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ABSTRACT

THE UNDERGROUND MAN OF THE 19™ CENTURY: A
COMPARATIVE STUDY ON NIETZSCHE AND MARX

Acar, Zeliha Burcu
Ph. D. in Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Baris Parkan

February 2013, 223 pages

In this thesis | searched for an Underground Man in Nietzsche and Marx. My
search depends on an epistemological ascertainment. Kant’s argument that the
human mind cannot achieve knowledge of the thing-in-itself lies in the
background of my thesis. | think that this argument is connected with the origins
of modern philosophy. My thesis is concentrated on the 19" century. I perceived
that with Kant’s argument the fact that we can know this world within a
subjective framework is emphasized especially in this century. The emphasis on
a subjective framework is grounded on Kant’s philosophy. This emphasis has a
significant role in the epistemological arguments of Nietzsche and Marx. They
also insist on the role of subjective contribution in knowledge. However their
attitude towards epistemology is different from Kantian philosophy in that they
emphasize social, historical and economical conditions. Thus, I call attention to

the fact that they transpose epistemology into a social and historical context. My



conception of the Underground Man is born in this social context. My thesis aims
at making room for an analysis of the Underground Man who is conceived in
opposition to the Kantian understanding of the subject, in the context of are

Nietzsche’s and Marx’s social and epistemological analyses.

Key Words: Underground Man, modern philosophy, 19™ century, epistemology,

consciousness, social epistemology.
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19. YOZYILIN YERALTI INSANI: NiETZSCHE VE MARX UZERINE
KARSILASTIRMALI BiR CALISMA

Acar, Zeliha Burcu
Doktora, Felsefe Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. Baris Parkan

Subat 2013, 223 sayfa

Bu tezde, Nietzche ve Marx felsefelerinde bir Yeralt1 Insanini arastirdim. Benim
arstirmam epitemolojik bir saptamaya dayaniyor. Kant’in “kendinde sey”i
bilemeyiz savi benim tezimin arka planinda yer aliyor. Bence bu sav modern
felsefenin kokenleriyle de ilgilidir. Benim tezim daha ¢ok 19. yiizyila
odaklaniyor. Kant’in iddiasiyla birlikte bilgide 6znel katkinin yerinin 6zellikle bu
yiizyilda vurgulandigimi gdzlemledim. Oznel gergeve vurgusu Kant felsefesinde
temellendirilir. Bu vurgu Nietzsche ve Marx felseferinde de onemli bir role
sahiptir. Onlar da bilgide 6znel katkiyr vurgulamaktadir. Ama onlarin sosyal,
tarihsel ve ekonomik kosullar1 vurgulamasi, Kant’tan farkli olarak epistemolojiye
yaklagimlarinda 6nemli bir yer tutar. Dolayisiyla ben onlarin epistemolojiyi
sosyal ve tarihsel bir baglama doniistiirmelerine dikkat ¢ekiyorum. Benim Yeralti
Insan1 kavramim bu sosyal baglamdan dogmustur. Benim tezim Nietzsche ve
Marx’in sosyal ve epistemolojik ¢oziimlemeleri baglaminda, Kant’tin 6zne
anlayisindan farkli olarak tasarlanan bir Yeralt: Insanini incelemek igin bir

aragtirmaya yer agmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yeralti insam, modern felsefe, 19. yiizyil, epistemoloji,

biling, sosyal epistemoloji.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Nietzsche, Marx and Dostoevsky are the radical thinkers of their century. All three
of them think that recent theories of their time veil the real and concrete wo/man’
of the 19™ century, since they involve empty generalizations about human beings.
To problematize this abstract and definite conception of human beings, they
emphasize the multiplicity and complexity of people from different perspectives.
In this thesis | will try to explain these perspectives within an epistemological
context. Thus the starting point of my thesis is an epistemological argument.

In the years between 1789 and 1815 European culture is converted by
revolutions and interruptions. The people who lived in these years deal with
important social and political changes. As Marshall Berman says in All That is
Solid Melts into Air, modernity is entirely a new experience for people in the 19"
century. Many founding blocks of society are changed and the people and
philosophers of this century find themselves trying to appropriate these changes.
European philosophy contemplates on and participates in many of them. | think
that the influence of German thinkers is especially enormous in this century.

Influenced by Kant, German idealism predominates philosophy.

Of course, all the deadlocks and problems of the people in the 19" century
cannot be based on or attributed to an epistemological problem. However | think
that with the rise of modernity there also arises a problem of modern wo/man

concerning her/his relation with her/himself and the outer world. With modernity

1 have a difficulty with this term, since the word “man” in English denotes a general conception
which is used for both man and woman. My thesis is not a gender study; however | do not want to
use this word “man” in a general way. For this reason, I use this word as “wo/man” throughout my
thesis.



all the fulcrums of society, physical sciences, politics and philosophy are changed.
People in a new world with new experiences try to find new grounds for their
moral arguments and for their lives.? Scientific developments also influence the
rise of modernity. The scientific background of modernity is dependent on the
alterations and scientific investigations of the 17" and 18" centuries. By means of
these scientific changes, fundamental physical laws and, along with them, the
place of wo/man in the universe is changed. Thus, in the 19" century, modern

wo/man finds her/himself in a world which is entirely strange for her/him.

Modern people give up the idea that they are a part of a cosmic unity and
their society and political authority are directly connected with God. Before
modernity there are “hierarchical societies that conceive of themselves as bodying
forth some part of the Chain of Being.”® This mystical and enchanted conception is
removed by modernity. As a result, it is more difficult for modern people to know
their place in the world and their role in society. With the influence of the
Enlightenment and the French Revolution, a new conception of the “civil subject”
takes root: “the self-autonomous subject who has freedom”. Modern thinking has
developed a new conception of society which is constructed by free, autonomous
and conscious individuals who act on mutual benefits by consent, by means of a

social contract.

The older chain of being and the hierarchical society provide people with
more definite attributes concerning their roles in society. Yet, a new set of
attributes are brought forth by the rise of modern thinking. These new
determinations of modern people are accepted as more abstract in the sense that

they put forward a conception of wo/man who is universal, conscious, free and

2 Marschall Berman in All That is Solid Melts into Air: The Experience of Modernity states that
modernity means a new world of experiences for people and thinkers for the 19th century. He
claims modernity is a continual reassertion of ambivalence and Dostoevsky, Nietzsche and Marx
tries to adjust to this new and ambivalent world by means of their theories. See also his Politics
and Authenticity: Radical Individualism and the Emergence of Modern Society, Zygmunt
Bauman’s Modernity and Ambivalence, Peter Wagner’s A Sociology of Modernity: Liberty and
Disciple and Charles Taylor’s Modern Social Imaginaries and Sources of the Self: The Making of
Modern Identity on this issue.

® Charles, Taylor, Modern Social Imaginaries, p. 99.
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equal. It is accepted that the ultimate expression of this conception takes place in
Kant’s philosophy. People cannot find the concrete counterpart of this conception
in their lives. Thus, modernity distorts modern wo/man’s relation with the outer
world and to her/himself. This situation is the chief starting point of the context in
which my Underground Wo/man appears.

Kant’s philosophy cannot be accepted as the main cause of this problem;
however, we can grasp the main problems about modern wo/man pointed out by
the other thinkers discussed in my thesis by comparing their philosophies with that
of Kant’s. When we do so, we will see that a careful deconstruction of Kant’s
philosophy and its assumptions will reveal different dimensions of modern life and
thinking that Kant’s philosophy encompasses and represents. For this reason, it is
mostly Kant who is criticized concerning the problems of modern wo/man. For
this reason, | think that to analyze Kantian philosophy may be a good way of

understanding the 19" century.

We also begin to see the precursors of existentialism in the 19" century,
via Nietzsche’s and Kierkegaard’s philosophies. In addition, utilitarianism,
pragmatism, positivism, British idealism, transcendentalism and ultimately
Marxism become prominent philosophical trends in the 19" century. Finally, the
idea of evolution, which is postulated by Charles Darwin, has a significant
influence on the philosophical currents of this century. I think that this century is
an important stage in the history of humanity and many of the fulcrums of the 19"

century are still a matter of conversation.

The remnants of the Enlightenment’s philosophy establish the
philosophical background of the 19" century. Kant’s philosophy is the
representative of the Enlightenment century. He tries to harmonize the influences
of the Enlightenment in terms of epistemology, ethics, social and political
philosophy. Self-authority is the main characteristics of this subject. This authority

comes from her/his Reason alone. The only rival of this self-authority is nature



which is a causal and lawful network. Thus, the Enlightenment’s subject has to

deal with a comparison and split between her/himself and the nature.

Kant and the foremost thinkers of the Enlightenment try to attribute a
lawful system to human thinking and social and political life in order to bridge the
gap between wo/man and nature. The scientific formations of social and political
life construct the basis of the contentions of the 19" century. This claim that it is
possible to give a scientific form to our thinking and our society is widely
contested. The desire to explain wo/man and his/her relation to nature
scientifically defines important fields of research for philosophy. As a matter of
fact, the idea of formulating a scientific conception of modern wo/man is a
heritage of Enlightenment thinking.

Kant will appear in the first chapter of my thesis. | think that his
conception of wo/man will be a firm basis for my treatise. In this chapter | will try
to explain Kant’s subject in terms of epistemology. His arguments on human
knowledge are highly influential. His distinction between the “thing-in-itself” and
appearances puts its signature on the modern subject. He argues that the features
we discover in outer objects depend in the way that those objects appear to us.
Thus, Kant situates the subject as a perceiver. Only in the realm of morality, this
subject accesses the noumenal realm. Yet, after Kant no one can ignore the
observation that we can only see the world from a subjective framework. Since |
think that this point is important for my conception of the Underground Wo/man,
in the first chapter of my thesis, I will explain Kant’s subject depending on a long
explanation of epistemology, and a short investigation of morality and aesthetics.
Therefore, |1 want to summarize the main properties of Kant’s subject in the first

chapter.

My conception of the Underground Wo/man is a wo/man who resists being
formulated by scientific theories. Because of his emphasis on scientific and
legitimate knowledge, the roots of this wo/man can be found in Kant’s thinking.

Kant tries to lay down a scientific and legitimate ground for our moral,



epistemological, social and political ideas. | will try to formulate the roots of the
Underground Wo/man within an epistemological framework. My framework
depends on Kant’s distinction between the “thing-it-itself” and appearances. I
think that this distinction characterizes the modern wo/man. The Underground
Wo/man also grapples with this distinction.

In connection with Kant’s philosophy German idealism tries to develop
philosophy into a scientific, autonomous and rigorous study. Nietzsche and Marx’s
objections are mainly concentrated on German idealism and its assumptions about
the role of consciousness, but at the same time they consolidate their criticisms
with their social and political ideas. In addition, for both of them philosophy is
more than a scientific study. They find the general theoretical outlook of this
century too superficial, inadequate and abstract to understand the inhabitants of it.
Their main attempt to overcome this abstractness is to naturalize and socialize
epistemology. For this reason, they try to engage in a deep analysis of human
nature and the modern changes in the lives of human beings in this century
without falling into the error of abstract generalizations. | use the conception of
“Underground Wo/man” in order to reflect their approach to the 19" century’s
wo/man with reference to Dostoevsky. In this thesis, | will try to analyze this

“wo/man” in terms of the basic points these thinkers make about human beings.

I believe that Dostoevsky’s novels are profound sources concerning 19"
century’s wo/man and wo/man in general. His most philosophic novel is Notes
from the Underground, from which my thesis gets its hame. Moreover, | also
perceive that an Underground Wo/man appears in every novel of him with a
different character. For this reason, | think that a short analysis of his novels will
be compatible with the main purpose of my thesis.

The change of attitude towards the notions of consciousness and rationality
is particularly important for my thesis. Towards the end of 19" century, these
conceptions have begun to be treated differently. They fell out of favor and the

foremost thinkers of this century are skeptical of them. However, we must note



that the functional role of consciousness is accentuated in this century; the
criticisms are about its being as an entity. At the end of the 19" century, Marx,
Nietzsche and the American pragmatists insist that consciousness is not an entity
that orders and commands our lives and our thoughts; it is not static, it is flexible
and evolves in connection with our needs, our actions and our environment.
Therefore | must note that the change concerning consciousness is the second
auxiliary idea of my thesis. The first is to emphasize the difference of the “thing-

in-itself” and appearance.

I think that the distinction between “thing-in-itself” and appearances and
the changed attitude towards the role of consciousness are interconnected. When
we put forward a self-reflexive wo/man who is reflected on her/himself, her/his
consciousness gains importance. Kant tries to formulate this importance in his
epistemology by grounding all knowledge in the transcendental unity of self-
consciousness. After Kant, the other thinkers of my thesis try to naturalize the

importance and role of consciousness.

The problem of consciousness is also connected with the abstract
generalizations and idealism that Nietzsche and Marx criticize. To assert that all
reality is “mental” or “ideal” and consciousness/mind is the ground of all being is
one of the foundational arguments of idealism. Marx, Nietzsche and Dostoevsky
oppose the exaggerated role attributed to consciousness. If we assume that modern
human beings are conscious, resolute and responsible, we should base our social,
political and moral theories on this assumption. Yet the definition of the self-

autonomous and self-conscious subject has problems in itself for them.

For Nietzsche and Marx, this abstract approach leads to definite problems
in explaining the main changes in the 19" century and the effects of them on the
lives of the people who reside in this century. Furthermore, it also causes another
problem about understanding human beings; to assume the above determinations
as necessary may lead us to overlook the main political and economical deadlocks

of the 19™ century. On the whole, in the thoughts of Nietzsche, Marx and



Dostoevsky there appears an Underground Wo/man who is aware of and rejects
the necessary assumptions about human beings. S/he tries to perceive her/himself
and the outer world outside of these determinations and appears in the works of
these thinkers by her/his different characteristics. | think that to compare my
conception of Underground Wo/man with Kantian subject is compatible with my

purpose.

Kant’s subject is defined as self-conscious, free, democratic, and is aware
that s/he is responsible for all his/her acts. All these attributes of modern human
beings turn into significant problems for Nietzsche and Marx in the 19™ century.
They try to carve out a human being who is posited outside of these philosophical
assertions. Indeed, they try to bring out the obscurities and existential problems of
the “modern” wo/man. Accordingly, they pursue the goal of exposing the
impossibilities of the type of person conceived of and idealized by the
Enlightenment in their century and think that this definition and conception of
human being is highly enigmatic in many respects. The Underground Wo/man in

my thesis is a conclusion of these problems.

The fundamental purpose of Nietzsche is to reveal the influences of
Christian morality and the Kantian conception of reality on moderns: he tries to
portray the Underground Wo/man who is aware of these influences and can
devaluate all the valuations of Western culture. On the other hand, Marx tries to
describe the discrepancies of the modern capitalist system around economical and
social relations; his aim is to disclose the problems of people who are drowned by
the paradoxes of the economical inequalities and alienated relations of labor. His

Underground Wo/man originates from this disclosure.

Kant’s time is different from Marx and Nietzsche’s in terms of the
ontological and epistemological accounts. Kant’s determinations —after having
tried to solve the problems of classical empiricists and rationalists--in the realm of
ontology and epistemology are so important that they frame all philosophy after

him. His “transcendental” philosophy introduces big differences in many



philosophical matters and shapes the conception of human beings and human
knowledge. It is controversial whether we can think that Nietzsche and Marx have
epistemological interests. However, | think that a Kantian background will help us

in explaining their philosophies.

The rejection of idealism plays an important role in Kant’s ontological
arguments. Kant wants to overcome the trouble that the philosophical tradition
before him is steeped in. He admits that there are some bad assumptions that lead
to skepticism, dogmatism and “transcendent idealism” in the tradition before him
and in order to solve them he tries to go into the details of the operations and
faculties of pure and practical reason and the capacity of judgment. However
insistence on a powerful rationality and a deep investigation into the employments
of reason is not the true way of overcoming idealism for Nietzsche and Marx.

Indeed, this approach sets forth other difficulties.

Nietzsche, Marx and other thinkers in the 19™ century follow a different
way in order to solve the problem of idealism: to change the general conception of
consciousness and subjectivity in contradistinction to Kant’s philosophy.
Nietzsche and Marx put a special emphasis upon the ideology that determines our
outlook to the world and the social aspect of the reality that Kant does not
emphasize. They choose the way of stressing the role of ideology and social and
political relations of people instead of accepting a static conception of
consciousness and rationality. In this way, they look at people and the world from
the perspective of social, cultural, economical and political relations. In so doing,
they aim at going beyond the dilemmas of the abstract viewpoint of German

idealism.

| think that Nietzcshe, Marx and Dostoevsky want to reveal an
Underground Wo/man in the 19™ century, who is not captured by the extant
philosophical definitions and theories. Philosophical theories of the 19" century
accept a rational, free and modern person who is different from the other human

beings as conceived in the old centuries in terms of their social, intellectual and



economical capacities. In the century of Marx and Nietzsche, social and
economical conditions in particular are different. Slavery, direct economical
positions (as serfs, and feudalist, nobility) and religious authorities are removed.
Especially after the effects of the French Revolution, the mottos of equality and
freedom become important and prevalent. The general outlook of their century
reflects the idea that a more democratic and more rational system can be
constructed and human beings can live in better conditions. After Kantian
influences, it is believed that by maturing our rational capacities we can reach a

better and reasonable world and society.

By “Underground Wo/man” I mean a subject who is not defined by
Enlightenment’s values. There is also a postmodernist rejection of the conception
of rational wo/man who has definite characteristics. However, | wish to forestall a
misunderstanding my thesis may give rise to in this sense. 1 do not want to
emphasize a fully complicated and incomprehensible human being who can never
be known. Neither of the thinkers in my thesis ever holds such a conception of
human beings. They believe that we can solve and capture the characteristics of
human beings, but they also emphasize that acknowledging a definite and absolute
nature of human beings is also not possible. Their persistent emphasis is on the
fact that the theories of the 19™ century, especially German idealism and the
theorists of political economy defend a wrong conception of human beings which
is highly abstract. On the other hand, |1 do not conceive the movement of the
Enlightenment as fully defective. It is important that the Enlightenment removes
the religious authority on the people, and it has a chief positive effect on human
life-process. | only want to emphasize the wrongness of the exaggerated
conception of enlightened person of the 19" century.

For Nietzsche, free will and consciousness are the two conceptions that
lead human beings into an unknown and abstract reality and a morality of self-
sacrifice. He claims that these are the misleading conceptions that maintain human
beings in “a slave morality” and “a feeling of revenge”. In contradistinction to

this, he tries to reveal another person who is aware of the wrong assumptions and



values of European and modern culture, and | call this human being the
“Underground Wo/man”. To sum up, Nietzsche’s “Underground Wo/man” is one
who can devaluate all the values of Kantian thinking and Christianity. In the
second chapter of my thesis I will try to elaborate Nietzsche’s Underground

Wo/man by emphasizing his criticism of Kantian categories and epistemology.

In the Nietzsche chapter | will also explain the relation between
Nietzsche’s epistemology and morality. Epistemology is not the main purpose of
Nietzsche’s philosophy. As he says, to affirm our life is the chief aim of his
thinking. Yet, | think that his attempt at naturalizing the abstract notions of
classical epistemology is significant. This naturalist approach brings out a context
in which his Underground Wo/man appears.

Nietzsche’s moral arguments and emphasis on the power of wo/man’s
capacity for revaluation has similarities to Dostoevsky’s characters. Nietzsche sees
Dostoevsky as a profound psychologist. By digging up the nature of her/his
characters Dostoevsky also investigates their capacity for revaluation and their
relation to God. He deals with the dark sides of his characters which cannot be
explained by classical psychology and epistemology. In this sense, | believe that
Dostoevsky can make an important contribution to my thesis. For this reason, |

want to talk about his main characters in my Nietzsche chapter also.

Marx, on the other hand, wants to unveil the misleading assertions of
capitalism in terms of human freedom and economical conditions. He thinks that
capitalist modern society cannot provide human beings with the opportunities in
order for them to realize their species-being. What Marx considers as species
being will be explained in the last chapter of my thesis. Thus Marx will be the last
thinker of my thesis. In this chapter, I will first explain his attitude of socializing
epistemology. In this sense, | think that he has a similar purpose to Nietzsche.
Therefore, | think that Marx also dissolves the notions of classical epistemology
within social and material relations like Nietzsche. | will try to examine Marx’s

Underground Wo/man in this context.

10



By Marx’s Underground Wo/man, I refer a wo/man who begins to become
aware of the contradictions in capitalist modern society. For Marx it is not possible
for modern wo/man to extricate him/herself from the conditions of capitalism;
however there is a point in his thinking at which people can be aware of the fact
that they are alienated from themselves and | will bring out the Underground
Wo/man from this point of awareness. In order to explain it, I will also explore the
concept of alienation which Marx sees as the main paradox of the wo/man
capitalist society. Thus, Marx’s Underground Wo/man is born from his social

epistemology.

