger
ortada kanitlamasinin aranmamast gereken dogrular varsa, onun bu ilkeden baska hangi ilkeye daha
uygun diisecegi bize soylensin!”28 ifadesiyle temellendirmekeedir. Oysa Lukasiewicz bu ifadenin
tamamen yanlis oldugunu disiiniir. Ona gore, her seyden once, “kanitlamasinin aranmamasi
gereken dogru” nitelendirmesi ¢eligmezlik ilkesinden daha ziyade 6zdeslik ilkesi i¢in gegerlidir.
Ozdeslik ilkesi, ¢elismezlik ifadesine gére daha basit, daha temel bir ilkedir. Celismezlik ilkesinin
bicimsel ifadesi @(AUDA) seklinde iken 6zdeslik ilkesini A°A olarak ifade etmek miimkiindiir.
Sozlii ifade de benzer bir durum kendini gostermektedir. Celismezlik ilkesinin ontolojik
taniminda “ayni anda”, “ayni bakimdan”, “ayni 6zne” vb. terimler; mantiksa taniminda ise
“kendisi”, “degili”, “dogru” ve yine “ayni anda” terimleri kullanilmaktadir. Buna karsin 6zdeslik
ilkesi “bir sey ne ise odur” ifadesiyle tanimint bulmaktadir.?

Lukasiewicz, yukarida siralanan nedenler dolayistyla 6zdeslik ilkesinin “kanitlamasinin aranmamasi
gereken dogrular” nitelendirmesine daha uygun oldugunu ifade ediyor olsa da 6zdeslik ilkesinin dahi
en kesin ilke olarak nitelendirilmesinin dogru olmayacag: goriisiindedir. En nihayetinde bir ilkeyi
“en kesin ilke” yapan kriterler keyfi olarak belirlenmistir.®® Bu kriterler degistirilebilir, boylece yeni
kriterleri saglayan bambagka bir ilkeyi “en kesin ilke” olarak nitelendirmek miimkiin olabilir.

Aristoteles'in  gelismezlik ilkesinin en kesin ilke oldugunu savunurken kullandig:
arglimanlardan biri LukasiewicZin dikkatini 6zellikle ¢ekmistir: Aristoteles'e gore celismezlik
ilkesinin kanitlanmasi miimkiin degildir. Gerekgelendirmesi su sekildedir:

26 A.g.e., 492

27 “Gergekten de bazilarimin Herakleitosun iler siirdiigiine inandiklar: gibi, bir ayni seyin hem var oldugu, hem de var
olmadigin: diisiinmek miimbkiin degildir (zira bir insanin soyledigi her seye inanmast zorunlu degildir).” Aristoteles,
Metafizik, 1005b25, 202.

28 A.g.e., Metafizik, 1006a10, 203.

29  Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, 494.

30 Auy.
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Alintidan da anlagildigina gore Aristoteles igin herhangi bir seyi bilebilmek i¢in bir dayanak,
bir 6nbilginin bulunuyor olmast gerekir. Ilgili pasajda agikga belirtildigi iizere, herhangi bir seyi
bilebilmek i¢in énce ¢elismezlik ilkesini bilmemiz, fakat onun kanitlamasini aramadan dogru
oldugunu kabul etmemiz gerekir. Zira bu ilkeden siiphe edildigi takdirde herhangi bir bilginin

Her anliksal 6gretim ve 8grenim dnceden bulunan bilgiden yola cikar. (...) Gerek
tasimla gerek tiimevarimla yapilan uslamlamalarda da bu boyle; bunlarin her
ikisi de 6nbilgilerle gretim yapar: birinciler kabul edilen 6nciilleri alir; berikiler
tekilin agik olmastyla tiimeli gdsterir. (...) Zorunlu énbilginin iki tarzi var: kimi
kez olanin oldugunu énceden kabul etmek zorunlu, kimi kez dile getirilenin ne
demek oldugunu bilmek gerekli, kimi kez de her ikisi birden. Sézgelisi ‘her seyin
ya evetlenmesi ya da degillenmesi dogru’ olanin oldugunu kabul etmeyi, iggen’ su

belirli nesneyi imledigini bilmeyi gerekeirir; (...)*!

dayanacag: temel kalmayacagindan bu kanitlama silsilesi sonsuza dek devam edecektir.

Aristoteles'in celismezlik ilkesinin kanitinin aranmamasiyla ilgili temellendirmesi kendi
icinde tutarli gériinmektedir. Ne var ki manugin babasi, manugin kurucusu Stagirali filozof
soylediklerine ragmen yine de celismezlik ilkesini kanitlamaya calismakta, ¢eligmezlik ilkesine
iligkin alt1 kanit sunmaktadir. Burada kendini apagik gésteren ¢eliskiden kaginmak icin ise s6z
konusu alti ispatta kullandig1 yontemi, yani ciiriitme yoluyla ispati kanitlamadan ayirmakeadir.
Ona gore kanitlama belirli onciillerden zorunlu olarak yapilan ¢ikarimdir; buna kargi ¢iirtitme
yoluyla ispatta ise karsi tarafin savi dnciil olarak alinir, bu 6nciil {izerinden ¢ikarimlar yapilarak

bastaki savin ¢elisigi ortaya konulur:

Alintuda yer alan boliim Aristoteles'in Mezafizik'te yapugt ayrima uygun goriinmekte, bu
baglamda ciiriitme yoluyla ispatin dogrudan dogruya kanitla ayni sey olmadigint sdylemek

Sagmalik yoluyle [¢iiriitme yoluyla] ispat dogrudan dogruya ispattan su hususta
ayrilir: biri yanlis olarak kabul edilmis bir baska énermeye irca etmekle ¢iiriiemek
istedigi seyi o koyar, halbuki dogrudan dogruya ispat, ¢ikis noktast olarak kabul
edilmis 6nermeleri alir. O halde her ikisi de kabul edilmis iki énciil kabul ederler;
yalniz, dogrudan dogruya ispat ilk kiyasin kurucu onciillerini alir, halbuki

sagmaliga irca, obiir 6nerme sonucun ¢elisigi oldugundan énciillerden birini alir.>”

miimkiin olmaktadir. Ne var ki yukaridaki pasajin devamui ilgingtir:

Dogrudan dogruya ispat vasttastyle sonuca baglanan her sey sagmalik yoluyle
de ispat edilebilir, sagmalik yoluyle ispat edilen sey de ayni terimlerle dogrudan

dogruya ispat olunabilir.?

31 Aristoteles, [kinci Coziimlemeler, cev. Ali Houshiary, (Istanbul: Yap: Kredi Yayinlar, 2011), 71al-71al4, 9.
32 Aristoteles, Birinci Coziimlemeler, Hamdi Ragip Atademir, (y.y.: Milli Egitim Bakanligt Yayinlari, 1996), 159.

33 A.g.e., 160.
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Daha agik ifade edecek olursak, Aristoteles dogrudan dogruya kanit ile ¢iiriitme yoluyla ispat
arasinda bir ayrima gitmekte fakat sonrasinda bu ikisinin de birbirlerinin yerine kullanilabilecegini
belirtmektedir. Bu bilgiler 1s18inda Merafizik'te yer alan ayrim anlamini yitirmektedir. Zira
yukaridaki alint, ¢iiriitme yoluyla verilen ispatlarin yerini dogrudan dogruya kanitlamalarin da
alabilecegini gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla, Lukasiewicz'e gore Aristoteles’in gelismezlik ilkesine
iligkin verdigi ispatlar inandiriciligint yitirmektedir.>* Diger taraftan, iki ispat tiiriiniin 6zdesligini
gdz oniine alacak olursak, Aristoteles kanitlanamaz dedigi celismezlik ilkesini kanitlamaya
calisarak bir celigkiye diismektedir.

Aristoteles’in ¢lirlitme yoluyla ispat yontemini kullanarak ilkeyi kanitlamaya caligmasiyla
ilgili bir bagka sorun da ydntemin kendisiyle ilgilidir. Ciiriitme yoluyla ispat yonteminin ilk
adimi kargidakinin savini 6nciil olarak almakur. Devaminda ise bu 6nciillere bagli kalinarak ilk
bastaki savin ¢elisigi olan bir sonuca ulagilir. Savin bayle bir ¢eligkiye yol agug1 ortaya konularak
s6z konusu sav ciiriitiilmiis olarak. Buradaki sorun kendini agik¢a gostermektedir. Celismezlik
ilkesini ispat etmek igin olast rakiplerin savlari ele alinmakta, bunlarin ¢eliskiye yol actig
gosterilerek celismezlik ilkesi kanitlanmig olmaktadir. Halbuki geliskileri tespit etmemizi saglayan
sey celismezlik ilkesinin ta kendisidir. Diger bir ifadeyle, bu yontemi kullanan kisi ¢elismezlik
ilkesini bagtan kabul ediyor olmalidir.

Lukasiewicz'e gore, Aristoteles’in sozii edilen alt ispatinda da gesitli hatalar bulunmakradir.
Lukasiewicz'in konuyla ilgili tespitlerine gegmeden 6nce soz konusu ispatlara kisaca yer vermeye

calisalim:

1. “Insan” kelimesiyle ifade edilen “iki ayakli hayvan”dir. Eger biz bir seye insan
diyorsak, o sey gercekeen insansa bu durumda onun iki ayakli hayvan oldugunu da
kabul ediyoruz demektir. Diger bir deyisle bir seyin hem insan olup hem iki ayakli
olmamas: miimkiin degildir. Bu durumda bir sey hem insan hem insan-olmayan
dedigimizde o seyin hem insan oldugunu hem iki ayakli olmadigini soylemis

oluruz ki bu imkansizdir.*

2. Her sey dogrudur onermesi yanlsur. Eger her sey dogru olsaydi énermelerin
hem kendileri de degilleri ayni anda dogru olurdu. Bu durumda insan ve insan-
olmayan, Sokrates ile Sokrates-olmayan ayni seyler olacaktir. Gemi de bir Sokrates-
olmayan oldugundan, celismezlik ilkesi reddedilerek her seyin dogru oldugunun
savunulmast durumunda “Sokrates gemidir” énermesinin de dogru olmasinin

oniinde herhangi bir engel bulunmamaktadir.®®

3. Eger evetlemenin ve degillemenin ayni anda dogru olduguna inaniliyorsa bunun
degili olan hem evetlemenin hem de degillemenin yanlis olduguna inaniliyor

olmasi gerekir. Bu durumda, bir seyin hem insan hem de insan-olmayan oldugunu

34 Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, 495.
35  Atristoteles, Mezafizik, 1005a30-1007b1, 205-209.
36 A.g.e., 1007b19-1008al, 210-212
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soylemek yanligsa o sey ne insandir ne de insan olmayandir. Aciktir ki béyle bir

seyin olmasi imkansizdir.”

4. Celisik onermeleri dile getirenler, s6z gelimi “Bu beyazdir ve bu beyaz degildir”
diyenler aslinda hicbir sey soylemiyorlardir. Ayrica, ¢eliskileri dogru kabul eden
biri kendisinin hem hakli oldugunu hem hakli olmadigin: iddia edecektir. Béyle

kimselerle tartismaya girmek bosa vakit harcamaktan bagka bir sey degildir.*®

5. Bu ispat ¢elismezlik ilkesinin yeniden ifadesi edilmesi gibidir. Evetleme dogru
oldugunda degilleme, degilleme dogru oldugunda evetdeme dogru olamaz.
Dolayisiyla hem evetlemenin hem degillemenin ayni anda, aynt bakimdan dogru

olmasi miimkiin degildir.%

6. Celigkileri dogru kabul edenlerin, ¢eligkiyi reddedenlere gore daha isabetli bir evren
tasavvuruna sahip olduklarini farz edelim. Kendi savunduklar: tiirden bir dogayla
kargilastiklarindan ortada hem evetleyip hem degilleyemeyecekleri bir dogruyla kars:
karstyalar demektir. Diger yandan, bu evrende her sey ayni anda hem dogru hem
yanlis olacakur. Diger bir deyisle insanlar bu evrende hicbir sey sdyleyemeyecek,
soyledikleri de higbir anlam ifade etmeyecektir. Dahasi, bu evrendeki insanlarin
diisiindiikleri hem dogru hem de yanlis olacagindan esas itibariyla onlar hicbir
sey disiitnmiiyor olacaklardir. Ne konugabilen ne de diisiinebilen insanin bitkiden

herhangi bir farki kalmayacaktir.

Lukasiewicz'e gore birinci ispatin “A kelimesiyle oziinde B olan bir seyi belirtmekteyiz. Oyleyse
A zorunlu olarak Bdir. Eger A zorunlu olarak B ise onun B-olmayan olmasi olanaksizdsr. Dolayiszyla

4 seklinde ifade edilmesi miimkiindiir. ilgili

hicbir A ayni anda hem B hem B-olmayan olamaz.”
ispat bu sekilde ifade edildiginde ise onun celismezlik ilkesinden ziyade cift degilleme kuralin
ispatladigini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Eger A zorunlu olarak B ise A'nin B oldugunu sdylemek
yanlis olmayacakur. B'nin B olmayan olamayacagini sdylemek (Q@B) ise, bigimsel ifadeden de

goriilecegi iizere, cift degilleme kuralini dile getirmekeir.*?

Aristoteles'in gelismezlik ilkesine iligkin sundugu ikinci, besinci ve altunci ispatlar da
Lukasiewicz’e gore gegersizdir. S6z konusu ispatlar, uslamlamanin sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan
geliskileri gelismezlik ilkesi nedeniyle reddetmekte; dolayisiyla ¢elismezlik ilkesini 6nceden kabul
ederek petitio principii adi verilen yanhshga (safsata) diismektedir. Petitio principii dnciillerin
sonugta tekrarlanmasi ya da dogru kabul edilen bir iddianin 6nciil olarak kullanilmasi sonucunda
olusan déngiiselliktir.® Aristoteles’in ispatlarinda esine en ¢ok rastlanan bir diger yanlshik

37 A.g.e., 1008a5, 212.

38 Ag.e, 1008a10-1008a34, 212-213.

39 A.g.e., 1008a35-1008b1, 213-214.

40 A.g.e., 1008b2-1008b20, 214.

41 Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, 497.
42 Awy.

43 Safak Ural, Temel Mantik, (Istanbul: Cantay Kitabevi), 158.
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ise ignorantio elenchidir. Onciillerle ilgisi bulunmayan sonuglara ulagilmastyla ortaya ¢ikan
bu yanliglik Aristoteleste kendisini tiim celigkilerin hedef alinmasi seklinde gosterir. Oysa ki
gelismezlik ilkesinin karsisinda konumlanan birinin tiim geliskileri dogru kabul etmesi gerekli

degildir. Ciiriitme yoluyla ispata konu olan savini belli bir ya da birkag celiski i¢in savunuyor
olabilir.%

Lukasiewicz’in bir diger itirazi ise Aristoteles’in, celismezlik ilkesini tiim diger ilkelerin
kaynag olarak belirlemesini hedef alir. Aristoteles'e gore, “(...) her kanitlama sonunda nibai
bir dogru olarak bu ilkeye indirgenir. Ciinkii bu ilke, dogasi geregi biitiin diger aksiyomlarin da
hareket noktasidir”® Lukasiewicz'in goriislerini ele almaya basladigimiz ilk satirlar animsanacak
olursa, Polonyali mantik¢inin, celismezlik ilkesindense 6zdeslik ilkesini daha basit, daha temel
bir ilk olarak gordiigiinti belirtmistik. Dolayisiyla kendisinin Aristoteles’in yukarida yer verilen
alintsinda akrarilan diisiinceye karst ¢ikacagr asikardir. Ozdeslik ilkesi gok daha basit bir ilke
oldugundan celismezlik ilkesine indirgenebilmesi miimkiin degildir. Diger taraftan, eger
iki ilkenin birbirine kaynaklik ettiginden s6z etmemiz gerekseydi béylesi bir durum ozdeslik
ilkesinden yana olurdu.

Aristotelesin, ¢elismezlik ilkesiyle ilgili goriislerini bu sekilde irdeleyen ve siki bir elestiriye
tabi tutan LukasiewicZ'in vardigi sonug, ¢alismanin yayimlandig; tarih goz 6niine alinacak olursa
son derece carpicidir: “Bana kalirsa celismezlik ilkesinin tim kanitlamalarin en yiiksek ilkesi
olduguna dair genel kabul gormiis olan bu yanls diisiinceden vazgecmeliyiz.”*® Fakat Lukasiewicz
celismezlik ilkesinin en kesin ilke olarak anmay: bir kenara birakilmasi fikrinin dahi Stesine
gecmekte, celismezlik ilkesinin hicbir mantiksal degerinin bulunmadigini 6ne siirmektedir. Ona
gore celismezlik ilkesinin yalnizca pratik-etik islevi bulunmaktadir. Celismezlik ilkesinin bir
degeri varsa o da kaynagini bu islevde bulmakrtadir. Zira ¢elismezlik ilkesi olmasaydi, masum bir
insan iglemedigi suclarla itham edildiginde, evetlemek ile degillemek ayni olacagindan, bu suglar:

reddetmesi miimkiin olmazdi.¥”

Polonyali mantikgi, Aristoteles’i olduk¢a yogun bir elestiriye tabi tutmug olsa da kimi noktalarda
Aristoteles’e hakkini teslim etmekten geri durmaz. Ona gore Aristoteles, bu ilkenin pratik-etik
degerini sezmis, politik acidan oldukga giicsiiz bir vaziyette bulunan Atinada gelismezlik ilkesini
kullanarak yanlig, temelsiz bilgilerin, yeni gelismekte olan bilimi bogmasinin 6niine gegmis;
béylece bilimsel bilgiyi tesis etmeye ¢alismugtir. Lukasiewicz'in i¢inde bu konuya iliskin bir siiphe
tasimaktadir: Belki de Aristoteles tiim bu mantik hatalarinin, yanlis temellendirmelerin vb.
yanlgliklarin farkindadir fakat o dénem Antik Yunan't avuglarinin icine alinan, siirekli olarak
zemin kaydirmaya calisan Sofistlere karst bilimsel bilgiye ulasmanin yollarini koruyup gézetmek
icin gelismezlik ilkesini neredeyse bir dogma haline getirmistir.*

44 Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, 499.
45 Aristoteles, Metafizik, 1005b34, 202.

46 Jan Lukasiewicz, “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”, 504.
47 A.g.e., 509.

48 Auy.
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Sonug

Hemen her arastirma sahasinda karsimiza ¢ikan celigkilerin neredeyse diisiince tarihinin
baslangicindan beri diisiiniirlerin  kuramlarina konu olduguna deginerek giris yaptigimiz
calismamizda celiskilerle ilgili goriiglerin izinin Antik Yunan’a kadar uzandigini belirterek
Aristoteleste esas bedenine kavusacak olan celismezlik ilkesinin ilk kez Platon tarafindan, iistii
kapali olarak tanimlandiginin altni gizilmistir. Bu anlamda hocasinin izinden giden Aristoteles,
hemen her alanda karsimiza ¢ikabildigini belirttigimiz celiskilerin, hemen her alanda tespit ve
bertaraf edilebilmesine olanak saglayan celismezlik ilkesini ortaya koyarak bu ilkenin ii¢ farkls
tanimini vermis, bu ilkenin en kesin ilke oldugunu belirtmistir.

Aristoteles sonrast donemde Antonius Andrea ve Leibniz celismezlik ilkesinin en kesin
ilke olmadigini ifade etmis olsalar da sdz konusu karst ¢ikiglart herhangi bir kapsamli tartigma
baslatamamuigstir. Boylece Aristoteles’in celismezlik ilkesi hakkindaki goriigleri gegerliligini iki
bin yildan daha uzun bir siire boyunca korumus, celismezlik ilkesi en kesin ilke olarak kabul
edilmeye devam etmistir.

Calismamiza konu olan, Lukasiewiczin “On the Principle of Contradiction in Aristotle”
isimli makalesi ise Aristoteles’in ¢elismezlik ilkesiyle ilgili goriislerini mercek altna almistr. Bu
titiz alismada ¢elismezlik ilkesinin, Aristoteles’in en kesin ilkenin tagimasi gerektigini belirttigi
nitelikleri tagimadigr belirtilmigtir. Tukasiewicz, 6zdeslik ilkesinin bu tanima daha uygun
oldugunu diisiinmekle birlikte “en kesin ilke” gibi bir nitelendirmenin gayet keyfi kriterlere
bagli oldugunu, ilgili kriterlerin degistirilmesiyle herhangi bir ilkeyi “en kesin ilke” olarak

nitelendirmenin miimkiin olacagini savunmaktadir.

Metafizik'te yer alan tanimlar Lukasiewicz tarafindan ontolojik tanim, psikolojik tanim ve
mantiksal tanim olmak iizere iige ayrilmug; psikolojik tanimin herhangi bir & priori karakeer
tasimadig1, onun ancak deneyimin bir ilkesi olabilecegi fakat buna ragmen s6z konusu tanimla
ifade edilenleri herhangi bir gekilde sinamanin miimkiin olmadig: belirtilmigtir. Dahasi,
Aristoteles'in gelismezlik ilkesinin kanitlanamayacagini soylemesine ragmen bu ilkeyi kanitlamaya
calisuginin; ortaya koydugu kanitlarin ise ya cift degilleme kurali gibi bambagka bir mantiksal
unsuru ispatladiginin ya da déngiisellik gibi cesitli safsatalar icerdiginin alu ¢izilmigtir.