It should be noted that the approaches of Marx and Nietzsche have some
similarities and dissimilarities. Both of them point out the ideological character of
“reality”. On the other hand, whereas Marx advocates an economical and public
revolution in the realm of society, Nietzsche’s investigations are concentrated on
an individual emancipation dependent upon an isolated human being. To state
shortly, his conception of revolution and salvation is cultural and individual and
aims at devaluating all the values of Western culture. On the contrary, Marx points
to the impossibility of an individual and cultural revolution without changes in the
economical system. He insists that, the inequalities and hidden facts in the
capitalist economy impede our way of understanding the concrete world and the
existence of ourselves. The economical determinations are the most tangible point
that must be replaced, since they are interwoven with our conception of reality and
us; only in this way can we get beyond the abstract conception of human beings in
the 19™ century. Otherwise we cannot understand the obstacles in recognizing the

actual reality.

Kant also is interested in the social and economical relations. His analysis
of common sense and the common acceptance of a historical movement, such as
his attitude to the French Revolution, are significant. He tries to analyze the acts of
people as if they are determined by the laws of nature.* Yet, this approach is
criticized for its superficiality by Nietzsche and Marx. In addition they also aim at

* Kant, Idea for a Universal History from a Cosmopolitan Point of View.
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dissolving Kant’s epistemology from a practical viewpoint. Furthermore, his
understanding of morality is sharply different from those of Dostoevsky,
Nietzsche and Marx. While he tries to stress that the moral law must derive its
laws from pure reason (that is, we cannot infer the rules of morality from our
practical life) the other thinkers in my thesis claim that morality cannot be

investigated in isolation from our practice in this sense.

Moreover, Kant is different from the other thinkers in the sense that he is
hopeful of the developments and historical events that occur in his time. For this
reason, instead of radically objecting like Nietzsche and Marx, he defends the
influences of the Enlightenment. Thus, I will set forth Kant’s views in order to
expound Nietzsche’s and Marx’s rejections and to compare their position. Also |

will try to explain the similarities in the purposes of these thinkers.

Consequently, in trying to understand human beings, the main key points
of my study are deepened around the concept of rationality. Kant’s main
difference from Nietzsche and Marx is his insistence on the rational capacity of
human beings and the traditional definitions of humanity. Nietzsche
straightforwardly refuses this point, and for him both Kant and Enlightenment
thinkers in general place an exaggerated importance on the concept of rationality.
The Underground Wo/man in Dostoevsky’s novel has complained about the
rational and abstract conception of man in his century. He defends that all kinds of
consciousness is an illness,” and all people in his time are ill. | think that it is
appropriate for my thesis to complete my introduction by Dostoevsky’s
Underground Wo/man’s words, since they summarize my chief purpose:

We are oppressed at being men —men with a real individual body and
blood, we are ashamed of it, and we think it a disgrace and try to
contrive to be sort of impossible generalized man. We are stillborn,
and for generations past have been be gotten, not by living fathers, and

that suits us better and better. We are developing a taste for it. Soon we
shall contrive to be born somehow from an idea.’

> Dostoevsky, The Notes from the Underground, p. 23.
® Ibid, p. 153.

12



CHAPTER II

KANT

Kant is the most influential thinker on the construction of the modern subject. His
analyses on human knowledge turn the subject and her/his faculties into the main
topic of modern philosophy. His inquiries into this issue are also significant since
they determine the restrictions and competencies of the modern subject. His
thought introduces important changes concerning the boundaries of the field of
human knowledge. For this reason, the “modern subject” cannot be analyzed
without an analysis of Kant’s account. In addition to describing the
epistemological competencies of the subject, Kant also has important reflections
on the modern subject in terms of ethics, aesthetics and social and political
philosophy. It could easily be argued that his arguments and objectives have
steered the development of modern thinking and the modern subject in almost

every respect.

In the philosophical environment of the 17" and 18™ centuries,
epistemology has become the prominent branch of philosophy due to the influence
of scientific developments. The attempt to achieve a scientific and ideal way of
knowing becomes the main concern of the thinkers of this period, overtaking
ontological investigations. This shift to epistemology is important in the
construction of the roots of modernity. While Descartes is accepted as the father of
modern philosophy with his emphasis on the subject and the ensuing subject-
object dichotomy, Kant can be considered to have completed the project, since the
subject who has self-reflection, the genuinely distinguishing characteristic of
modernity, emerges fully with Kant. In other words, he is the philosopher who
calls attention to the faculties and self-reflection of the subject and this attempt
constitutes the actual foundation of modernity.

13



In Aesthetics and Subjectivity, Andrew Bowie argues that “modern
philosophy begins when the basis upon which the world is interpreted ceases to be
a deity whose pattern has already been imprinted into existence and becomes
instead our reflection upon our own thinking about the world”.” Kant is the most
important thinker to bring about this change. By his Critique of Pure Reason, the
basis upon which the world is interpreted becomes the self-reflection of the

subject.

The emphasis upon the self-reflection of the subject brings an important
conclusion at the same time. Kant blocks the way to the actual nature of things in
our knowledge, by his argument that the “thing-in-itself” cannot be known. His
return to the faculties of the subject leads to an undesired conclusion. It is
undesired since his main purpose is to present a legitimate way of knowing and a
competent explanation about the existence of the things outside us. In this respect,
the “thing-in-itself” is inconsistent with the main objective of his philosophy.® In
the Critique of Pure Reason, he explicitly claims that “it still remains a scandal to
philosophy and to human reason in general that the existence of things outside us
[...] must be accepted merely on faith.”® Kant aims at turning this faith into
knowledge, but in contrast to the chief purpose of the Critique, this investigation
comes to a close with an undesired consequence. Accordingly, it is accepted that
philosophy after Kant “does not begin in an experience of wonder, as ancient
tradition contends”, but “begins with disappointment”.*® Simon Critchley defines
this situation as “the indeterminate but palpable sense that something desired has

not been fulfilled, that a fantastic effort has failed”.

" Bowie, Aesthetics and Subjectivity, p. 11, Robert Strozier also shares this view in his Foucault,
Subjectivity and Identity, Historical Construction of Subject, p. 2609.

8 Karl Ameriks argues that Kant cannot distinguish his philosophy from classical ontology in an
adequate way, and because of this reason the thing-in-itself or noumenon is situated in his
philosophy in The Critique of Metaphysics: Kant and Traditional Ontology, p. 272

® Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, in a footnote, B xI.

1% Simon Critchley, Infinitely Demanding, p. 1.
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In The Critique of Metaphysics, Karl Ameriks attributes this situation to the
Kantian self-critical tendency in a manner that is similar to Bowie’s emphasis
upon “self-reflection”. Ameriks claims that the Kantian attitude cannot be
distinguished from an ontological. However Ameriks finds Kant’s attitude towards
ontology confusing. He argues that there is a contradiction in the Critique of Pure
Reason, between the sections of “Transcendental Analytics” and “Transcendental
Dialectics”. Ameriks emphasizes that while the former section tries to justify the
constitution of our spatiotemporal knowledge, the latter brings out the fallacies
which arises when Reason tries to go beyond the realm of experience. It is
important to note that Ameriks sees the search for spatiotemporal knowledge as a

pursuit of metaphysics and ontology.

Ameriks emphasizes a contradiction in Kantian philosophy. He points out
that while Kant’s self-critical subject tries to legitimatize her/his knowledge in
Transcendental Analytics; s/he also undermines the roots of her/his spatio-
temporal knowledge in Transcendental Dialectics. Thus, | want to emphasize that
the self-reflective subject who heads toward her/himself at the same time brings
out the threats which endangers her/his knowledge. S/he finds her/himself in a
situation that cannot go beyond the realm of experience. In other words, the
emphasis on epistemology within the faculties of the self-critical and self-
reflective subject is concluded with a skeptical argument which Kant never aims

at.

My central conception of the Underground Man is strictly connected with
this undesired conclusion and the Kantian self-critical tendency. Although the
Kantian subject is portrayed as possessing a self-autonomous rational capacity, the
unintended skeptical conclusion restricts her/his knowledge. The inherent self-
contradictory nature of this conception of the subject has become a main target of
criticism in the 19" century. Instead of viewing people from the Kantian
standpoint, Nietzsche and Marx investigate their practical lives. They criticize

especially Kant’s a priori and universal categories.

" bid, p. 2
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In the philosophies of Marx and Nietzsche, an Underground Wo/man
appears who is a non-subject in the Kantian sense. Moreover, their criticism is
directed at the ‘“undesired conclusion” mentioned above and the abstract
assumptions around which the self-reflection of the subject is constructed. They
emphasize that this undesired conclusion is a consequence of these abstract
assumptions. | think that this undesired conclusion reflects also the gap between
wo/man and nature/reality. | emphasize that this gap is an important characteristic
of modern wo/man. Therefore, there are many dimensions of modern philosophy,
modern thinking, or modernity, but this conclusion is extremely important for my
thesis. | believe that it is essential in explaining the deadlocks and frustrations of

the people of the 19" century.

The thoughts of Nietzsche and Marx are centered on the problems
concerning the practical lives of people and they claim that they point to the actual
problems of the inhabitants of the 19™ century instead of a Kantian conception of
the modern subject. Their philosophies emerge as the alternatives of Kantian and
German idealism. Essentially they try to rupture the faltering and restrictive
tendency of German idealism which is dependent on an absolutist effort in making
philosophy “a fully immanent and rigorous science”.”® They thus aim at
transforming philosophy into an affirmation of life or a philosophy of praxis. |
believe that their philosophies can be made more comprehensible by an analysis of
the Underground Wo/man who appears in their thought in interaction with an

analysis of Kant’s subject.

Transcendental idealism is the name of Kant’s philosophy. In order to give

a detailed analysis of human knowledge, he tries to demonstrate the deadlocks of

12 There is a huge stock of resources about the expounding these terms, however | looked at some
of them which are related to my purpose. Richard Wagner’s The Sociology of Modernity,
Bauman’s Modernity and Ambivalence William R. Everdell’s First Moderns and Charles Taylor’s
Modern Social Imaginaries emphasize the enigmatic tenets of modernism in the sense that the
modern subject has difficulty in defining her/himself and the existence and continuity of the real
world and nature. On the other hand, to have an adequate standpoint it must be ruled over a more
extensive amount of sources.

13 Cambridge Companion to German Idealism, from the preface of Karl Ameriks, p. 11.
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the classical empiricists and rationalists. He argues that the chief inadequacy of the
philosophers before him is that their philosophy is dependent on a “transcendent”
ground and his alterations in philosophy can be explained as a “transcendental”
charge. The Kantian transcendental charge is connected with the “undesired
conclusion” of his philosophy in the sense that in order to secure the way of our
knowledge he rejects the identity of being and being-known and this rejection is
connected with the differentiation between the realms of human knowledge and
the existence of outer things. In this way, Kant formulates the distinction of the
realm of appearances which we can know and the “thing-in-itself” which cannot

be the object of our knowledge.

Although Kant claims that morality is his main purpose, Kant’s moral,
social and political philosophy is dependent on his epistemology. His
systematization and determinations concerning the faculties of the human mind are
influential on all areas of his philosophy. Kant’s trust on reason’s competency in
using its faculties autonomously determines all his ideas. However, as mentioned
above, searching for the firm basis for our knowledge in these faculties brings
forth unpredictable conclusions. The main drive of Kant’s thinking is to give an
account of how judgments can have universal validity and necessity. He believes
that he accomplishes his aim by depending on human freedom and the power of
reason alone. Yet, this means that he has to restrict the realm of objective and
necessary knowledge for the sake of transcendental philosophy, which elevates the
human subject to a central position. Ironically, this re-positioning of the subject
leads to the counter result of restricting the power of human knowledge.

In this chapter, firstly 1 will try to portray Kantian epistemology in general,
since his indications in epistemology are the basis of all his thoughts and his
conception of the modern subject. The mottos of the Enlightenment in the 18"
century put a special emphasis on the freedom and the power of rationality. Yet
this emphasis becomes the problematic aspect of wo/man in the 19™ century for
Nietzsche and Marx, since they emphasize that this emphasis is coupled with

! Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A574/B586, p. 456
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misleading assumptions. The other thinkers of my thesis defend that the influence
of the Enlightenment on the modern subject and the emphasis on freedom
introduce other kinds of submission and restrictions for wo/man. Mainly they
emphasize the gap between nature and wo/man. They claim that this gap cannot be
overcome by emphasizing rationality. For this reason, I will first explain Kant’s

conception of rationality and freedom in section 2.1.

After Kant’s epistemology, in sections 2. 1 and 2. 2, | will extend my
discussion of his conception of the modern subject by means of the emphasis on
freedom in his morality and aesthetics. However, | will explain them in a more
general way since | want to keep my discussion about the Underground Wo/man
focused on the epistemological split. Thus, I aim at comprehending Kant’s modern
subject in an encompassing way. This aim is connected with the Underground
Wo/man’s problem of defining her/himself and her/his knowledge of the outer
world. Finally, in section 2. 4, | will deal with a split in the Kantian subject in
terms of certain conflicts and tensions within the human faculties. This split is an
indication of the Underground Wo/man; thus we can see intimations of her/him in
Kant. In the last section of this chapter, 1 will talk about the conception of
Doppelganger and alienation of the modern subject in relation to my conception of
Underground Wo/man. Thus, | think that these issues can be a firm background of

my dissertation.

2.1 KANT’S EPISTEMOLOGY

The influence of the Enlightenment in Kantian philosophy is well-known. The
subject of the Enlightenment is the wo/man who is a law-giver and has the
responsibility and competency in using her/his reason.” Influenced by the
developments of his century, Kant has an optimistic sense about the aptitudes of

human reason. He believes that wo/man in his century “is in the process of

5 Kant, “An Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment”.
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becoming enlightened”. He tries to demonstrate this “maturity” by resting it on a

scientific and legitimate basis for our knowledge.

However, beside this optimism, Kant’s philosophy always feels the tension
between wo/man and nature. This tension is transformed into the tension between
subjectivity and necessity in his philosophy. Kant’s thought has been occupied
with a dichotomy between universal validity and subjectivity or the dichotomy of
necessity and freedom. These preoccupations are connected with the fact that Kant
aims to sustain both the subjectivity and objectivity of our knowledge at the same
time. Both of them depend on the unity of the subject since Kant presents the

‘transcendental unity of consciousnesses’ as the main basis of our knowledge.

The objectivity of our knowledge is a consequence of a priori and
universal categories of the Understanding; however the unique ground of our
knowledge is the unity of our mind. In other words, the faculties and conditions
that sustain the objectivity of our knowledge belong to our mind eventually. Kant
emphasizes that the unity of nature and the unity of the connection of appearances
are dependent on “subjective grounds such unity contained a priori in the original
powers of our mind”. These subjective grounds and conditions provide at the same
time the objectivity of our knowledge about the appearances.’® Thus, Kant

ultimately looks for the roots of objectivity in Reason alone.

Sensibility and the intellect are presented as the two important sources of
our knowledge in Kant’s system.'” This distinction is a characteristic of human
knowledge and it reflects also the distinction between nature and wo/man, or the
knowledge of God and the knowledge of wo/man. Kant perceives human
knowledge considering the active and passive parts of it. He emphasizes that
human knowledge cannot be creative since it is restricted with an unknown realm.

In this sense to have creative knowledge and to know the “thing-it-itself” is

16 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A125, p. 147.

" For Sebastian Gardner, this viewpoint is a heritage from Leibniz and Newton for Kant. Gardner
claims that Kant tries to solve their conflicts in an effective way, see Gardner’s Kant and Critique
of Pure Reason, pp. 18-19
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identical in Kant. I will explain this point in the following sections of this part,
which I devote to Kant’s epistemology. The passive parts of human knowledge are
connected with the faculty of sensation and the active parts are connected with the

concepts of the Understanding.

By superposing the active and passive parts in a reasonable and coherent
way, Kant also wants to give an alternative theory of knowledge to rationalism and
empiricism. According to Kant, our knowledge is only possible with the
collaboration of the spontaneity of the concepts and the receptivity of sensations
and this point both provides the possibility of our knowledge and causes its
restrictive aspect. This dichotomy of passivity and activity is operative in all the

processes of knowledge in Kant’s epistemology.

Kant believes that by synthetic a priori judgments he can solve the
problem about the source of knowledge and harmonize senses and concepts in an
excellent way. He accepts that the formulation of synthetic a priori is an original
recipe for this purpose. His arguments on synthetic a priori judgments are also
connected with his conception of metaphysics. Kant perceives metaphysics as a
search for the possibility of knowledge in general. The possibility of knowledge is

always a problem for Kant. His main drive is to justify our knowledge.

Kant’s purpose of justifying our knowledge also cannot be distinguished
from his ontological aim. As | mentioned above, Ameriks sees Kant’s explanation
concerning the justification of spatiotemporal knowledge as a search for ontology.
I think that Kant’s search for synthetic a priori judgments and metaphysics is also
a search for ontology. While he is trying to find a justifiable and legitimate basis
for our knowledge, he tries to be on the safe side concerning making a claim about
the existence of something. However this attempt is made for overcoming
skepticism by making room for a legitimate way of ontology. While trying to
place philosophy and epistemological arguments on a firm basis, Kant never
doubts the existence of outer things as | mentioned above. He sees skepticism as a

danger to philosophy.
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I also think that his search for something that he can believe certainly is a
consequence of his ontological inclination. He demonstrates this inclination in the
Critique of Practical Reason, by arguing that there are two things about which he
has no doubt, the starry heaven and the moral law." | have stated that the gap
between nature and wo/man is a background drive of Kant. Kant’s attempt of
bridging this gap by means of a critique of pure reason and pure practical reason
shows his ontological inclination. He wants to secure the way of metaphysics of
natural science and morality since he tries to dismiss the skeptical doubts
concerning them. Pointing out his argument that metaphysics and ontological
claims are eventually impossible does not prove that Kant avoids doing ontology.
We must consider the fact that he mainly wants to clear up the skeptical and
dogmatic doubts in the way of ontology. For this reason, he details the problems of
traditional metaphysics also. | perceive Kant as a man who gives voice to the
anxiety of modern wo/man who is confused and concerned about the gap between
nature and her/himself. In order to go beyond this confused standpoint, s/he tries
to make room for metaphysics of natural science and morality. Kant is confused

because he tries to make something possible, which he accepts as impossible.

2. 1. 1 Metaphysics and Synthetic A Priori Judgments

Kant presents the Critique of Pure Reason also as the critique of metaphysics,
since it also questions the possibility and the impossibility of metaphysics.*
Metaphysics is the “inventory of all our possessions through pure reason,
systematically arranged”.”® Kant means by ‘metaphysics’ a study that rests merely

on concepts® and independent from intuitions and experience. Thus, he claims that

18 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 260
9 Ibid, Axii, p. 9.

2 Ibid, Axx, p. 14.

L Ibid, Bxiv, p. 21.

21



metaphysics itself is “a completely isolated science of reason? and the system of

pure Reason is also the metaphysics of nature.?

For Kant, human Reason attempts to achieve completeness in knowledge;
it has a tendency to the “unconditioned”. By ‘unconditioned’, Kant means an
“absolute totality in the synthesis of conditions”.** Metaphysics is the fundamental
science® that fulfills this tendency. In other words, Kant thinks that metaphysics is
related to all attempts of knowledge, since it reflects our attempt at achieving unity
and the absolute in our cognition. It is the enquiry of achieving unconditioned

knowledge which goes beyond the limits of possible experience.

Kant believes that the human mind always tries to overstep its own limits
and for this reason it always struggles in “a battle-field of endless controversies”.
This battlefield is metaphysics.? The aim of transcendental philosophy is to bridle
our tendency to make metaphysical claims. In the Prolegomena, Kant states that
he actually criticizes the employment of pure Reason in order to do metaphysics.?
Ultimately it is also an impossible enquiry and science, since its results are merely
in the employments of speculative reason.”® This impossibility reflects the
anomalies of Reason in the Critique of Pure Reason. Reason’s speculative
employments when trying to achieve the absolute and unconditioned confronts
contradictions. Metaphysics is also the realm of absolute and unconditioned
arguments. Although Reason runs into contradictions in this realm, Kant
emphasizes that metaphysics is an inevitable and indispensable enquiry for human

nature and human knowledge. In addition, the enquiries of Reason in the realm of

22 |bid, Bxiv, p. 21.

2 |bid, Axxi, p. 14.

2 |bid, A326/B382, p. 318.

% Ibid, Bxxiv, p. 26.

% Kant, Critique of Pure, Reason, Aviii, p. 7.

%" Kant, Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics, & 14.
% |bid, Vxxiv, p. 26.
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metaphysics are valuable for the employments of pure practical Reason. Only in
the practical employment of pure Reason — the moral realm-, Reason inevitably
oversteps its own limits.?? Kant formulates this argument by means of the freedom
of Reason in his morality. | will touch upon his standpoint in this realm in the
section 2. 2 of this chapter of my dissertation.

After stating the importance of metaphysics, Kant investigates what kind of
propositions and judgments metaphysics has. His answer is a combination of two
conflicting contentions. Subsequent to formulating the differences between
analytic judgments (which depend on concepts and do not extend our knowledge)
and synthetic judgments (which do extend our knowledge) and judgments that are
a priori (independent from experience) and a posteriori (dependent on
experience), Kant states that it is accepted that until him synthetic judgments
referred to a posteriori, while analytic judgments referred to a priori judgments.
Yet, he argues that the Critique of Pure Reason is a complete examination of
knowledge which is a priori and synthetic. He gives the examples of mathematics
and geometry in explaining these propositions. Moreover, he thinks that this is an

original formulation.®

Kant claims that he is asking the question of how metaphysics and
synthetic a priori judgments are possible in his critique, since he claims that this is
the basic question of our knowledge. However, his answer is that it is impossible
to arrive at complete knowledge through them. This impossibility is a consequence
of the twofold character of our knowledge. As | have stated before, the Kantian
distinction between concepts and senses, or intuitions and thoughts, is a reflection
of the divided character of our knowledge. We cannot achieve the ‘unconditioned’
and absolute with this distinction. Human knowledge cannot capture the things as
they are. In this sense, the Critique of Pure Reason is a search for a prospect which
it accepts as impossible. This is also the reason behind the difficulty of making

sense of Kant.

% |bid, Bxxv, p. 27.
% Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A10/B14-A10/B19, pp. 52-55.

23



Kant presents his transcendental philosophy in order to solve the old
problems of empiricism and rationalism and give a profound examination for our
knowledge. He perceives metaphysics as a science that reflects the possibility of
human reason in achieving scientific and legitimate knowledge. Although he
emphasizes that this science is impossible, for him it is important to inquire into
the possibility of it in order to examine the limits and employments of our reason.
He accepts that this examination is itself a metaphysical search. Incongruously,
while he indicates the limited character of our reason, at the same time he also
wants to reflect its competency. In the end of his examination it is clear that the
complete knowledge concerning the absolute nature of things is impossible for us,
so metaphysics is also an impossible science. The details of this conclusion can be

revealed by the details of Kant’s transcendental philosophy.

2.1.2 Transcendental Philosophy

There are certain basic assumptions which establish the background of Kant’s
transcendental philosophy. One of them is connected with his conception of outer
things. He is careful in employing some words. Instead of the unity of “things”,
Kant tries to search for unity, completeness and objectivity of our knowledge. This
point constructs the basis of his “transcendental” idealism. He does not try to
prove the possibility of directly knowing the actual things but wants to prove the
possibilities of experience.®* Thus, this attitude reflects the subtle procedure
transcendental philosophy requires. Kant explains it as follows;

By transcendental idealism | mean the doctrine that appearances are to be

regarded as being, one and all, representations only, not things in

themselves, and that time and space are therefore only sensible forms of

our intuition, not determinations given as existing by themselves, nor
conditions of objects viewed as things in themselves.*

%1 Allen Wood, Kant, p. 200. According to Wood “how is experience possible” is the actual
question of transcendental philosophy.

% Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A369, p. 346.
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His emphasis upon the impossibility of metaphysics and of the
shortcomings and contradictions of Reason demonstrate that he finds the effort of
proving the existence of outer things in the method of traditional philosophy
meaningless. In particular, he claims that it is impossible to make ontological
claims in this sense. He argues that he tries to solve a scandal which is a heritage
of old philosophy. However he does not address the existence of outer things in a
systematic way. He always emphasizes the unifying competency of Reason.
Instead of giving a definite formulation for the existence of outer things himself,
he emphasizes the originality of his method. Kant sees dogmatism and
skepticism® as the two main threats of traditional philosophy and he claims that
we can escape from them by means of his approach. He thinks that his approach
does not imperil the existence of outer things, since it presents them from a
different viewpoint which reminds us that all we can talk about is their
appearances that are only possible with the a priori forms of intuition.

The important issue for Kant is the idea that the source of all claims of
knowledge concerning anything and all our cognitive faculties is ourselves, so the
actual problem is to examine our cognitive faculties and their competencies.
According to Melissa Merritt, this idea is also the actual motto of the
Enlightenment. She claims that the actual characteristic of the Kantian
Enlightenment is the awareness that we are the source of all our thoughts and
cognitive states. In other words, she argues that the Enlightenment is dependent

upon the Kantian transcendental apperception principle.*

According to Merritt, Kant’s conception of the Enlightenment “turns on the
requirement that a subject be able to recognize herself as the source of her
cognitions”.* She accepts that the unity of apperception and the Enlightenment are

® |bid, Bxxxiv, p- 32, Kant claims that “criticism alone can sever the root of materialism, fatalism,
atheism, free-thinking, fanaticism and superstition, which can be injurious universally; as well as
idealism and skepticism, which are dangerous chiefly to the Schools, and hardly allow of being
handed on to the public.

* This argument is the chief claim of Merritt’s “Kant’s Argument for the Apperception Principle”.
% Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A11/B25, p. 59.
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strictly connected.*® For her, “the apperception principle belongs to an

9937

enlightenment philosophy. Similarly, Henry Allison argues that by his
transcendental attack Kant “makes possible a radically new kind of epistemology,
one grounded in the revolutionary idea that human cognition is governed by its
own autonomous set of forms.”* | think that this new ground of epistemology is
the fundamental maneuver of transcendental philosophy which also implies a new

approach to ontology.

As 1 mentioned concerning Kant’s ontological inclinations, it is
controversial that Kantian transcendental philosophy is connected only with
epistemology. The chief problems are whether his transcendental philosophy is
only “a part of reorientation of philosophy away from ontology towards
epistemology” or not and the contradiction of transcendental philosophy with
realism.* Paul Guyer, Henry Allison, Karl Ameriks and Kenneth K. Westphall
examine the contradiction of the Kantian system in terms of its realistic
implications and the actual purpose of transcendental philosophy.*

It is controversial how much Kantian transcendental philosophy includes a
realist approach. However, | believe that the hope of making claims about the
existence of external things is at least an intention Kant never gives up. He never
abandons a realist intention in terms of ontology and epistemology even though

we cannot perceive that he tries to prove this in his critical philosophy.

% Melissa Mcbay Merritt, “Kant’s Argument for the Apperception Principle”, p. 87.

% Ibid, p. 61.

% Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, p. 120 in A Companion to Kant.

% Gary Banham, “Kantian Ontology”, p. 1.

“0 For further discussions, see Paul Strawson’s The Bound of Sense: An Essay on Kant’s Critique of
Pure Reason, Allison’s Kant’s Transcendental Idealism: An Interpretation and Defense, Paul
Guyer’s “Kant’s Intentions in the Refutation of Idealism”, Rae Langton’s Kantian Humility: Our
Ignorance of Things in Themselves, Karl Ameriks’ Kant and the Fate of Autonomy: Problems in

the Appropriation of Critical Philosophy, Kenneth Westphall’s Kant’s Transcendental Proof of
Realism.

26



His persistent hostility to skepticism also indicates that Kant wants to
dismiss all arguments that endanger the existence of outer things. There is a
certain respect in which he has a realistic approach although he also holds that we
cannot know the “things-in-themselves”. Whereas he is not a realist in terms of the
knowledge of actual things in their absolute unity, he is a realist in accepting their
existence. Furthermore he criticizes the crude realistic attempt which accepts the
objects outside as independent from our cognition and tries to know them by a

rudimentary method without a detailed analysis of experience.

Kant’s theory is about the “a priori forms and conditions under which
objects can be cognized by the human mind,” and “it is grounded in a reflection on
the conditions and limits of discursive cognition rather than one on the contents of
consciousness or the nature of ultimate reality”.** This attitude distinguishes his

philosophy from that of Descartes’ or Berkeley’s.

Kant portrays our knowledge as dependent on the a priori condition of
“transcendental” unity of apperception. Merritt connects this Kantian
determination with his appeal to the spontaneity of the mind.** She claims that the
cognitive agency of the Kantian subject as the only source of all her/his cognitive
acts is dependent on the spontaneity of the mind. Thus, Kantian Enlightenment is

dependent on the conscious awareness and the self-legislative subject.

The most significant aspects of Kant’s transcendental philosophy are his
emphasis on the self-criticism of the subject, the transcendental unity of
apperception, and his rejection of the identity of being and being-known. By way
of these contentions he brings up for discussion a new ground of epistemology.
The rejection of the identity of being and being-known introduces a definite
distinction between the realm of knowledge of the modern subject and the
existence of things, in other words between the things that appear to us and

“things-in-themselves”. This gap is highly significant in the conception of the

! Allison, “Kant’s Transcendental Idealism”, p. 111-112, in A Companion to Kant.

*2 1bid, p.76, for further discussions about the spontaneity of mind see also, Pippin’s “Kant on the
Spontaneity of Mind”.
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modern subject, and no one after him can overlook this assumption in the realm of
epistemology. This is why | emphasize that the modern subject is actually the self-
critical and self-reflective subject. The major characteristic of this subject which is
emphasized is his turning towards her/himself. This situation is an indication of

the Kantian distinction between being and being-known.

2.1.3 The Identity of Being and Being-Known

The rejection of the identity between being-known and being has a significant role
in Kant’s critique of metaphysics and in his epistemology.*” This identity is the
main argument of classical idealism, since idealism asserts that the existence of
concepts and objects ‘in space outside me’ are identical. Kant tries to disclose the
difference between these two conceptions by defending the argument that our
concept of Being is not a real predicate.* In other words, he claims that we cannot

attribute the category of ‘existence’ to the things.

Kant’s rejection of the identity of being and being-known is primarily
dependent on the denial of scholastic ontological proofs concerning God’s
existence.” With respect to these proofs, he maintains that from our concepts of
infinitude and perfection, we cannot derive and prove the existence of God or
anything else. He mainly criticizes the attempt of explaining God’s existence with
pure and a priori notions which is in no relation to the objective reality. He says
that “the necessity of existence can never be known from concepts but always only

from that which is perceived in accordance with universal laws of experience.”*

% See, Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (especially the chapter on “Refutation of Idealism™), and
Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics. This point (that the Kant’s denial of the identity between
being-known and being) is also explicitly maintained in Vincent Descombes’ Modern French
Philosophy, p. 29.

“ Kant, Critique of Pure Reason A598/B626, p. 504. See also Heidegger’s Kant and the Problem
of Metaphysics for an encompassing analysis of this argument.

** T intend mainly Anselm’s proof and Descartes’ construal of it.
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Kant sees the idea of God as an assuring and completing supplementary
idea for Reason’s demand and inclination to the ‘unconditioned’. An absolutely
necessary and supreme concept of God “contains a therefore for every
wherefore.”*" This concept shows Reason’s attempt of systematic unity in and
completing with an “objective correlative”. God’s existence is “a concept of an
individual object which is completely determined through the mere idea.”*® Kant’s
critique of the idea of God makes room for his critique of traditional ontology. He
precisely criticizes Reason’s attempt at unifying the “objective reality” with the

term of necessary existence.

Kant enunciates that “being is obviously not a real predicate; that is; it is
not a concept of something which could be added to the concept of a thing”.*® In
other words, he finds problematic to use the notion of existence as a “concept of a
thing which we profess to be thinking solely in reference to its possibility”.” Kant
extends his criticism of justification of the existence of God depending on a mere
idea. Although he does not deny Reason’s attempt of achieving a systematic unity
in its knowledge, he claims that this attempt leads it to the misemployments which
are transcendental.®® According to Vincent Descombes, Kant’s criticism of the
ontological argument for God pioneered a new epoch in philosophy.> This is a
most significant assertion of Kant: It transforms our perspective to reflecting upon
our thinking and knowing. Thus, his approach blocks the way of the illegitimate

entrance into the realm of existences. This point is the chief turning point of

“® Ibid, B 227, p. 247.

" Ibid, A585/B613.

“8 |bid, A574/B604.

“ Ibid, A598/B626, p. 504.

%0 |bid, A597/B625.

*! Ibid, A598/B626.

*2 Vincent Descombes, Modern French Philosophy, p. 22.
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Kantian thinking away from classical metaphysics and thus it shapes the very

characteristics of “transcendental” thinking.*

For Kant, knowledge concerning God, free will and immortality go beyond
the scope of experience and the knowing capacity of subjects. They are the cause
of the unavoidable problems® and conflicts of Reason,” because they are the
objects of metaphysics’ enquiries®. Reason occupies itself with a transcendent
employment by means of them.”” Kant emphasizes that the employment of our
Reason cannot introduce another realm of existence. He says that “since existence
cannot be constructed, the principles can apply only to the relations of existence,
and can yield only regulative principles.”® Kant calls ideas like freedom, God and
immortality ‘regulative ideas of pure Reason’ to distinguish them from
constructive ideas. Basically, his point is that Reason cannot have constructive
ideas. This rejection of constructive ideas is the point where he rejects the identity

of being and being-known for our knowledge.

Kant also arranges all transcendental ideas of reason in three classes; “the
first containing the absolute unity of the thinking subject, the second the absolute
unity of the series of conditions of appearance, third the absolute unity of
condition of all objects of thought in general”.”® They refer, respectively, to the
subject (Kant calls it the object of psychology), the world (the object of
cosmology) and God (the object of theology).

%% For further discussions and explanations see Karl Ameriks’ “The Critique of Metaphysics: Kant
and Traditional Ontology”, Paul Guyer’s Kant and the Claims of Knowledge, and Strawson’s The
Bounds of Sense: An Essay on Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason.

** Ibid, B 7, p. 46.

*® |bid, A750/B778, p. 600.

% Ibid, B395, p. 325.

* Ibid, A798/B826, p. 631.

% Ibid, A179/B222, p. 210.

*° Ibid, A334, B391, p. 323.
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The transcendental ideas of Reason represent Reason’s metaphysical
attempt. They have “an excellent, and indeed indispensably necessary, regulative
employment, namely that of directing the understanding towards a certain goal
upon which the routes marked out by all its rules converge, as upon their point of
interaction.”® Moreover Kant talks about the transcendental hypothesis of Reason
beside them. They help in answering Reason’s endless questions “whenever the
explanation of natural existences is found to be difficult”. They sustain the

completeness and adequacy of Reason’s attempts in this respect.”

The transcendental ideas and transcendental hypotheses assist in fulfilling
the endeavor of Reason in making ontological claims. The metaphysical enquiries
of Reason are connected with its attempt of assuming the identity of being and
being-known. However Kant always warns us concerning them, he emphasizes
that transcendental ideas and hypotheses are “permissible only as weapons of war,
and only for the purpose of defending a right, not in order to establish it.”® In this
way, the Kantian critique does not give permission to a transition from our
concepts into the realm of objective reality and this is why he entitles his idealism

“transcendental.”

Kant tries to demonstrate the details of his transcendental philosophy in
his threefold synthesis of knowledge. By means of this synthesis he wants to
reflect both the active and passive parts of our knowledge in a new ground of
epistemology. To defend the objectivity of knowledge with a subjective ground is

also the main purpose of his system.

% |bid, A644/B672, p. 533.
® Ibid, A774/B802, p. 615.
%2 Ibid, A777/B805, p. 618.
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2.1.4 The Divided Character of Human Knowledge and the Threefold
Synthesis

For Kant, “all human knowledge begins with intuitions, proceeds from thence to
concepts, and ends with ideas”.®* He argues that concepts and intuitions are the
two ingredients of human knowledge.** He means ‘concepts’ as the form and
‘intuitions’ as the content of our knowledge. Thus, for him in order to have
knowledge we need the synthesis of them. Kant defines synthesis as “the act of
putting different representations together, and of grasping what is manifold in
them in one act of knowledge”.®> However, the stages of this synthesis are not

arranged in order, they are the facets of the same synthesis.

Apart from the ideas of Reason, human cognition has three main parts:
sensibility, imagination and the Understanding in Kant’s epistemology. In light of
them, there is ‘the synthesis of apprehension in intuition”, “the reproduction in
imagination” and “the synthesis of recognition in a concept”. Although they are
three facets of one synthesis, we can distinguish their characteristics.®® They are
articulated in Kant’s differentiation between thoughts and intuitions, as the two
sources of our knowledge. Thoughts reflect the active part of our knowledge,

whereas intuitions reflect the passive part.

Kant has conflicting explanations about the actual executer of this
synthesis. These tensions are connected with the difficulty of revealing the active
and passive parts of our knowledge. He actually has a difficulty explaining the
active part. This problem is revealed in his indecision in determining the actual

ground of knowledge. Although in some parts of the Critique of Pure Reason he

% Ibid, A 732, B 730, p. 569.
* Ibid, A50/B74.
65 H

Ibid, A 77, B 103.
% See Beatrice Longuenesse, Kant and the Capacity to Judge: Sensibility and Discursivity in the
Transcendental Analytic of Critique of Pure Reason. She argues that sensibility, imagination and
understanding are not distinct faculties in themselves; they are representations in one act of

synthesis.
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asserts that the transcendental unity of apperception is the ground of our
knowledge, he gives importance to the acts of the Understanding, and he defines
them as “the spontaneity of knowledge, the power of thought, the faculty of
concepts, the faculty of judgments and the faculty of rules”.” Moreover he
occasionally perceives imagination as the important faculty, instead of the
Understanding, and claims that the main ground is the synthesis of imagination.
However he does not detail the employment of this faculty; he seems undecided
about whether imagination falls under the Understanding or not. Thus, there are
important problems about the actual competent faculty in the synthesis of
knowledge and he has problems about the spontaneous and active part of our

thought in this respect.

Since every empirical stage presumes the transcendental synthesis, we
cannot differentiate intuitions and thoughts in a time sequence. However, while
Kant speaks of a threefold synthesis, his account focuses on concepts and
intuitions and does not really attribute a significant role to ideas in the attainment
of knowledge. Because of this reason, the gap between concepts and intuitions

remains un-bridged.

After this clarification, regarding ‘the starting point of human knowledge’®
Kant considers intuitions and he divides intuitions into two realms, as empirical
and pure. In some parts of the Critique of Pure Reason, the concept of ‘pure’ can
be understood as ‘intellectual” or ‘a priori’ or ‘independency of empirical
conditions’. However, the concept of pure intuition cannot be thought as
‘intellectual’ in terms of the concept of intuition in ‘transcendental aesthetics’.* In
other words, Kant argues that human beings only have sensuous intuitions, and
articulates the pure intuitions as the pure forms of sensibility, as space and time.

This is related to the difference between human knowledge and divine knowledge.

7 1bid, A126.

% After asserting that they are the aspects of one synthesis, it is difficult to determine a starting
point, but this explanation is required for the examination of Kant’s procedure.

% This point is also emphasized by Sarah Gibbons, Kant’s Theory of Imagination, p. 23.

33



Since this difference is connected with the limits of subjectivity, | shall explain it
briefly.

2.1.5 The Difference between Empirical and Intellectual Intuition

We cannot have intellectual intuitions, since they belong only to God. The twofold
characteristic of human knowledge, as thoughts and intuitions, cannot be attributed
to God. Divine knowledge does not include such divisions.” “Sensible intuition is
either pure intuition or empirical intuition of that which is immediately
represented, through sensation, as actual in time and space.”” Namely, we are not
in an immediate relation to our intuitions, since they are mediated by concepts.
Kant perceives immediacy as the indifferentiation between the subject and object.
That is there is a mediated relationship between us and the objects of our
intuitions. However, with respect to intellectual intuition, there is no such division
and Kant intends a kind of creative intuition. In other words, if a being has
intellectual intuitions, it is in a direct relation with the objects of its intuitions. This

means that it has a creative intelligence.

According to Heidegger Kantian “knowing is primarily intuiting.”"

However Kant does not detail the notion of intuition. It is difficult to distinguish it
from sensation. He means intuition as an immediate relationship with our object
and a content of our knowledge. Besides, he differentiates finite and infinite
intuition and argues that humans have a finite (empirical) intuiting. Divine
knowing has intellectual intuiting and this is associated with its creative ability.
“...the difference between infinite and finite intuition consists in the fact that the
former, in its immediate representation of the individual, i. e., of the unique,

singular being as a whole, first brings this being into its Being, helps it to its

0 See Sallis’s Gathering of Reason for the difference between human knowledge and divine
knowledge in terms of the divisions.

™ Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 162.
"2 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, p. 16.
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coming-into-being”.” Thus, for Kant to have intellectual intuition means being the

cause of the whole Being and knowing the noumenon/“thing-in-itself”.

In this respect, the divine subject is not subject to any duality such as
intuitions and concepts. Intuiting and being are identical in its existence. However,
this finitude of human reasoning is not a deficiency of human reasoning, but it is
always its characteristic.” Thus, the characteristic of human Reason depends on its
attempt which it can never fulfill. This situation reflects the conflicting and
inconsistent character of our Reason. It leads to the problematic aspect of Kant’s
modern wo/man. This problematic aspect both reflects her/his main demand and

incompetency.