Lukasiewicz, soz konusu caligmasinin girisinde geometri aksiyomlarinin yeniden ele
alinmastyla birlikte Eukleides¢i olmayan yeni geometrilerin ortaya ¢ikisina benzer gekilde mantik
ilkelerinin de yeniden ele alinmastyla yeni mantk dizgelerinin ortaya ¢ikabilecegini 6ne siirmiis,
Aristoteleste celislesmezlik ilkesini de bu motivasyonla mercek altina almistr. Gergekeen de 20.
yiizyil klasik olmayan manuk dizgelerinin ortaya ¢ikisina sahne olmus, hatta bu dizgelerden bir
tanesini (iig degerli mantik) Lukasiewicz bizzat hazirlamistir. Ugiincii halin imkansizligs ilkesinin
ve ¢ift degilleme kuralinin reddedildigi mantik dizgeleri daha erken dénemlerde ortaya cikarken,
Lukasiewicz'in gelismezlik ilkesine iliskin elestirileri ise ancak 1950’li yillarda tutarli-6tesi mantk
dizgelerinin ortaya ¢ikistyla meyvelerini vermeye baglamugtir.
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ABSTRACT

Logical pluralism is the theory that there is more than one right logic. Logical
instrumentalism is the view that a logic is a correct logic if it can be used to fruitfully
pursue some deductive inquiry. Logical instrumentalism is a version of logical
pluralism, since more than one logic can be used fruitfully. In this paper, | will
show that a logical instrumentalist must accept linear logic as a correct logic, since
linear logic is useful for studying natural language syntax. | further show that this
means that the logical instrumentalist must accept a wide range of connectives, in
particular concatenation. | end by explaining why this is a feature rather than a bug.
Keywords: Logical pluralism, linear logic, conjunction, concatenation
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Introduction

Logical instrumentalism' is the view that norms for deductive reasoning should be evaluated
based on one’s aims and goals in reasoning and the domain of investigation. This means two
things. First, as long as there are two domains of investigation which are best served by different
norms for deductive reasoning, this will be a logical pluralism: logical instrumentalism will
license more than one “correct” logic. Second, should a domain of reasoning call for a particular

logic, then logical instrumentalism must license that logic as one of the correct logics.

The bulk of what I will show in this paper is that linear logic is useful for analyzing
natural language sentence syntax. Once this is established (using work from Michael Moortgat
((1996, 2009b, 2009a, 2013, 2014)) on categorial grammar), we must concede that the logical
instrumentalist must accept linear logic as a legitimate logic. This has interesting implications
for the meanings of the logical connectives, notably concatenation and conjunction - the
instrumentalist must accept that concatenation is not only legitimate, but may even be a
conjunction. One might think that the status of linear logic, its applicability and the relationship
between concatenation and conjunction is a mark against instrumentalism. I conclude my paper
by arguing that licensing linear logic as a correct logic is a benefit rather than a burden.

Logical Instrumentalism

Logic is often thought of as a tool for figuring out what follows from what.? Logical
instrumentalism is the position that logic is only such a tool. Logical instrumentalism could
equally well be called goal-driven logical pluralism, and has a rather neo-Carnapian flavour (see
(Carnap 1937) and (Carnap 1950)). In effect, though most people will agree that logic is a tool,
they think there is something additional to certain logic(s) which makes them more fundamental,
more basic, or “righter”. Logical instrumentalism stops short of this. The claim is that logic is a
tool for deductive reasoning, and nothing more.

What does it mean for logic to be merely a tool for studying what follows from what? It
means that when we reason, when we try to figure out what follows from a given set of premises,
we do so in a logical fashion. That is, reasoning is governed by norms, which tell us when the
reasoning is good, and those norms are given by a logic. The difference between this view, and the
traditional view that there is exactly one right logic, or one right way to reason, is that it imposes
no such restrictions. Logic is a tool because it can be adjusted based on our purpose; logic can
be changed based on what we are reasoning about. In this sense, the instrumentalist’s tool box is
replete. Are you reasoning about classical mathematics? Then do so with classical logic. Are you
trying to deduce syntactic relationships between words in English? Then maybe linear logic is
right for you. Depending on what we are up to, on what our goal in reasoning is, we will be able
to use different tools. Just what follows from what, then, will depend on what we are doing, and

1 This is not what Haack refers to as a “logical instrumentalism” in her (1978). Her use of the term picks out
something closer to what would today be called a logical nihilism (see (Franks 2015) and (Russell 2018)).
2 The “what follows from what” terminology is borrowed from (Priest 1987).
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what tool we are using to reason about what we are doing. A logic is right, or correct, or good
when it is useful for the task to which it is being put.

The notion of “follows from” here has to be taken very loosely. For our purposes, “follows
from” will mean something like “given these inputs, these outputs are the results” - output
follow from inputs for us in the same way conclusions follow from premises. This has some odd
sounding results: it might be the case that 10 “follows from” 7 and 3, since when we input 7 and
3 into the plus function, 10 is the result. Though this sounds odd on the face of it, since we are
using “follows from” as more of a term of art than anything else, it shouldn’t be so surprising. 10
is indeed the result of 7+3, and so it follows from 7 and 3 in our loose sense. In section 3, we will
see that “Abe is eating” follows from (in our loose sense) “Abe” and “is eating.”

If we take this position seriously, and if we assume that there might be more than one useful
tool available, one of the most notable fallouts is that we cannot be logical monists, taking it that
there is One True Logic, but must be logical pluralists, arguing that there is more than one right
logic. Both (Shapiro 2014) and (Kouri Kissel 2018) propose such a view explicitly. (Caret 2017),
(Varzi 2002) and (Eklund 2012) might all be thought to provide views in a similar vein. The
moral of the story for the logical instrumentalist, then, is that if a logic is useful, it is legitimate,
and since more than one logic is useful, we must be pluralists.

Immediately, there is one drastic consequence of this position: there will be no canonical
application of logic, in the sense described in (Priest 1987). There, Priest distinguishes between
applications of logics and the canonical application of logic. There are many logics which can be
fruitfully applied to different tasks. But, claims Priest, there is exactly one canonical application
of logic, namely “the analysis of reasoning” (Priest 1987 p 196), and the logic(s) which is (are)
best for that application will be the right one(s). The logical instrumentalist cannot hold that
there is a canonical application of logic. The instrumentalist must in fact reject that there is such
a canonical application, otherwise she will undercut her own position. For the instrumentalist a
logic is legitimate, or correct, as soon as it is useful for something. But to adopt Priest’s notion
of a canonical application would entail that a logic would only be legitimate or correct if it is
useful for the canonical application. So, the instrumentalist cannot accept that there is a single,
canonical, application, but must rather hold fast to the claim that any application is a good one.

I will focus in this paper primarily on the system presented in (Kouri Kissel 2018).4 The basis
of the pluralism presented here is that it can account for the fact that there are some contexts
in which distinct logics have logical terms which are synonymous, and some contexts in which
distinct logics have logical terms which are not synonymous. It uses a framework developed by
(Roberts 2012), called the question under discussion framework, to account for this shift. In
particular, tracking the acceptance of rejection of a particular proposition by the people making
use of the logics in question, one can predict when the connectives in those logics will mean

3 Thanks to Dave Ripley for urging further articulation of “following from”.
4 Though I will focus on only one version of logical instrumentalism here, I take it what I say could be easily extended
to other similar theories, including the one given in (Shapiro 2014).
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the same thing and when they will not. The proposition in question is called the “correlation
as identity proposition”, or CIP for short. The proposition is that if two words sound alike,
are spelled the same way, and are generally used in the same sentences in the same way then
they mean the same thing. The proposition is by default in the common ground (the set of
propositions everyone engaged in the conversation/pursuit agrees are true), and this means that
the connectives in the distinct logics must share a meaning. However, if the proposition gets
removed from the common ground, if we are not in the “default settings”, then the logical
connectives in question might not share a meaning.’

A notable feature of this view is that whether the connectives mean the same thing is very
closely tied to the goals of the people involved in using the logics in question. If it best suits their
goals to treat them as the same, then they are, for the purposes of that deductive enterprise, the
same. If it best suits their goals to treat the connectives as meaning something different, then they
mean something different. The general rule is that you pick the logic and connectives which best
suit your deductive goals, and proceed from there. On this view, then, the connective meanings
must be polysemous, meaning related to each other, but not quite meaning the same thing. An
example of polysemy is the term “wood” in “a tree is made of wood” and “the 1000 Acre Wood
has a lot of trees”. There is something that ties both uses of “wood” together, even though they do
not mean exactly the same thing. In our case, there is something that ties, say, all the negations,
together, but they are subtly different. Ultimately, in most conversations, we can treat them as
meaning the same thing, but sometimes the goals of the participants force a different meaning,.
For example, most of the time, when people are having a conversation using the term “wood”,
we can take it that they mean the same thing in their use. This would correspond to the “default
settings”. However, it might become clear throughout the conversation that one of them actually
means the material, and the other means a forest. In that case, we need to adjust the default,

and go from there. The same goes for conversations where participants are using the term “not”.

One of the immediate benefits to his view is that it allows us to make sense of logical
disagreement. Opponents of pluralism often suggest that logical disagreement is not possible
when logical pluralism is on the table, since people using different logics are talking past each
other, and having a merely verbal dispute. This would be bad for the pluralist, as it seems genuine
logical disagreement is possible. The adoption of a view of connective meanings on which they
are polysemous solves this problem, making genuine logical disagreement possible. In the case
where CIP is removed from the common ground and there is more than one meaning for
negation (say) in use in the conversation, this disagreement could be a pragmatic and external (in
the Carnapian sense) disagreement about which connective it is best to use. On the other hand,
when CIP remains in the common ground, and the interlocutors are using the same connectives,
they can still have genuine logical disagreement, in this case it could be about what follows from a

5  The position here extends beyond what we might call “traditional conversations”. One can make use of the notion
of a common ground, and hence the “default settings” even when there is only one person involved, or when there
are more than two - like lectures in a classroom, or posts on a blog. The only requirement is that it must be possible
for some assumptions to be in place, and that the task which is being pursued requires some type of logic.
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particular logic and set of connectives, or other, more traditional, logical disagreements. There is
little chance of the interlocutors accidentally talking past each other as they are using connectives
with the same meaning. In both cases, then, substantive disagreement is possible.

In the remainder of this paper, I show that a certain form of linear logic is useful, and that
it must be accepted by the logical instrumentalist. I also flesh out some consequences of this
legitimacy.

Grammar and Linear Logic

The grammatical structure of natural language is complicated, to say the least. One must be
careful when trying to use a logic to study its structure. There are two main issues. First, natural
language is resource sensitive. Resources in natural language include things like nouns and verbs.
Once we compose a sentence out of such parts, we cannot “use them again”. In a sense, they are
like ingredients in a recipe. If we are baking bread, say, and need one cup of flour, we cannot use
that same cup for both the bread and a cake. The same goes for components of sentences: if we
use a noun phrase to create a sentence, it gets “used up”. It cannot be used again later to make
another sentence. If we have two components, say a noun phrase, “Abe”, and a verb phrase, “is
eating”, then we can put them together, to make “Abe is eating”. But, once we do this, we no
longer have two components, a noun phrase and a verb phrase, we have one, a sentence. We
cannot “get back” the noun phrase or verb phrase without decomposing the sentence. So, we
cannot “re-use” them to make another sentence (like “Is eating Abe”), since we no longer have
access to them. Resources are used up in grammatical construction, and so our logic must be

resource sensitive.

Second, the components of sentences do not commute. “Abe is eating Jello” is very different
from “Jello is eating Abe”: one involves a typical situation, and one a strange world where Jello
& yp &

is carnivorous.

This all leads to one conclusion: if we are going to use a logic to study the grammar of natural
language, it cannot be commutative and it must be resource sensitive. This means we need a non-
classical logic. There are many such logics which fit this role (and a very lively debate about which
is best, see (Barker and Shan 2014), (Allo 2013) and (Pollard 2013)), and I will examine only one
such logic here. The system given here is a Lambek system, and adapted from the presentation
in (Moortgat 2013).

The system, which is called NL, for non-associative Lambek calculus, requires several atomic
types, p, and three binary operations. The binary operations are

1. AQB
2. A\B
3. B/A
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Usually, the basic types are taken to be parts of English syntax. So, for example, we have
a sentence type, s (“Abe eats”), verb phrases, vp (“is eating”) and a type for noun phrases, np
(“Abe”). An expression of type A\B (B/A) requires an expression of type A on the left (right)
to produce an expression of type B. So an expression of type np/s requires a noun phrase to
produce a sentence (ex: “is eating”). The type A®B is a concatenation operation, so it is a kind
of product. For example, if we had our np\s object above, “is eating”, and concatenated it with
an 7p, “Abe”, we would get np@np\s or “Abe is eating”. This is the sense in which “Abe is
eating” follows from “Abe” and “is eating”. If we put “Abe” and “is eating” into the concatenation
operation as inputs, the result is “Abe is eating”. So the whole sentence “follows from” its parts.

Let us take a look at a more complicated example. Consider the sentence “Bonnie slowly gave
Casper socks”. The expressions “Bonnie”, “Casper” and “socks” are all of the type np. “Gave”
is a transitive verb, so could be considered type vp. However, since we need to concatenate this
sentence together, we will need to use a different type. Here, “gave” will be of type ((np\s)/np)/
np. That is, this particular verb takes two names of the right, and one on the left, and produces a
sentence. Finally, since “slowly” is an adverb, it will essentially map verbs to verbs, and it suffices
here to consider it as type (np\s). Now, we can see how this might work. In order to construct
the sentence “Bonnie slowly gave Casper socks”, we calculate the following: Bonnie & (slowly
® (gave @ Casper) @ socks). With the types we have selected for each term, this looks like:
np®((np\s)/(np\s) R (((np\s)/np)/npQ@np)@np). Once this calculation is complete, we can

see that our sentence is of type s, as expected.

Having this calculus in hand reduces the requirement of providing a formal syntax for a
language to providing a lexicon and the types of objects in the lexicon for that language. This is
a big step forward, and makes NL a very useful logic.

Concatenation and Conjunction

In the previous section, I showed that NL is a useful tool for studying the syntax of natural
language. However, if this is true, then the logical instrumentalist must accept NL as a legitimate
logic. It is a useful tool, and so it must be admitted to the instrumentalist’s system. At the very
least, the instrumentalist needs to accept that some logic which is resource sensitive and non-
commutative is an admissible logic, because otherwise she will not have a useful tool to study
natural language syntax.

So far so good: the instrumentalist has added a tool to her tool kit. There is at least one odd
consequence to this view, though. The logical instrumentalist now has to admit that &,\ and
/ are logical connectives. Even weirder, it seems that since & is a product, it is a candidate for

being a logical conjunction.

There are two options for what type of operator @ is. Either it is a conjunction-like operator,
or itis an operator of its own type. It seems like being a product operator is somehow conjunction-
like. Products join things together, as do conjunctions. For the logical instrumentalist, this is
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enough for @ to count, at least sometimes, as a conjunction. This is because the instrumentalist
must agree that the logical connectives in play are of whatever type that best advances the goals
of the people using them. And it is certainly at least fathomable that sometimes it might suit an
investigation best to treat & as a conjunction. So, sometimes & must be a conjunction.

There are even examples where we can see that concatenation and conjunction behave
similarly enough that they should be treated as the same thing. Consider, for example, the
portmanteau “Brangelina”. This is a concatenation of the names Brad Pitt and Angelina Jolie,
and is meant to refer to them as a couple. So, Brangelina might be though to mean “Brad
and Angelina”. In this (albeit silly) case, the concatenation of Brad and Angelina has the same
meaning as the conjunction of Brad with Angelina. Thus, there are cases where it is best to treat

concatenation and conjunction as meaning the same thing.

However, @ is certainly not like the conjunctions we are used to seeing.® The typical
logical conjunction commutes, for example. One might think that admitting @ as a logical
conjunction is good reason to dismiss logical instrumentalism entirely, rather than accepting
NL as a legitimate logic.

But we should not be so hasty! Recall that (Kouri Kissel 2018) argues that the logical
connectives are polysemous and share a pre-theoretic meaning. On this view, admitting @
as a logical conjunction is fine so long as it shares a pre-theoretic meaning with our typical
logical conjunction. But there is a good argument to be made that it does share something like
a pre-theoretic meaning with, say, classical conjunction, in that they are both “products”. And,
further, they do not seem to be too different to be related in a polysemous way. They both serve
a similar role in their respected logical systems. Since the instrumentalist’s admitting linear
logic, and the logical connectives that comes with it, as a legitimate logic would fit very nicely
into any of these systems, we can see how this admission is a feature rather than a bug. What
we have essentially done is made our list of resources longer, and since the systems in question
can make sense of the connectives, we have done so at essentially no cost. We get more tools
for the same price!

Acknowledgement: I would like to thank audiences at the Buenos Arises Logic Group VII
Workshop on Philosophical Logic, Unilog 2018 Vichey and The Central American Philosophical
Association 2019 meeting.

6 This is not the only strange conjunction. Conjunction in dynamic semantics, for example, also does not commute,
though there we have the benefit of its name actually being “conjunction”.
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OZET

Arglimantasyon teorisi Uzerine calismalarin temellerinin retorik ve diyalektik
calismalan ile atilmis oldugu séylemek mumkiindir. Arglimantasyon teoirisinin
alt alanlarindan biri olan argiiman bicimleri yaklasimi, glindelik dilde ve
mubhtelif alanlarda kullanilan dogal dil arglimanlarinin belirli kurallar dahilinde
modellenmesidir. Giinimuzde informel mantik alaninda yapilan calismalar ile
birlikte argiiman bicimleri yaklasiminin da dikkate deger bir calisma alan halini
aldigini distinmekteyiz. Bilgisayar bilimi ve felsefi mantigin ortak calisma alani
olan yapay zekd ve dogal dilin isleme Uzerine yapilan calismalarda argiiman
bicimlerinin de 6nemli bir yeri oldugunu dusiinmekteyiz. Yazimizda Douglas
Walton'in argiiman bigimleri yaklasimi ele alinmistir. Douglas Walton argiiman
bigimleri yaklasiminda amagladigi 6ncelikle hukuk alaninda olmak Uzere cesitli
alanlarda kullanilan dogal dil arglimanlarini belirlemek ve bunu bir listelemek
bununla birlikte bir siniflandirma olusturmaktir. Argiiman bigimleri yaklasiminda
bir model ortaya konulmustur. Bu model ile argiiman bicimlerinin bilgisayar
sistemlerinde kullanmaya uygun yapisinin vurgulanmasini saglamistir. Glinimiizde
arglimanlarin, belirlenmesi, analizi, degerlendirilmesi asamalarinda bu bilgisayar
sistemleri biiylik 6nem tasimaktadir. Yazimizda bu sistemlerden biri, Thomas
Gordon'in projesi olan, Carneades Arglimantasyon Sistemi'nden bahsedilmistir.
Carneades Argiimantasyon Sistemi, Douglas Walton'in argliman bigimleri ile
uyumlu bir sekilde calisan bir sistemdir. Carneades Arglimantasyon Sistemi ile
bir arglimantasyonun haritalandiriimasi mimkinudar. Bir arglimantasyonun
gorsellestirilmesi felsefi tartismalarda taraflara somut bir zemin olusturulmasini
saglamaktadir. Yazimizin amaci informel mantik calismalarinin gelismekte oldugu
gliniimiizde, bu ¢alismalar dogrultusunda dikkate deger oldugunu distindigimiiz
argiman bigimleri yaklasiminin ve argliman bicimlerinin dahil edildigi sistemlerden
biri olan Carneades Argtimantasyon Sistemi'nin ele alinmasidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Argiiman bicimleri, argiimantasyon, elestirel sorular, elestirel
sorgulama, elestirel sorular, argliman bicimlerinin siniflandiriimasi, informel mantik,
guindelik dil argimantasyonu, carneades argiimantasyon sistemi, argiimanlarin
bicimsellestirilmesi, argtiman haritalandirma, dogal dil isleme

ABSTRACT

It can be said that the roots of the studies on the argumentation theory go back
to rhetorical and dialectical studies. One of the sub-fields of the argumentation
theory is argument schemes, used in everyday language and various fields within
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certain rules. Today, with the studies in the field of informal logic, argumentation schemes have aslo become an important
field to study. The argumentation schemes approach also plays an important role in the study of artificial language at the
intersection of the computer science area. In this article, we discussed Douglas Walton’s argumentation schemes approach.
Douglas Walton's aim is to determine the natural language arguments used in various fields and make as a list of them and
propose a classification for argumentation schemes. Douglas Walton, presents a model for the argumentation schemes.
This model also emphasized the structure suitable for use in computer systems. Determination, analysis and evaluation
of arguments are important topics for the arguments applying to computer systems. In this article, we discuss one of
these systems, Thomas Gordon’s project, the Carneades Argumentation System. The Carneades Argumentation System
is a system which can handle Douglas Walton's argumentation schemes. With the Carneades Argumentation System, it is
possible to visualize arguments as an argument map. The visualization of an argumentation provides a concrete basis for
philosophical discussions. It makes it easy for the user to determine the scheme of the current argument when applying
the argument formats to mapping and evaluation systems such as Carneades Argumentation Systems. Determining the
argument scheme allows the argument to be handled within a particular model. The aim of this article is to discuss the
argumentation schemes which is one of the topics of study at the intersection of philosophical logic and computer sciences
in which informal logic studies are developing today.

Keywords: Argumentation schemes, argumentation, critical questions, critical questioning, classification of argumentation
schemes, informal logic, everyday language argumentation, carneades argumentation system, formalization of arguments,
argument mapping, natural language, processing

Giris

Argiimantasyon caligmalari, tarih boyunca varligini retorik ve diyalektik alanlari ile baglantili
sekilde stirdiirmiistiir. Arglimantasyon ¢aligmalart dahilinde argiimanlarin  dogrulugunun
test edilmesi, yanligliklarin bulunmasi ve kanit standartlarinin incelenmesi yer almaktadir.
Argiimanlarin diyalog icerisinde degerlendirilmeye baslamasi ile birlikte dediiktif akilyiirtitmeler
ve indiiktifakilytiriitmelere ek olarak ti¢iincii bir akilyiiriitme tiirii de géz 6niinde bulundurulmaya
baslanilmistir. Bu gelisme ve dogal dil argiimanlarinin dnemine vurgunun artmasi bir paradigma
degisikligine yol agmistir. Informel mantik ve yapay zeka alaninda yapilan galismalar da bu
gelismeleri destekler nitelikte olmustur. Bu gelismeler 1s11inda, gdzler Aristoteles’in yanligliklar
olarak adlandirmis oldugu argiimanlara ydnelmis ve bu argiimanlarin giindelik akilyiiriitmelerde,
pratik amaglar ile kullanilabilecegi fikri giindeme gelmistir. Informel mantik galismalart dahilinde
arglimanin belirlenmesi, argiimanin analizi, argiimanin degerlendirilmesi ve argiimanin ingas

asamalar1 bulunmaktadir.

Arglimanin belirlenmesi agamasi, argiimanin onciilleri ve sonucunun tespit edilmesidir.
Argiimanin analizi, argiimanin 8nciil ve sonuglar: ile ilgili incelenmesi, var ise eksik énciillerin
tamamlanmasidir. Argiimanin degerlendirilmesi, argiimanmn glicliniin tespitidir. Son olarak
argiiman ingsast eger var ise sonucu destekleyecek baska onciillerin aranmast ve bulunmasidir. !

Informel mantik ve argiimantasyon teorisindeki son zamanlardaki gelismeler, argiimanlarin
analiz ve degerlendirilme asamalarinda da yeni yontemler geligtirilmesi bakimindan da etkili
olmustur. Argiiman analizi ve degerlendirilmesi asamasinda kullanilabilecek etkili yontemlerden

1 Douglas Walton, “Argumentation Theory: A Very Short Introduction”, Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence,
Ed. by. Guillermo Simarilyad Rahwan, Boston, Springer, 2009.
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biri de argiiman haritalandirma ydntemidir. Argiiman haritalandirma ydntemi tartisma veya
incelemelerde, argiimanin karmagadan uzak ve daha somut bir analiz ve degerlendirme zemini
olusturmak i¢in yardimecr olmaktadir. Argiiman haritalandirma sistemleri {izerine yapilan
calismalar giiniimiizde bilgisayar bilimi alani ile ortak caligmalar olarak siirdiiriilmektedir.
Argiiman haritalandirma sistemleri tizerine ¢aligmalarda argiiman bigimleri yaklagimi ve elestirel

sorgulama, analiz ve degerlendirme asamalarinda 6nem tagimaktadir.
Douglas Walton’in Argiiman Bicimleri Yaklagimi

Douglas Walton (Toronto Universitesi, 1972) yanlisliklar ve informel mantik iizerine yapmis
oldugu caligmalar, kitap ve makaleleriile taninan Kanadali birakademisyen ve yazardir. Giiniimiizde
Windsor Universitesi'nde Akilyiiriitme, Argiimantasyon ve Retorik Arastirmalart Merkezi
(CRRAR)’nde arastirma gorevlisidir. 2008-2014 yillari arasinda, Windsor Universitesi'nde
Arglimantasyon Aragtirmalarina baskanlik yapmustir. Douglas Walton ¢aligmalarinda, hukuk gibi
mubhtelif alanlarda ve giindelik dilde kullanilan argiimanlarin belirlenmesine, analiz edilmesine
ve degerlendirilmesine yardimei olmak icin pratik yontemler sunmayr amaglamaktadir. Douglas
Walton, argiiman bigimleri yaklagimini, glindelik dil argtimanlari, bilimsel ve hukuksal argiimanlar
gibi 6zel baglamlardaki genel argiiman bigimlerinin saptanmasina ve degerlendirilmesine olanak
saglayan yapilar olarak tanimlamistir. Ayni zamanda argiman bicimlerini argiiman ¢aligmalar:
icerisindeki genis bir kullanim alani olan, en kullanigl arag olarak belirlemigtir.?

Douglas Walton argiiman bicimleri {izerine ¢alismasinda her tiirden argiimanin belirlenmesi,
analiz edilmesi, degerlendirilmesive argiiman bicimleri i¢in bir standart olusturmayr amaglamigtir.®
Douglas Walton'in Argiiman Bicimleri yaklasiminin bir takim giiclii yonleri bulunmakeadir:

1. Argiiman bigimleri ileri siiriiliirken, onerilen bigimler basitge belirflenmemistir, empirik

olarak genis bir argiiman 6rnekleri veritabani tarafindan desteklenmekeedir.

2. Argiimanlarin belirli bir formati bulunmaktadir, bu 6zellik alan dis1 kisilerin dahi argiimanlar:
kolayca ele alabilmesini saglamaktadir.

3. Gunlik akilyiirtitme argiiman tiirlerinin biiyiik bir kismini kapsamaktadir.

Listelenmis olan bigimler, belirli bir formata uygun sekilde, agik¢a detaylandirilmig olarak
incelemede toplanmistir ve zengin referans metinlerine sahiptir. Cogu bicime bagli elestirel
sorular, argiimanlarin belirsiz oldugu durumlarda, bize bu belirsizligi fark etmemize olanak tanir,
olast ciiriitme veya konu ile ilgili olast bilgiler icin ipuglart vermektedir.*

Douglas Walton argiimanlari bicimsellestirirken, dediiktif manuktan da agina olunan
sekilde indiikeif akilyiiriitmeleri bigimsel bir yapi olarak ifade etmeyi amaglamistir. Walton'in

2 Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America, s. 1.

3 Christopher Lumer, Walton’s Argumentation Schemes, OSSA Conference Archive, 2016, s.2.

4 Christopher Lumer, a.e., s. 6.
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calismasindaki asil 6nemli unsur, indiikeif ve dediiktif argiimanlarin bicimsellestirilmesinin yani
sira feshedilebilir argiimanlar da bigimsellestirilmis olmasidir. Feshedilebilir argiimanlar, yalnizca
giinliik dildeki séylemleri degil, 6zel bir baglami olan bilim ve hukuki akilytiriitmelerin de biiyiik
bir béliimiinii kapsamakrtadir. Bu sebeple Argiiman Bigimleri'nin incelenmesinde de biiyiik bir
boliimii kapsamaktadir. Argiimanlarin bigimsellestirilmesi mantik, yapay zek4 ve bununla ilgili
bilimlerin gelismesinde biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir.’

Douglas Walton’in amact argiiman bicimlerinin hepsini bir araya toplamak, diizenli ve
kullanislt bir hale getirmektir. Bu derleme elestirel sorular: ile birlikte, 60 ana argiiman bi¢imi
ve 44 alt tiirden olusur. 104 bicimden sadece 23 tanesi dediiktif olarak, 5 tanesi analitik olarak
gecerlidir. Dediikdif olarak gegerli olanlar, analitik énciillerle desteklendigi siirece gecerlidir.® Geri
kalan, 76 bi¢cim varsayimsal argiiman bi¢imleridir.”

Argiiman Big¢imlerinin Listesinin Olusturulmasi ve Siniflandirilmas:

Douglas Walton ilk olarak 1996'da Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning®
adli kitabinda yirmi bes tane argiiman biciminin siralandi1 bir liste ortaya koymustur.” Bu
listede; Géstergeden/karetten (Sign) Argiiman, Ornekten Argiiman'’, Sozel Siniflandirmadan
Argiiman"', Taahhiitten Argiiman'?, Bir Kisiye Karst Kosullara Bagli Argiiman, Pozisyondan
Dolay: Bilinen Argiiman'®, Uzman Gériisiinden Argiman', Kanittan Hipoteze Argiiman,
Bagintidan (Korelasyon) Nedene Argiiman'®, Nedenden Sonuca Argiiman, Neticeden Argiiman'¢,

5  Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America, s. 364-365.

6 Argumentation Schemes adli eserde verilmis olan argiiman bigimleri listesinde bulunan numaralandirmaya gére;
Dediiktif Gegerli Bigimler: 4, 11.1, 11.2, 12.1, 12.2, 13.2, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18.2, 21.1, 21.2, 26, 26.1, 32.2, 38, 41,
46, 48, 55.1, 55.2, 55.3, 56; Analitik Gegerli Bicimler: 3, 44, 51, 54.2. Dediiktif Cikarim Formlari: 11.1, 11.2,
12.1,12.2,21.1, 21.2, 46, 55.1, 55.2, 55.3, 56; Modus Ponens: 16, 17; Iki Kosullu Modus Ponens: 48; Otelenmis
Modus Ponens: 14, 15, 18.2, 41; Genel modus ponens; 38; Us Kosullu Genel Modus Ponens; 26, 26.1, 32.2;
Modus Tollens; 13.2.
Christopher Lumer, a.e., s. 5.
Tr. Varsayimsal Akilyiiriitmelerin Argiiman Bicimleri
Christopher Lumer, Walton’s Argumentation Schemes, OSSA Conference Archive, 2016, s.1.

0 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Ornekten Argiiman sonrasinda Kurallarin Durumlara Uygulanmast bagligs,
Durumlart Temel Alan Argiimanlar alt baghg: alunda degerlendirilmistir.

— O 0 N

11  Argumentatiin Schemes adli kitapta Sézel Siniflandirmadan Argiimanlar sonrasinda Kurallarin Durumlara
Uygulanmasi baghiginin bir alt bashg olarak degerlendirilmistir.

12 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Taahhiitten Argiimanlar sonrasinda Kaynak-Temelli Argiimanlar sinifinin bir
alt baglig1 olarak belirlenmistir.

13 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Pozisyondan Dolayr Bilinen Argiimanlar Kaynak-Temelli Argiimanlar
sinifinin alunda degerlendirilmistir.

14  Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Pozisyondan Dolayr Bilinen Argiimanlar Kaynak-Temelli Argiimanlar
sinifinin altnda degerlendirilmistir.

15 Argumantation Schemes adl: kitapta Bagintidan (Korelasyon) Nedene Argiimanlar sonrasinda, Giindelik (Casual)
Alulyiiriiemeler bashg alunda degerlendirilmistir.

16 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Neticeden Argiimanlar sonrasinda Pratik Akilyiiriitmeler baghigi alunda
degerlendirilmistir.
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Benzesimden Argiiman'/, [sraftan Argiiman'®, Popiilerlikten Argliman'®, Deger Sistemlerinden
(Ethotic) Argiiman, C)nyargldan Argiiman®, Sabit Kurallardan Argiiman?!, Emsalden Argiiman??,
Kademeli Degisimden (Gradualism) Argiiman®, Emsalden Kaygan Zemin Argiimani®,
Zincirleme Kiyastan Kaygan Zemin Argiimani, S6zel Siniflandirmanin Belirsizliginden Argiiman,
Gelisigtizel/Keyfl (Arbitrariness), Sozel Siniflandirmadan Argliman, Sézel Kaygan Zemin
Argiimani, Tam (Full) Kaygan Zemin Argiimani bulunmaktadir. Argumentation Schemes for
Presumptive Reasoning'de Douglas Walton'in argiiman bicimlerini listelemeye ¢alismasindaki
ilk amaci bu bigimlerin yapay zeki ve bilgisayar programlarinda argimanlarin kullanilabilir
olmasint saglamakur. Bu ¢alismalar sayesinde, giindelik akilyiiriitmeler ele alinirken daha
somut bir sekilde degerlendirilebilmistir.”® Sonrasinda Argumentation Schemesde argiiman
bicimleri ve siniflandirmast tizerine daha ¢ok durulmus ve daha fazla bigim igeren bir liste ortaya
konulmustur. Bu listede Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning'de verilmis olan
bicimler listesindeki kimi bicimler alt tiir olarak gosterilmis, kimi bicimler de genisletilerek farklt
ana bagliklar altinda ele alinmigtir. Bunun yani sira yeni bigimler listeye eklenmistir.

Douglas Walton'in argiiman bicimlerininin listesi ile birlikte bir siniflandirma da ortaya
koymay1 amaglamistir. Bi¢imlerin siniflandirilmasina, bigimler arasindaki iligkiler gozetilmistir.
Siniflar, birbiri ile birbirinin alt tiirii olma veya benzerlik gdsterme agisindan bir araya gelmistir.
Kimi zaman, bir bicimin hangi kiimeye ait oldugunu belirlemek zorlayic1 olabilmekeedir.® Ancak
bu siniflandirma yapilirken bir kolaylik saglanmaya calisildigi hep géz dniinde bulundurulmus
bu sebeple kisitlayici, sert bir siniflandirma ortaya koyulmamugtir. Yani, siniflandirma esnektir ve
ana bagliklar arasinda argliman bigimlerinin farkli bagliklar altina yerlestirilebilmesi mtimkiindir.

17  Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Benzesimden Argiimanlar sonrasinda Kurallarin Durumlara Uygulanmast
bagligt, Durum Temelli Argiimanlar alt bagligs alunda degerlendirilmistir.

18 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Israftan Argiiman sonrasinda Pratik Akilyiiriitmeler basligi altinda
degerlendirilmistir.

19 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Popiiler Goriisten Argiiman (Ad Populum), on bir alt baslik ile Popiiler
Uygulamadan Argiiman olarak alt tiirleri belirtilmistir.

20 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Onyargi Iddiasindan Argiiman olarak ele alinmisur. Ayrica Taahhiiten
Argtimanlar ana baghg;, Kisisel Giivenirlige Saldirilan Argiimanlar alt baghg alunda, Ad Hominem Argtimanlar
veya yine aynt ana baslik alunda Onyargs Iddiasindan Argiiman alt basligs altinda degerlendirilebilecek Ad Hominem
Onyarg: Argiimanlar: Bigimler listesine eklenmistir.

21 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta daha sonra Sabit Kurallardan Argiiman, Kurallardan Argiiman ve Diizenleyici-
kural Onciiliin Yiikiimliiliigii Talebi olmak iizere iki alt tiir igeren Kurallardan Argiiman bigimin alt tiirii olarak
degerlendirilmistir.

22 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Emsalden Argiimanlar sonrasinda Kurallarin Durumlara Uygulanmast
bagligs, Durum Temelli Argiimanlar alt baglig1 alunda degerlendirilmistir.

23 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Kademeli Degisimden (Gradualism) Argiiman Kurallarin Durumlara
Uygulanmasi baghg alunda Kurallart ve Durumlarin Baglayan Zincirleme Argiimanlar alt baghg alunda
degerlendirilmistir.

24 Argumentation Schemes adli kitapta Emsalden Kaygan Zemin Argiimani Kurallarin Durumlara Uygulanmast
basligt alunda Kurallart ve Durumlarin Baglayan Zincirleme Argiimanlar alt baghg altnda degerlendirilmistir.

25  Christopher Lumer, Walton’s Argumentation Schemes, OSSA Conference Archive, 2016, s.3.

26  Douglas Walton, Fabrizio Macagno, A Classification System for Argumentation Schemes, Argument and
Computation, Taylor & Francis Group, 2016, s. 1.
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Argiiman Bi¢imlerinin Siniflandirmast®”

A. Akilytiriitme

1. Dediikdif Akulytirtitme®®
a.  Dediiktif Modus Ponens
b.  Ayirict Kiyas
c.  Hipotetik Kiyas
d.  Sagmaya Indirgeme (Reductio Ad Absurdum)

e.  Bolumlemeden Argiiman

2. Indiikeif Akilyiirtme?

a.  Rastgele Bir Orneklemden Bir Gruba Argiiman
b.  Kompozisyondan Argiiman
c.  Grup ve Grup Uyelerinden Argiiman

3. Pratik Akilyiiriitme®
a.  Neticeden Argiiman
b.  Alernatiflerden Argiiman
c.  Israfran Argiiman
d.  Bauk Maliyetten Argiiman
e.  Tehditten Argiiman
f.  Tehlikeye Bagvurmaktan Argiiman

g.  Benzesimden Pratik Akilyiiriitme

h.  Fedakérliktan Argliman

i.  Hedeften Argiiman

j. ki Kisi Pratik Akalyiiriitmesi

k. Yardim Ihtiyacindan Argiiman

. Isuraptan Argiiman

m. Alternatiflerden Pragmatik Argiiman

27 Bu siniflandirma Douglas Walton'in Argumentation Schemes kitabindaki siniflandirmaya ¢k olarak yine
Argumentation Schemes kitabinda verilmis olan argiiman bicimleri listesindeki tiim argiiman bicimlerini icermesi
bakimindan yine kitapta bulunan siniflandirma temel alinarak olugturulmustur. Bahsedildigi gibi siniflandirma kat:
bir siniflandirma degildir ve degisikliklere agiktir. Argumentation Schemes'deki tiim argiiman bigimlerini icermesi
sebebi ile siniflandirmada argiiman bigimleri uygun gériilen siniflar altina yerlestirilmistir. Yapisi bakimindan kimi
bi¢im birkag sinifin altinda degerlendirilmeye uygun gibi gézitkmektedir. Bu siniflandirma olusturulurken argiiman
bicimlerinin alt tiirleri degil ana bagliklar géz éniinde bulundurulmustur.

28 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Dediikdf Akalyiiriitme” sinifi  aluna;
Biliimlemeden Argiiman bi¢iminin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi diistiniilmiistiir.

29  Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan simiflandirmaya “Indiiktif Akilyiirieme” sinifi - altina;
Kompozisyondan Argiiman, Grup ve Grup Upyelerinden Argiiman bigimlerinin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi
diistiniilmiigtiir.

30 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Pratik Akalyiirtitme” sinift altina; Benzesimden

Pratik Akalyiiriitme, Fedakirliktan Argiiman, Hedefien Argiiman, Tki Kisi Pratik Akilyiiriitmesi, Yardim Ihtiyacindan
Argiiman, Istiraptan Argiiman, Alternatiflerden Pragmatik Argiiman bicimlerinin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi
diisiiniilmiistiir.
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4. Abdiiktif Cikarim (Geri Cikarim)

a.  Gostergeden/Isaretten (Sign) Argiiman
b.  Kanittan Hipoteze Argiiman

5. Siradan Akilyiirtitme®
a.  Nedenden Sonuca Argiiman
b.  Bagmnudan (Korelasyon) Nedene Argiiman
c.  Kaygan Zemin Argimani
d.  Karsiliktan Argiiman
e.  Karugliklardan Retorik Argiiman
f. Alternatiflerden Argiiman
g.  Davranis ve Insan Etkilesiminden Argiiman

B. Kaynak Temelli Argiimanlar
Pozisyondan Dolay: Bilinen Argiiman?

a.  Pozisyondan Dolay: Bilinen Argiiman
b.  Tanik ifadesinden Argiiman

c.  Uzman Gériisiinden Argliman

d.  Bilgisizlikten Argiiman

e.  Algidan Argiiman

f.  Hauradan Argiiman

g.  Gorunisten Argliman

2. Taahhiitten Arglimanlar®

a.  Taahhiitten (Commitment) Argiiman
b.  Degerden Argiiman
3. Kisisel Giivenirlige Saldirilan Argiimanlar*
a.  On Yargt [ddiasindan Argiiman
b.  Grup Onyargilarini {leri Siirerek Iyinin Zehirlenmesi
c¢.  Ad Hominem Argiimanlar
d.  Pragmatik Tutarsizlik
e.  Istikrarsiz Taahhiitten Argiiman

31 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Siradan Akilytirtitme” sinifi altna; Karsitlikran
Argiiman, Kartislklardan Retorik Argiiman, Alternatiflerden Argiiman, Davranis ve Insan Etkilesiminden Argiiman
bi¢imlerinin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir.

32 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Pozisyondan Dolayr Bilinen Argiiman”
sinift aluna; Algidan Argiiman, Hatiradan Argiiman, Goriindisten Argiiman bigimlerinin dahil edilmesinin uygun
olabilecegi diisiiniilmiigtiir.

33 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Taahhiitten Argiimanlar” sinifi altina; Degerden
Argiiman bi¢iminin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi diistintilmiistiir.

34 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Kisisel Giivenirlige Saldirilan Argiimanlar”

sintft altina; Pragmatik Tutarsizlik, Istikrarsiz Taabhiitten Argiiman bigimlerinin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi

diisiiniilmiistiir.
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4. Popiiler Kabullerden Argiimanlar®
a.  Popiiler Goriisten Argtiman (Ad Populum)
b.  Popiiler Uygulamadan Argiiman
c.  Deger Sistemlerinden (Ethotic) Argiiman
C. Kurallarin Durumlara Uygulanmasi
1. Durum Temelli Argiimanlar®
a.  Ornekten Argiiman
b.  Benzesimden Argiiman
c.  Emsalden Argiiman
d.  Asli Kurallarin Talebi I¢in Argiiman
e.  Kurallardan Argiiman
2. Feshedilebilir Kural Temelli Argtimanlar
a.  Yerlesik Bir Kuraldan Argiiman
b.  Istisnai Durum I¢in Argiiman
c.  Mazeretin Savunulmasindan Argiiman
3. Sozlii Siniflandirma Argiimanlari®”
a.  Sozel Siniflandirmadan Argiiman
b.  Sézel Siniflandirmanin Belirsizliginden Argiiman
c.  Gelisigiizel/Keyfi (Arbitrariness) Sozel Siniflandirmadan Argiiman
d.  Sézel Kaygan Zemin Argiimani
4. Kurallari ve Durumlarin Baglayan Zincirleme Argiimanlar
Kademeli Degisimden Argiiman
b.  Emsalden Kaygan Zemin Argiimani

c.  Zincirleme Kiyastan Kaygan Zemin Argiimant

1. Argiiman Bicimleri Yaklagimi ve Akilyiiriitme Tiirleri

Mantik son elli yilda, yapay zeka temelinde, felsefe, matematik ve bilgisayar bilimleri arasinda
interdisipliner bir calisma alanina déniigmiistiir. Manuk, ilk ortaya ¢ikug: giinden beri yapay

35 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Popiiler Kabullerden Argiimanlar” sinifi altina;
Deger Sistemlerinden (Ethotic) Argiiman bigiminin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir.

36 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Durum Temelli Argiimanlar” sinifi aluna;
Asli- Kurallarin Talebi Igin Argiiman, Kurallardan Argiiman bigimlerinin dahil edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi
diisiiniilmiistiir.