Accordingly, human subjectivity is limited with empirical intuitions, and it
has only pure forms of sensible intuitions as space and time. They are forms of
sensibility, and forms of empirical intuitions. Space is the form of outer sense,
while time is the form of inner sense. Being the form of inner sense, time is the
subjective condition of all sensations and intuitions. In this respect, it is privileged

over space. All our representations are in a time sequence.”

Being the mediator between sensibility and understanding, the synthesis
of imagination is the necessary ground for ‘pure apperception’. The relation of the
manifold of sensation to pure apperception is possible with the transcendental
synthesis of imagination as mentioned before. Kant calls this synthesis as “the
synthesis of apprehension.” The synthesis of apprehension is important for the
representation of the manifold in space and time and distinguishing each moment
of time. However, this apprehension of manifold “would not by itself produce an
image and a connection of the impressions”, unless “there exists a subjective
ground which leads the mind to reinstate a preceding perception alongside

subsequent perception to which it has passed, so to form whole series of

™ Ibid, p. 17.
™ Zizek, Ticklish Subject, p. 29.
"™ For further discussions, see Shereover’s Heidegger, Kant and Time.
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perceptions™.” In other words, in order to have a connection of impressions, the
reproduction of past impressions is necessary. And the reproductive synthesis of

imagination is required for this act.

By this act, each moment of past impressions and experiences are
revitalized in the present. It is the faculty of “representing an intuition of an object
that is not itself present.””” However, this is not an active representing; Kant “is
not suggesting that past appearances are recreated or re-experienced just as they
had occurred in the past moment”.” Thus, the reproductive act of imagination is
connected with the temporality of inner sense. Reproduction is necessary in
assembling distinct representations into unity. It generates time and combines past
and present representations.” The transcendental unity of apperception is

dependent upon this reproduction. In this sense it is an “imagined unity”.*°

Kant’s synthesis of knowledge involves a problem about the role of
imagination as mentioned before. Kant considers both reproductive and productive
imagination in the First Critique. Though, it is argued that imagination has
enormous signification,®* he does not detail the employments of imagination. In
the First Critique Kant’s endeavor of demonstrating the fact that imagination
works under the categories of the Understanding cannot be ignored. Yet, there is a
distinction between the A and B editions of Critique of Pure Reason. While

imagination is the more active faculty in the A edition, in the B edition its

"® Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, B132, p. 142.

" Ibid, B151, p. 165.

® Gibbons, Kant’s Theory of Imagination, p. 24. See also Makreel’s Imagination and
Interpretation in Kant, p. 24. In this sense, Gibbons also argues that Kant’s concept of imagination
does not include a distinct contradiction in itself in terms of its reproductive and productive
versions.

" For the discussions about time-forming character of imagination, see Heidegger’s Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics, Makreel’s Imagination and Interpretation in Kant, Casey’s Imagining.

8 Bernard Freydberg, Imagination and Depth in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, p. 21.

8 Eva Brann, The World of Imagination, p. 89. This depth is also explained in a more detailed way
in Bernard Freydberg’s Imagination and Depth in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason.
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dependency on the categories of Understanding is emphasized.® Thus, Kant left an
important problem unanswered in his theory. This situation reflects the tension
between the active and passive parts of our knowledge, since he is hesitant about
the productive and reproductive synthesis of imagination as | explained above.
Apart from the employments of other faculties, the problem about imagination is
significant since this problem turns into another problem in the unity of pure

apperception.

2.1.6 The Transcendental Unity of Apperception

Kant emphasizes the unity and conscious awareness of this subject as the main
basis of human knowledge. He does not depict this “transcendental” unity merely
as the unity of sensations and concepts in time relations; rather he emphasizes that
the human mind must be conscious that s/he unites and relates all these
representations.®® The mere act of unifying these representations is empirical
consciousness and although it is related to the “transcendental unity of
apperception”, Kant does not accept that empirical consciousness is adequate for

the objectivity of our knowledge.

For Kant, the subjective unity of consciousness is a “determination of inner
sense” and this denotes the empirical unity of consciousness.** Kant claims that
this empirical unity of consciousness is “wholly contingent”.* His persistent
emphasis is on the fact that the transcendental unity of consciousness demands a

“wholly conscious” activity, in contrast to the other unities and classifications that

8 For the discussions about this distinction see Heidegger’s Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics.

% Ibid, A108, p. 121.

8 Ibid, B139. On the other hand, it is accepted that this unity of representations by the inner sense,
time, is not adequately investigated. This critique is especially raised by Heidegger in Being and
Time and Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics.

% Ibid, B140, p. 132.
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are made by our faculties. He claims that it “lies a priori at the foundation of

empirical consciousness”.®

Kant uses the expressions “transcendental unity of consciousness”,
“transcendental ego” and “transcendental consciousness” interchangeably.?” As the
ground of our knowledge this a priori condition is associated with the awareness
of the fact that there is a supposition of “I think” accompanying all our thoughts.
However, the Kantian supposition that there is an “I think” which accompanies all
our representations® is problematic. He claims that it is an act of spontaneity, it is
an a priori condition and it cannot belong to sensibility.* However he is not

unable to demonstrate this “I think™ as the transcendental unity of apperception.

Kant is criticized for accepting the transcendental unity of consciousness
taken for granted. The conflictions concerning his conception of imagination make
this unity indefinite and unfounded.® On the other hand, this unity is supposed to
be the most important basis of our knowledge, since knowledge of the existence of
the phenomenal world is possible only with our act of unifying and classifying this
world. Therefore, in Kantian thought, the existence and conditions of the

“transcendental” unity of apperception brings forth some problems.

First of all, it is difficult to know this “transcendental” consciousness, since
its existence can be known only in time. This means that we can know the actual
unity of our existence and our consciousness as only an appearance, and we can
only know empirical consciousness. Kant especially emphasizes that “we have no

knowledge of ourselves as we are but merely as we appear to ourselves”.”

% Ibid, B220.

8 In a footnote of A117, Kant states that “the consciousness of myself” is “original apperception”.
% |bid, B131, p. 151.

® Ibid, B132, p. 154.

% For further discussions about the consciousness of self and the unity of transcendental unity of

apperception, see Shoemaker’s “Self-Reference and Self-Awareness”, P. Keller’s Kant and the
Demands of Self-Consciousness, A. Brook’s “Kant on Self-Reference and Self-Awareness”.
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Manfred Frank argues that “in order to be aware of its own appearance (in time)
the simple being of self-consciousness must always be pre-supposed — otherwise it

is as if the self-awareness were to lose its eye”.”

This fact reflects an influential and controversial part of Kant’s philosophy.
It is emphasized that this assignment produces a split in the modern subject: there
IS a subject who is aware of the fact that s/he thinks in her/his every act and
thought and there is another subject who tries to be connected with this subject’s
thinking. Accordingly, there emerges a subject who cannot be identified with
her/himself in Kantian thinking. It is accepted that this problem is connected with
Kant’s contradicting purposes in terms of the activity and passivity of our mind. |

shall explain these critiques in the last part of this chapter.

It can be said that Kant is at a turning point between the conception of
“Being” which indicates a static and abstract reality and the conception of
“Becoming” which depicts a chaotic and changing reality. Although his
conceptions of existence and the subject are criticized to be abstract and stagnant,
both of them dissolve in his investigations within the jungle of the manifold of

appearances. Kant dissolves the possibility of knowing both of them.

The importance of the influence of his claim that knowledge arises from
our Reason “dictating its laws” to this manifold on the philosophy that comes after
him cannot be overstated. Everyone that comes after him needs to consider the
view that we perceive the outer things from our subjective framework. | think that
this determines the modern subject in different perspectives. His arguments in
knowledge try to bring into line the subjective and objective knowledge within the
realm of the a priori and universal faculties. We can also see the implications of

this attitude in his moral arguments.

°! Ibid, B158, p. 169.
% Manfred Frank, I took this reference from Bowie’s Aesthetics and Subjectivity, p. 19.
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2.2 KANTIAN MORALITY

There is another ironical aspect of Kantian philosophy in his moral arguments:
The possibility of ethics and moral arguments is dependent upon the finitude of
human knowledge that is exhibited in the Critique of Pure Reason. Kant states that
“for if appearances are things-in-themselves, freedom cannot be upheld”.®® In
other words, if “things-in-themselves” were indeed subject to the causal laws that
hold sway over the phenomenal world, humans would also be subject to this
causality, and “would turn into lifeless puppets”.* Thus, the unknowability of the
“thing-in-itself” turns into a ground for the possibility of moral arguments. This
point demonstrates that Kant’s epistemology is a preliminary study for his
conception of morality. Although the importance of his epistemology gets ahead
of other realms that he is interested in, Kant tries to bring the dignity of humanity

in the realm of morality.

For Kant the possibility of our moral arguments depends on our freedom
which he is able to posit since we cannot know the “thing-in-itself”. Again it is
clear that Kant perceives knowing the “thing-in-itself” as becoming the agency
who can start a causal and deterministic network. However, in contrast to God’s
being, Kant thinks that if we attribute to wo/man this position of agency, we also
would have to accept that the agency must be subject to this causality. This
approach brings out a different conception of freedom in his morality. Freedom
means the self-authority of woman who can start a causal chain in the realm of
morality, yet this freedom also means to be subject to the rules which Reason itself
legislates. Kant explains this situation in the Critique of Practical Reason;

...instead of the conflict which now the moral disposition has to wage
with inclinations and in which, after some defeats, moral strength of
mind may be gradually won, God and eternity in their awful majesty
would stand unceasingly before our eyes...hence most of the actions that
conformed to the law would be done from fear, a few only from hope,

and none at all from duty, and the moral worth of actions, on which
alone in the eyes of supreme wisdom the worth of the person and even

% Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A536/B564, p. 466.
% This phrase and determination belongs to Slavoj Zizek in Ticklish Subject, p. 25.
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that of the world depends would cease to exist. As long as the nature of
the man remains what it is, his conduct would thus be changed into mere
mechanism, in which, as in a puppet show, everything would gesticulate
well, but there would be no life in the figures.*

Kant’s attempt of achieving universal and scientific categories of
knowledge can also be seen in his moral arguments. | tried to explain Kantian
epistemology from the viewpoint of the gap between nature and wo/man. Kant
tries to give a scientific form to our knowledge in order to bridge this gap. In a
similar vein, he tries to attribute scientific laws to our moral arguments. This is the
main paradox which the other thinkers of my thesis find critical in Kant. From
different perspectives, Nietzsche and Marx try to put forward the humanistic and
subjectivist aspects of our knowledge and theories. On the other hand, Kant
chooses another way in order to uphold a humanistic perspective. He tries to
ascribe a scientific status to our subjective ideas. He even tries to reconcile human
freedom with scientific laws by establishing an analogy between them. Thus he
wants to establish an objective theory of morality. This objectivity depends on the
restricted aspects of the human mind. In his morality Kant begins to denounce this
restriction by carrying the subject into the noumenal realm.

The superiority of moral law along with the subjects is an inclination of the
Enlightenment. As | mentioned above, Kant tries to make wo/man a scientist who
legislates freely in the realm of morality, in order to reconcile her/him with nature.
This attempt leads him to rationalize and systematize moral arguments. He tries to
remove all of wo/man’s inclinations, desires, and practical influences which he
holds to be beyond our rationality, which, in turn, is necessary in order for wo/man
to be moral. In fact, he tries to establish a kingdom of Reason in place of the old
sovereignties, including God’s supremacy, which is removed by the
Enlightenment and modernity. In this sense, the Enlightenment is also criticized
for restricting human freedom. According to this criticism, the Enlightenment
drives us to an authority of freedom, to choosing an ideology and being subject to

this ideology. Adorno and Horkheimer explain this situation by arguing that;

% Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 152-3.

41



All are free to dance and amuse themselves, just as, since the historical
neutralization of religion, they have been free to join, any of the countless
sects. But freedom to choose an ideology...everywhere proves to be
freedom to be the save.”®

Kant tries to lead wo/man to choose the freedom of adopting a moral
theory which is universal and scientific. Thus, in his morality, the chief problem
turns into the problem of founding a method to justify a universal and scientific
form of morality. However instead of justifying moral arguments in an
epistemological way, he puts forward the self-authoritative and self-legislating
power of wo/man. He tries to explain how we construct synthetic a priori
judgments of morality; however since he distinguishes the realm of moral
arguments from practical life, his justification is systematized somewhere between
human’s freedom and self-legislating, self-choosing capacity. It is difficult to
distinguish our freedom from these capacities. The difficulty of explaining

Kantian morality arises from here.

Kant precisely emphasizes his confidence of the dignity of human beings.
For him, this dignity is something more than an inner value. Oliver Sensen argues
that in the famous passage on dignity in Groundwork for the Metaphysics of
Morals, Kant states that “morality is raised above other determinations of will in
that morality alone should be valued unconditionally”.®” Sensen conceives human
dignity as a conception which indicates the superiority of our Reason to nature.
The problem of the gap between nature and wo/man seems solved at this point
where Kant makes wo/man a being who has superiority over the causal laws of
nature. | believe that this interpretation is consistent with Kant’s philosophy since
his confidence in Reason can be explained in this way. Wo/man’s freedom is of
primary importance in his philosophy. He always contends for wo/man in contrast
to nature. Thus, nature is precariousness in his thinking; he sees it as a threat for

Reason. He both tries to liken Reason to nature by attributing it a scientific form

% Adorno and Horkheimer, Dialectics of Enlightenment, pp. 135-136.

" Qliver Sensen, “Kant’s Conception of Human Dignity”, p. 309, Sensen claims that Kant’s
conception of human dignity is always misinterpreted.
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like nature and to posit it over nature by emphasizing its freedom. In the realm of

morality, he tries to elevate Reason over nature.

Kant does not want to posit wo/man in the deterministic and causal
network of scientific laws. Although in the other chapters of my thesis his attitude
in epistemology is rendered as non-humanistic, his starting point is a humanistic
perspective, which emphasizes the subjectivity and autonomy of wo/man in the
realm of morality. Kant wants to establish a science/metaphysics of morality
depending on rationality and free-will. He puts forward the spontaneity of our
mind in justifying moral arguments. He claims that only freedom can be “the
condition of moral law”.?® The spontaneous aspects of our knowledge and Reason
come from the realm of noumenon in Kant’s morality. He cannot present a firm
basis for the freedom of Reason in epistemology; he wants to overturn this
situation in morality. He explains this fact by arguing that “in order to make room

for faith”; he must have to deny knowledge.*

Kant accepts ethics to be a practical philosophy; however he wants to cut
its relation to our practical life. His emphasis on human dignity leads him to
justify a realm of morality which has nothing to do with practical life. The only
relation between our Reason and the practical comes from the self-legislative
superiority of Reason. Furthermore, he argues that “in this practical point of
view”, the possibility of freedom “must be assumed, although we cannot
theoretically know and understand it”.'® For Kant, freedom is a “subjective
necessity” and “a need of pure reason”,'® and to reject the possibility of it leads to
the rejection of the possibility of moral arguments. To reject the possibility of
morality indicates the rejection of the dignity of humanity itself. In other words, it

also means the rejection of humanity.

% Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 4: 400.
% Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, Bxxx, p. 29.
100 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 4: 401.
' Ibid, 4: 401.
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There is one moral law in Kantian morality which has two main
formulations: “act only in accordance with that maxim through which you can at

the same time will that it become a universal law”*%

, “so act that you treat
humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always at the
same time as an end, never merely as a means.”'® Both of them imply a necessity
that our actions can be moral if they are performed only for the sake of the moral
law. Kant wants to achieve a moral law which is universally valid and has an
objective reality. Consequently, Kant wants to emphasize an inner voice that
always reminds us of the moral law. He tries to make this voice scientific. He is

not suspicious concerning this voice.

For Kant, for an action to be moral, it must be done for the sake of duty.
We must distinguish our desires, inclinations and duties, since desires and
inclinations are blind and slavish.’® Our morality must be dependent on our right
decisions and good intentions without the possibly conflicting influence of our
inclinations. He uses the conception of the Categorical Imperative as the moral
law or practical laws. For Kant, we can know the Categorical Imperative as a
synthetic a priori judgment and this is the most valuable aspect of human
beings.'® It reflects the divine character of human reason and human beings
also.”® Thus, for our moral judgments, Kant trusts Reason alone which is
independent from experience. He claims that, for our moral decisions, experience
is the “mother of illusion” and we cannot derive “what ought to be done” from

“what is done”.**’

192 1bid, 4:421, 4:402.

193 1bid, 4:429, 4:436.

1% 1bid, 4: 402.

1% 1bid, 4: 436.

106 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A738/ B766.
97 Ibid, A 318-319, p. 313.
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Kant is in search of the synthetic a priori judgments of morality in the
Critique of Practical Reason and in Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals.
His justification and examination of moral arguments is basically dependent on his
belief in human’s will for acting “for the sake of moral law”. Kant claims that in
order for an act to have moral content, “it is not enough that it conform to the
moral law, but it must also happen for the sake of this law”.*® If our Reason
chooses an act for the sake of moral law, Kant relates this choice to good will.
This is the will which makes decisions only for the sake of the moral law. Kant
conceives this goodness of will as causa sui. In other words it is good in itself and
its goodness does not depend on practical life. Its goodness is dependent on merely
itself.*® It has a capacity to act in accordance with the moral law, and this capacity
is established by practical reason itself. | think this a priori justification of good
will is related to his confidence in an inner voice as I mentioned above. Kant’s
confidence in and justification of an inner voice is a significant and controversial

issue.

Kant thinks that there is a distinction between technical practical Reason
and pure practical Reason.™® Apart from the categorical imperative, we may have
technical and pragmatic imperatives. He claims that the technical use of our
Reason is connected with utilities, not ends and maxims. In this respect, moral
arguments cannot be dependent on personal happiness, but the moral law.''* Kant
is against the utilitarian viewpoint in morality in his time. He does not find the
ground of utility to be a firm foundation for moral arguments, since it can be
changeable. His conception of Reason is independent from inclinations, desires, or
personal utilities. Pure practical Reason can direct and command all of them. For

this reason, moral law can only be dependent on pure practical Reason.

198 Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, 4:390.
' Ibid, 4: 393.

10 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 294.

11 1pid, p. 299.
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Kant separates the realm of pure practical Reason from all other emotional
and psychological facts. He accepts it as a distinct and genuine competent
authority in directing our actions. Thus, there is a sharp difference between his
conception of Reason in morality and all other psychological facts. It is because of
this that his conception of Reason and rationality are so often criticized for being
abstract and for ignoring the other aspects of wo/man. Moreover, it is argued that
Kantian morality cannot explain and disregards the complexities of human

psychology, such as subconscious motivations.*

For Kant, pure practical Reason can derive its principles from itself alone.
It has synthetic a priori principles that command our will. In this sense, Kant
accepts that pure practical Reason exists as a deep and genuine employment in us.
He claims that we can see the examples of good will and moral acts in our life
apparently. In other words, Kant has an unshaken belief that everyone has good
will. Thus, he argues that “there is nothing it is possible to think of anywhere in
the world, or indeed anything at outside it, which can be held to be good without
limitation, excepting only a good will”.**®* Furthermore he believes that even if all
else failed, good will would “shine like a jewel for itself, as something that has its

full worth in itself”."**

On the other hand, Kant’s morality attributes a responsibility to wo/man for
acting in accordance with the moral law. He argues that everyone has this
capacity. He formulates a third law for this responsibility; “so act, that by the
maxim of your action you may present yourself as a universal legislator.”**®> This

law is also accepted as “the law of autonomy.” Kant claims that we must

12 For these critiques see Onora O’Neill’s Acting on Principle and Barbara Herman’s The Practice
of Moral Judgment.

13 Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, 4:393.
" Ibid, 4:394.
115 Kant, Lectures on Ethics, 27:518.
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presuppose freedom “if we want to think of a being as rational and endowed with

consciousness of his causality with respect to actions.”™°

Kant wants to combine the idea of freedom and the necessity to act for the
sake of the Categorical Imperative or moral law. In this respect, his conception of
freedom puts human beings in charge. For this reason, his attitude of combining
the Categorical Imperative and the conception of freedom is criticized to be
contradicting. Kant posits freedom as the necessary presumption of practical law.
It is argued that if the Categorical Imperative means for us an obligation, the
question of how it can be superimposed on freedom remains.'*” The actual
problem is Kant’s grasping the ground of moral law as a priori and given.
Nietzsche’s main criticism of Kantian morality is on this point: that he calls
attention the connection of the categorical law and a form of obligation. He also

emphasizes the relation of God with this form of obligation.