37 Argumentation Schemes kitabinda mevcut olan siniflandirmaya “Sozlii Siniflandirma Argiimanlari” sinifi altuna;
Gelisigiizel/Keyfi (Arbitrariness) Sizel Siniflandirmadan Argiiman, Sozel Kaygan Zemin Argiimani bigimlerinin dahil

edilmesinin uygun olabilecegi diistintilmiistiir.
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zekaya katki saglamakrta ve yapay zekinin uygulamalarinda sikca kullanilmaktadir. Bu iligkinin
temelinde manugin akilyiiriitmenin bicimsellestirimesi i¢in yaptgi caligmalar bulunmaktadir.
Cunkii akilytirtitme ne kadar bicimsellestirilirse, uygulama imkéanlari o kadar artmakeadir.?®

Douglas Walton'in Argumentation Schemes adli kitabinda argimanlar; 1) Dediiktif 2)
Indiiktif, ve 3) Abdiiktif, Varsayimsal (Makul)*, Feshedilbilir akilyiiriitme tiirleri olmak iizere {i¢
akilyiiriitme tiirii altinda ele alinmakeadir.®

Dediiksiyon digindaki akilyiiriitme tiirlerinin belirlenip, incelenmesine informel manuk
onciililkk etmektedir. Bu akilyiiriitme tiirlerinin bigimsellestirilmesi de ayni sekilde 6nem
tasimaktadir. Giindelik dilin yapisi ve akilyiiriitmeye etkisinin ele alinmasi bu bigimsellestirmenin
adimlarindan biridir. Bu sebeple, informel akilyiiriitme tiirleri ve bu akilyiiriitme tirlerinin
bicimsellestirilmesi arasinda bir koprii gorevi gérmektedir.”!

Dediiktif akilyiiriitmeler bir veya birden fazla onciilden manuksal olarak kesin sonuca
ulagmaktir. Bu anlamda dediiksiyon onciiller ile sonucu birbirine baglar. Eger tiim onciiller
dogru, terimler agik ve dediiktif mantgin ¢ikarim kurallart dogru bir sekilde uyguland: ise
sonug zorunlu olarak dogrudur. Bu bakimdan dediikdif akilyiiriitmenin en énemli ozelligi,
zorunlulukeur. Dediiktif akilyiiriitme tiimelden tikele dogru ilerlerken, indiikeif akilytirtitme
tikelden tiimele dogru ilerlemektedir. Dediikeif akilyiiriitme kapali-diinya varsayimini®
ongdrmektedir ve kurallart bu kapali alani biitiinliiklii sekilde ifade ettigi varsayilir. Indiikeif
akilyiiriitmede ise baslangic bilgisi {izerinden genellemeler ve yeni anlamlar ¢ikartarak, yani
anlami genisleterek bir sonuca ulagilir. Bu yiizden indiiksiyon epistemik belirsizlikler iceren agik-
diinya varsayimina uygulanabilir.® Abdiiktif akilyiiriitmeler, dediiktif akilyiiriitmelerden daha
¢ok indiikeif akilytiriitmelere benzemektedir. Dediikif akilytiriitmelerde sonug yeni bir bilgi
icermezken, abdiiktif akilytirtmelerde sonucun bilgisi onciilleri agar. Olgulardan yola ¢ikarak
bunlarin en iyi aciklamasi bulunmaya caligilir. Olgulari sonuglar, agiklamalart da bu olgularin
nedenleri olarak diisiindiigiimiizde sonuglardan nedenlere giden bir akilytirtitmedir. Abdiikeif
akilyiiriitmeler, giindelik dilde, bilimsel aragtirmalarda ve 6zellikle hukuksal akilyiiriimelerde
yayginlikla kullanilmaktadir. Abdiikeif akilyiiriitme, cogunlukla bir olgu i¢in en iyi agiklama olarak

38  Vedat Kamer, Informel Manuk ve Akilyiiriitme, Feslefe Arkivi, 40, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Yayinlari, 2014, s. 38.

39  Ing,:Presumptive, Plausible.

40 Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America, s. 1-12.

41 Vedat Kamer, Informel Mantk ve Akilyiiriitme, Feslefe Arkivi, 40, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Yayinlari, 2014, s. 39.

42 Kapali-diinya varsayimi mantik sistemlerinde bilgi gésterimi i¢in kullanilmaktadir ve dogru olan bir ifadenin
ayni zaman dogru bilindigini varsayar. Boylece dogru oldugu bilinmeyen 6nerme, yanls varsayilir: “dogrulunu
bilmiyorsak, yanlistir”. Tersi olan agik-diinya varsayiminda ise bilgi eksikligi yanlsliga sebebiyet vermez. Yani
“yanlislig1 bilinmiyorsa dogrudur”. (Vedat Kamer - Informel Mantik ve Aklyiiriitme)

43 Vedat Kamer, Informel Mantik ve Akilyiiriitme, Feslefe Arkivi, 40, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Yayinlari, 2014, s. 50-51.
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kabul edilmektedir.* Varsayimsal akilyiiriitme, belirsizlik ve bilgi eksikligi karsisinda arastirma
veya diyalogu gecici olarak ileriye tagimak amagcli kullanilmakeadir. Bir tahmin {izerinden,
gelecekte kabul edilemez olduguna dair ortaya bir kanit ¢itkmadigs siirece, sorusturmanin veya
diyalogun ilerlemesi amaciyla varsayimlarin gecici olarak kabul edilmesine dayanmaktadir.
Dediiktif akilyiiriitmeler monotondur. Onciillere yeni 6nermeler eklenmesi ile nceden ulagilan
sonug degismez. Dediiktif akilyiiriitme kesinlige odaklanmistir ve istisna icermez.* Varsayimsal
akilytiriitmeler de indiiktif akilyiiriitmeler gibi monoton-olmayan akilyiiriitmelerdir. Monoton-
olmama, ¢ikarima yeni énciiller eklendiginde ¢ikarimin gecersiz olabilecegi anlamina gelir.
Daha fazla 6nciiliin eklenmesi, dnceden yapilmig bir ¢ikarimin gegersiz kalmasina yol acabilir.
Dolayisiyla sonug kiimesi onciil kiimesiyle birlikte monoton olarak artmak zorunda degildir.
Giindelik akilyiiriitmelerde dediiksiyon, indiiksiyon ve abdiiksiyon gibi akilyiiriitmelerin
timii kullanilmasina ragmen genellikle monoton-olmayan akilyiiriitmeler kullanilmaktadir.
Giindelik akilyiiriitmelerde ¢ogu zaman yetersiz onciillerden sonuglara varilmaktadir. Ciinkii
ne zaman risk almaya degecegini veya risk alinmasi gerektigi bizler tarafindan bilinmektedir.
Ancak bu tiir bir ¢ikariminin gegersiz olabilecegini de bilinmektedir. Ciinkii yeni bilgiler eski
sonuglart degistirebilir. Bu durumu karsilamak i¢in monoton-olmayan mantik gelistirilmistir.
Varsayimsal akilyiiriitme akla yatkinlik (makul olma) kavramina dayanir. Bir ifade ile ilk olarak
karsilagildiginda énceden dogrulugu kabul edilmis diger gerceklerle tutarliligina ve birtakim
sinamalara dayanarak bu ifadenin de dogrulugu kabul edilmektedir. Varsayimsal argiimanlar
ortaya konulan bariz olgulardan ¢ikarilabilir ve bu olgulara dayanarak dogru goriinen bir sonuca
ulagilmasini saglar. Feshedilebilirlik kavrami, manukta ve hukukta, yenilmis, sonlandirilmug,
iptal edilmis ve gecersiz kilinmis olma 6zelligine sahip olmak anlaminda kullanilmakeadir.?’
Feshedilebilir akilyiiriitmede argiiman akla uygunlugu bakimindan zorunlu géziikmektedir fakat
dediiktif olarak gecerli degildir. Feshedilebilir argiimanda onciillerin dogrulugu sonuca destek
saglar ancak 6nciillerin dogru sonucun yanlis olmasi miimkiindiir. Onciiller sonucu gegici olarak
destekler ve sonucun yeni bilgiler dogrultusunda degismesi miimkiindiir.*® Bu yapist sebebi ile,
eksik bilginin oldugu durumlart gdsterebilmektedir.*’

Ugiincii tip arglimanlar tek basina yeterince kuvvetli olmayabilir, ancak gegerli énciillerden
olusan akla yatkin bir sonug iizerinden yola ¢ikilmig olan bir gerekge ile kanitlama i¢in zemin
hazirlamaya uygundur®® Bu tip argimanlar, yeni kanitlar/bilgiler toplanirken, ilerlemekte
olan bir aragtirma veya tartismada goz ontinde bulundurulmaya deger bir temel olusturabilir.

44 JohnR. Josephson, Susan G. Josephson, Abductive Inference: Computation, Philosophy Technology, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 1994.

45 Vedat Kamer, Informel Mantk ve Akilyiiriitme, Feslefe Arkivi, 40, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Yayinlari, 2014, s.51.

46 Yiiksel, Yiicel, “Yapay Zeka ve Puslu Mantk”, Felsefe Arkivi, 32, Istanbul, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Yayinlari, 2008, 5.40.

47 Vedat Kamer, “Feshedilebilir Akilyiiriitme”, VI. Mantik Calistay1 Kitabs, ed. Vedat Kamer & Safak Ural, Mantik
Dernegi Yayinlari, 2016, s. 247.

48  Douglas Walton, Argumentation Methods for Artificial Intelligence in Law, Springer, Berlin, 2005, s. 58.

49 Douglas Walton, Informal Logic, 2. Edition, Cambridge University Press, New York, 2008, s. 160.

50  Stephen E. Toulmin, The Uses of Argument, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1958.
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Varsayimsal argiimanlar rasyonel bir temel olusturan sezgisel buluslar olarak kullanilmalidur.
Ancak bu tiir argiimanlar yanilmaya acikur bu sebeple yeni bilgi ve kanitlar kargisinda her zaman
acik fikirli olunmalidir. 3!

Argiiman Bigimleri ve Yanligliklar

Feshedilebilir argiimanlarin 6neminin fark edilmesi mantk, yapay zeka ve biligsel alanda
paradigma degisikligine yol agmusur. Yaygin feshedilebilir argiiman bi¢imleri, mantk ders
kitaplarinda uzun zamanlar boyunca yanligliklar (fallacies) olarak ele alinmigtir. Ancak yanlgliklar
iizerine yapilan caligmalar, bunlarin temelinde barindirdigs argiiman bicimlerinin makul ancak
dogast geregi kabul edilemez oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Giindelik akilyiiriitmelerde pratik
amaglarla, sosyal ve entelektiiel yasantuda bu tiir argiimanlara ihtiya¢ duyuldugu ortadadir. Bu
paradigma degisimi, hukuk, biligsel bilimler, yapay zeka, mantik, bilim felsefesi ve rasyonel
argiman dlgiitlerini merkezinde bulunduran tiim alanlarda argiiman bicimlerinin 6nemini ortaya
gikartmugtr. Yanligliklar tizerine yapilmis olan ¢alismalar, ¢ok sayida 6rnegi bir araya toplamus,
bu 6rneklerdeki argiimanlari tanimlamaya, analiz etmeye ve degerlendirmeye yonelik énemli
caligmalarin ortaya konulmasini saglamistir. Douglas Walton'in da Argumentation Schemes adli
kitabinda sistematik olarak ele almis oldugu argiiman bi¢imleri ve informel manuk hakkindaki
calismalar ile yanligliklarin artik yanlis olarak goriilmemesi gerektigi gibi 6nemli degisiklikler
yaratan bir fikri ortaya koymustur. >

Elegstirel Sorgulama

Argiiman bicimleri, feshedilebilir argiimanlarin da ifade edilebildigi argiiman modelleridir.
Feshedilebilir argiimanlari degerlendirmek ve gecerliligini tespit etmek biiyiik bir énem
tagimaktadir ¢iinkii uzun zaman boyunca bu tiir argiimanlar yanlislik olarak degerlendirilmistir.
Ancak giiniimiizde bu tiir argiimanlarin birer yanlighk olmadigi ¢ogu zaman sonuca destek
i¢in kullanilabildigi gériilmektedir. Feshedilebilir argiimanlarin gegerliligi sistematik olarak,
monoton-olmamalari géz éniinde bulundurularak ve kabul edilebilirliklerinin baglamsal olarak
saptanmasi ile ortaya konulabilmektedir. Bu sebeple, feshedilebilir argiiman bigimlerinin
degerlendirilmesi bakimindan elestirel sorular bilyitk énem tagimaktadir. Douglas Walton'in
argiman bicimleri yaklasiminda feshedilebilir argiiman bigimleri ile eslesmis olan ve o argiiman
bicimine 6zel elestirel sorular bulunmaktadir.>

Elestirel sorgulamanin ¢esitli islevleri bulunmakeadir. Baslangicta, elestirel sorularin gorevi,
kimi argiimanlarin degerlendirilmesi ve tartismacilar i¢in bir rehber olma gibi goriiliiyordu. Ancak
sonra argliman bicimleri yaklagimi ile birlikte argiiman bicimlerinin degerlendirilmesi islevi
bakimindan daha detayli bir bicimde ele alinmast gerektigi diisiintilmiistiir. Bununla birlikee,

51 Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America s.2.

52 Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America s. 2-4.

53  Douglas Walton, David M. Godden, The Nature and Status of Critical Questions in Argumentation Schemes,
OSSA Conference Archive, 2005, s. 476.
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yapay zekd ve programlama alanlarinda argiiman bicimlerinin temsili iizerine ¢aligmalarla da
birlikte elestirel sorular ile baglantisinin, bilgisayar sistemlerinde nasil temsil edilebilecekleri ve
argiiman haritalarinda nasil gosterilecegi iizerine calismalar yapilmaktadir.>* Bu alanlarda yapilan
calismalarda argiiman bigimleri ile ilgili olarak gelismenin saglanmasinda énem tastyan bir unsur
da elestirel sorularin uygun bir sekilde saptanmasidir.”

Argiiman bi¢imlerinin cogu modus ponens ile benzerlik gostermekeedir, tipik olarak kimi
zaman biiyiik dnciiliin feshedilebilir olmaktadir.>® Genel yaklasima gére, modus ponens argiimani
bir sonuca varan iki birbirine bagli énciilden olusmaktadir. Ancak, bu énciiller ¢cogu zaman
ortiik birakilmaktadir. Bir modus ponens argiimaninda, biiyiik 6nciliin ortitk birakilmas
olagan bir uygulamadir bu sebeple eksik onciillii dnerme olarak ayri bir argiiman tiirii olarak
degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Modus ponens argiimanin biiyiik 6nciiliint dahil etmek, hantal
bir metin olmasina sebep olabilir, ancak izleyicinin siipheli oldugu durumlarda veya kavramsal
bir yiik s6z konusu ise ti¢ bilesenin de agikliga kavusturulmasi 6nemlidir. Argiiman bigimlerinde
gorecegimiz gibi, her zaman sadece feshedilebilir biiyiik énciiller ortiik birakilmaz. Bircok
durumda bir dizi varsayim vardir, bunlarin tiimii 6rtitk bagil onciiller olarak goriilebilir.””

Bir 6rnekle bu konuyu ele alacak olursak, Pozisyondan Dolay: Bilinen argiiman bigimi,
sorgulayan tarafin belirli bir konuda bilgisinin olmadig1 ve diger tarafin bilgisinin oldugu
feshedilebilir bir argiimandir. Bu argiiman bi¢imi Douglas Walton tarafindan su sekilde
modellenmistir.’

Pozisyondan Dolay1 Bilinen Argiiman

Biiyiik Onciil(P1): Kaynak a, A 6nermesini igeren S konusu hakkinda bilgili bir pozisyondadur.
Kiigiik Onciil(P2): a, Anin dogru (yanlis) oldugunu ileri siirmektedir.
Sonug: A dogrudur (yanlstr).

Elestirel Sorular

ES1: a, Anin dogru (yanls) olup olmadigini bilecek bir pozisyonda midir?
ES2: a, giivenilir (itimat edilir) bir kaynak midir?

ES3: a, Anin dogru (yanls) oldugunu ileri siiriiyor mu?”

54  Douglas Walton, David M. Godden, The Nature and Status of Critical Questions in Argumentation Schemes,
OSSA Conference Archive, 2005, s. 477.

55 Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argument Schemes., s. 16.

56  Douglas Walton: Are Some Modus Ponens Arguments Deductively Invalid, Informal Logic (22), 2002, s. 19-46.

57 Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America, s.16-17

58 Douglas Walton, Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah,
NJ., 1996, 5.61.

59  Douglas Walton, Legal Argumentation and Evidence, University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002,
s. 46.
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Pozisyondan dolay1 bilinen argiiman bigiminde, kanit yiikii 6nciillerden sonuca dogru
ilerlemektedir. Boylece diyalogdaki diisiince dengesi bir yone dogru egilmektedir. Ancak bu
sonug diyalogun gidisatina bagli olarak gecici bir sonugtur. Cevaplayian tarafindan uygun elegtirel
sorular soruldugunda kanit yiikii ve diyalogun dengesi diger tarafa kaymakrtadir. Ancak soru ikna
edici bir sekilde yanitlandiginda, kanit yiikii tekrar geri kaydirilmakeadir.

Bu bigimin kabul edilen kullanimina gére, ikinci 6nciil P,, sonugta oldugu gibi agikea ifade
edilir. P, ise 6rtitk olarak birakilir. Argiiman, C sonucuna ulagan birbirine bagil iki 6nciilden
olusur. Onciillerden biri basaristz olursa modus ponensde oldugu gibi tiim argiiman basarisiz
olmus olur. Elestirel sorular, kanit yiikiimlilagtini tagiyan varsayimlar olusturulmasini saglar.
Pozisyondan Dolayr Bilinen Argiimanlarda argiimanin basarili olmasi icin dinleyicinin 2nin
giivenilir bir kaynak oldugunu bilmesi 6nemlidir. Dahasi, bu ek 6nciil bagarisiz ise yani a giivenilir
bir kaynak degil ise tiim argiiman basarisiz sayilmaktadir.®’

Kimi zaman argiiman bicimlerinin yapisina bagli olarak elestirel sorular ile 6nciiller arasindaki
fark belirsiz olabilir. Yukarida 6rnegi verilmis olan Pozisyondan Dolay: Bilinen argiiman bi¢iminde,
P1 ile ES1 yakindan iliskilidir ve birlikte 6nciil olarak tanimlanabilmektedir. Bununla birlikte
ES2’nin P2’yi olusturdugunu gormekteyiz. Ancak ES3 her ne kadar P2 ile benzer olsalar da ES3’te
sorgulanan bagka bir seydir. ES3 bir yorumlamanin aksine ifade edilen seyi hedef almaktadir. Bu
sekilde ele alindiginda goriildiigii gibi elestirel sorular eksik énciillerin de tespitini saglayabilme
ozelligine sahiptir.”!

Argiimanlarin Bigimsellegtirilmesi ve Bu Alanda Kullanilan Sistemler
(Carneades Argiimantasyon Sistemi)

Douglas Walton, Formalizing Informal Logic adli makalesinde, informel manukugin 10
ozelligini siralamistir. Walton'a gore bu 10 ozellik informel mantugin bicimselletirilmesi i¢in
yeterlidir. Bu ozelliklerin hemen hepsinin bigimsellestirilebilecegini savunmaktadir. Bununla
birlikte informel manugin bicimsellegtirilebilecegi iddiast yolunda énemli bir adim aulmigtr. Bu
ozellikleri su sekilde siralayabiliriz;

Informel mantik;

1. Baginuli ve yakinsak ayrimini tanimaktadir.
2. Seri argiimanlari tanimaktadir.

3. Ayrik argiimanlari tanimaktadir.

60  Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America, s. 16-17.

61  Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, 2008, Cambridge University Press,
United States of America, s.17.
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RSA Uggenine® gére;

Iyi bir argiiman, uygunluk 6zelligine sahiptir.

1yi bir argiimanda, 6nciil kabul edilebilir olmalidir.

Iyi bir argiiman, yeterlilik 6zelliklerini tastyor olmalidr.

Karsit (pro-contra/conductive) argiimanlarin énemini kabul etmektedir.

Hayatn iginden giindelik argiimanlarin degerlendirilmesi ile ilgilidir.®®

Y e N

Argiiman ingasinin éneminin goz éniinde bulundurulmakeadir.*

10. Retorik icin ¢ok dnemli olan, izleyici/dinleyici kavramina sahiptir.®®

Bu on 6zelligin informel manuk {izerine ortaya konulan gesitli tanimlarin ortak nokralar
oldugunu ileri siirtilmektedir. Bu ozel kosullarin bicimsel bir sistem tarafindan yerine
getirilebiliyor olmast Douglas Walton'a gére informel manugin da bicimsellestirilebilecegine
dair hipotezini hakli ¢ikarmakeadir. Siralanmig olan bu ézelliklerin, kolayca bicimsellestirme
calismasina dahil edilemeyecegi ortadadir. Ancak kismen gergeklestirilse bile, informel mantigin
bicimsellestirilmesi adina atlmig dnemli bir adim olacaktir. Bunun ile baglanuli olarak, bilgisayar
sistemleri ile dogal dil argiimanlarinin ifadesi i¢in 6nemli bir ¢alisma olacakeir.®®

Yapay zeké caligmalarinda manugin arag olarak kullanmasi fikrini felsefeden 6diing almigtir.
Yapay zekinin temel alanlarindan biri olan bilgi gosteriminin alt konular1 incelendiginde, bu
alandaki caligmalarin matematik kokenli mantik ¢alismalarindan ziyade felsefe kokenli mantik
caligmalarinin konulariyla éreiistiigii gozlemlenebilir. Bunun temelinde yapay zekdnin makro-
diinya problemlerini ¢6zmek konusundaki hedefi, yani matematiksel olmayan akilyiiriitme
alanlarinda da ¢oziim getirebilme istegi yer almaktadir. Giinliik yasamda kullanilan akilytiriitme
modellenerek genis bir alandaki yapay zekd problemlerine ¢oziim getirilmek istenmistir.®”
Felsefe kokenli mantiga en yakin alan yapay zekidaki mantik galismalaridir. Ozellikle de
bilgisayar biliminin akilyiiriitme konusundaki yenilik¢i ¢aligmalari mantikea yeni yontemlerin
gelistirilmesine 6nayak olmustur. Yapay zeké caligmalari mantigin baglica uygulama alani halini
almugtir,

62 Ing. Relevance-Sufficiency-Acceptability Triangle

63 Bu madde, R. H. Johnson Making Sense of Informal Logic’te (s. 246) su sekilde dile getirilmistir: “Formel
tiimdengelimli mantgin “yapay” 6rneklerine karsin giinliik hayatta karsimiza cikabilecek olan “gercek” argiimanlara
dogru bir yénelme olarak goriilebilir.”

64 “Eger biri dgrencilere gergek argiimanlar ile ilgili bir sey 6gretecekse, sadece degerlendirmeye odaklanmak yeterli
degildir. Retorige bir vurgu yapan, argiiman insast da ele alinmalidir.” R. H. Johnson Making sense of informal
logic (s. 248).

65 J. A. Blair, Walton’s Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning: A Critique and Development,
Argumentation (s. 365-379)'da, tartismanin birden fazla tarafi igeren karmasik bir sosyal konusma etkinligi oldugu
konusunda genel bir anlagma oldugunu belirtmis, en azindan hayali bir izleyici/dinleyici olmadan bir tartigma
olamayacagini eklemistir.

66  Douglas Walton, Thomas E Gordon: Formalizing Informal Logic, Informal Logic (35), No. 4, 2015, s. 508-538.

67  Vedat Kamer, “Yapay Zekd ve Monoton-Olmayan Manuk”, Felsefe Arkivi, 41, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, 2014, s. 56-58.

68  Vedat Kamer, a.e., s. 59.
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Argliman haritalandirma sistemlerinin kullanimi, argiiman bigimleri tizerine ¢aligmalarin
geniglemesi ve yapay zekada bicimsel modelin olusturulmast yoniindeki caligmalarin yayilmasi,
argliman bulma ile ilgili olarak oldukea faydali bir konuma gelmistir. Argiiman haritalandirma
sistemlerinin amaci, var olan argiimanlarin haritast olusturularak argiiman yapisi, 6nciil ve
sonuglarin goésterilmesi, eksik onciillerinin belirlenmesidir. Bu sistemlerin kullanicinin argiiman
yaratimt i¢in faydali olacagi ortadadir. Sistemler, farkli amaclara yonelik farkli argiiman olugturma
modlart sunmaktadir.®”’

2005 yilinda baglatlmis olan ¢aligmalar ile birlikte argiiman analizi i¢in yeni bir model ortaya
konulmustur.”® Douglas Walton ve Thomas E Gordon'in ¢aligmalart sonucu ortaya konulan bu
modelin ad1 Carneades Argiimantasyon Sistemleridir. Adini Yunan siipheci filozof Carneadesden
almigtir.” Bu bigimsel modelin uygulamasinda, fonksiyonel bir programlama dili kullanilmistir.
Uygulama ilk olarak hukuki alanda kullanilmak iizere argiiman bulma (invention), degerlendirme
ve gorsellestirme dahil olmak {izere cesitli amaclar ile gelistirilmistir.”* Argliman bigimlerini
haritalandirmak i¢in kullanicilar 6zgiir yazilim” olarak lisanslanmus bir arayiiziine sahiptir, buna

bagli olarak agik kaynak kodu’ bulunmaktadir. 7>

69  Douglas Walton, Thomas E. Gordon, Argument Invention with the Carneades Argumentation System, Scripted,
C:14 (2), 2017, s. 3-6.

70  Douglas Walton, Thomas F. Gordon, The Carneades Argumentation Framework, Using Presumptions and
Exceptions to Model Critical Questions, IOS Press, 2003, s. 2.

71  Douglas Walton, Thomas F. Gordon, The Carneades Model of Argument Invention, Pragmatics and Cogpnition,
(20), 2012, s.1.

72 Douglas Walton, Thomas E. Gordon, The Carneades Argumentation Framework, Using Presumptions and
Exceptions to Model Critical Questions, IOS Press, 2003, s. 2.

73 Ozgiir yazthm (free software), kullanicisina ¢alistirma, kopyalama, dagitma, inceleme, degistirme ve gelistirme
ozgiirliikleri tantyan yazilim tiiriidiir. Ozgiir yazilim ile kastedilen 6zgiirliik, yazilimin kullanim haklart ile ilgilidir,
ekonomik boyutu ile degil. Ozgiir yazilimlar gogunlukla iicretsiz olsalar da ficretsiz olmak zorunda degildirler.
1983’te Massachusetts Teknoloji Enstitiisii Yapay Zekd Laboratuvar’ndaki hacker toplulugunun uzun siireli
iiyesi Richard Stallman, bilgisayar endiistrisi ve kullanicilarinin kiiltiirel degisiminden yildigini agiklayarak GNU
projesini ilan etti. GNU igletim sistemi igin yazilim gelistirmesine Ocak 1984’te baglandi. Ekim 1985te de Ozgiir
Yazilim Vakfi kuruldu. Kendisi hiir yazilimi tanimlayarak “copyleft” yani “telif feragat1” kavramini yazilim hiirriyeti
garantilemek igin ¢ikardi. Ozgiir yazilimin tanimi ve barindirdign dzgiirlitkler Ozgiir Yazilim Vakfi biinyesindeki
GNU Tasarsi sayfalarinda agiklanmugtir. Buna gore 6zgiir yazilim kullanicilara olmazsa olmaz 4 6zgiirliik sunar:

0 numarali 8zgiirlitk: Herhangi bir amag i¢in yazilimi calistirma ozgiirliigii.

1 numarali 6zgiirliik: Her ne istiyorsaniz onu yaptirmak i¢in programin nasil ¢alisugint sgrenmek ve onu degistirme
ozglirliigii. Yazilimin kaynak koduna ulagmak, bu is i¢in 6n kosuldur.

2 numarali zgiirlitk: Kopyalar1 dagitma dzgiirliigii. Boylece komsunuza yardim edebilirsiniz.

3 numarali dzgiirliik: Tim toplumun yarar saglayabilecegi sekilde programi gelistirme ve gelistirdiklerinizi (ve genel
olarak degistirilmis siirtimlerini) yayinlama zgiirliigii. Kaynak koduna erismek, bunun i¢in bir 6n kosuldur. Bir
yazilim, ancak biitiin kullanicilart bu haklarin tiimiine sahip olduklari zaman 8zgiir bir yazilim olur. Bu 6zgiirliiklere
sahip olmak, kimseden izin almamay1 ve izin i¢in hicbir bedel dememeyi de igerir. (Wikipedia)

74 Acik Kaynak Kod, yazilm iiriiniinii olusturan kodlarin herkes tarafindan okunabilecegini, goriilebilecegini,
yazilimin tiim elemanlari ile nasil bir isleyise sahip oldugunun incelenebilecegini ifade eder. Her Ozgiir Yazilim
agtk kaynak kodludur, fakat tersi dogru degildir. Yani, her acik kaynak kodlu yazilim, Ozgiir Yazilim olmayabilir.
(https:/[www.karel.com.tr/blog/ozgur-yazilim)

75  http://carneades.github.com/
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Carneades Argiimantasyon Sisteminde uygulanan modelin iki dnemli unsuru; feshedilebilir
akilyiiriitme temeline dayaniyor olmast ve iddianin hem lehinde hem de aleyhinde kanitlarin
kullanmasidir.  Feshedilebilir akilytiriitmelerde, bir 6nermenin dogrulugu bazi dogruluk
standartlarina aufta bulunularak belirlenir. Ancak dogruluk hakkinda bir garanti yoktur ¢iinkii
argliman yeni kanitlara ve sonucun bu kanitlar dahilinde yeniden diizenlenmesine agikur.
Carneades bize bu imkani sunar, yani argiiman icin sunulan lehte ve aleyhte tiim kanitlar1 gésterimi
miimkiindiir. Argiiman lehte ve aleyhte kanitlara acik oldugundan sonucun dogru olarak kabul
edilmesinde her iki tiirden kanitin da ifade edilebilir olmasi 6nem tagimaktadir. Model 6ncelikle,
bilimsel bilgileri kabul edilmis 6nermeler olarak kabul etmektedir. Ancak geleneksel yaklasimdan
farkli olarak bazen dogru olarak kabul edilen bilimsel bilgi iceren onermelerin, yeni deneysel
bulgular ortaya ¢iktiginda veya bir 6ncekinden daha iyi bir aciklama sunan yeni bir teori ortaya
¢tktiginda, feshedilir olmast miimkiindiir. Bununla birlikte giindelik dilde kullanilan ifadeler de
temsil edilebilmekeedir. Carneades’te bir dnermenin bilgi olarak kabul edilebilmesi i¢in;

1. Bir sorusturmada, sorusturmanin prosediiriine uygun olarak kanitlanmis olmasi,
2. Sorusturmaya uygun kanit standartlarina uygun olmast,

3. Sorusturma sirasinda ortaya konulmus olan kanitlara dayanmast,

4. Sorusturmada kabul edilebilir olan kanitlarin kullanilmis olmasi gerekmektedir.”®

Carneades gibi sistemler dogal dil argtimanlarinin degerlendirmesi ve analizini heniiz kendi
kendine yapamamakrtadir. Bu sebeple bu tiir becerileri kullanicinin 6grenmesi gerekmektedir.
Ancak Carneades ve benzeri sistemler; Bir dogal dil metninde iddia edilen arglimanin bir
argiiman bi¢imine uyup uymadigini test etmek, verilen argiimani bigimlere uygun hale getirmek
icin ortiilti 6nciilii tespit etmek, bu bigime uygun elestirel sorgulamay1 yapmak, dinleyicinin/
izleyicinin kabul ettigi varsayimlarin kabul edilebilirligini belirlemek konularinda yardimet
olabilmektedir.””

Sonug

Argiimantasyon caligmalarinin kékeni retorik ve diyalektik ¢aligmalarinin baglangicr itibari
ile ele alinabilmektedir. Argiimantasyon ¢aligmalari igerisinde yer alan argiiman bigimleri tizerine
yapilan ¢aligmalarin tarihsel kdkeni ise Aristoteles’in zopoi olarak bahsetmis oldugu ve yine tarihsel
stirecte bu gerceve dahilinde varligini stirdiirmiis ancak farkli sekillerde ele alinmig olan topikler
iizerinden degerlendirilebilmektedir. Argiiman bicimleri yaklagiminin giiniimiizde, bilgisayar
bilimleri ve felsefi mantik ¢aligmalarinin birlikte yiiriitildigi yapay zeka, dogal dil isleme gibi
calismalarda 6nem tagimakta oldugunu diisiinmekteyiz.

76  Douglas Walton, Reasoning About Knowledge Using Defeasible Logic, Argument and Computation C:2, 2011,
s. 131-134.
77  Walton, Douglas N., Gordon, Thomas, Formalizing Informal Logic, Informal Logic (35), No. 4, 2015, s. 553.
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Argiiman bigimleri iizerine giiniimiizde c¢esitli caligmalar siirdiiriilmektedir, argiiman
bi¢imlerinin belirlenmesi, bir standart dahilinde ele alinmasi hususunda yazimizda Douglas
Waltor’in ortaya koymus oldugu argiiman bicimleri yaklagimi degerlendirilmigtir. Bu yaklasimda
amag, hukuki alan basta olmak iizere giindelik dilde sik¢a kullanilan argiimanlarin belirlenmesi,
bir listesinin olugturulmasi ve siniflandirilmasidir. Bunlar ile birlikte argiiman bigimleri i¢in bir

standart olusturulmast amaglanmistir.

Argiiman bigimleri yaklasiminda 6nemli bir rolii olan bir diger husus da elestirel sorulardir.
Elestirel sorularin argiimanlarin degerlendirilmesi, eksik onciillerin tamamlanmasi gibi
birgok 6zelligi olmasinin yani sira ayni zamanda arglimantasyon siirecinde de argiimanlarin
degerlendirilmesinde énemli bir rolii vardir. Ancak bununla birlikte argiiman bigimlerinin
bicimsellestirilmesinde 6zellikle feshedilebilir argiimanlarin bicimsel bir dil ile ifadesinde ve eksik
onciillerin belirlenmesinde énemli bir rol oynadigini diisiinmekteyiz.

Bilgisayar bilimi alaninda gelisen calismalarin felsefi manuk ile kesistigi noktalarda yapilan
calismalarda argiiman bicimlerinin 6nemli bir rol oynadigini diisiinmekeeyiz. Argiiman
bigimleri tizerine yapilan ¢alismalardan biri de argtimanlarin bigimsellestirilmesi tizerine yapilan
calismalardir. Bu bigimsellestirmeler dogal dil argiimanlarinin bilgisayar sistemlerinde ifadelerinin
olusturulabilmesi hususunda 6nem kazanmaktadir. Dogal dil argiimanlarinin bicimsellestirilmesi
ve argiiman bicimleri argiiman haritalandirma (gdrsellestirme) sistemlerinde kullanilmaktadir.
Yazimizda bir argiimantasyonun haritasinin olusturulmasi ve degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan
sistemlerden biri olan Carneades Argiimantasyon Sistemi’ni ele aldik. Carneades Argiimantasyon
Sistemi argiiman haritalarinin olugturulmast i¢in yardimer bir sistemdir. Bununla birlikte
Carneades Argiimantasyon Sistemi, Douglas Walton'in argiiman bicimlerininin bir kismini
sisteme dahil etmektedir.”®

Bahsedilmis olan argiiman bigimleri yaklasiminin, gelismekte olan informel manuk
calismalarinda, dogal dilin bigimsellestirilmesi, argiimantasyonun gorsellestirilmesi ve buna
bagli olarak yapay zekd calismalarinda énemli bir gelismeye isaret ettigini diisiinmekteyiz. Bu
gelismeler ile birlikte ayni zamanda yapilan bu caligmalarin felsefi tarusmalar dahilinde de
ileride saglayabilecegi somut zemin ve kolayliklarin da dikkate deger oldugunun gzler dniine
serimlenmesi amaglanmustir.

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu caligma igin finansal destek almamustir.

78  Argiiman bigimlerinin Thomas Gordon’in Carneades Argiimantasyon Sistemi projesine Douglas Walton’in argiiman
bi¢imlerinden dahil edilmemis olan argiiman bigimleri “Douglas Walton'in Argiiman Bigimleri ve Uygulamalari”
bagliklr yiiksek lisans tezinde YAML isaretleme dili ile olusturularak https://github.com/basakkurtuldu/walton-
argumentation-schemes-for-carneades-4 adresinde sunulmustur.
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OZET

“Tanrivardir! tezilehinde sunulan klasikarglimanlardan biri de ontolojikargiimandir.
20. ylzyilin ikinci yarisinda modal mantigin da gelisimiyle beraber bu argiiman
guincellenerek yeni felsefi tartismalan tetiklemistir. “Modal ontolojik argtiman”
adi altinda baslayan bu tartismalarin kozmolojik argiimanin da modaliteye dayali
cesitlerinin ortaya ¢ikmasiyla birlikte kapsamini giderek genislettigini gormekteyiz.
Ne var ki din felsefesinde Tanri'nin varligina dair yapiimakta olan yogun arastirma
ve sorgulamalara ragmen Tanri'nin tekligine dair problemin neredeyse hig
dikkate alinmadigi rahatca soyleyebiliriz. Bu makale, Taftazani’nin birden fazla
tanr olamayacagina dair vermis oldugu ve “burhan-i teméanu” olarak bilinen
klasik argimani mimkiin dinyalar semantiginin kavramsal araglarini kullanarak
glincellemeye ve yeniden felsefi tartismalarin ilgisine sunmayi amacliyor. Burhan-i
temanu, kadir-i mutlak oldugu varsayilan iki tanrinin iradelerinin catisacag bir
durumun celiskiye yol acacagini gostermeyi hedefleyen ve bu celiskiye dayanarak
“iki tanri tezini” reddeden bir mantiksal yapiya sahiptir.“Temanu”iradelerin buradaki
catismasini ifade etmek icin kullanilan bir terim olup “burhan-1 temanu” iradelerin
catismasina dayali kanit seklinde de anlagilabilir. Makalede burhan-1 temanunun,
modal ontolojik veya kozmolojik arglimanlarin sonucunu 6ncil olarak aldiginda
Tanri'nin tekligini gésterdigini savunmaktayim. Bu kapsamli argiimani da“Tanri'nin
Tekligine Dair Modal Argliman” seklinde adlandiriyorum.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Din felsefesi, kelam, tanri’nin varligi, tanri'nin tekligi, mimkin

duinyalar semantigi, burhan-1 temanu

ABSTRACT

One of the classical arguments for the existence of God is the ontological
argument. In the second half of the twentieth century, this argument was updated,
and triggered new philosophical discussions under the title of “modal ontological
argument.” These discussions have expanded with the emergence of the modal
versions of the cosmological argument. However, despite the intense interest
in arguments for the existence of God, the contemporary scholarship in the
philosophy of religion largely overlooks the problem as to whether God is unique
or not. In this paper, | aim to update Taftazani’s argument for the uniqueness of
God by means of the conceptual tools of the possible world semantics. Taftazant's
argument is known as burhan al-tamanu in the Islamic kalam, and aims to show
that postulating two omnipotent gods will result in contradictions due to a
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possible conflict between the two divine wills. The term tamanu refers to the conflict between these wills. So, | argue that
this argument, supplemented by the conclusion of the modal ontological or cosmological argument, shows that there is
only one God. | call this extended argument “A Modal Argument for the Uniqueness of God.”

Keywords: Philosophy of religion, kalam, god’s existence, god’s uniqueness, possible world semantics, burhan al-tamanu

Giris

Modal ontolojik argiiman, Tanri’nin varligini sadece bilfiil gercek olan bu diinyada degil,
biitin miimkiin diinyalarda gostermeye yonelik bir argiimandir. Anselm’in (1033-1109)
Proslogion adli eserinin 3. béliimiinde “kendisinden daha yiicesi disiintilemeyen” seklinde
tanimlanan Tanr’nin var olmamasinin da diisiiniilemeyecegini, bu yiizden de varolmamasinin
imkansizlig1 tizerinde kurulu yeni bir argiiman bulundugunu 6ne siiren bazi aragtirmacilar bu
argiimant miimkiin diinyalar semantigi yardimiyla formiile edip “modal ontolojik argiiman”
seklinde adlandirmuglardir (Anselm, 2007, 82).' Cok farkli sekillerde formiile edilmis bu argiiman
kabaca Tanr’nin miimkiinse zorunlu olmas: dolayisiyla bilfiil gergek olan bu diinyada da var
olmast gerektigini savunur. Argiimani dnciil ve sonuglariyla su sekilde ifade edebiliriz:

1. Tanr'nin varlig ya imkansizdir ya da zorunludur. Dolayisiyla, eger Tanr'nin varligs
miimkiinse, aynt zamanda zorunludur. Bagka bir deyisle, Tanr1 eger miimkiin bir diinyada
varsa, biitiin miimkiin diinyalarda vardir.

2. Tanr’'nin varligt imkinsiz degildir. Yani, Tanri en az bir miimkiin diinyada bulunur.
3. O halde, Tanr’'nin varligi zorunludur. Yani, Tanri biitiin miimkiin diinyalarda bulunur.
4. Bilfiil diilnya miimkiin diinyalardan biridir.

5. O halde, Tann bilfiil diinyada da bulunur.

Bu argiiman, Tanr’nin mutlak anlamda mitkemmel olmasindan dolay1, eger varsa biitiin
miimkiin diinyalarda var olmasi gerektigini iceren anahtar énciilityle kozmolojik argiimanlarin
da Tanr’nin biitiin miimkiin diinyalarda bulunmasi gereken bir varliga ¢ikarim yapacak sekilde
yeniden formiile edilmesine yol agmistir. Bu argiimanlar eger saglam veya giiclii kabul edilecek
olursa sadece en az bir Tanr’'nin var olduguna isaret ederler. Ciinkii bu argiimanlar (Tanrr'ya
atfedilen) mutlak mitkemmellik veya mutlak kudret gibi ézellikleri saglayan bir varligin biitiin
miimkiin diinyalarda bulundugunu savunurlar. Fakat s6z konusu argiimanlarda bu &zellikleri
saglayan bagka varliklar bulunamayacagini gosteren agikea belirtilmis dnciiller bulamamakrayiz.

1 Ontolojik argiimanin modal versiyonlar: ile ilgili olarak bakiniz: Hartshorne, Charles. (1944). “The Formal
Validity and the Real Significance of the Ontological Argument.” The Philosophical Review 53.3:225-45. &
Malcolm, Norman. (1960). “Anselm’s Ontological Arguments,” The Philosophical Review 69:41-60. & Plantinga,
Alvin. (1974). The Nature of Necessity. Oxford: Oxford Univeristy Press, 197-221.

Kozmolojik argiimanin modal versiyonuna 6rnek olmak iizere bakiniz: Leftow, Brain. (1988). “A Modal
Cosmological Argument.” International Journal for Philosophy of Religion, Vol. 24.3:159-188.
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Dolayistyla birden fazla Tanrinin bulunabilecegine dair senaryo elenmemis olur. Kisaca, bu
arglimanlardan tek bir Tanri oldugu sonucu ¢ikmaz. Bagka bir deyisle, séz konusu modal
arglimanlar birden ¢ok tanrinin varligi ile tutarli olarak kabul edilebilir. Bu durumda, Tanrr’'nin
tekligine (Allah’in vahdaniyetine) dair bir argiiman vermek i¢in su iki sartin saglanmasini
gerektirmektedir: (1) “En az bir Tanrt vardir” tezinin gerekgelendirilmesi ve (2) “En ¢ok bir
Tanri vardir.” tezinin gerekeelendirilmesi. Bu iki sart bir arada saglandiginda Tanr’nin tekligi
veya sadece ve sadece bir oldugu gosterilmis olacaktr. Bu makalede birinci sartin saglandigini
varsaytyorum. Yani, ontolojik veya kozmolojik argiimanlarin modal versiyonlarinin “En az bir
Tanri vardir.” tezini gerekgelendirdigini varsayacak ve bu tezle ilgilenmeyecegim. Odaklanacagim
felsefi problem ikinci sartin saglanip saglanamadigt olacak. Ikinci sartin saglanmasi amaciyla
Tanr'nin varligini biitin miimkiin diinyalara nazaran degerlendiren modalite sezgisinden
hareketle bir argiiman gelistirilebilecegini diisiinmekteyim. Boyle bir argiimanin koklerini klasik
kelam eserlerinde bulmaktayiz. “Burhin-1 teméinu” seklinde bilinen bu argiimanin Sadeddin
Taftazani (6. 1390) tarafindan sunulmus 6rnegine dayanarak bu tiir bir argiimani miimkiin
diinyalar semantigi araciligtyla yeniden insa etmeye calisacagim. Dolayisiyla “burhan-1 temanu”
ile beraber varsaydigimiz ontolojik veya kozmolojik bir kanit bize Tanrr'nin tekligini gdstermis
olacak. Iste bu kapsamli argiimani da “Tanr’nin tekligine dair modal argiiman” seklinde
adlandirtyorum.