Kantian morality is generally thought to be optimistic and naive. However
Nietzsche’s criticism is also connected with his absolutistic approach. He finds the
Kantian kingdom of ends and the ground of Reason alone to be problematic.
Furthermore, Nietzsche claims that the Kantian approach is a cause of modern
wo/man’s feeling of responsibility to another realm of Being and supreme God. In
this sense, he claims that the Kantian viewpoint can be a cause of the degeneracy
of modern wo/man. This degeneracy originates from the categorical imperative
since Nietzsche accepts it as an adapted version of Christian morality which also
presupposes the existence of God. Nietzsche finds a similarity between the
presupposition of God and the presupposition of the Categorical Imperative which

depends on the assumption of freedom.

Kant also claims that the existence of God must also be presupposed in
order for moral law to be possible.**® He thinks that the idea of God can make

118 Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, 4:449.
Y7 For further discussions, see Allison’s Kant’s Theory of Freedom.

118 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 4: 392.
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room for punishment and the meaning of life. Yet, he does not detail this

supposition. Like freedom, God is also a practical presupposition of moral law.

Although Kant is always in search for something that we can believe
certainly and without doubt, ironically, Nietzsche thinks that Kantian thinking
leads us to a situation of nihilism. In contrast to the ontological implications of
nihilism, Kant writes: “Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing
admiration and awe, the oftener and the more steadily we reflect on them; the
starry heavens above and the moral law within.”**® Kant’s distinction between
necessity and freedom, or nature and freedom again can be seen in this quotation.
Although they appear as two different realms from each other, we can find the
implications of the desire to reconcile nature and freedom in all of Kant’s writings.
He accepts nature as a systematically organized unity which has universal and
necessary laws. He wants to provide a basis of systematization for our moral

arguments that is similar to his conception of nature.

For this reason, he attributes a unity to morality with his “kingdom of
ends”. This is related to another aspect of the Kantian conception of responsibility
in acting for the sake of the moral law. We are not only responsible for the moral
law; indeed we are also responsible for each other. This point reveals his search
for necessity also since he thinks that morality is possible with the commitments
of all members of a community. He calls this community a “kingdom” and argues
that morality is possible with a “kingdom of ends”: “The conception of every
rational being as one which must consider itself as giving in all the maxims of its
will universal laws, so as to judge itself and its actions form this point of view —
this conception leads to another which depends on it and is very fruitful, namely

that of a kingdom of ends”.**

‘Kingdom of Ends’ is the name of the Kantian systematization of morality.

He takes it as a unity which every subject is a member of. In this way he tries to

119 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 260.
120 1bid, p. 51.
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give morality a metaphysical unity similar to that of nature. He thinks that the
universal laws of morality can be possible this way. The objectivity of these laws
is made compatible with their subjective origin by assuming everyone to be a
member of this kingdom. The freedom of the subjects attributes a responsibility to
them in this membership. In the First Critigue Kant emphasizes the relation
between laws of nature and unity and systematization of our knowledge by
accepting the Understanding as “the lawgiver of nature”.*?! In morality this
lawgiver is the moral law in us, and there is an important parallel between these

two realms as well as an important difference.

In the realm of morality we are not accepted as only phenomenal beings,
but noumenal beings, since we are both the lawgiver and the actual cause of moral
laws in this realm. The identity between being and being-known is compatible
with the moral laws. This aspect of his moral theory is in stark contrast to his
epistemology. The idea of Kingdom of Ends leads to the conclusion that in
morality we are not subject to our forms of appearances. In other words there is no
difference between the forms and the contents in our moral thinking. The
Kingdom of Ends regulates and systematizes our life and practices. It tries to
realize itself in this world which the human beings live in. We must assume it in

order to be moral.

This approach is criticized by Nietzsche because of this ground; since
Nietzsche claims that this is an impossible ground which separates and negates the
actual life. He especially finds the Kantian effort to found the moral law on reason
alone to be wrong-headed. Kant’s ground is actually unknown. As mentioned
above the idea of freedom may not be understood. However, it must be
presupposed for the sake of itself. The difference between the Understanding and
Reason gains meaning at this point. He states this difference in the Critique of
Pure Reason in order to explain Reason’s desperate attempts in the realm of
metaphysics. Yet the self-authority and self-dependence of Reason is the keystone
of his morality.

121 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A 126, p. 148.
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Kant’s morality relies completely on reason and the good will of the
subjects. He has no doubts about the roots of the moral law in us. He claims that
only considerations about facts and misleading inclinations can sway us from
moral decisions. He certainly believes that if everybody relied on pure a priori
reasoning alone, everyone would act in accordance with their inner ground of
morality;

There is no one, even the most wicked scoundrel, if only he is otherwise
accustomed to use his reason, who does not wish, if one lays before him
examples of honesty in aims, sympathetic participation and general

benevolence (and in addition combined with great sacrifices of advance
and convenience) that he might also be so disposed.**

| think that this belief will be problematic for the other thinkers of my thesis and |
shall try to consider what they would say especially about this quotation in the
following parts of my treatise. I feel that Kant’s belief at this point reflects the

struggles of the Enlightenment’s wo/man for her/his self-authority against nature.

| want to state shortly that Nietzsche and Marx see the moral world and
wo/man from a different perspective. Their conception of the relation between
wo/man and nature is entirely different. Nietzsche wants to reveal human’s power
of revaluation without any a priori suppositions. Marx does not perceive and feel
the distance between nature and freedom like Kant. He is naturalistic and believes
that wo/man essentially belongs to nature. Only | find a fundamental similarity
between Kant’s morality and Dostoevsky. | feel that Dostoevsky envies Kant and
desires to believe the idea that is revealed in the above quotation from the
Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals that everyone wants to act according
to the moral law. He also questions the supposition of God in order to make room
for morality. | will explain them in the following chapters of my thesis. Now |
want to continue to another realm of Kant’s studies in which again Kant struggles
with the distance between wo/man and nature. Since | have tried to explain Kant’s
subject within the context of the distance between nature and wo/man, | want to

explain this point shortly in order to complete my Kant section.

122 Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Moral, p. 71.
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2.3 KANT’S AESTHETICS

The Critique of Judgment is accepted the main attempt of Kant to reconcile the
world of human beings and nature. Bowie argues that the main Kantian question in
the Critique of Judgment is the question of “how the deterministic natural world,
whose mechanisms are becoming more and more accessible to the methods of the
natural sciences, relates to the world in which we understand ourselves as

autonomous beings”.**®

As mentioned above, Kant always tries to solve the problem between
necessity and freedom. He on the one hand emphasizes the self-autonomous
subject; on the other hand, he perceives that this subject has a difficulty
confronting nature. This difficulty is grounded on the Kantian conception of nature
which is dependent upon a unity of necessary laws. The subject conceives the
unity of nature as a threat for its unity and rationality. However, Kant’s subject
feels her/his inadequacy when s/he compares her/himself with nature. S/he
compares her/his own powers and faculties with the universal and unshakable laws
of nature. At the end of this comparison, s/he has to accept that his/her subjective
faculties are weak. Nature with its perfect and sublime unity resists the attempt of

the subject to conceptualize it.

Kant correlates this situation with the subject’s feelings concerning works
of art. He also tries to find the roots of our conception of beauty in the interplay
between our limited Understanding of nature and our Reason’s desire to attribute
more meaning to it. Moreover, he investigates the reasons in the background of
arriving at a universal conception of the beautiful and the sublime. This universal
basis is important for him, since he is always in search for the basis of universal
laws. He compares our situation in withstanding nature with our situation in facing

works of art. He especially tries to understand the creative aspect of nature and art.

123 Andrew Bowie, Aesthetics and Subjectivity, p. 16.
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Creativity is a problem for Kant, since he restricts the realm of human
subjectivity with the uncreative and regulative ideas in his epistemology.*** Our
Reason feels itself inadequate in contending with nature which has a creative
power. Nature which is the author and commander of all employments we intuit is
a big problem in his thinking. Reason measures itself with it and confronts a

challenge in facing the creative power.

In the First Critique, judgment is presented as a faculty of the
Understanding as well as Reason. However, Kant also argues that the
Understanding is the faculty of judgment. This is a problem which Kant does not
explain in the First Critique. He mainly wants to relate this faculty with the
spontaneous and active part of our reasoning which is a continuing problem of
Kantian epistemology. The active part of our mind attempts to compare its
creativity with the creativity of nature. Kant accepts that this part especially is
connected with the Understanding. He tries to correlate the realm of the
Understanding with the realm of nature in the First Critique. However this attitude
becomes a problem for our mind in the end. He also claims that nature and
freedom are the two objects of our mind, and they refer to different realms of
causality.’® The relation between them is a problem of Reason which concerns
itself with the unity of all these faculties with each other and with nature.

To sum up, the distance between nature and wo/man makes itself clearly
felt in the Critique of Judgment. This distance is revealed by Kant’s explanation of
subjectivist and universal character of our aesthetical judgments. In the Critique of
Judgment, Kant investigates aesthetical judgments and the function of teleology in
our understanding of nature. Kant thinks that both issues are related to the faculty
of judgment; however their relation is controversial. Kant defines the faculty of

judgment is “thinking the particular under the universal”.’®® He claims that

124 Nick, Land, Nietzsche and Modern German Thought p. 243. Land claims that although Kant
never can be able to explain the animalistic aspects of nature, he does not try to reduce it like
Hegel, Schelling and Schopenhauer.

125 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A 176/B182.
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judgment as a faculty of mind has determining and reflecting roles. The prominent

role is reflective as defined “finding the role for the given particular”.127

Reflective judgment employs in scientific investigations; it systemizes
scientific researches and helps classification. It especially provides our
understanding of nature along with laws and causal relations. Kant defines
reflective judgment as the faculty of aesthetical and teleological judgments.
Aesthetical judgments are concerning beautiful and sublime. Teleological
judgments are concerning natural things, they provide us understanding natural
things in relation to a purpose, a telos. Kant deals with aesthetical judgments,
especially the judgment of beauty and the beauty of nature as in contrast to the
beauty of works of art. He argues that “judgment reveals itself as a faculty that has
its own principle”.*® For Kant the actual relation between beauty and faculty of
judgment is that the pleasure of beauty is a consequence of the exercise of

judgment, especially the reflective judgment.

Kant explains the main features of the judgments of beauty. The judgment
of beauty is disinterested, that the subject has not a desire for the object. It depends
on feeling, not empirical sensation. Moreover, it has universal validity which does
not depend on concepts. In other words, these judgments cannot be proved. In
addition, the judgments of beauty have no purpose, however they involve
purposiveness. It is not connected with a definite purpose; it has the form of
purposiveness. In the exercise of judgments of beauty both imagination and the
Understanding engages in. Kant says that the judgments of beauty are connected
with the free play of the Understanding and imagination. Finally the judgments of
beauty refer a necessity. Kant defines this necessary as exemplary necessary. He
claims that if someone judges something as beautiful, this judgment is an example
of the how everyone must judge it beautiful. Kant argues that the beauty of natural

things gives us a hope. This hope leads us to think the nature is designed by an

126 Kant, Critique of Judgment, Introduction 1V, p. 179.
127 Ibid, Introduction 1V, p. 179.
128 1bid, p. 179.
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artist and everything in nature has a purpose. Thus, Kant perceives the judgments

of beauty as related to our perception and understanding of nature.

Apart from beauty, actually in the experience of sublime, we compare our
power and the power of nature. Kant sees the judgment of sublime as the
supremacy of us over nature. Distinguished from beauty, the judgment of sublime
has not got a form of purposiveness. Kant claims that sublime has two notions as
mathematical and dynamical. The judgment of mathematically sublime includes a
felling of superiority of Reason over imagination. These judgments reflect our
capacity of sensory apprehension, the apprehension of the magnitude of empirical
things. When we confront with a huge thing, this hugeness overwhelms the
capacity of our imagination. Our imagination tries to comprehend it with a
demand of Reason. Yet, it cannot do this. Kant claims that the play of imagination
and the Understanding engages in concerning this incapacity. He argues that “just
because there is in our imagination a striving to advance to the infinite, where in
our Reason there lies a claim to absolute totality, as to a real idea, the very
inadequacy of our faculty for estimating the magnitude of the things in the
sensible world [viz. imagination] awakens the feeling of a supersensible faculty in
us.”® For instance we can think of infinity as a whole through Reason. It
“indicates a faculty of the mind which surpasses every standard of sense.” ™ Kant
gives the examples of the natural things, as mountains, seas in order to explain the

mathematically sublime judgments.*

Kant argues that we superiority to nature in the case of dynamically
sublime judgments. He says that nature is “dynamically sublime” if we consider it
“a power that has no dominion over us.”**? If we can conceive nature with a fear

but with knowing ourselves to be in a secure situation, we can overcome this fear.

129 |bid, & 25, p. 250.
30 |bid, & 26, p. 254.
B |bid, & 26, p. 256.
132 |bid, & 28, p. 260.
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Kant explains this situation by arguing that “the irresistibility of [nature’s] power
certainly makes us, considered as natural beings, recognize our physical
powerlessness, but at the same time it reveals a capacity for judging ourselves as
independent of nature a superiority over nature...whereby the humanity in our
person remains undemeaned even thought the human being must submit to that
dominion.”™* At this point, Kant gives examples of the overhanging cliffs,

thunder clouds, volcanoes and hurricanes.**

For Kant the feeling of sublime both involves a pleasure and displeasure.
The pleasure is connected with our feeling of the superiority of Reason over
nature. In mathematically sublime, this displeasure is a consequence of the
incapacity of our imagination. The judgments of dynamically sublime, our
displeasure comes from our feeling of powerlessness with respect to nature’s

power.

Thus, Kant’s drive which shuttles between our power and nature’s power is
revealed with the experience of sublime at most. The sublime causes pain in us.
When Kant’s subject tries to confront nature, s/he compares her/himself with
nature and the experience of the sublime which causes pain in us is the reflection
of Kant’s tension of nature and wo/man. Although Kant argues that morality can
be the rival of the power of nature, this problem is an ongoing problem in his
philosophy. After this very brief explanation of Kant’s main purposes in the
Critique of Judgment from the perspective of the tension between nature and
freedom 1 will conclude this section the criticism of Kantian subject in terms of its

self-split characteristic.

133 |bid, & 28, p. 261, 262.
34 |bid, & 28, p. 262.

55



2.4 THE SELF-SPLIT OF KANTIAN SUBJECT

The split in the Kantian subject is explained in relation to Kant’s distinction
between the receptive and spontaneous faculties of our mind and understanding
and Reason. As | have mentioned before this is also the distinction between nature
and freedom. This tension turns into a tension between the receptivity and
spontaneity of our mind, and it is operative in all the stages of our knowledge.
Deleuze calls the distinction between the receptivity and spontaneity as the
alienation of the “other” in our thinking.*® He claims that Kant wants to
distinguish especially the representation and its form, and this is connected with

Kantian a priori categories and sensible intuitions.

The difference between form and representation is connected with Kantian
a priori forms of intuition. Kant especially tries to distinguish the form of our
knowledge and its content. As mentioned before Kant makes this attempt for his
transcendental philosophy. However Deleuze perceives it to be representative of a
split in the subject since he claims that in this way the immediacy of the subject
with his/her internal faculties is lost. In this sense, Deleuze argues that in the
Kantian conception of knowledge, there is a split in the subject between the self
who thinks and the other self who is aware of this self. Thus, for Deleuze the
intuitional character of Kantian knowledge is problematic and the main reflection

of the split appears with the broken immediacy of this subject.

A very similar attempt at depicting the modern subject can be found in the
conception of “doppelganger”. The term doppelganger expresses the “other” in
the modern subject. It is a notion which was first expressed by Jean Paul. For
Vardoulakis, the doppelganger “can be seen as an overcoming of the idealist
autonomous subject, a subject that is premised on the ability to have an immediate
access to its internal functions”.** Doppelganger is accepted as the outcome of the

problems arising from the idealist autonomous subject; it denotes a split in modern

135 Deleuze, Four Lectures on Kant, p. 65.
3¢ 1bid, p. 15.
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subjects in terms of the difference of the subject which is defined as autonomous
and self-conscious and the other subject who is different but tries to be this defined
subject. For Vardoulakis, this problem is connected with rationality and
subjectivity. Especially, Kant’s insistence on rational capacities of the subject

brings out this problem.

In The Doppelgdinger, Vardoulakis expounds this doppelgdnger in terms of
its social and political relations.*®" He tries to explore the conditions of isolation of
the subjects from each other and the subject of politics as the defined by the
political system and the actual political subject. He indicates the contradictions
between the autonomous subject which is defined by political and social
presumptions and the individual subject who feels a self-split from this

autonomous subject.

In relation to Kantian thought, Vardoulakis thinks that the doppelgdnger in
Kant is connected with the separation between the faculties of the mind. He claims
that this division is the division of subjectivity and rationality. For him, Kantian
“transcendental subject” lost her/himself in the immensity of reason. The
individuality and universality of this subject cannot be identified and the actual
meaning of the doppelganger is revealed at this point.**® This separation of the
individual and universal subject is amalgamated in the self-reflexivity of the

subject.

I think that this is a profound explanation of the main problem of Kant’s
subject. Vordulakis extends his analyses by justifying his Doppelganger
depending on a political context and by giving examples from literature. My
Underground Wo/man has similarities with Doppelganger. | started to explain my
problem depending on an epistemological split in Kantian philosophy. With a
difference from Vordulakis’s aim, I will limit my search within an epistemological

ground. However I will also talk about Dostoevsky’s approach from literature. In

37 Dmitris, Vordulakis, The Doppelgdinger.
1% 1hid, p. 3.
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the second chapter, | will talk about Dostoevsky’s Golyadkin, who is the main
character of The Double. He is a good example of Doppelganger and the
Underground Wo/Man.

I have tried to formulate the Kantian subject by emphasizing its distance
from nature. | emphasize that that Kant is always in search for a scientific and
universal conception of subject whose main characteristics are being self-
conscious, self-critical and autonomous. The epistemological context of my thesis
reveals that the main problem of the Underground Wo/man originates from this
self-reflexivity. Nietzsche criticizes Kantian a priori categories which distort the
unity of Kant’s subject. He mainly emphasizes that Kant’s cowardly attitude
towards nature causes the split of Kant’s subject. He claims that from the
beginning, the way Kant posits wo/man and nature is problematic. Moreover,
Nietzsche also accepts this problem as the main problem of modern wo/man.
Along with this approach, he criticizes Kant’s epistemology also. In addition,
ethics is an important realm for Nietzsche. His epistemological arguments depend
on his emphasis on wo/man’s power of revaluation in morality. For this reason, I
will also explain Nietzsche’s criticism of Kantian morality briefly in order to bring

out his Underground Wo/man.

Marx also does not look at wo/man from a perspective which is distant
from nature. He emphasizes that the self-awareness and self-reflexivity of wo/man
is distorted by the social and economical relations. He investigates this distinction
from the perspective of social reality. In addition he emphasizes that they are two
aspects of the same reality. | will try to explain Marx’s epistemology by an
emphasis upon his analysis of social reality and economical relations. Thus, in that

respect [ will try to explain Marx’s Underground Wo/man.

It is true that epistemology is not a purpose for Nietzsche and Marx.
However I think that we can find the echoes of Kant’s distinction between
appearances and thing-in-itself in their philosophies. They both are against this

difference. However by their analyses on different realms I believe that we can
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find the common points between in their thoughts and Kant’s undesired
conclusions. | accept the distinction of thing-in-itself and appearances as a main
characteristic of modern wo/man. Nietzsche and Marx try to reveal the problems
of modern wo/man along with her/his contradictions with her/himself and nature.
They handle the distinction between two realities from social, ethical, economical
perspectives. They try to assimilate it within other contexts. Thus, | think that we
can find an Underground Wo/man in these contexts. This is the main purpose of

my dissertation.

Concluding Remarks

If we want to consider a problem about modern people, we cannot pass Kantian
questions and determinations. My main problem is concerned around the
definition of modern human beings as rational, conscious, free and moral. The
Kantian conception of human beings in his time is hopeful in the sense that he
believes that we mature our mind and we will reach a better society and a better

world by means of the Enlightenment.

I did not elaborate Kantian social and political philosophy since | want to
emphasize his epistemological approach. But it will be helpful to give a brief
summary of it in terms of the distinction between nature and wo/man that he
always keeps in mind. In addition this issue will make explicit the modern

conception of wo/man in a different context.

Kant tries to attribute scientific laws to society correlatively with his
epistemology and morality. In “An Idea for a Universal History from a
Cosmopolitan Point of View”, he tries to attribute scientific laws to society. He
argues that “the greatest problem for the human race, to the solution of which
Nature drives man, is the achievement of a universal civic society, which

administers law among man.”*** Along with his general purpose in philosophy

39 Kant, An Idea for a Universal History from A Cosmopolitan Point of View”, fifth thesis.
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Kant believes that if we can transform our social and political arguments into a
scientific and universal form we achieve the ideal state for humanity. For Kant,
this task is possible with the self-authority of wo/man similar to his morality. Kant
states that nature employs the means to wo/man in order to achieve an ideal
society. He presupposes self-authority and freedom of wo/man in his social and

political philosophical philosophy too.