Taftazan?’nin Tanr’nin Tekligine Dair Verdigi Argiiman

Taftazani Serhu’l-Akdid adli eserinde “Allah birdir” baslikli bir boliim acar ve varlig zorunlu
olanin (vdcibiil-viiciid) kavramsal olarak birden fazla zat icin gegerli olamayacagini iddia eder
(Taftazini, 2016, 119). Bu iddiay: desteklemek tizere verdigi argiiman kisaca soyle dzetlenebilir.

Iki tanrinin (ilahin) varligt miimkiin kabul edildiginde bu tanrilarin iradelerinin gatismast da
miimkiin kabul edilmelidir. Zaten “temanu” terimi iradelerin ¢atustigi bu durumu ifade etmek
icin kullanilir. C)rnegin bir tanri Ahmed’in hareket etmesini, digeri de hareketsiz kalmasini
isteyebilir. Bu durumda ya her iki istek gerceklesir veya gerceklesmez. Her iki istegin gerceklesmesi
Ahmed’in hem hareketli hem de hareketsiz kalmasi gibi iki ziddin birlesmesine (yani celiskiye)
yol acar. Bu ise imkansizdur, kabul edilemez. Her iki istek beraberce gerceklesmezse bu durumda
iki tanridan birinin gii¢ bakimindan yetersiz kalmast (aciz olmasi) gerekir. Ciinkii biri, digerinin
istegini engelleyemiyorsa kendisi yetersiz olur, engelleyebiliyorsa digerinin yetersizligi soz konusu
olur. Dolayistyla burada sadece bir tanrinin sézii geger (Taftazini, 2016, 119-120).

Taftazini'nin verdigi bu argiiman birden fazla tanrinin imkansizligini géstermeyi hedefler.
Daha 6nce vermis oldugu kozmolojik nitelikteki argiimanlar da en az bir tanrinin oldugunu
gostermeyi hedeflediginden bu argiimanlar beraberce ele alindiginda s6z konusu argiimanlarin
sadece ve sadece tek bir tanrinin varligint kanitlamayr amagladigini séyleyebiliriz. Simdi sadece
burh4n-1 teminuya odaklanarak bu argiimani daha iyi anlamaya calisalim.

Bu arglimana sagduyusal olarak getirilebilecek ilk elestiri genelde séyle olmaktadir: birden
fazla tanrinin beraberce anlasarak evreni idare etmesi soz konusu olamaz mi? Oyle ya, tanrilar
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da kendi aralarinda bir cesit demokrasiye dayali yonetim kurup her karari birbiriyle fikir
aligverisinde bulunup anlagarak almis olamaz m1? Yahut bu tanrilar niye her durumda birbirlerine
z1t ve aykurt seyleri savunsunlar? Bazt durumlarda anlagamasalar bile en azindan bizim evrenimizi
idare ederken her konuda anlasiyor veya ayn: diisiiniiyor olamazlar m1? Dolayistyla bilfiil gercek
olan bu diinyanin birden fazla tanr tarafindan tarugma yaganmaksizin idare edilmesi mantiken
miimkiin goziikiiyor. O halde bu argiimanin islevi nedir? Taftazani’nin kanitini daha ilging kilan
bir unsur da bizzat kendisinin bu argiimani sunduktan sonra “iki ilahin ittifak etmeleri caizdir”
yoniindeki bir itirazin bu argiimana yoneltilemeyecegini soylemesi ama bu noktayr ayrinuli
olarak agiklamamasidir (Taftazani, 2016, 119-120). Simdi Taftazdni’nin kisaca bu sekilde
sunmus oldugu burhin-1 teminuyu ayrinuli bir sekilde ele alip yeniden insa etmeye ¢alisacagim.

Burhin-1 Teminu’nun Giincellenmesi

Taftazini’nin burhin-1 teméinuda bahsettigi tanri (ilah) kavraminin zorunlu varlik (vacibu’-
viicud) anlamina geldigini éncelikle hatirlamamiz gerekiyor. Yani bu ilahlar biitiin miimkiin
diinyalarda var olmak durumundalar, sadece bizim bilfiil gercek olan diinyamizda degil. Bu
tanrilarin ayrica bir sey irade edip yapma, yaratabilme 6zellikleri var. Yani irade ve kudret sifatlarina
sahipler. Zorunlu varligin irade ve kudret sifatlari ise biitiin miimkiin durum ve nesnelere
uygulanma potansiyeli tasir. Taftazani dahil kelim geleneginde yer alan distiniirlerin ekseriyeti
Tanrr'nin kudretinin imkansiz durumlara uygulanamayacagini, ancak biitiin miimkiin durumlar
kapsadigini savunur. Ornegin kendi iinde elisik bir durum olan Ahmed’in hem hareketli hem de
hareketsiz olarak yaratilmasi* mantiken imkinsiz sayildigindan boyle bir durumun ilahi kudretin
kapsam alanina girmedigi kabul edilir. Nitekim bu gibi ¢eligkileri kudretin kapsam alanina sokacak
olursak Tanr’nin (zorunlu oldugu halde) kendisini yok edebilmesini de kabul etmek gerekir ki bu
da Tanri hakkinda rasyonel bir sekilde aragtirma yapma imkanini ortadan kaldirir. Ancak ilahi
kudret ¢eligkiye yol agmayan, mantiken miimkiin biitiin durumlari kapsar. Bu y6niiyle de Tanrr'ya
her miimkiin seye gii¢ yetiren anlaminda “kadir-i mutlak” (ommnipotent, Lin.) denir. Dolayisiyla
kadir-i mutlak olan Tanrr’nin kudreti biitiin miimkiin diinyalarla iligkilidir.

TaftazAni'nin bahsettigi tanrilarin kadir-i mutlak olmalarinin ve herhangi bir miimkiin
diinyada istedikleri her seyi (celiskive yol agmamasi kaydiyla) yapabilmelerinin burhin-1
temanunun mantiksal yapisint anlamak icin kilit noktalar oldugunu disiintiyorum. Bu argiiman
sadece bu diinyay1 yonetecek sinirli bir kudrete sahip iki veya daha fazla tanridan bahsetmiyor,
biitiin miimkiin diinyalara uzanan bir kudrete sahip iki veya daha fazla tanridan bahsediyor.
Dolayisiyla argiimanin ¢iiriitmeyi hedefledigi sey, sadece bu diinyaya giicii yeten sinirlt kudretle
vasiflanmis birden ¢ok tanri senaryosu degil. Hedef, biitiin miimkiin diinyalarda istedigini
yaptirabilen kidir-i mutlak tanrilarin birden fazla olamayacagini gdstermek. Bu amag icin de

2 Burada geligkiye yol aan husus, Ahmed’in ayni agidan, ayni sartlar altinda bir 6zelligi hem gostermesi hem de
gostermemesidir. Taftazdnt'nin burada dikkate aldig1 6zellik hareketli olmadir. Ahmed’e ayni yénden hem hareket
hem de hareketsizlik atfedildiginde bir celiski ortaya ¢ikar. Ahmed’in bacaklarinin hareket etmezken elinin hareket
etmesi bir geligki degildir, ¢iinkii bu 6rnekee hareket ve hareketsizlik ayni organa ayni yonden atfedilmiyor. Ancak
Ahmed’in hem yiiriidiigiinii hem de aynu siire zarfinda yatakta uzanip kipirdamadigini diisiinmek bir celigkiye yol
acar. Bu drnekete biitiin viicuda bir araya gelemeyecek zit ézellikler atfedilmektedir.
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oyle bir miimkiin diinyaya gidiliyor (ki bu miimkiin diinyanin bizim bilfiil gercek olan diinyamiz
olmast gerekmiyor) ki bu miimkiin diinyada birden fazla kadir-i mutlak tanrinin varligini kabul
etmek devamli celigki tretiyor. Kabul edilemez sonuglara (celiskilere) yol acan kabulin de
reddedilmesine dayanan olmayana ergi yontemiyle (kzyasu[-hulf, abese irca, reductio ad absurdum)
birden ¢ok tanrinin var oldugu varsayimi reddediliyor.

Simdi bu argtimani 6nciil ve sonuglariyla formel bir sekilde sunmaya ¢aligalim:
Kanitlanmasi hedeflenen sonug: Birden fazla tanri olamaz.

1. Varsayalim birden fazla tanri var. Iki tanr1 oldugunu varsayalim: T1 ve T2. (Reductio igin

varsayim)
2. T1 kédir-i mutlakar. (Tanim geregi)
3. T2 kédir-i mutlakur. (Tanim geregi)
4. D kendi i¢cinde miimkiin bir olaydir, benzer sekilde ~P de kendi i¢inde miimkiin bir olaydir.

5. B TT’in kudret kapsamina girer. Yani, T1, P gibi bir olayin olmasini biitiin miimkiin
diinyalarda isteyebilir ve buna gii¢ yetirebilir. (2’nin mantiksal sonucu)

6. ~P, T2nin kudret kapsamina girer. Yani, T2, ~P gibi bir olayin olmasini biitiin miimkiin
diinyalarda isteyebilir ve buna gii¢ yetirebilir. (3’iin mantiksal sonucu)

7. W;TT’in P olmasint isteyip ona gii¢ yetirdigi, T2’nin de ~P olmasini isteyip ona giig yetirdigi
bir miimkiin diinya olsun.

8. P & ~D ayni miimkiin diinyada (W’de) var olamaz. P & ~B, W’de bir celigkiye yol acar.

9. Arasonu¢: Hem T1 hem T2 nin kadir-i mutlak olmast ¢eliskiye yol agar. O halde, T1 ve T2
ikisi birden kidir-i mutlak olamaz.

10. Hem T'1 kadir-i mutlaktir hem T2 kadir-i mutlaker. (28&3)
11.(9) & (10) gelisir.
12. (1) yanlsur. (11. adimdaki celiskiye binaen)

Bu argiimanda ¢eligkiyi 9. ve 10. adimlarda yakaladik. Buradaki celiskiyi daha net gorebilmek
icin s6z konusu énciilleri biraz daha ayrintili ele alabiliriz. P, TaftazAnt'nin argiimaninda Ahmed’in
hareketli halde yaraulmast gibi bir duruma isaret ediyor. ~P ise Ahmed’in hareketsiz yaratlmast.
Ahmet ayni anda ayni sartlar alunda hem hareketli hem hareketsiz olamayacagina gére bu
gelisik sonuca yol agan kabul de bir problem tasir. Bu sonuca yol acan kabul, var oldugu kabul
edilen iki kadir-i mutlak tanridan birinin Ahmed’in hareketsiz kalmasini, digerinin de hareketli
olmasini irade edip buna gii¢ yetirebilmeleri. Tanrilarin bu sekilde irade gostermelerinde problem
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gormiiyoruz ¢iinkii biri (P) digeri (~P) gibi iki farkli miimkiin durumu irade ediyor. Burada
imkansiz olan bu iki farkli durumun ayni kisi hakkinda ayni sartlar alunda ayni miimkiin diinyada
irade edilmesi ki celiskiyi tireten de bu husus oluyor. Dolayisiyla bu geliski ortaya ¢ikamayacagina
gore, bu iki iradeden biri gerceklesmeyecek demektir. Eger T1'in irade ettigi gerceklesir de
T2 ninki ger¢eklesmezse T2'nin kudreti kayitlanmis olur, kddir-i mutlak olmadig: ortaya ¢ikar,
oysa basta onu kidir-i mutlak kabul etmistik (eligki). Eger T2 nin irade ettigi gerceklesir de
TTinki ger¢eklesmezse bu kez de T1’in kudreti kayitlanmig olur, kidir-i mutlak olmadig1 ortaya
cikar, ancak basta onu da kadir-i mutlak kabul etmistik (celiski). Her haliikirda, iki tanrinin
irade ettikleri bir arada gerceklesemeyecegi icin her ikisinin beraberce kidir-i mutlak oldugu
kabul edilemez. Kadir-i mutlak olmadan tanri olunamayacag icin birden fazla tanrinin varligs
da kabul edilemez. Bu argiimanyi, en az bir tanrinin var oldugu énciiliiyle beraber ele aldigimizda
ortaya “Tanrr’nin tekligine dair modal argiiman” geklinde adlandirdigimiz kanit ¢itkmaktadir.

Giincellemeye calisugimiz burhin-1 teminu, kAdir-i mutlak olan tanri anlayisina
gore iki tanrinin niye beraberce kabul edilemeyecegini ortaya koymay1 hedefliyor. Bagka tanri
kavramlarina gére boyle bir sonug elbette ¢tkmayabilir. Argiimanin anahtar énciilii, miimkiin
olan her seyi yapmaya giicii yeten bir tanrinin miimkiin oldugu halde yapamayacag bir zit 6rnek
(counterexample) gostermeye calisiyor. Her miimkiin seye giiciiniin yettigi varsayilan iki tanrinin
kabuliiyle geliski arz edecek bir miimkiin 6rnek bulunuyor. Iste bu yiizden de baska 6rneklere
veya miimkiin durum ve senaryolara giderek argiimana itiraz etmek konunun éziinii kagirmak
oluyor. Tanrilarin ittifak edebilmesi gibi bir senaryoyu giindeme getirmenin bu argiimanla bir
alakasi yok. Bu diinyada veya bagka miimkiin bir diinyada s6z konusu iki tanrinin anlasip hep ayni
kararlari aldig; farz edilse bile bu durum bizi ilgilendirmiyor. Bizim ilgilendigimiz husus tanrilarin
irade ve giiclerinin belli durumlarda nasil tecelli ettigi degil, biitiin miimkiin durumlarda tutarl
bir sekilde tecelli edip edemeyecegi. Iste bu argiiman bir zit 6rnekle iki tanrinin irade ve giiciiniin
biitiin miimkiin durumlarda gegerli olamadigini savunarak bu soruya bir cevap vermis oluyor.

Sonug

Bu makalede, Taftazini'nin 6rneginden hareketle klasik kelam literatiiriinde “burhan-1 teméanu”
olarak bilinen argiimani giincellemeye calisum. Miimkiin diinyalar kavramsallagtrmastyla
yeniden ifade etmeye ¢aligigim argiimanin bu yeni formu argiimanda neyin amaglandigini daha
net gérmemize imkan taniyor. Béylece kidir-i mutlak 6zelligine sahip iki tanri kabul etmenin
miimkiin bir diinyada yakalanan zit érnek iizerinden ¢eliskiye yol acugi anlagilmig oluyor.
Dolayisiyla tanrilarin ittifak edebilmesi gibi miimkiin bir senaryonun bu argiimana elestiri olarak
getirilemeyecegi daha iyi fark ediliyor. Bu argiiman ayrica din felsefesindeki giincel tartismalara
ciddi bir agilim getirme potansiyeli tagimaktadir. Tanr’'nin varligina dair yapilan tartugmalar,
ontolojik ve kozmolojik argiimanlarin modal versiyonlarinin gelistirilmesiyle farkli bir diizleme
tasinmustir. Ancak bu tartigmalarin Tanrr'nin tek olup olmadig: gibi epeyce 6nemli bir probleme
hentiz evrilemedigini gdrmekteyiz. En az bir ve en ¢ok bir tanrinin var oldugunu, kisaca Tanr’'nin
tekligini gostermeyi hedefleyen “Tanr’nin tekligine dair modal argiiman” tarusmalari bu ydne
kaydirabilir, yeni aragtirma ve tartigma sorularinin ortaya ¢tkmasina vesile olabilir.
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OZET

Uzerine diisiinceler Uretilmeye baslandigindan beri miizik, duygu ve matematiksel
bicim olarak iki zit kutupta ele alinmistir. Ayni ikili duisiince ¢izgisi, mizigin bir dil
oldugu iddiasinda da etkisini strdirmustir. Bu baglamda muzik, bir duygu dili
yahut bir bicimsel dil olarak ele alinmistir. Duygu dili olarak miizik, muzik eserinin
kendisine degil, uyandirdigi duygulara odaklanmasi bakimindan 6znel bir analiz
sunmaktadir. Ustelik bu 6znel analiz, miizigi duygularla dolayim icinde ele alsa
da miizikle dogrudan ilgili oldugu iddiasini tasir. Calismamiz mizigin duygulari
uyandirma glcini reddetmemekle birlikte, kurulan bagin dolaysiz oldugu
iddiasina karsi ¢cikmaktadir. Bicimsel bir dil olarak muzik ise, eserin kendisi Gzerine
bir calismadir. Bunu gosterebilmek icin miizigin bicimsel bir dil olarak ele alinisini
serimleyecegiz. Bunu yaparken ilkin muzigin nasil bir yapi olduguna ve bu yapida
duygularin ne bakimdan yer aldigina deginecegiz. Ardindan mizigin 6gelerinin
bigimselligini, bu 6gelerin neler olduguna isaret ederek agimlayacagiz. Daha sonra
duygu dili varsayiminin sorunlu yanlarini ele alarak, “duygusal bir dil olarak muzik”
ifadesinin acmazlarini dile getirecegiz. Ardindan, bicimsel dillerin dogal dillerle
ayrimina deginecegiz. Buradan hareketle bir bicimsel dil olarak konumlandirdigimiz
mizigin, ne bakimlardan bu ele alinisi hak ettigini aciklayacagiz. Son olarak, muzigi
bir bicimsel dil olarak ele almanin sagladigi nesnel anlamin olanaklarina isaret
edecegiz. Nesnel anlami Frege'nin anlam kurami baglaminda ele alacagiz. Frege
anlamin nesnelligine ve tasarimin 6znelligine yaptigi vurguyla ikisini birbirinden
ayirir. Frege'nin yaptigi bu ayrimi gézetmenin ve miizige uyarlamanin, mizigin
nesnel anlamini yakalamak icin gerekli oldugunu dusiinliyoruz. Nesnel anlam
gorusli bize mizik eserinin kendisine bakma imkanini verecektir. Buradan
hareketle miuziksel anlamin nasil kavranabilecegine bir alternatif olusturma
iddiasindaki calismamiz, nesnel anlam yoluyla miizigi bir duygu aracisi olarak géren
kuramlardan ayrilacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Muizik, duygu dili, dogal dil, bicimsel dil, Frege, anlam, tasarim,
nesnel anlam

ABSTRACT

Since the time that people began to theorize about music, it has been approached
from opposite poles —either as an emotion or as a mathematical form. The same
binary approach has also continued to influence the ideas that claim music as a
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language. In this context, music has been viewed as either a language of emotion or as a formal language. Music as the
language of emotions offers a subjective analysis in terms of focusing on the emotions it arouses, rather than the music
itself. Moreover, despite its focus on emotions, this subjective analysis claims that it provides a direct analysis to music.
Although our study does not reject the power of music for evoking emotions, it opposes the claim that the bond between
music and emotions is direct. By analyzing the elements of music, music as a formal language addresses a work on the
piece. Music as a formal language is a work on the work itself. To illustrate this, we will show how music is approached
as a formal language. In doing so, we will first discuss the structure of music and analyze how emotions take place in
this structure. Then, we will explain the formality of the elements of music, pointing out what these elements are. After
that, we will discuss the dilemmas of the expression of “music as an emotional language,” by addressing the problematic
aspects of the emotion-language assumption. Then, we will focus on the distinction between formal languages and natural
languages. From this point of view, we will explain how music, which we have positioned as a formal language, deserves
this approach. Finally, we will point out the opportunities of the objective meaning provided by the approach that takes
music as a formal language. We will discuss the objective sense drawing on Frege's theory of sense. Considering Frege's
distinction between sense, reference and representation, and adopting the distinction between sense and representation
in music is essential for understanding the sense of music. Frege distinguishes between the two with an emphasis on the
objectivity of sense and the subjectivity of representation. We think that it is necessary to maintain this distinction made by
Frege and adapt it to the music in order to capture the objective sense of the music. The objective sense approach would
give us the opportunity to focus on the art of music itself. Therefore, providing an alternative approach to the question of
how musical sense can be grasped, our study distinguishes itself from other theories that considers music as an instrument
of emotion through objective sense.

Keywords: Music, emotional language, natural language, formal language, Frege, sense, representation, objective sense

Giris

Miizik besteci, beste, icract ve dinleyeni kapsayan biitiinliiklii bir yapidir. Miizigin 6gelerinin
bu ¢oklugu, onun bir yandan zenginligini diger yandan da kavranmasinin ve ele alinmasinin
glicligiinti ortaya ¢ikarir. Miizigi tiim katmanlarini dahil ederek ¢oziimlemeye calistigimizda,
belirsiz ve karmasik bir biitiinliikle karst karstya kaliriz. Bu nedenle bir miizik eserinin analizinde,
bu katmanli yapinin tek bir 6gesinden hareket etmenin daha yerinde oldugunu diisiiniiyoruz. Bu
ileri siirimiimiiziin gerekgelerini, miizigin 6gelerine gz attigimizda agik kilabilecegiz. Bu nedenle
simdi, miizigin nasil bir yap: olduguna, dgelerini ortaya koyarak bakacagiz. Miiziksel dgeleri,
teorik miizik estetigi tartismalarini ilk kez baglatugy diistiniilen' Eduard Hanslick'in® yapug:
ayrim {izerinden ele alacagiz. Ardindan miizigin bir dil olarak ne bakimlardan degerlendirildigini,
duygu dili ile bigimsel dil arasindaki kargitlik tizerinden serimleyecegiz. Daha sonra Frege'nin
anlam kurami baglaminda anlamin nesnelliginin olanaklarini degerlendirerek, miizikte anlamin

nesnelligini ortaya koyacagiz.

1 Mihaela Irina, “19. Century Music Criticism and Aesthetics: Mutual Influences”, Hamilton, McMaster University,
2006, p. 10.

2 Eduard Hanslick (1825 - 1905) Romantik dénem boyunca yasamus fakat o ddnemin miizik anlayisini reddetmis bir
besteci ve miizik elegtirmenidir. Miizigin Wagner etkisiyle bir program cergevesinde ele alinisina ve miizik eserinin
kendisiyle olan ilginin koparilmasina karst ¢tkmisur. Hanslick ve Wagner kargithiginin, miizigin tanimina iliskin
bir tartigma baslatmasi ve miizigin ne oldugu sorusunu giindeme getirmesi bakimindan olduk¢a énemli olduguna
isaret edilmektedir. Bkz.: Ruth Katz, A Language of Its Own Sense and Meaning in the Making of Western Art
Music, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 2010, p. 243-244.
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Miizigin Ogeleri

Miizik tiretim, yeniden tiretim ve alimlamanin dahil oldugu stiregleri barindirir. Miizigin bu
ogeleri sirastyla besteci, icraci ve dinleyicinin etkinliklerine kargilik gelir.? Bu her bir 8genin ve
eyleyenin miizik ile iligkisi, uzunca bir siire duygularla ilgili icinde degerlendirilmistir. Hanslick bu
ogeler ve duygularin ne bakimlardan iliskilendirildigini agiklayarak miiziksel yapiy: ele alir. Buna
gore besteci, hayal giiciiniin bir {iriinii olan temayi, miiziksel formlar bir araya getirerek ifade
edendir. Fakat temanin bestecide ortaya cikisina iliskin nesnel bir agiklama yapmak miimkiin
degildir. Ciinkii bu siire¢ belirlenim altina alinamaz. Bu nedenle belirlenemez ve bilinemez olan
bu siirecin bilimsellik iddiasindaki bir alismada yer almamast beklenir.* Ciinkii bestecinin, uzun
bir siirece kargilik gelen besteleme ¢aligmasinda belirli duygulari tastyor olmast, ilkin bu duygular:
daima tagidigini garanti etmez’, ikinci olarak bu duygular besteye dahil edilemez.®

Bestenin icra edilmesinde bagka bir deyisle yeniden iiretim siirecinde icracinin belirli bir
duyguyu tagidigini diisiinmek daha akla yatkindir. Fakat bu durum, dinleyicinin de aym
belirlenmis duyguyu alimladigini ya da duygularin besteye ickin oldugunu gostermez.” Hanslick'e
gore iyi bir dinleyici, miizikte dogru dinlemeye karsilik gelen daling (contemplation)® ile miizigin
kendisi ve uyanan duygu arasindaki farkin ayirdina varabilir.” Fakat miizik yine de dinleyende
kendi tasarimina karsilik gelen duygular uyandiracakur.

Goriilduigii tizere bu ti¢ miizik 6gesinin de duygularla olan bagi zorunlu ya da koparilmaz degildir.
Fakat duragan bir bicimde olmasa da duygular ve miizigin {i¢ 6gesi arasinda kendini yineleyen bir bag her
daim kurulur. Bu nedenle bu 6geleri nesnel bir aragtirmanin dayanaklari olmaya elverisli olmadiklarindan
eliyoruz. Bu noktada dérdiincii 6ge, nesnellik iddiamizi temellendirmek i¢in dayanak olusturur.

Miizigin dordiincti 6gesi, miizik notasyonu yani bestedir. Beste besteci, icraci ve dinleyiciden
ayr1, kendi sentaktik yapisina sahip bicimsel bir tiriindiir. Hanslick miiziksel yapinin ziiniin
baska bir deyisle miizigin kendisinin bu bi¢im olduguna isaret etmektedir. Bu bicimsel yapi,
bir araya gelerek miizigi olusturan seslere kurallar veren dgelerle olusturulur. Hanslick miizigi
olugturan bu 6gelerin ya da bigimlerin sesler (notalar), armoni, kontrpuan ve ritim oldugunu
ifade eder. Bicimler miizigi olusturmalari ve hicbir dis etkenle iliskili olmayan bos yapida 6geler
olmalari bakimindan, miizige dair nesnel bir degerlendirmede dikkate alinmasi gereken onlardir.'

3 Eduard Hanslick, The Beautiful in Music, Translated by Gustav Cohen, 7. bs., London, Novello and Company
Limited, 1891, p. 122.

4 1Ibid, p. 72-73.

5  Hanslickin temel iddiasi, miizik ve duygular arasindaki bagin zorunlu olmadigidir. Philip Alperson, Hanslick’in
bu iddiasini nedensel sav olarak ifade eder. Nedensel sav bir miizik eserini dinlemekle ortaya ¢ikacak belirli duygular
arasinda kat, siirekli bir nedensellik bulunmamast anlamina gelir. Bkz..: Philip Alperson, “The Philosophy of
Music: Formalism and Beyond”, Aesthetics, Ed. by. Peter Kivy, Hoboken, Blackwell Publishing, 2004, p. 257.

6 Eduard Hanslick, The Beautiful in Music, p. 100.

7 Ibid, p. 106.

8  Yalnizca nesnesine yonelen, hicbir ¢ikar tasgimayan bir tavir, dalingla (contemplation) nesneye kendini vermek
demektir. Bkz.: Omer Naci Soykan, Estetik ve Sanat Felsefesi, Istanbul, Pinhan Yayincilik, 2015, s. 47.

Eduard Hanslick, The Beautiful in Music, p. 122.

10 Ibid, pp. 127-128.
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[lk bigimsel 6ge olan ses, belirli frekanstaki titresimlere karsilik gelir. Armoni “genel olarak,
eszamanlt olarak calinan her ses diizenlemesine verilen isimdir.”'" Ritim, bir vurus boyunca
seslerin diizenlenmesine karsilik gelmektedir. Kontrpuan ise, melodik ve armonik ¢esitleri
olabilmesine karsin, genel olarak seslerin yatay diizenlenisiyle ilgilidir. Bu 6geler Hanslick'in
isaret ettigi gibi, seslerin sanatsal diizenlenigine karsilik gelen, miizigin kendisine ait ayrilmaz
parcalaridir.’? Bu bakimdan miizik, belirli kurallarla olusturulan, dogadan edinilmemis insan
yapimt bir iiriindiir. Hanslick miizigin bu 6zelligine isaret etmek icin miiziksel 6gelerin doga
trtint olmadigini ileri stirer. Hanslick ritim ve sesin dogada bulunmasina karsin melodi, armoni
ve kontrpuanin dogada bulunmadigini diisiiniir. Fakat ses ve ritim dogada bulunmalarina
kargin miizikteki kullanimlari bakimindan dogal olandan ayrilmaktadir.”> Dogada, ancak tek
basina sesler mevcut olabilir. Ritim de tek bagina dogada bulunabilir, fakat miizik s6z konusu
oldugunda melodi ve armoniden ayr disiiniilemeyeceginden dogadaki ile 6zdes degildir.
Armoni, melodi ve kontrpuanin dogada bulunmamasi, dogada bu komplekslikte diizenlenmis
seslerin bulunmamastyla agiklanabilir.*

Miizik, bu bigimsel 8gelerin belirli diizenlerde bir araya gelmesinden olusur. Bir miizik
analizinde bu bi¢imleri yani eserin kendisini dikkate alarak aragtirma yapmak, bize nesnel bir
zemin sunacakur. Ciinkii bu miizik 6geleri, kendilerine gonderim yapan bicimlerdir; disaridan
gelen duygulari tagimazlar. Fakat miizik bu yapisina kargin, daima duygular ile iliskilendirilir ve
duygular dolayiminda diigiiniiliir. Bu hatali diisiiniisiin nedenine miizik ve dil iligkisi baglaminda
asagida deginilecektir.

Bir Dil Olarak Miizik

Miizik ve dil baginusi ilkin, miizigin duygularla iligkisi baglaminda 17. yiizyilda ortaya
ctkmistir. Peter Kivy'nin isaret ettigi gibi, belirli ses araliklarina karsilik gelen major ve minor
ton sistemlerinin kurulmasini takiben, bu yapilar miizigi bilenlerce anlagilabilir olmugtur.
Miizik bilen, yetkin dinleyicinin tonlart saptamasi, tonlarin duygularla ilgili oldugu diistincesini
dogurmugtur.”” Kivy’e gére, miizik ve duygu bagintist, miizigin “evrensel bir dil” ya da “duygularin
dili” olarak goriilmesinden kaynaklanir. Buna gore, iki belirlenim birbiriyle iliskilidir. Eger
duygularin tiim insanlarda ortak oldugu ve miizigin duygulart uyandirdig kabul edilirse, miizigin
evrensel bir duygu dili oldugu da kabul edilecektir.® Nitekim miizik ve dil bagintisinin nasil
kurulduguna yonelik ¢aligmalarin ¢ogu, miizigin ifade ya da temsil ettigi duygulara dayanarak
dil olarak goriildiigiine isaret eder. Bu ¢alismalarin érneklerinden biri Ann Clark’in “Is Music a
Language?” adli makalesidir. Clark makalesinde, miizigin bir dil oldugunu sdyleyen, birbirinden
ayr1 dort yaklasim bulunduguna isaret eder. Her bir yaklagim, miizigin bir dil olmasini farkls

11 Willi Apel, Harvard Dictionary of Music, Massachusette, Harvard University Press, 1944, p. 317.

12 Eduard Hanslick, The Beautiful in Music, pp. 127-128.

13 1Ibid, p. 148.

14 Ibid, p. 144-146.

15 Peter Kivy, “Music, Language, and Cognition: Which Doesn’t Belong”, Music, Language and Cognition, Oxford,
Oxford University Press, 2007, p. 218.

16 Ibid, pp. 118-221.
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temellerde tartismakla birlikte, miiziksel anlami dille temellendirmeleri bakimindan bir ortakliga

da sahiptir.””

Clark'1n isaret ettigi yonelimler miizigi bir ifade araci, temsil, semboller sistemi yahut bi¢imsel
bir yap1 olarak goren ayrt dort bigimdedir.’® Miizigi bir ifade araci olarak gérme yoneliminde,
ifade etmek icin aract olunan gey bestecinin duygularidir. Buna gore, miizigi duygularin dili
olarak gorme egilimi, miizigin “ifade edici olma” 6zelligine dayanmaktadir. Miizige yonelik bu
goriisiin modern dénem 6rnegi Deryck Cooke’'un miiziksel dil belirleniminde goriilmektedir.
Cooke’a gore miizik, duygularin dilini konugmaktadir. Ona gore her eserin pargalari, bestecinin
duygulariyla uyumlu benzersiz duygusal anlamlara sahiptir. Yani Cooke i¢in miizik, bestecinin
duygularini “ifade etme” etkinligidir. Cooke Language of Music adl: kitabinda on alt temel
melodik sekil verir ve bunlarin belirli duygularla tutarli bigimde uyumlu oldugunu ileri siirer.
Buna gore 6rnegin major anahtarda dominanta tonikten yiikselmek, oldukea belirgin ve iddiali bir
neseye kargilik gelmektedir. Ayni dizideki minér, act duygusunun disavurumudur.’ Bu melodiler
her duyuldugunda miizik, bestecinin duygularini ifade edecek bir dil olarak gériildiigiinden, bu
duygular dinleyicilerce anlagilabilecektir.

Bill Jones, Cooke’un bu on alti melodi ve duygular® eslemesini aragurmak icin bu melodileri,
yirmi ti¢ tanesi miizik egitimi almis alemug kisilik bir gruba dinletilir. Temalart her dinleyen,
belirlenen sifatlara benzerlik bakimindan, yiiksek say1 tipa tip benzerlige karsilik gelecek sekilde,
bir ile bes arasinda puanlar verir. Fakat ulagilan sonuglar Cooke’un sonuglariyla tutarlt degildir.!
Dolayisiyla miizik ve ifade ettigi iddia edilen duygular arasindaki bagint arasinda nesnel bir
gecerlilik bulunmaz. Cooke miizigin bir duygu dili olmasina iliskin agiklamasini, anlamli bir
yapt oldugunu kanitlamak i¢in kullanmigtir. Cooke’a gore anlam, miiziksel agidan ancak kendisi
disindaki bir seyleri ifade etmesiyle miimkiindiir. Jones'un ifadeleriyle:

“Cooke icin yalnizca sdzel tanimlamalar anlamlidir; o, miizigin anlam:
kendisinden &6te bir sey degilse, hicbir seyi ifade etme giiciine sahip degilse,
gercekte anlamsiz oldugunu varsaymaktadir. Gergekten béyle midir? Matematiksel
bir denklem yalnizca kendisi anlamina gelir, fakat yine de anlamsiz degildir. Sozel
tanimi tamamen onemsizdir; denklem daima, sdzciikler olmayan seyleri ifade

etmektedir...”??

Miizigi dil olarak gdren ikinci yonelime gelindigindeyse, Gurney’in sunumsal ve temsil edici
sanatlar ayrimi hatrlanir. Gurney’in ayrimina gore sunumsal sanatlardan farkli olarak temsil
edici sanatlarda, eserin disinda ve eserden bagimsiz bir konu bulunmakeadir. Bu anlayisa gore
miizik temsil edici bir sanattir ve temsil ettigi seyler miizik disi duygulardir. Miizik, temsil

17 Ann Clark, “Is Music a Language?”, The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, Vol. 41, No. 2, Winter, 1982, p. 197.

18 Ibid., p. 195.

19 Bill Jones, “Is Music a Language?”, The British Journal of Aesthetics, Volume 10, Issue 2, April 1970, pp. 162-168.

20 Cooke'un duygulara karsilik geldigini sdyledigi on alt sézcik: saplanali, disa doniik, umutsuz, neseli, mutlu, ice
doniik, acily, edilgen, iddiali, kederli, rahatlatci, hiiziinli, teselli edici, kasvetli, bereketli ve masum. Bkz.: Ibid., p. 164.

21 Ibid., p. 165.

22 Ibid., pp. 166-167.
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ettigi duygularin dili olarak goriilmekeedir. Buradan hareketle miiziksel anlam, duygular: temsil
edebilme giiciiyle iligkilendirilmektedir.

Ucgiincii yonelim, miizigi bir semboller ve gostergeler sistemi olarak gdérmektir. Clark bu
yaklagimin temsilcisi olarak Wilson Coker’in anlam ve dil anlayisint 6rnek gdsterir. Buna gore
bir sdzciigiin anlaminin olmast gibi, miizigin de bir anlami olmalidir. Bu anlam, gdsterge ve
gosterilen ayrimina dayanmaktadir. Yani eger miizigin bir anlami varsa, o bir seyin anlami
olmalidir. Buna gére miiziksel semboller gdstergelere, bu sembollerin isaret ettigi iddia edilen
duygular ise gosterilene, yani bu kuram agisindan anlama karsilik gelmektedir. Miizik neye isaret
ediyorsa onun isareti olarak anlamlidir. Bu teoride de anlam, miizigin disindaki duygulara karsilik
gelmesi tizerinden agiklanmistir. Coker miiziksel anlamin, ancak miiziksel ifadelerin duygularla
benzerligi kuruldugunda ortaya ¢ikugini diistinmektedir.®

Coker anlamin ses olmayan yasamsal degerler ile ses arasindaki benzerlige dayandigina isaret
etmektedir. Fakat Clark’a gore Coker, benzerlikten neyi anladigini agiklamak ve birbiriyle zit bu
iki alanin nasil iligkide oldugunu aydinlatmak konusunda basarisizdir. Coker’a gore miizigin tpki
dillerde oldugu gibi sdzdizimi vardir. Miiziksel anlama, bu s6zdizimi tizerinden ulagilmakeadir.
Fakat sozdizimi kendi bagina degil, kiside uyandirdig 6znel duygular bakimindan anlamlidir.
Bagka bir deyisle, anlam yalnizca seslerin dizilimiyle degil, bu dizilimlerin kargilik geldigi 6znel
duygularla ilgilidir.*

Ug yonelimde de goériilmekeedir ki, dil ile iliskilendirildiginde miiziksel anlamin olanag;,
hep kendi disindaki duygulara gonderimle kurgulanmigtuir. Kivy'nin de belirttigi gibi, miizige
bir takim uzlagimsal oldugunu bildigimiz duygusal gonderimler yiiklemek ¢ok da zararli
degildir. Fakat her zaman, bu anlamlarin uzlagimsal, tarihsel ve bizim tarafimizdan koyulmus
seyler oldugunu hatirlamaliyiz. Aksi takdirde miizigin, hiiziin ya da zafer hakkinda ifadelerde
bulunan bir dil oldugunu séylemek gibi bir hataya diismemiz kaginilmaz olacakur.”> Oysa “...
miizigi, duygularin dili olarak gormek, onu sahip olabilecegi herhangi bir sistematik tutarliliktan

»26

mahrum etmektir.”* Ciinkii miizik, duygularin dili olarak goriildiigiinde, miizigin kendisi degil

belirli duygularla kurdugu iliski aragtirmanin merkezi olacakuir.

Saf miiziksel yapinin kendisi anlagilmak isteniyorsa, miiziksel yapinin 6tesindeki hicbir
sey anlama dahil edilmemelidir.?” Miizigi bu bakimdan degerlendirmenin, sanatsal bicimcilik
ile yakindan ilgili oldugunu diisiiniiyoruz. Bu noktada Clark’in dérdiincii yonelimine kargilik,
Hanslick'in bi¢cimciligini 6rnek olarak verebiliriz. HanslicK’in bigimciliginde bigimler seslere ve bu
seslerin kuralli dizilimler olmalarina, yani ses kombinasyonlarina kargilik gelir. Bu kombinasyonlar
miizigin sembolik 6geleriyle yapilir. Miizigi olusturan bu 6geler dogadan edinilmeyen yapay —

23 Ann Clark, “Is Music a Language?”, pp. 197-198.

24 1Ibid., p. 198.

25 Peter Kivy, “Music, Language, and Cognition: Which Doesn’t Belong” pp. 220-221.

26  Robert Oliphant, “Music and Language: A New Look at an Old Analogy”, Music Educators Journal, Thousand
Oaks, Sage Publications, Vol. 58, No. 7, March 1972, p. 61.

27 Donald M. Borchert, Encyclopedia Of Philosophy, Vol 01, Mac Millan, 2006, (Cevrimigi) hteps://www.

encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/music-philosophy, 16 Haziran 2019.
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bicimsel yapilardir. Bu bakimdan miizik dilini dogal ya da duygusal bir dil olarak degil, bicimsel
ve yapay bir dil olarak kabul etmek uygundur. $imdi, ilkin miizigin bicimsel sembollerini ele
alacagiz. Ardindan da dogal diller ve bicimsel dillerin farkliliklarini degerlendirecegiz. Boylece
miizigin bicimsel yapisi ve bigimsel dillerle bagintisini anlamak kolaylasacakar.

Miizigin Bi¢imsel Sembolleri

Miizik bigimsel bir dil olarak goriilecekse, bigcimsel dillerdeki gibi sembollerinin de olmast
gerekir. Bu semboller seslerin ritim, armoni ve kontrpuan kurallariyla diizenlenmesini, notasyon
olarak gosterilmelerini saglar. Miizikte semboller, duydugumuz sesleri bigimsellestirir ve
bestecinin fikirlerini, icracilara ve sefe iletmesini saglar. Kendall Briggs, miiziksel dilin on ii¢
temel sembolii oldugunu sdyler. Sembollerin ilki, belli perdelere (pitch) 2 karsilik gelecek sekilde
seslerin adlandirilmas: anlamina gelen notalardir: “La-Si-Do-Re-Mi-Fa-Sol”. Notalarin bu
isimlendirilmesi 11. yiizyildan beri kullanilmaktadir. Notalar ayni zamanda Ingiliz notasyonunda
ilk harf “la” notasina karsilik gelecek sekilde sirastyla yedi harfle de kargilanmaktadir:

“A (la) = B (si) — C (do) — D (re) — E (mi) — F (fa) — G (sol).”*

Bu nota isimlendirmelerine, “miizigin abecesi” de denilmektedir. Ikinci sembol, bestecinin
miiziksel sozciikler ve ciimleler yazmasini alan saglayan portedir. Porte, bes ¢izgi ve dort bogluktan
olusur. Bosluklar ve cizgiler, iizerlerine konacak baska sembollerle birlikte notalara isimlerini
verir.?® Portedeki isaretlerin hangi notalara karsilik geldigini anlayabilmemiz icin gerekli olan
diger bir sembol nota anahtaridir (clefs, key). Bu sembol, bulundugu c¢izginin ya da boslugun
hangi notaya karsilik geldigini anlamamizi saglar. Bati miiziginde ii¢ farkli anahtar bulunur: sol
(G) anahtart, fa (F) anahtari ve do (C) anahtari.>’ Her anahtarin belirli bicimlerde sembolii vardir.
Bu semboller, porte ¢izgisinde bulunduklart konuma gore nota isimlerini belirler. Anahtarlar
bestenin ses aralifi gozetilerek, farkli cizgilere yerlegtirilebilir. Anahtarlarin nota araligina
isaret etmeye yetmedigi durumlardaysa porte cizgilerine karsilik gelen, porte disindaki cizgiler,
yani “serbest ¢izgi” sembolleri kullanilir. Bununla birlikte ses araliginin genigligi — 6zellikle
enstriimantal bestelerde ve koro bestelerinde — eszamanli olarak iki portenin kullanilmasini da
gerektirmektedir. Bu kullanima biiyiik porte (grand staff) denir.*?