Kant also mentions that to achieve an ideal society along with scientific
laws is a most difficult task.*® He talks about the possible contradicting
inclinations among people. He specifies wo/man’s inclination to act for the sake of
her/his own wishes. Kant calls this antagonism to society as “unsocial sociability”
of wo/man. However he does not think that this causes threats for the
improvement of an ideal society. He states that wo/man can be aware that this
opposition may awaken all of wo/man’s powers. Unsocial sociability drives
wo/man to achieve “a rank among his fellows whom he cannot tolerate but from
whom he cannot withdraw.”**' Kant emphasizes that sociability is a main
characteristic of wo/man and s/he can be aware that s/he can awaken all her/his
powers merely in a society. His unsocial sociability drives her/him to attend a
society. Kant emphasizes that in the social worth of wo/man, wo/man can notice
that her/his talents gradually will be developed and her/his taste will be refined. At
this point, Kant assimilates social contract theorists’ natural selfishness of
wo/man. Thus, he argues that “thanks be to nature” we have natural capacities that

allow us improving our talents and sociability.

To sum up, Kant defends an enlightened wo/man with a good nature. He
claims that his belief in this wo/man and her/his natural capacities are proved by
the Enlightenment. Thus, he again presents a social theory which is dependent on
his assumptions concerning people. He argues that if we follow the rules of our
Reason, which nature equips us with, we can achieve a good society. These rules

can be transformed into a scientific form of political and social approach. Apart

%0 1pid, VI. Thesis.
%1 1bid, IV. Thesis.
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from social contract theorists and the theorists who defend natural law, his
conception of society has similarities with Rousseau also in terms of his
conception of “general will”. Consequently to combine the rules of nature with the
rules of wo/man is the main emphasis of Kant. The difficulty in his morality in
terms of his presupposed arguments can be seen in his social and political

philosophy also.

The removing of religious and divine hegemony on people is the important
development of the 18™ and 19™ centuries. Kant’s excitement about and hope for
humanity is based upon the dismissing of religious authority and the scientific
developments of the 17" and 18™ centuries. He believes that at this time people
can be aware of the fact that they can think and act freely apart from their
restricting bounds. However this positive aspect of the Enlightenment is
overridden by the hegemony of the conception of an abstract, self-autonomous
citizenship/subjectivity. It has often been argued since then that the new realm of
hegemony, as the hegemony of the reason of the self-autonomous subject, is more

influential on modern people.'*

A historical event such as the rising of the idea of Enlightenment and the
French Revolution cannot be interpreted as totally negatively, however its
consequences have not been what Kant hoped for. The thinkers who criticize Kant
sometimes acknowledge Kant to be right for his questionings. Even Nietzsche
accepts the importance of Kantian questions in the realm of epistemology and
ethics. On the other hand, Nietzsche’s and Marx’s philosophies aim at revealing
the deadlocks of the people in their century by a special emphasis upon the

misconceptions in the theories accepted in their time.

Nietzsche and Marx question the appraisals of the 19™ century in terms of
the characteristics of the people in this time. To analyze the abstract, self-
autonomous subject is a beginning point for them. Moreover, Dostoevsky inspires

Nietzsche in terms of his encompassing viewpoint about human beings. At the

12 See Tocqueville’s Old Regime and Revolution.
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same time, Dostoevsky is important in the sense that he analyzes the moral

background of the people in the 19™ century within praxis.

Kantian conception of epistemology, morality and human beings in general
is dependent upon his conception of the transcendental ego. He makes the laws of
nature and all our knowledge depending upon the a priori unity of the subject. To
provide a scientific method for our knowledge under the influence of the scientific
changes in the 17" and 18" centuries is Kant’s central purpose. However he is
criticized because of this subjective unity, since he accepts it a priori, as pre-
supposed, self-caused and unfounded. The thinkers of the 19™ century argue that
Kant has a generalizing, abstract and impossible conception of subject which
cannot be in relation to the practical world. Nietzsche and Marx are the influential
thinkers of this century and | want to explain my conception of the Underground
Man of the 19" century as an opponent of the modern subject (as a non-subject) in

the following part of my treatise.

Kant’s aims, the questions in the back of his mind, and his problems are
different from Nietzsche’s and Marx’s in many ways, but I think that if we
understand Kant’s thinking and can compare him with Nietzsche and Marx, we
can also capture the background of the people of our time. Kant’s conception of
abstract wo/man who is mostly criticized causes a difficult problem for Nietzsche
and Marx also. Whether they presuppose a human nature who is good or bad is
controversial. They emphasize the circular misconceptions of Kantian emphasis
upon Reason. From the perspective of Nietzsche and Marx to attribute wo/man an
abstract and a priori foundation is not a helpful way in understanding her/him.
This approach transforms our knowledge and morality into a form which is
dependent on abstract presuppositions. For this reason, wo/man’s relation to nature
becomes abstracted in Kantian thought. Marx’s and Nietzsche’s attack in order to
overcome this problem is to emphasize the practical life of wo/man. Thus, their
Underground Wo/man arises from their practical context. Now, it is time to

explain Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man.
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CHAPTER 11

NIETZSCHE

The growing gap between nature and wo/man is the prominent problem of the 19"
century. As | have explained in my first chapter, this problem is a heritage of the
Enlightenment. In addition, it is a consequence of the emphasis on scientific
knowledge. At first, Nietzsche considers this attempt of achieving scientific
knowledge to be a cowardly approach to knowledge and to reality. He claims that
this cowardly approach is a sign of modernity. He compares the attitude of
moderns with the Ancient Greeks’ tragic period. While he appreciates Ancient

Greeks, he depicts his hostility to modernity.

However, this is not only a problem of modernity for Nietzsche. He sees
this gap and the effort of rationalizing nature and reality as an old problem of
philosophy. He emphasizes that philosophers always try to transform nature and
reality into an intelligible form in order to understand it. Thus, this gap between
nature and wo/man is connected with a wrong attitude towards knowledge. The
abstract rational capacity attributed to people is conceived and emphasized in such
a way that nature and human beings are presented as having different existences
and it is difficult for people to achieve the knowledge of nature. This is the critical

point where Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man emerges at first sight.

Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man wants her/his identity with nature again.
S/he has a difficulty of adopting a priori categories of rationality. S/he finds them
anti-natural. Epistemology or scientific knowledge is not the appropriate way to
gain our identity with nature for Nietzsche. Mythology and Greek tragedy are
more plausible ways at this point. Nietzsche admires Ancient Greeks. He
perceives that they are the people who can be able to access reality without the

need to over conceptualize. He sees the need for conceptualization and the
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emphasis upon scientific knowledge as signs of the weakness of modern wo/man.
| think that his interpretation of Greek tragedy is important in understanding his
grasp of wo/man. In order to make explicit his criticism of modern wo/man, it will
be fruitful for my treatise to begin my search for his Underground Wo/man with
the Greeks. For this reason, | will start this section with Nietzsche’s admiration of

Ancient Greeks.

As the discussion above makes clear, epistemology is not Nietzsche’s main
purpose. However, I want to explain his criticism of Kant and the other
philosophers of modernity in terms of his epistemological arguments. | believe
that Nietzsche always points out a different wo/man which tries to probe the
foundations of modern assumptions of epistemology and ethical claims. In order to
explain this point | will try to investigate his conception of naturalism and
consciousness. | will also talk about the differences of his perspectivism from
Kant’s categories. Finally in this part I will explain his moral arguments since, as
with Kant, morality is the main drive of his epistemology. These explanations will

help us in understanding the context in which his Underground Wo/man appears.

In the final part of this chapter, I want to talk about Dostoevsky’s
Underground Wo/man drawing on his Notes from the Underground and his other
novels. Nietzsche appreciates Dostoevsky’s approach to wo/man. He claims that
Dostoevsky is a profound psychologist who can grasp the modern wo/man and
wo/man in general. He claims that Dostoevsky’s observations can give us
important clues in understanding the characteristics of wo/man. Dostoevsky’s
questionings deepen the issues which we need to discuss in trying to understand
the inhabitants of the 19th century. Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man accepts
consciousness as an illness and his approach to rationality has similarities to
Nietzsche. Nietzsche’s emphasis on practical life is also shared by Dostoevsky.
Thus, I believe that to explain Dostoevsky’s questions concerning wo/man will

embellish and complete my dissertation on the Underground Wo/man.
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3.1 NIETZSCHE’S ADMIRATION OF GREEK TRAGEDY

I have stated that the creative nature is always a problem for Kant’s thinking.
Kant’s modern wo/man feels an inadequacy when s/he confronts nature. For
Nietzsche, Kantian cowardice in the face of nature is connected with the
Enlightenment culture. He thinks that modern wo/man cannot think and live
according to nature. In Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche explains the relation of
the Stoics with nature. He tries to elaborate why the Stoics cannot really live
according to nature. I think that this elaboration can be applied to Nietzsche’s
criticism of modern wo/man also. For this reason it will be good to state his
criticism of the Stoics. He claims as follows;

You desire to live ‘according to nature’? Oh, you noble Stoics what fraud

of yours! Imagine to yourselves a being like nature, boundlessly

extravagant, boundlessly indifferent, without purpose or consideration,

without pity and justice, at once fruitful, barren and uncertain: imagine to

yourselves indifference as a power — how could you live in accordance

with such indifference. To live -is not just endeavoring to be otherwise

than this Nature? Is not living valuing, preferring, being unjust, being

limited, endeavoring to be different? And granted that your imperative,

‘living according to Nature,” means actually the same as ‘living
according to life’—how could you do DIFFERENTLY?'*

Nietzsche emphasizes that the main purpose of modern wo/man, like the
Stoics, is to live according to nature. This attempt of modern wo/man is a heritage
from social contract theorists and it is Kant’s chief idea in his political philosophy
as | have explained in the first chapter. However Nietzsche finds a contradiction in
this aim. He emphasizes that actually modern wo/man wants quite the opposite. In
other words, s/he cannot be like nature or live according to nature. Nietzsche
claims that neither modern wo/man nor Kant really want to be like nature since
they totally understand nature in a wrong way. Nietzsche’s conception of nature
does not imply a lawful being. He is against the value-laden and law-laden
conception of nature. He says that nature is not as the way modern wo/man thinks
it is. Modern wo/man grasps nature totally in an opposite way. S/he cannot access
nature by her/his scientific laws. For this reason, in the quotation Nietzsche

3 Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, & 9.
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emphasizes the difference of nature from the conception of modern wo/man and

the Stoics. He explains this fact as follows;
Why should you make a principle out of what you yourselves are, and
must be? In reality, however, it is quite otherwise with you: while you
pretend to read with rapture the canon of your law in Nature, you want
something quite the contrary, you extraordinary stage-players and self-
deluders! In your pride you wish to dictate your morals and ideals to
Nature, to Nature herself, and to incorporate them therein; you insist that
it shall be Nature ‘according to the Stoa,” and would like everything to be
made after your own image, as a vast, eternal glorification and
generalism of Stoicism! With all your love for truth, you have forced
yourselves so long, so persistently, and with such hypnotic rigidity to see
Nature FALSELY, that is to say, Stoically, that you are no longer able to
see it otherwise— and to crown all, some unfathomable superciliousness
gives you the Bedlamite hope that BECAUSE you are able to tyrannize

over yourselves—Stoicism is self-tyranny—Nature will also allow
herself to be tyrannized over: is not the Stoic a PART of Nature? ...**

Nietzsche’s philosophy deploys “a mixture of Enlightenment-inspired
criticism and anti-Enlightenment vitalism to attack the life-negating aspects of
modern culture.”** Nietzsche argues that values of modern societies oppress
bodily energies and creativity.*® To oppress these features means to negate life. In
addition it is for this reason that modernity cannot understand nature. Thus, for

Nietzsche nature means bodily energies and creativity.

While Kant tries to attribute a rational unity to nature, the Kantian subject
always has a feeling of inadequacy and fear when s/he faces nature and reality.
Nietzsche relates this fact with moderns’ wrong conception of nature. The
paradoxes concerning the ‘thing-in-itself’, the inadequacies of the Kantian
faculties of knowledge, and even his views on the sublime all reflect this cowardly
and weak attitude of the modern subject towards nature. Nietzsche emphasizes that
the malady of modern wo/man is related to her/his dissatisfaction with her/his own

epistemological, moral and aesthetics faculties. He notes that “how unintelligible

" Ibid, & 9.
% Douglas Kellner, “Modernity and its Discontents: Nietzsche’s Critique”, p. 1.
% 1bid, p. 1.
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must Faust, the in himself intelligible modern man of culture, have appeared to a

true Greek, the Faust who storms dissatisfied through all faculties.”™*’

Nietzsche thinks that the Greeks do not feel fear and inadequacy when
facing reality, since they do not look at nature with an assumption of the
difference between the ‘thing-in-itself’ and appearance. They can grasp the true
existence of nature. They do not think that they are in the restricted realm of
appearances. They do not feel an essential difference between themselves and
nature. They are ready to confront the creativity of nature. Of course Greek
epistemology is naive and problematic but Nietzsche is speaking more about an
“access to truth” attained through Ancient Greek art—Presocratic poetry and
tragedies in particular.

In The Birth of Tragedy, where Nietzsche analyses Greek tragedies in light
of their Dionysian culture, he interprets the relation between the audience and the
play as one where the spectator gets in touch with the truth of nature. Nietzsche
does not want to perceive wo/man as a spectator in the face of nature. He wants to
make wo/man a participant in nature. He emphasizes that this is impossible for
modern wo/man. In contrast to modern wo/man only Ancient Greeks can confront
and understand nature as a participator to it. What Nietzsche says about “the
cultural lie” can again be applied to modern wo/man. He says: “the contrast of this
real truth of nature and the cultural lie which behaves as if it is the only reality is
similar to the contrast between the eternal core of things and the thing-in-itself and
the total world of appearances.” Nietzsche defines the abstract modern reality
which is self-contradictory in itself as the modern “cultural lie.” While moderns
are floundering around the appearances of this cultural lie, he thinks that the world
of Greeks draws attention “to the eternal life of an existential core.” He finds even
the concept of nature behind the romantic modern allusions to it to be weak and
fake in contrast to the way the Greeks grasped nature. He writes as follows:

The idyllic shepherd of modern man is only a counterfeit, a totality of
cultural illusions which he counts as nature. The Dionysian Greek wants

Y7 Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, & 17.
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truth and nature in their highest power: he seems himself transformed
into satyr.'*®

Nietzsche finds myth to be a more profound way than the scientific
approach of the moderns. The scientific approach rests on the efforts of attributing
a rational unity to nature. Yet, the Greeks can conceive nature as it is without any
systematization. Thus, Nietzsche argues that the wo/man of the tragic epoch is
fearless and serene when we compare her/him with the moderns. He says that;

The satyr and the idyllic shepherd of our more recent times are both the
epitome of the longing directed toward the primordial and natural, but
with a strong fearless grip the Greek held onto his men from the woods,

and how timidly and weakly modern man toys with the flattering image
of a delicate and gentle flute — playing shepherd.**®

Nietzsche is interested in Greek tragedy in terms of the relation between
the individuation and the eternal core of existence. It is because Greeks do not
differentiate their existence from the eternal existence of nature, they try to
understand their individuation by means of the antithesis of Dionysus-Apollo.
Nietzsche appreciates Greek tragedy since he thinks that Greeks make use of their
artistic abilities and myth in order to understand their own nature. Nietzsche calls
this attitude courageous. For him, the Greek’s conception of themselves and the

eternal existence are deeper and stronger than the modern wo/man’s.

Nietzsche perceives that the Greeks’ glorified understanding of nature
provides them with a strong, undistorted relation to all reality and to themselves.
In Greek tragedy, Dionysus represents the chaotic and destructive nature of us,
while Apollo is the god of harmony and order. In other words, they mirror the
contradiction of our rational and emotional parts. By tragedy, Nietzsche argues
that Greeks have a more comprehensive awareness of themselves than the modern
people, since they try to harmonize the different aspects of human nature in a more
plausible way. Nietzsche claims that “under the magic of the Dionysian, not only

does the bond between man and man lock itself in place once more, but also nature

8 Ibid, & 8.
9 Ibid, & 8.
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itself, no matter how alienated, hostile, or subjugated, rejoices again in her festival

of reconciliation with her prodigal son, man.”*>°

Nietzsche believes that with the insufficient stocks of knowledge within the
limits of pure faculties and pure conceptions, it is difficult to understand our
individuation through reality or will to power in the modern century. We, as
moderns, have a tendency to neglect our desires and passions, our destructive and
creative powers for the sake of rationality and objectivity. In other words, we try
to suppress the Dionysus, as “the affirmative and affirming god” of Greek tragedy.
He affirms the pains of growth which we avoid venturing and try to repress by

means of rationality.™*

Nietzsche’s and Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man try to
be open to these sufferings, and they question whether the experience of suffering
can be a means of realizing her/his own nature or not. However, their
Underground Wo/man is bound culturally and epistemologically when compared
with the Greeks. Thus, s/he has a depression about the meaning of her/his

existence.

Our attempt to suppress the Dionysian aspect of our nature is connected
with Nietzsche’s criticism of consciousness. We attribute a significant and
exaggerated role to consciousness in our thoughts and acts. Besides, we try to
repress our chaotic and complicated nature by means of this conception of
consciousness. Consciousness and free will are the problematic conceptions of
modernity that Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man cannot appropriate. S/he does
not feel that these are the actual properties of her/him. S/he discovers that s/he
thinks and acts apart from a standpoint where is s/he is wholly conscious and

aware.

Nietzsche thinks that we, as moderns, cannot see nature as it is. This way
of seeing requires the awareness of the identity between nature and wo/man. It

also requires courage to capture the creative and deconstructing existence of

%0 Njetzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, & I.
1 Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, p. 13.

69



nature. Nietzsche intends to defend a conception of nature/reality which is
catastrophic. To capture this catastrophic nature requires the awareness that we are
also identified with nature. Our individuation process is also a process of
becoming and for Nietzsche nature is not other than this becoming. Nietzsche
emphasizes that although Ancient Greeks achieve this identity and unification with
nature, we cannot. Our attempt to grasp nature scientifically interferes between
nature and us. We cannot have an immediate relation with nature and we cannot
perceive this world just as this physical world. Yet, his Underground Wo/man

attempt to access reality with his courage after killing God.

3.2 NIETZSCHE AND EPISTEMOLOGY

Nietzsche’s admiration of the Greeks in terms of their relation to nature is in
accordance with his epistemological arguments. Nietzsche defends a unique
ultimate reality which cannot be divided in itself. For him, the wo/man who
accesses this reality cannot be distinguished from it. This approach causes a
reconciliation of ontology and epistemology. In other words, we cannot
distinguish Nietzsche’s will to power from wo/man’s perspectives and

interpretations.

There are two characteristics of Nietzsche’s epistemology. One of them
cannot be distinguished from his ontology, since Nietzsche’s epistemology is
founded on his conception of will to power. This notion cannot allow any kind of
distinction in itself. Nietzsche does not conceptualize will to power. It does not
depend on anything. It does not originate from anything. It cannot be reduced or
extended by means of our concepts. It is the name of the process which involves
us. We are not external to it. Our perception is in it. Thus Nietzsche’s
perspectivism also depends on will to power. Our perspectives and will to power
do not exclude each other. Nietzsche’s will to power is considered as an

implication of ontology which is close to naturalism and neutral monism. These
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ontological implications cannot be distinguished from Nietzsche’s epistemological

arguments also. | will talk about them in section 3.2.1 of this part of my thesis.

Nietzsche’s attempt of naturalization and socialization of epistemology is
the second important point that characterizes his epistemological arguments. He
transforms the abstract notions of epistemology into social and political facts. His
attempt of naturalizing epistemology also coincides with his revaluative attempt at
moral values. Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish Nietzsche’s epistemological,
ethical and social arguments. He dissolves them into a practical realm. I think that

this is the context in which his Underground Wo/man grows up.

Deleuze places Nietzsche in the empiricist tradition of philosophy. He
appreciates this tradition and claims that the philosophers in this tradition are the
profound and noble thinkers of philosophy. For him, Spinoza, Hume and
Nietzsche are empiricists. Deleuze defines his understanding of empiricism in
relation to two characteristics; “the abstract does not explain and must itself be
explained” and the main philosophical task must not be to “rediscover the eternal
or the universal, but to find the conditions under which something new is

produced”.152

Deleuze argues that Nietzsche wants to reconcile ‘will to power’ with
empiricism. The ontological role played by the will to power is similar to Kantian
categories in that it explains the conditions of our experience, but unlike Kant,
Nietzsche is careful to keep this principle naturalistic. Nietzsche tries to explain
will to power within the realm of senses and experiences without any reference to
eternal and universal concepts. Deleuze explains that Nietzsche presents will to
power as not an abstract universal or a transcendental principle; he tries to
formulate it as an explanation of existence which cannot be reduced or extended
by our concepts. Will to power “changes itself with the conditions and determines

itself in each case along with what it determines”."