Notalarin rahatga okunabilmesi i¢in porte dikey cizgilere béliiniir. Bu cizgilere dl¢ii ¢izgisi
(bar line) denir. Olgii gizgilerinin birbirinden ayirdig1 bosluklara da 6lgii (measure) ad1 verilir.
Bir bagka sembol, bestedeki bir sesin ya da sessizligin siiresini belirleyen nota degerleridir. Ses
belirten semboller nota, sessizlik belirten semboller durak ya da es (rest) olarak adlandirilir.®

28  Perde, seslerin sikligi yani titresim sayis1 anlamina gelmekeedir. Perdenin titresme sikligina frekans denilmektedir.
Willi Apel, Harvard Dictionary of Music, p. 584.

29  Kendall Durelle Briggs, The Language and Materials of Music: A Treatise of Common Practice Harmony, New
York, Highland Heritage Press, Third Edition, 2011, p. 3.

30 Ibid., p. 4.

31 Ibid., pp. 3-5.

32 Ibid., pp. 7-8.

33 Ibid., p. 9.

Felsefe Arkivi - Archives of Philosophy, Sayi/Issue: 51,2019 193



Bicimsel Bir Dil Olarak Muzikte Anlam

Bir sesi ve sesin degerini gostermek icin nota isaretleri kullanilir. Bu isaretler ii¢ parcadan
olusur: notay1 belirten yuvarlak (notehead), notanin sap1 (steam) ve bayrak (flag). Sembollerden
biri notanin degerini, digeri vurus siiresini ifade eden isaretlerdir. Nota vuruslarinin belirlenmesini
saglayan ve her olciide kag degerlik notanin kag kez calinacagini bildiren degerler olarak da
zaman isaretleri kullanilir. Zaman isaretlerinin yaninda “anahtar isaretleri” de bulunmaktadir.
Anahtar isareti, bir notasyonda anahtardan sonra, nota isaretlerinden 6nce bulunan diyez (sharp)
ya da bemollere (flat) verilen isimdir. Bu isaretler bize, eserin hangi anahtarda bestelendigini
gostermektedir.** Dizey “#” ve bemol “4” sembolleriyle kargilanir. Perdenin yarim ses yiikselmesi
ya da algalmasini saglayan bu sembollere arizalar (accidentals) denir.®®

Miizik notasyonunda, miizigin ne kadar yiiksek ya da diisiik seste calinacagini ya da
soylenecegini belirleyen, Italyanca sozciiklerden kisaltlmis semboller olan “dinamikler” de
bulunur. Par¢anin sessiz ¢alinmasi i¢in “p (piano)” sembolii, giir calinmast icin f (forte) sembolii
ve bu dinamiklerin orta diizeyde kullanimini belirtmek icin m (mezzo) sembolii kullanilir.®
Parcalarda, bu sembollerin yan yana pek ¢ok kombinasyonuyla karsilasmak miimkiindiir.

Bestenin hizini belirleyen bir diger miizik sembolii “tempo isareti”®” olarak adlandirilir. Tempo
isaretleri parcanin hangi hizda galinacagini belirten Italyanca sozciiklerdir. Bu sézciikler parganin,
dakikada kag¢ birim vurusa karsilik geldigini belirtir.’® Parcanin notalarinin belirli tarzlarda
icra edilmesini belirten semboller ise artikiilasyon (articulation) sembolleridir. Arkitiilasyon
sembolleri perdenin tizerinde bulunur ve icractya, notay: kesik ve kuvvetli (staccato), vurgulu
(accent), belirgin (marcato), egimli (tenuto), durarak (fermata), bagli (legato) bicimde icra

etmesini soyler.”

[fade edilen on iig sembol, miizigin belirli bigimsel yapilarin bir araya gelmesiyle kurulu
karmagik bir yapr oldugunu gormemizi saglayacakur. Bu semboller duygu tasiyici pargalar
degil, kendinde anlami olan mikro diizeyde bicimsel yapilardir. Bu bigimsel yapilarin bigimsel
dillerle olan benzerligini dogal diller ile bigimsel dillerin farkliliklarina isaret ederek daha

belirgin kilacagyz.
34 Ibid., p.12.
35 TIbid., p.11.
36 Tbid., p.12.
37 Tbid., p.13.

38 Largo: Parcanin ¢ok agir calinmasi ya da okunmasi anlaminda kullanilir. Metronomda dakikada 40°dan 60’a kadar
olan birim vuruglarina kargilik gelir. Adagio “cok yavasa yakin” anlamindadir ve metronomda, dakikada 60’dan
76’e kadar olan birim vuruglaridir. Andante, “agira yakin” anlamina gelir ve metronomda, dakikada 76'dan 108’e
kadar olan birim vuruslaridir. Moderato “orta hizda” anlamindadir ve metronomda dakikada 108'den 120’e kadar
olan birim vuruglaridir. Allegro, parcanin “hizli” anlamina gelir ve metronomda dakikada 120°’den 168’¢ kadar olan
birim vuruglarina karsilik gelir. Presto “cabuk, hizli” anlamina gelir ve metronomda 168-192 araligindaki birim
vurusuna kargilik gelir. Bkz.: Evren Bay, Temel Miizik Egitimi, (Cevrimici) http://www.erhanbirol.com/othersites/
TemelMuzikEgitimi/sozluk.htm, 20 Haziran 2019.

39 Ibid., pp.13-14.
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Dogal Dil — Bigimsel Dil Ayrimi

Dogal diller pratik hayatta kullandigimiz, dilbilgisi kurallart bakimindan karmagik dillerdir.
Ingilizce, Tiirkge gibi dogal dil 6rneklerinden de goriildiigii gibi, bu dillerin dilbilgisi kurallart
aragtirmalarla kesfedilir. Oysa bicimsel diller, insan yapimi olduklarindan, kurallart tanimlanarak
insa edilirler. Ornegin bigimsel bir dil olan yiiklemler mantiginin kurallari, dogal dilin kurallariyla
kiyaslandiginda oldukea sinirli ve basittir.*

Bicimsel diller s6zdizimi ve semantik bakimindan agik ve kesin kurallari olan dillerdir. Buna
karsin dogal dillerin sdzdizim ve semantik acidan kesin tanimlari bulunmaz. Bu bakimdan dogal
diller ve bicimsel diller karsttlik icindedir.* Bigimsel dilin sézdiziminde her kategori birbirinden
ayrt tanimlanir. Hicbir baglag (ve, veya, eger-dyleyse vs.), parantez, niceleyici ya da degisken
birbirine indirgenemez. Higbir semboliin gorevini baska bir sembol iistlenemez. Ornegin
“ve” baglact “veya” baglacinin yerine, “parantez” “degil” yerine kullanilamaz.*> Dogal diller ise
insan disiincesinden geldigi, toplumsal ve kiiltiirel olarak degisiklik gdsterdigi icin ¢ok anlamli
ve belirsiz olabilmektedir. Dogal dillerde birden ¢ok anlam ve yorum bulundugundan, dogal
dillerin semantigi karmagiktir.”’ Bicimsel diller s6z konusu oldugundaysa anlam, sézdizimine

bagli olarak ortaya ¢tkmaktadir.

Bicimsel diller insan iiretimidir ve dogal dille benzer olarak, dilbilgisi kurallarina dayanir.
Buna gore, yalnizca dilbilgisi tarafindan izin verilen kelimeler bu dilde bulunabilirdir. Bigimsel
dillerdeki her ifade dilbilgisi tarafindan tiiretildigi icin, bu dillerde ¢ok anlamlilik bulunmaz ve
bicimsel diller sosyal ya da bolgesel olarak degismez.*

Dogal dil ve bigimsel dil arasindaki en temel fark, bicimsel dilde dilbilgisi ve sdzdiziminin
belirli olmasina karsin, dogal dillerde belirsizligin ve degiskenligin olmasidir. Bu durum, bigimsel
dillerin dilbilgisinin yani sdzdiziminin kurallarinin bizim tarafimizdan belirlenmesiyle ilgilidir.
Bu kurallar, belirli ve birbirine indirgemezdir. Béylece bu diller ¢ok anlamlilik ve belirsizlikten
uzak kalir. Tkinci 6nemli fark ise, bicimsel dillerin anlami iletmek bakimindan sozdizimine
bagimli olmasina karsin, dogal dillerde béyle bir zorunlulugun bulunmamasidir. Dogal dillerde
sozdizimi hatali olsa da anlam ve iletisim ortaya cikabilir. Yapay dillerde ise anlam, yapinin
bicimsel iligkilerinin kurallarla belirlenmis olmasina baglidir. Peki bu ayrimlar diisiiniildiigiinde
miizik, bi¢imsel bir dil midir, yoksa dogal bir dil midir?

40 John Daintith, Edmund Wright, “A Dictionary of Computing”, (Cevrimigi) https://www.encyclopedia.com/
science-and-technology/computers-and-electrical-engineering/computers-and-computing/formal-language, 30
Haziran 2019.

41 Ibid.

42 Stewart Shapiro, Teresa Kouri Kissel, “Classical Logic”, March 11, 2018, (Cevrimici) https://plato.stanford.edu/
entries/logic-classical/#FeatSynt, 30 Haziran 2019.

43 Sunita N. Deore, Manisha N. Sawant, “Natural and Formal Languages: The Difference Analysis”, International
Journal of Computer & Mathematical Sciences, Vol. 7, 5 May 2018, pp. 135-136.

44 Tbid., p. 136.
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[lkin miizigin, insan yapimi olmast bakimindan bigimsel dillerle benzerlik gosterdigini
diisiiniiyoruz. Buiddiamiz, miizigin sozdizimsel yapisinin acik ve kesin olusunda temellenmektedir.
Bununla birlikte miizigin belirlenmis kurallar, belirli degismezler ve degiskenlerle kuruldugunu
diistinmekteyiz. Bicimsel dillerin dilbilgisi yapist diisiiniildiigiinde, miizikle olan ortaklik da ortaya
¢tkacakur. Bir bicimsel dilin dilbilgisi degiskenler, semboller ve kurallardan olusur. Degiskenler,
bicimsel dilin dogrudan pargalari degildir, semboller ise, dilin parcalaridir. Kurallar semboller
ve degiskenlerin nasil bir araya getirilmeleri gerektigini belirler.”” Miizikte sembollerin bir araya
gelme kosullarini, yukarida isaret ettigimiz armoni, ritim ve kontrpuan kurallari olusturur. Bu
kurallar uyarinca miizik dilinin sembolleri bir araya gelerek miizik eserini olusturur.

Miizik bir duygu dili olarak ele alindiginda ise dogal dillerin yapistyla iligkilendirildigini
goriiriiz. Dogal diller® sézdizim agisindan belirli degildir. Miiziksel dili bir duygu dili olarak
gordigiimiizde de ondaki kuralli sézdizimine kargit olacak bigimde, siralilik ve diizen gérmeyiz.
Aksine HanslicK'in isaret ettigi gibi eser bir tiir yigin olarak goriiniir.”” Bir duygu dili olarak
miizik, kuralli ve tanimlari insan eliyle konmus yapisiyla degerlendirilmez. Bunun sonucunda,
dogal-duygusal dil olarak miizik, anlami bakimindan da belirsizlestirilir. Oysa miiziksel yapinin
kendisini bigimsel olarak ele aldigimizda, ondaki anlam da nesnel olacaktir. Nesnel anlam igin

Frege’nin kuramina gz atmamiz gerekir.
Frege ve Nesnel Anlam

Frege “Anlam ve Génderim” adli makalesinde “bir geyin anlaminin génderimi oldugu” klasik
tarzdaki goriige kargi ¢tkmaktadir. Frege burada, esitligin nesneler arast bir baginti mi, yoksa
nesnelerin gostergeleri arasindaki bir baginti m1 oldugunu sorusturur.® Frege bu sorusturmay:
a=a ve a=b dnermelerini 6rnek gdstererek siirdiiriir. Buna gore, eger esitlik gostergelerin belirttigi
seyler, yani nesneler arasindaki bir bagintiysa, a ve b arasindaki esitlik baginust bize a ve b’'nin
aynt nesneler oldugunu sdylemelidir. Bu durumda esitligin, bir nesnenin kendisiyle kurulan
baginti olmast gerekecektir. Oyleyse a=a ile a=b bagintilart arasinda da bir ayrim kalmayacakr.
Fakat Kant'tan beri biliyoruz ki esitlik, a=a gibi analitik ve a priori gecerli olmanin yani sira,
sentetik olabilmektedir. Oyleyse “a=b” esitliginde bilgimi genisleten nedir? Frege’nin bu soruya
cevabt, nesnelerin sunulus tarzlari (mode of presentation) olacakeir.”

Frege'ye gore gosterge, gonderim yaninda anlami (sense) da icerir. Buna gore a ve b
gostergeleri arasindaki esitlik, nesnelerin sunulus tarzlari olan a ve b arasindaki bir baginudir.

45 Ibid., p. 136.

46 Frege, kesinligin 6niine gecen dogal ya da giindelik dil vurgusunu pek ¢ok metninde yineler. Bunlardan biri de
sayinin temellendirilmesinde apagiklik sunabilmek adina yeni bir manuk dilini kurguladig: Begriffsscrift'tir. Bkz.:
" Frege Begriffsschrift yoluyla ayni zamanda yeni bir dil gelistirir. Bunun nedeni, giindelik dilin bulanik ve cok anlamlt
ifadelerle dolu olmasidir. Giindelik dildeki ifadeler sayty1 temellendirmek icin gerekli olan kesinligi ve apagiklig:
tagtmaz.” Ozgﬁg Giiven, "Frege'de Sayinin Temellendirilmesi", Kutadgubilig Felsefe - Bilim Arastirmalart Dergisi,
Sayr 23, Mart 2013, 5. 69-89, s. 72.

47 Eduard Hanslick, The Beautiful in Music, p. 127.

48  Gottlob Frege, “Anlam ve Yonletim Uzerine”, Cev. H. Sule Elkatip, Felsefe Tartigmalari, 5. Kitap, Istanbul, Kent
Basimevi, Mayis 1989, s. 7.

49  Ae.,s. 7-8.
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Oyleyse gosterge, anlam ve gonderim birbirinden ayrilir. Gosterge, bir ada, sozciikler topluluguna
ya da bir harfe kargilik gelebilen, anlamin dile getirilisidir. Her dile getirisin anlami farklidir
ve dolayisiyla degisik gostergeler farkli anlamlar sunmaktadir. Gostergenin gonderimi ise, isaret
ettigi nesneye karsilik gelir:

“Bir im [gdsterge], onun anlami ve onun yonletimi [gdnderimi] arasindaki bagint
o tiirden bir baglanudir ki, imin karsisinda bir anlam, onun karsisinda da belirli
bir yénletim vardir; fakat herhangi bir ydnletimin (bir nesne) imi bir tane degildir.

Ayni anlamun farkly dillerde, hatta ayni dilde, farkls dilegetirisleri vardir.”>

Frege’ye gore her gostergenin, baska bir deyisle dile getirilisin bir anlami bulunur. Fakat bu
durum dogal diller s6z konusu oldugunda her zaman yeterince acik degildir:

“Eksiksiz bir imler toplulugunun toplamina ait her dile getirise belirli bir anlam
elbette karsilik olmalidir; fakat dogal diller genellikle bu kosulu yerine getirmezler
ve aynt sozciik ayni baglamda ayni anlama sahipse bununla yetinmeliyiz. Belki
de denebilir ki, 6zel ad yerini tutan, dilbilgisi kurallarina gére iyi kurulmus her

dilegetiris her zaman bir anlama sahiptir.”’

Frege anlami gonderimden ayirt etmenin yaninda, génderimi tasarimindan ayirt eder.’? Buna
gore, eger bir gostergenin génderimi duyular tarafindan algilanabilen bir nesneyse, o nesnenin
bendeki tasarimindan, yani benim 6znel deneyimimden sdz edebilirim. Buna gore, tasarim
ozneldir; insandan insana degisim gosterir ve bu bakimdan anlamdan farklidur:

“Boyle bir ide [tasarim] ¢ok defa duyguyla doymustur; ayr1 ayri parcalarinin netligi
[secikligi] degisir ve salinir. Ayni anlam her zaman, hatta her insanda bile, ayni
ide ile baginuli degildir... Bu, ide ile bir¢oklarinin ortak mali olabilecek ve bu
yiizden de tikel anligin bir parcasi ya da kipi olmayan, anlam arasinda 6zsel bir

fark olugturur.”>

Dolayisiyla  tasarim, 6znelligi ve degiskenligi nedeniyle hakkinda kesin = hiikiimler
verilemeyecek, zamanina ve kisisine gore degisken olanlara kargilik gelir. Anlam ise dili bilenlerde
ortak olabilen ve herkesge kavranabilen bir yapidadir. Buna gére, farkli tasarimlar ayni sdzciige
baglanabilir, ayn1 sekilde farkli anlamlar da ayni sézciige baglanabilir. Fakat bu noktada dikkat
edilmesi gereken énemli bir fark, iki kisinin ayn1 anlami kavrayabilmesine karsin, ayni tasarima
sahip olamayacagidur:

50 A.e.,s. 8.

51 Ae,s. 8.

52 Frege'nin burada, Ingiliz filozof John Locke’un, “ayni sozciiklerin aynt seylerin tasarimi oldugu” goriisiine karst
cikugr distiniilmektedir. Bkz.: Arda Denkel, Anlam ve Nedensellik, Istanbul, Kabalc1 Yayinevi, 1996, s. 51-52.

53 Gottlob Frege, “Anlam ve Yonletim Uzerine”, s. 9.
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“Ozel bir adin yonletimi onun araciligiyla belirttigimiz nesnedir; bu durumda
edindigimiz ide ise bitiiniiyle 6zneldir; her ikisinin arasinda artik gercekten ide

gibi 6znel olmayan, ama nesnenin kendisi de olmayan anlam yatar.”>*

Bu nedenle anlamin tasarim oldugunu diistinmek, anlami yanlis anlamakla egdegerdir. Frege, 6znel
deneyim ile olugan tasarima, tasarimun kisiye 6zgiiliigiinii vurgulamak icin icsel resim de demekeedir:

“Bir tasarim sdz konusu oldugunda, tasarimin kaynaklandig; algi nesnesi agisindan
baska 6znelerle ortaklik olabilmesine karsin, algt tek kisiliktir. Bu nedenle alginin

olusturdugu resim, es deyisle tasarim, kisiye 6zgiidiir.”>

Frege, sozciikler baglaminda anlam ve génderimi tartistiktan sonra, ciimleler baglaminda ayni
tartigmayt siirdiiriir. Frege'ye gore her bildirimsel (declarative) tiimce, bir diisiince icermektedir.
Bunun yaninda tiimceler, dogruluk degerleri de tasimaktadir. Frege, tiimcenin dogruluk degerinin
gonderime, diisiincenin ise anlama karsilik geldigi diisiiniir.”® Buna gore:

“...tiimceler farkli diisiinceler tagimalari dolayisiyla degisik anlamlara sahip
olurken, dogru tiimcelerin tiimii ayni dogruluk degerine, yani ‘dogru’ya gonderir.
Demek ki, tiimcelerin anlami (Sinn) ‘diisiince’, gonderimleri (Bedeutung) ise

57

dogruluk degeridir...”

Eger bir ciimlenin dogrulugu ya da yanlghig: ile ilgileniyorsak, gonderim yapugi nesneye
bakmamiz gerekmekeedir.”® Dogruluk degerini bize veren gonderim oldugundan, bir ciimlede
dogruluk degeri ayni olan dile getiriligler yer degistirdiginde, ciimlenin dogruluk degeri
degismeyecektir.”” Frege buradan hareketle anlamin gonderimle, diigiincenin dogruluk degeriyle
iligkilendirilemeyecegine isaret eder.

Sonug

Frege’'nin anlam kuramini yukarida degindigimiz dil ve miizik baglamina uyarladigimizda iki
sonug ortaya gikar. [lkin daha 6nce degindigimiz miiziksel dil teorilerinde anlamin gonderime
kargilik olarak kullanildigini goriiriiz. Buna gore hem Cooke hem de Coker, miizigin kendi
digindaki duygulara isaret etmesi bakimindan anlamli oldugunu sdylerken, anlami ifade ya

54 Ae.,s.9.

55 Ozgﬁg Giiven, Doktora, “Kant, Frege ve Bolzanoda Yargilarin Temellendirilmesi ve A Priorilik Sorunu”, Istanbul
Universitesi, Haziran, 2012, s. 167-168.

56 Gottlob Frege, “Anlam ve Yonletim Uzerine”, s. 10-11.

57  Biilent Gdzkan, “Cevirenin Sunusu: Frege ve Aritmetigin Temelleri” Aritmetigin Temelleri icinde, Istanbul, Yap1
Kredi Yayinlari, 2008, s. 83.

58  Frege'ye gore, bir ciimledeki bir sozciik, ayni génderime karsilik gelen, farkli anlamli bir sézciikle degistirildiginde,
ciimlenin anlaminda degisim olacakur. Buna érnek olarak da iinlii “aksam yildizi ve sabah yildizi” sdzciikleri ele
alir. Buna gore, “Sabah yildizi, Giines tarafindan aydinlaulan bir cisimdir” ciimlesindeki Sabah yildizi ifadesi,
aksam yildiz1 ile degistirilir: “Aksam yildizi, Giines tarafindan aydinlatlan bir cisimdir.” Frege, aksam yildizinin
sabah yildizi oldugunu bilmeyen birinin bu ciimlelerden birini yanlis sanacagina isaret eder. Buna gore diisiince
gonderime degil, anlama karsilik gelmektedir. Bkz.: Gottlob Frege, “Anlam ve Yonletim Uzerine”, s. 10.

59 A.e.,s. 11-12.
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da temsil edilen duyguya karsilik olarak kullanir. Ikinci olarak anlamin duygulara gonderim
ile es tutulmasi, Frege'nin kurami bakimindan tasarimlara karsilik gelir. Frege'de tasarim