152 Deleuze, Dialogues, vii, Nietzsche and Philosophy, p. 88.
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Tsarina Doyle also finds Nietzsche’s will to power and his perspectivism
compatible. She claims that his perspectivism originates from his ontology. For
her, Nietzsche takes the question of the metaphysical and epistemological
relationship between the self and the world from Kant.™* | have also stated that
this is the main question of modern wo/man. In other words, the attempt at relating
the self and world is a consequence of the self-reflexive subject of modernity. As |
explained in the first chapter, seeing the world from a subjective perspective is the
determining notion of modernity. However this self-reflexivity also leads to a self-
split in the modern subject. Nietzsche connects this self-split with wo/man’s split
from nature. Thus, he perceives an epistemological gap between wo/man and
nature and tries to overcome it. For him, the establishment of this gap can be
found in Kant’s formulation of a distinction between the “thing-in-itself” and

appearances.

This difference is the main drive of my Underground Wo/man. S/he is born
from this gap. Nietzsche argues that this distinction has a history from Socrates to
the 19™ century. He conceives it as a chronic problem of philosophy. Nietzsche is
against the Socratic attitude of trying to make ‘existence’ intelligible and
apparently justified.” Nietzsche calls this attitude “pneumatological elucidation of
nature.”™® This elucidation attributes spiritual beings to nature in order to
understand it.

Nietzsche defends that neither nature nor our knowledge is in need of
spiritual and intelligible form in order to be possible. As | mentioned in section
3.1, he thinks that the idea that we cannot achieve knowledge of reality without

attributing a scientific and intelligible form to nature is uncourageous. He argues

153 Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, p. 50.
154 Tsarina Doyle, The World in View, p. 3.
155 Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, 12.

1% Nietzsche, Human all too Human, & 8.
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that “every achievement, every step forward in knowledge, comes from courage,
from harshness towards yourself, from cleanliness with respect to yourself’ 157
Nietzsche criticizes Plato and Socrates for having a cowardly approach of
in the face of reality. He thinks that they escape into the ideal™® since they are
afraid of revealing reality or existence in its becoming. They are sunk into a
“metaphysical need”™, and cannot be able to perceive reality beyond this need.

5160

He argues that Plato and Socrates try to find out ‘imaginary causes and

1% in knowledge in order to know reality. However

‘metaphysical consolation
these are incompatible with the actual reality.

For Nietzsche, Kant is also a follower of this cowardly attitude. Nietzsche

99162

%9 ¢

says that Kant is merely “a true son of his century”, “the century of exaltation.
This century is the century of the Enlightenment. As | have explained in the first
chapter, the Enlightenment is constructed on a conception of a subject who is self-
autonomous and self-legislative. Nietzsche emphasizes the exaltation of this
subject. As mentioned before, the thinkers of this century perceive the scientific
developments which establish this movement as a competitor and challenge to
human authority.

The Enlightenment thinkers think that if we attribute a scientific and
universal form to human knowledge, we can cope with this world which becomes
more accessible by means of scientific developments. Nietzsche sees in this
approach total cowardice. He criticizes Kant since he is the follower and the
representative of this attitude. Nietzsche says that Enlightenment and modernity
imagine and exalt a lawful and valuable world. They want people to be subjected

to this world.

7 Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, Preface, 3.

158 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, “What I Owe to Ancients”, & 2
159 Nietzsche, Will to Power, & 569.

160 Nijetzsche, Twilight of the Idols, “The Four Great Errors”, & 4.
161 Njetzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, &17.

162 Njetzsche, Daybreak, & 3.
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However Kant’s starting point is significant for Nietzsche since he
applauds;

the anthropocentric turn of Kant’s Copernican revolution as a welcome
methodological rejection of dogmatism, overcoming the presupposition
that we can access fundamental truths about reality directly by stepping
outside our specifically human point of view.'®®

Nietzsche’s appreciation of the idea that we can directly access truths by stepping
outside our human standpoint is a sign of his perspectivism. Thus, he is a follower
of Kant in the sense he puts forward the subjective perspective. He emphasizes
that we never go beyond this perspective. Modern wo/man is self-reflexive and is
aware that all her/his knowledge is the consequences of this position. Her/his self-
split is also brought out from this point. Nietzsche adapts this point with his
perspectivism. To explore everything in the realm of the subject’s construction and
to emphasize the intuitions which are beyond concepts are the common point of
Kant and Nietzsche. Deleuze also emphasizes the closeness of Nietzsche to Kant
at this point by arguing that “Nietzsche’s relation to Kant is like Marx’s to Hegel:
Nietzsche stands critique on its feet, just as Marx does with the dialectic”.** Thus
Deleuze also thinks that Kant quarrels with the right questions but his method is

problematic.

As Deleuze points out, the ‘thing-in-itself’, pure categories of knowledge
and the transcendental self-conscious subject are abstract terms and they cannot
explain anything; instead they must be explained themselves. Nietzsche argues
that the terms such as ‘subject’, ‘noumenon’ and ‘pure reason’ are
“changelings™®. These notions which we think are the causes of our knowledge

behind the appearances reflect the prejudices of metaphysicians™® that prevent the

163 Tsarina Doyle, The World in View, p. 2.

184 Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, p. 88. Kevin Hill also claims that Nietzsche is a neo-
Kantian, and Nietzsche’s most important doctrines are written in response to Kantian question, see
Hill’s Nietzsche’s Critiques: Kantian Foundations of His Thought.

165 Njetzsche, On the Genealogy of Morality, I, & 13.

166 Njetzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, & 2.
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true way of the critique of knowledge and values as genealogy. Critique means a
self-critical examination for both Nietzsche and Kant. However Nietzsche finds
Kant’s critical philosophy superficial because of its tendency to changelings and
misleading presumptions. For Deleuze, Nietzsche thinks that Kantian critique in
the realm of epistemology and ethics “has given rise to a new form of conformism
and submission”.*®” Nietzsche interprets this submission in relation to moral

arguments which I will consider in the following sections.

It is well known that Nietzsche rejects the difference between the “thing-
in-itself” and appearance. This is the main point why he criticizes Kant’s
philosophy as being superficial. As | have mentioned, his conception of will to
power cannot be reduced or extended by means of our concepts. For Nietzsche the
difference between the “thing-in-itself” and appearance is a conceptual difference
which is an error that dates back to Plato. He claims that Plato committed this
error in order for the actual reality to be known only by philosophers. With
Christianity, the true world (thing-in-itself) becomes a Christian reward which
only virtuous Christians can acquire. For Kant, the true world becomes an
imperative. For the positivists, it is accepted that the true world cannot be
attainable. Nietzsche claims that in his time it is argued that we can get rid of the
true world. He points that with his philosophy it is brought out that the idea of a
true world which is totally independent from people and totally conceptual without
an objective validity is a fable. His Zarathustra and Underground Wo/man appears
wo/men who are aware of this fable and are in search of the actual reality apart

from this fable.'®

As we can see, Nietzsche takes the problem of the true world as a
psychological and moral problem. For this reason, it is difficult to isolate his
epistemology and morality. He emphasizes that the difference between the true

world and appearances is also established by different influences. “In Politics of

17 1bid, p. 1.

1%8 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, “How the True World Finally Became a Fable”. In this part of
Twilight of the Idols, Nietzsche summarizes these historical stages.
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Truth: Power in Nietzsche’s Epistemology” Paul Glen claims that the truth is not
only an epistemological but a political problem in Nietzsche. Glen points out the
relation between Nietzsche’s epistemology, morality and political thoughts. He
claims that Nietzsche’s epistemology stems from a heated attack on Christianity.
Thus his epistemology has a political and moral character as well. Glen claims that
Nietzsche’s main point is that the weak who cannot endure an uncertain and
chaotic conception of becoming try to achieve ‘an epistemology of clarity and
certainty’. On the other hand, the strong who are joyful with uncertainties “seek to
enjoy the richness and subtlety of a non-dichotomous view of the world”.*®® Their
quarrel is not only an epistemological quarrel, but also a moral and political one.
In this sense, Nietzsche’s criticism of Kantian and modern epistemology and
ontology is connected with his arguments on free will and slave-master morality. |

will explain Nietzsche’s approach to morality in the last section of this chapter.

Tsarina Doyle interprets this attempt of socializing epistemology by
arguing that Nietzsche naturalizes the knowing intellect. She claims that Nietzsche
renders “the knowing intellect” as “participator rather than a spectator.” As I
mentioned in the section which is related to Nietzsche’s admiration of Greek
mythology, Nietzsche does not want to make wo/man only a spectator of reality.
She emphasizes that for Nietzsche “our perspectives are always perspectives in
rather than on the world, having reality in view to varying degrees.”*’® Thus, for
Nietzsche’s naturalized subject, will to power is not external to her/himself. In the
Will to Power, Nietzsche explains this point by saying that instead of
epistemology he wants to give “a perspective theory of effects”.*” In addition
Doyle claims that for Nietzsche “reality” is “metaphysically independent of but

epistemically accessible to human knowledge.”172

1%9 Paul Glen, “In Politics of Truth: the Power in Nietzsche’s Epistemology”, p. 575.
70 Tsarina Doyle, The World in View, p. 3.

"1 Nietzsche, Will to Power, 462.

172 Tsarina Doyle, The World in View, p. 3.
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Doyle interprets Nietzsche as a metaphysical realist and epistemological
subjectivist. She thinks that this is the main point which reinforces Nietzsche’s
philosophy. Nietzsche achieves this point by reconciling his will to power and
perspectivism. Doyle also thinks that by this reconciliation Nietzsche overcomes
the problematic points of Kantian thinking. In addition, she claims that to
reconcile these two approaches is important for both thinkers in order not to fall
into the errors of skepticism. After this general introduction to Nietzsche’s

epistemology, | want to explain his account of naturalism briefly.

3.2.1 The Influence of Darwin and Nietzsche’s Naturalism

In the first chapter | have stated that Kant also cannot be an advocate of a static
conception of being. Both his subject and his “thing-in-itself” and his subject are
dissolved in the manifold appearances. Nietzsche tries to disclose the designation
of the difference between the thing-in-itself and appearances. It is for this reason
that Deleuze conceives Nietzsche as a follower of Kant and likens their relation to
the relation between Hegel and Marx. Deleuze tries to find the empiricist
implications in both of them. It is accepted that the influence of Darwin is
significant in Nietzsche’s elaborating will to power. By this influence Nietzsche
arrived at a process of becoming. It is also clear that Nietzsche’s examinations on
Greek tragedy lead him to develop an encompassing and undivided conception of

process. As mentioned above, wo/man is also not excluded from this process.

According to Gregory Moore and Thomas Brobjer, Mach’s neutral monism
is also influential on Nietzsche. They claim that neutral monism “provides the
basis for the correct interpretations of Nietzsche’s published texts on central
metaphysical and epistemological issues”.'” Deleuze also situates Nietzsche as a
monist. He claims that Nietzsche defends a monism of force.!”® Nietzsche

formulates his ‘eternal return’ and ‘will to power’ as ontologically neutral notions.

13 Gregory Moore and Thomas Brobjer, Nietzsche and Science, p. 112.
17 Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, p. 40.

77



He posits them to refer to the chaotic and changing process of becoming wherein
concepts are not ontologically franchised. As Tsarina Doyle mentions, Nietzsche’s
theory of perspectivism is collaborated with his naturalistic and neutral monistic
philosophy. Nietzsche’s perspectivism is dependent on his emphasis on the
irreducibility and primacy of interpretation in knowledge.*” Naturalism reflects

his avoidance of attributing any conceptual difference to existence.

While Nietzsche perceives all reality with the viewpoint of evolutionary
theory, he at the same time criticizes Darwinist theory since it tries to apply an
intelligible purpose to human beings and the other species. He claims that Darwin
must “forget about the spirit” and the idea that “species grow in perfection”.*
Thus, Nietzsche claims that this aspect of Darwinian Theory is connected with the
poor and weak attitude to reality and nature in modern philosophy. However, apart
from these intelligible purposes, the Darwinist approach is compatible with his

conception of reality and influential on his will to power.

Nietzsche tries to find a philosophical way to affirm our life. He expresses
that he revaluates all extant values in order to achieve a Dionysian wisdom in
which we ourselves can be the eternal joy in becoming.'”” Moreover he argues that
philosophy is for him “a life lived freely in ice and high mountains — visiting all
the strange and questionable aspects of existence, everything banned by morality
so far.”*”® For Nietzsche, this life requires a Dionysian courage and resolution that
many philosophers do not have. Nietzsche claims that his writings and
examinations call out to people who have the Dionysian courage and to “free” and
“real” philosophers.!”® Thus, his naturalistic approach is compatible with his

emphasizing affirmation of life.

1% For a further discussion see Cristoph Cox’s Nietzsche: Naturalism and Interpretation.
178 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, Skirmishes of an Untimely Man, 14.
7 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, “What I Owe to Ancients”, 5

178 Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, Preface, & 3
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Bernard Reginster claims that the affirmation of life is the main purpose of
Nietzsche’s philosophy.’®® For Reginster, Nietzsche is mainly interested in

nihilism. Nietzsche detects the nihilism in the modern age, represented in the

59181 59182

views that “existence is meaningless and “the goal is lacking in our life.
For Nietzsche, “a nihilist is a man who judges of the world as it is that it ought not
to be and of the world as it ought to be that it does not exist”.**® Nietzsche argues
that nihilism is at the stage of Europe. He also claims that especially Kantian and
Christian morality lead Europe into nihilism. Yet, he also considers this term
positively. He believes that it can give us the possibility of revaluating all modern
values. He believes that if nihilism is completed, we can have the courage and

desire to reevaluate all epistemological and religious values of Western thought.*®*

Nietzsche thinks that with the influence of Kantian and Christian thinking, we try
to rob reality of the meaning of things and values to the extent that we “make up
an ideal world”.'® The need for an ideal world lies behind the Kantian gaps
between the world of us and nature, or our freedom and nature. Nietzsche
emphasizes that Kant sees the world for the sake of human beings and for this
reason he tries to make a “value-laden world”.®¥® Nietzsche sees this value-laden
world as an error. In order to construct a bridge between nature and wo/man Kant
defines a “metaphysical need” for humans and formulates a method of satisfying

this need.'®” This metaphysical need leads us to think that there are two worlds.

19 Njetzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, & 24

180 Bernard Reginster, The Affirmation of Life, p. 51.
! Nietzsche, Will to Power, & 36, & 585.

2 1bid, & 2.

' |bid, & 585.

184 Bernard Regisnter, The Affirmation of Life, p. 38.
185 Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, Preface, 2.

' Ibid, & 29.

187 Nietzsche, Will to Power, & 569.
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Thus, Nietzsche thinks that the distinction between the apparent and real world is
at the same time a social matter. His naturalism helps him to turn abstract notions

into practical and social roots.

Naturalism, perspectivism and will to power are the main constituents of
Nietzsche’s epistemology also. I have stated that it is difficult to distinguish them.
However, it will make Nietzsche’s arguments more explicit to compare his

epistemology with Kant’s epistemology. .

3.2.2 Categories versus Perspectivism

Nietzsche claims that all knowledge is possible within certain perspectives of the
subject. There are many conceptual schemes and we cannot reduce them the way
Kant does. It is no possible to isolate one way of perceiving or thinking from the
others since we can have knowledge merely by our perspectives. He argues as
follows;
The only seeing we have is seeing from a perspective; the only
knowledge we have is knowledge from a perspective. The more
emotional affects we allow to be expressed in words concerning

something, the more eyes, different eyes, we know how to train on the
same thing, the more our ‘idea’ of this thing, our ‘objectivity’ will be.'*®

The objectivity of knowledge for Kant is possible with the a priori and
universal categories. However as | mentioned before, the ground of this objectivity
is founded on the subject’s synthesis. Eventually transcendental unity of
apperception is the main ground of our knowledge and the objective validity of it.
Nietzsche argues that we cannot isolate some conceptual schemes from the others.
We cannot determine a definite way of perceiving and conceptualizing. He sees
that this attempt makes the subject a spectator of knowledge. On the other hand,
Nietzsche emphasizes that wo/man cannot be a spectator since knowledge means

her/his perspective and interpretations. He claims that;

188 Njetzsche, On the Genealogy of Morality, 111, & 12.
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In so far as the word ‘knowledge’ has any meaning, the world is
knowable; but it is interpretable otherwise, it has no meaning behind it,
but countless meanings — “Perspectivism”. It is our needs that interpret
the world; our drives and their For and Against. Every drive is a kind of
lust to rule; each one has its perspective that it would like to compel all
the other drives to accept as a norm.*®

Nietzsche emphasizes that no conceptual scheme and evaluation method
can go beyond cultural structures and subjective perspectives. Epistemology is not
an isolated realm for him. As Deleuze points out, in his thinking, will to power has
a role similar to Kantian categories. It schematizes and structures the realm of
experience. However Nietzsche emphasizes that categories can only be means in
achieving knowledge and they are not absolute means.

Nietzsche claims that there are no objective facts.!®® Everything is our
interpretations. He considers interpretations as will to power. To accept one type
of interpretation and conceptual schema as absolute is against Nietzsche’s
conception of reality. He does not recognize any absolute in our knowledge. Our
epistemological and ethical arguments are also interpretations for him. In every
stage of our knowledge we make a new interpretation and a new assessment. This
approach demonstrates Nietzsche’s naturalism in that he does not want to make
any truth to be absolute by exalting it over and above its natural and practical
roots. In contrast to Kant, Nietzsche emphasizes the temporary feature of

»1% and we cannot

categorical schemes. For him “every word is a prejudice
achieve an absolute truth by means of concepts.’® The possibility of knowledge
depends on perspectives, not the universal categories. Thus, there is no universal

category and method of knowing.

189 Nietzsche, Will to Power, & 481.
190 Nijetzsche, Nachlass, & 45.
191 Nijetzsche, The Wanderer and its Shadows, & 55.

192 There are controversial arguments concerning Nietzsche’s conception of truth. Derrida,
Nehamas and Deman claim that we cannot find any definite truth in Nietzsche and it indicates that
Nietzsche is a nihilist. However Maudemaire Clark argues that this attitude is the attitude of early
Nietzsche, and in his later writings he defends a conception of truth; see Maudemaire Clark’s
Nietzsche on Truth and Philosopher. | do not detail these arguments, since | do think that it is
strictly related my treatise.
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Christoph Cox, in Nietzsche: Naturalism and Interpretation, claims that
“the death of God” unifies Nietzsche’s conception of truth.*®® Nietzsche justifies
his attempt at undermining all the absolute truths in knowledge, as the demand that
all the remaining “shadows” of God should be “vanquished”.'®* His argument
depends on the following passage in the Gay Science.
New struggles — After Buddha was dead, his shadow was still shown for
centuries in a cave - a tremendous, gruesome shadows. God is dead; but
given the way of humanity, there may still be caves for thousands of

years, in which his shadow will still be shown. — And we- we still have to
vanquish his shadow, t00.'*

For Cox, to struggle against these shadows requires “naturalization of humanity”
and “de-deification of nature”.*® His argument depends on Nietzsche’s words in
the Gay Science;
When will all these shadows of God cease to darken us? When will we
complete our de-deification of nature? When we begin to naturalize

humanity in terms of a pure, newly discovered, newly redeemed
nature.'’

I think that this interpretation is compatible with Nietzsche’s attempt at
socializing epistemology. This socializing and naturalizing account of
epistemology constitutes the context in which Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man
appears. To explain Nietzsche’s conception of consciousness will help us in
understanding Nietzsche’s naturalism and social epistemology. By his attempt of
explaining the role of consciousness he again tries to reduce all truths and

metaphysical notions to their practical roots.

193 Christoph Cox, Nietzsche: Naturalism and Interpretation, pp. 70-71.
9 1bid, p. 71.

1% Nietzsche, Gay Science, & 108.

1% Cox, Nietzsche: Naturalism and Interpretation, p. 71.

7 Ibid, & 109.
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3.2.3 Nietzsche and Consciousness

Nietzsche speaks of “consciousness in a subsidiary role, almost indifferent,
superfluous”, and he even claims that it is “destined to vanish and give way to
perfect automatism”.**® He argues that “consciousness does not really belong to
man’s individual existence but rather his social or herd nature”.*®® William James,
as a radical empiricist thinker in the 19" century, also argues that it is time to get
rid of the classical definition of consciousness. For him, consciousness does not
exist as a metaphysical entity, but only performs a function, a function of
knowing.?® From a similar viewpoint, Nietzsche argues that we cannot infer the
conclusion that “there is something that thinks” from the statement that “there is
» 201

thinking”.”~ Thus, he finds the Cartesian argument of “I think, therefore I am” to

be invalid.

As | mentioned in my introduction, there is a tendency in the 19™ century
to give up the classical conception of consciousness. It is also connected with the
criticism of German idealism and its attempt at exalting all rational notions from
an empirical ground. Marx and Nietzsche try to displace this static conception of
consciousness independent of our experiences. American pragmatists such as
James and Dewey share this viewpoint. The thinkers of this century want to
replace the old conception. They think that it is dependent on a misleading
assumption. Here also the influence of Ernest Mach in their approach cannot be
overlooked. His neutral monism is effective in James’s philosophy as well as
Nietzsche’s. Thus, the scientific hypotheses of the 19™ century also provide the

basis of the rejection of the classical conception of consciousness.

This rejection is mainly based on the idea that we cannot attribute any kind

of ontological difference to ultimate reality by means of our conceptions. This

"% Ibid, 523.

199 Nietzsche, Gay Science,& 354.

20 james, Essays in Radical Empiricism, pp. 3-4.
201 Njetzsche, Will to Power, 484.
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approach which is rejected is a heritage from Kantian thinking and his objections
to overlooking the difference between being and being-known. Moreover, the 19"
century’s conception of consciousness involves a radical criticism of Cartesian
thinking and it is an important turning point in the history of philosophy. As
mentioned in the second chapter, Descombes claims that this rejection also paves

the way to existentialism and phenomenology.?%?

Accepting consciousness as a metaphysical entity and a different kind of
substance rests on a wrong conception of reality. As we attribute our rational
concepts to reality, we pretend that there is a division between intelligible and
sensible things in this becoming. Nietzsche and James are against this attitude and
instead of it; they defend a neutral monist ontology. In order to introduce a unique
conception of reality which does not include a conceptual difference, Nietzsche
employs the conception of ‘will to power’, while James uses the conception of
‘pure experience’. They both emphasize that these are not abstract and stagnant

conceptions and metaphysical entities.

Both thinkers argue that to accept consciousness as a metaphysical entity is
a result of our grammatical and conceptual habits. We try to perceive every
changing fact in “becoming” in identity. In this way, we call somethings
‘substance’ and create categories such as “substantial ego” and “object” or “a
doer” and “a doing” (subject and object). Language or our way of thinking
perceives in everything “a doer and doing; it believes in will as the cause; it
believes in the ego, in the ego as being, in the ego as substance, and it projects this
faith in the ego-substance upon all things”.****“Since we are unable to think

99204

anything at all just as it is””" we attribute a subject to every act and thought.

For Nietzsche, the difference or similarities between things and facts are not

9

rooted in “reality” itself; they are connected with our grammatical habits. This

%2 pescombes, Modern French Philosophy, p. 22.
203 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, 111, & 5.
2% Nijetzsche, Will to Power, 436.
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habit “adds a doer to every deed”, and “this is not merely the substantiation of a
fact but a logical-metaphysical postulate”.?® In this sense, there is not a necessary
causal relation in these postulates. For him, this postulation is actually allied with
the universal law of the knowing subject;
The primary law of the knowing subject consists in the inner necessity of
recognizing every object in itself as being in its own essence something

identical with itself, thus self-existent and at bottom always the same and
unchanging, in short as a substance.?®

Our linguistic habits in general try to fix the real world, and “create a world
which is calculable, simplified, comprehensible, etc., for us”?”’. Nietzsche accepts
this attempt as part of the tendency of human beings, but he criticizes Kant
because of his formulation of this inclination, since he thinks that Kant is the
modern representative who tries to make an abstract and unknowable world
legitimate and accountable. For him, Kant in this way contributes to the
formulation of the modern wo/man’s incapability and insufficient capacity of
capturing “reality” and the formulation of a conception of consciousness which

drives us to assume metaphysical postulations in our thinking.

Similar to Nietzsche, James claims that the distinction between
consciousness and its content in ‘pure experience’ is not made by way of

subtraction, but by way of addition.?®

We do not subtract the acts and thoughts
from a competent authority, from consciousness, but we add something to the
realm of experience. Thus, Nietzsche also claims that our perspectives are not
external to will to power. James shares Nietzsche’s view that this situation is a

conclusion of our habits and grammatical customs.

Thus, William James and Nietzsche do not want to admit an ontological

difference in the realm of experience. They think that there are no two distinct

2% Ibid, & 484.

20 Nietzsche, Human all too Human, & 18.
7 Nietzsche, Will to Power, & 521.

%8 James, Essays in Radical Empiricism, p. 9.
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spheres of existence, one of which is intelligible and the other sensual. The
ultimate reality is all one and the same. This point reveals their neutral monism

and their rejection of the classical conception of consciousness.

Nietzsche mainly criticizes a wrong conception of subjective agency by
means of his criticism of consciousness. He is against the idea that we have a
rational capacity which is a competent authority that rules our acts and our
thoughts. For him this indicates a wrong conception of agency. He argues that
“our thinking and judgments are, it seems, to be made the cause of our nature: but
in fact it is our nature that is the cause of our thinking and judging thus and
thus.”® He does not defend the impossibility of reasoning, but he actually
criticizes the stagnant conception of a capacity of consciousness or self-

consciousness that directs us.

Nietzsche tries to emphasize that we are under the influence of different
emotions, cultural habits, inclinations and all of them drive us in acting and
thinking the way we do. Beside our conceptual and rationalizing attitudes, we
must investigate the other features which influence us. Otherwise, we cannot
understand our psychology and our nature. In addition, accepting this wrong
conception of agency paves the way to moral prejudices which prevent us from

affirming our actual and practical life.

However, | want to state that to explain all conscious facts in terms of their
empirical roots brings out a problem concerning the role of consciousness. To
attribute consciousness a wholly passive role is not adequate in explaining our
consciousness. Nietzsche’s emphasis is on the fact that consciousness is not the
significant part of our mental states. Nietzsche claims that there are unconscious
mental states in The Gay Science;

Leibniz’s incomparable insight . . . that consciousness is merely an

accident of representation [Vorstellung] and not its necessary and
essential attribute; that, in other words, what we call consciousness

209 Nijetzsche, Human all too Human, & 608.

86



constitutes only one state of our spiritual and psychic world . . . and not
by any means the whole of it.2*°

In The Gay Science Nietzsche also considers unconscious thoughts and feelings;
“we could think, feel, will, and remember, and we could also ‘act’ in every sense
of that word, and yet none of all this would have to ‘enter our consciousness.’”?!
At this point, Nietzsche distinguishes our conscious thoughts and unconscious
thoughts. He argues that “the conscious and unconscious cannot be drawn in terms

of the awareness of the world.”*** The distinguishing feature of our conscious

thoughts and feelings is connected with language. Nietzsche argues as follows;

Man, like every living being, thinks continually without knowing it [...];
the thinking that rises to consciousness is only the smallest part of all
this—the most superficial and worst part—for only this conscious
thinking occurs in words, which is to say signs of communication [...],
and this fact uncovers the origin of consciousness. In brief, the
development of language and the development of consciousness (not of
Reasc;rlw3 but merely of the way Reason enters consciousness) go hand in
hand.

Paul Katsafanas, in “Nietzsche’s Theory of Mind” claims that the main difference
between conscious and unconscious thoughts in Nietzsche is that conscious states
are conceptually articulated but unconscious states are not conceptually
articulated.”** However Katsafanas emphasizes that it is difficult to rob the
conceptual frame, that there ‘“conscious states are somehow generated by
unconscious states, and the exact mechanisms involved in this process deserve
sustained attention.”*® Katsafanas emphasizes the importance of Nietzsche’s

59216

argument that ‘“‘consciousness is dangerous. Nietzsche argues that “all

210 Njetzsche, Gay Science, & 357.

1 1bid, & 354.

212 paul Katsafanas, “Nietzsche’s Theory of Mind ", p. 3.
%2 |bid, & 354.

244 paul Katsafanas, “Nietzsche’s Theory of Mind”, p. 5.
> Ipid., p. 25.

218 Nietzsche, The Gay Science, & 354.
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becoming conscious involves a great and thorough corruption, falsification,

reduction to superficialities, and generalization.”’217

Nietzsche emphasizes the deconstructive and corruptive features of
consciousness which cannot be explained in Kant’s epistemology. While Kant
presents the fact of “to be conscious” as the unique ground of our knowledge,
Nietzsche explains the problematic features of it. Nietzsche emphasizes a
difficulty concerning the argument that all our thoughts are conscious and “to be
conscious” 1is the ground of our unity. Katsafanas argues that Nietzsche,
“associated with Freud”, argues that “there are unconscious states that are in some
sense inaccessible to us”.?*® Nietzsche criticizes Kant since he disregards this
point. In contrast to him, he lays stress upon the disrupting role of our
consciousness. This disrupting role is connected with the difficulty of
distinguishing our conscious and unconscious states. Nietzsche thinks that this

difference requires a deep analysis.

| have stated that in the 19" century there is a tendency of naturalizing the
role of consciousness. However we can see the contradictions of this tendency in
these thinkers also. James’s account of consciousness has a difficulty concerning
the passive and active employments of consciousness. We can see a similar
problem in Marx also. To regard consciousness as purely important and ineffective
part of our existence and thinking is not compatible with the general argument of
Nietzsche. He does not want to reduce all the functions of consciousness. He
emphasizes the difficulties of this account. We can see his antagonistic attitude
towards consciousness. He emphasizes its destructive interference in our thoughts.
For Nietzsche, to access reality/nature the role of consciousness must not be
exaggerated. This approach brings out an abstracted conception of knowledge,
since concepts abstract from the content of our knowledge. For this reason,

Nietzsche argues that consciousness is dangerous and it is not possible to explain

7 Ibid., & 354.
18 paul Katsafanas, “Nietzsche’s Theory of Mind”, p. 25.
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it with Kant’s approach. Thus, he thinks that Kant’s approach is superficial and

ignores the unconscious facts and the destructive role of concepts.

This problem is also connected with the difficulty of Kant’s account of
intuition. For Nietzsche, concepts and conceptual schemes may be the practical
instruments that help the establishment of our knowledge. However we cannot
overlook that they also ruin the immediacy of our knowledge. Kant’s distinction
between intellectual and empirical intuition enters the picture here. While Kant
emphasizes the uncreative and regulative employment of ideas in our knowledge,
Nietzsche emphasizes that knowing must be creative. However, he also criticizes
Kant for his assumption; Kant thinks that if we accept that our ideas construct and

introduce another reality it must be an abstracted and static reality.

Nietzsche accepts Kant’s argument that our ideas can only have regulative
roles since ideas and concepts are instruments; they are not the only true way of
accessing nature/reality.?’® Yet he criticizes the Kantian argument that they can
only create a static reality. Thus for Nietzsche our knowledge and nature is a
dynamic process. Their relation is also a dynamic process. Kant’s theory cannot
explain this dynamism, since he assumes a static reality and avoids attributing an
exaggerated role to our knowledge. For Nietzsche, Kant pretends that we must
assume a value-laden and law-laden reality, and a similar way of knowing in order
to have legitimate knowledge. Nietzsche is against this assumption. In terms of
this assumption he regards Kant’s and the moderns’ approach to knowledge as
cowardly. For him, they cannot access reality, since they accept an abstract and
systematized reality. They cannot understand the catastrophic nature of it; in this

sense, they cannot run the risk of accepting it as it is.

Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man has a trouble with consciousness since
s/he feels that it is dangerous. It is dangerous since its conceptual and unconscious

parts both destroy our unity and immediacy.

2% Nick Land, Nietzsche and Modern German Thought: Kant, Lange, Nietzsche: Critique of
Knowledge, p. 31. Land emphasizes that Lange’s interpretation of Kant is influential on Nietzsche.
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After this brief and general explanation of Nietzsche’s consciousness, | want to
explain his emphasis of revaluation in morality. | believe that it is also an

important point for my Underground Wo/man.

3.2.4 Revaluation of Moral Values

Nietzsche is against the Kantian assumption of a value-laden world. He
specifically relates this attitude to Christian morality. In accordance with his
attempt of naturalizing and socializing epistemology, Nietzsche tries to transform
our moral values into the practical and social roots. For this reason, he aims at
carving out the extant values of Christian and modern culture. His main drive in
this attempt of revaluation is to refuse an assumption of a value-laden world. As |
mentioned in section 3.2.3, his purpose of naturalizing humanity carries with it an
attitude of de-deification of nature. Nietzsche correlates this deification of nature
with the attempt of a deification of a moral world. This point reconciles his

naturalist account of epistemological and moral arguments.

In epistemology, Nietzsche does not want to reduce perspectives and
interpretations into conceptual unities and absolutes; in morality Nietzsche is
against the attempt of reconciling moral values with the idea of a moral and true
world. He wants to reflect our various, infinite valuations within a social context
in his philosophy. Thus his emphasis on becoming enters the picture here. David
Couzen Hoy, in his essay “Nietzsche, Hume and the Genealogical Method”,

explains this aspect of Nietzsche as follows;

Notice that Nietzsche speaks of "our new 'infinite," of the world
becoming infinite for us "all over again." He realizes that the thought of
infinite interpretations [concerning reality which is unknown through
experience] could tempt us to "deify again after the old manner this
monster of an unknown world'??

Kant tries to make this reconciliation in morality. Kant tries to justify the

moral law which comes from this monster of unknown world depending on the

2 David Couzens Hoy, “Nietzsche, Hume and Genealogy”, p. 255.
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self-authority and freedom of Reason. However, in the moral realm, Kant makes
this world known and wants to reconcile wo/man with the noumenal realm.
Nietzsche also emphasizes the self-authority of wo/man in the moral realm.?
However, Nietzsche does not think that our moral values come from a true world
which is beyond our social and material relations. He criticizes Kant’s attempt at
ignoring external motives and the influence of experience in our moral arguments.
Nietzsche claims that moral values are dependent on wo/man’ evaluations,

however these valuations cannot be external to the realm of experience.

Nietzsche believes that Kantian moral law serves a type of submission as |
mentioned above. He emphasizes the relation between the Kantian value-laden
world and the Christian assumption of a true world. Thus he calls attention to
wo/man’s feeling of responsibility and guilty with reference to this true world. He
points out that affirming “...the psychology of conscience is not ‘the voice of God
in man’; it is the instinct of cruelty... expressed, for the first time, as one of the
oldest and most indispensable elements in the foundation of culture.”?*? Therefore
Nietzsche claims that moral values cannot be isolated from cultural and social
relations and he examines the basic moral instincts that can be found in all

societies in Beyond and Evil.

In Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche claims that we can see the examples
of master and slave instincts in all the systems of morality in history. For him
these instincts can also be seen in the same person as well.??®* Although he
describes the master’s instincts by means of references to the aristocratic class and
the slave instincts by means of lower classes, he does not want really to identify

these instincts with social classes.””* He touches upon deep characteristics of

2! David Cartwright argues that the emphasis of the self-authority of wo/man in the realm of
morality and their antagonistic attitude to pity is the common points between Kant and Nietzsche’s
moral philosophy in his essay “Kant, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche on the Morality of Pity”.

222 Nietzsche, this statement is in the section of “The Genealogy of Morality”, in Ecce Homo.

228 Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, & 202.

224 Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals, 35.
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human nature by means of his analyses on these instincts. They also reflect the
strong and weak parts of our nature and our society as Paul Glen explained in his
essay “The Politics of Truth: The Power in Nietzsche’s Epistemology”. As I have
stated that Nietzsche’s explanation in epistemology and morality establishes a
social and political argument that he does not want to exalt our ideas and values

over the practical realm.

There is a critical point that connects Nietzsche’s moral arguments,
epistemology and political thoughts. Paul Glen claims that the weak in Nietzsche’s
epistemology may resort to metaphysical presuppositions in order to attain the
illusion of knowledge. They cannot conceive the chaotic and changing nature of
becoming; for this reason they want a classical epistemology which is dependent
on the subject-object dichotomy and abstract and universal concepts. It also drives

the weak to find a legitimate ground for knowledge outside themselves.??

This attitude also can be connected with Nietzsche’s conception of slave
morality. Slave morality denotes the weak part of our nature. The person, who
cannot suppress the slave instinct in her/himself and who cannot be noble, tries to
find a ground for her/his moral arguments outside of her/him. S/he does not
respect her/himself and her/his own ideas. S/he does not have the courage and
competency to carve the roots of the values of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ out. For her/him
every value which has utility is good.??® Yet, her/his conception of the good is
based on the weaker drives. Slave morality does not want the good for the sake of
the strong. Instead of finding and expressing the good in her/himself, the wo/man
who has this instinct looks for the cause of badness in something outside
her/himself. Nietzsche finds Kantian and Christian morality as exemplifying the
slave instinct. He criticizes their attempt to equalize all people and their

assumption of a value-laden world beyond us.

225 paul Glen, “The Politics of Truth: The Power in Nietzsche’s Epistemology”, p. 575.
228 Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 61.
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In this sense, Nietzsche’s criticism of equality steps in. He argues that to
seek for utility and equality for all the members of society is an inclination of
slave morality. By this way, slaves try to make all people weak and the same like
themselves. Nietzsche claims that “to treat all men with equal good-humor, and to
be kind without distinction of persons, may arise as much from a profound
contempt for mankind as from an ingrained love of humanity”.??’ Nietzsche does
not believe that this attempt originates from love of humanity. It can only be
connected with the love of a value-laden world which people are subject to. This
value-laden world does not lead to love of humanity; on the contrary it may lead to
an antagonism. Nietzsche also explains these antagonistic feelings of people in
relation with the feeling of resentment. | will explain this feeling at the end of this
chapter. Thus for Nietzsche this attempt is most often connected with the contempt
of people which is explainable within cultural and social relations. Nietzsche
emphasizes the cultural connections of these feelings. Moreover, he claims that we
cannot explain the conditions of a noble character by treating all people equally

and wanting the same ideals for everyone. Nobility requires more than this.

The ideas of democracy, equality of rights and sympathy with all sufferers
are modern ideas which, according to Nietzsche, reveal the slave instincts.?® He
evaluates all modern social and political systems from this viewpoint. Democracy
reflects the slave morality, since it is an attempt of making all people the same,
and oppressing the power of wo/man’s valuations in morality. But he does not find
the will for the goodness of all society to be sincere. Nietzsche’s approach to
socialist movements in his time reflects his approach towards slave instincts. He
argues that the design of socialists, who are piped-pipers is;

to enflame you with wild hopes? which bid you to be prepared and
nothing further, prepared day upon day, so that you wait and wait for

something to happen from outside and in all other respects go on living
as you have always lived - until this waiting turns to hunger and thirst

221 Njetzsche, Human all too Human, 1, & 236.
228 Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 44.
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and fever and madness, and at last the day of the bestia triumphants
dawns in all its glory?*

Nietzsche criticizes this waiting and hoping for something from the outside. He

claims that;

in contrast to all this, everyone ought to say to himself: ‘better to go
abroad to seek to become in weak and savage regions of the world and
above all master over myself; to keep moving from place to place for just
as long as any sign of slavery seems to threaten me; to shun neither
adventure nor war and, if the world should come to the worst, to be
prepared for death: all this rather than further to endure this indecent
servitude, rather than to go on becoming soured and malicious and
conspiratorial!’. This would be the right attitude of the mind: the workers
of Europe all henceforth to declare themselves as a class a human
impossibility and not, as usually happens, only a somewhat harsh and
inappropriate social arrangement; they ought to inaugurate within the
European beehive an age of a great swarming out such as has never been
seen before, and through this act of free emigration in the grand manner
to protest against the choice now threatening of being compelled to
become either the salve of the state or the slave of a party disruption.”?*

As I have tried to emphasize, Nietzsche’s epistemology, moral and social
arguments cannot be distinguished from each other. He argues that the tendency

towards objectivity?*

and realism in science are the reflections of slave morality.
Nietzsche claims that the theoretical and scientific emphasis of the 19™ century
“looks instinctively for theories that seem to justify its fatalistic submission to
matters of fact”.?*? This submission to facts is a sign of slave morality.
Furthermore, the attitude of the positivists and realists in accepting their theories
as the only reality is connected with their slave instincts. He criticizes physicists
and philosophers who are in search of an objective knowledge of reality for
displaying slave instincts. In the Gay Science he argues that as follows:
To the realists — You sober people who feel armed against passion and

phantastical conceptions and would like to make your emptiness a matter
of pride and an ornament — you call yourselves realist and insinuate that

229 Nietzsche, Daybreak, 206.
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the world really is the way is appears to you: before you alone reality
stands unveiled, and you yourself are perhaps the best part of it — oh, you
beloved images of Sais! But aren’t you to in your unveiled condition still
most passionate and dark creatures, compared to fish, and still all to
similar to an artist in love? And what is ‘reality’ for an artist in love!
You still carry around the valuation of things that originated in the
passions and loves of former centuries! Your sobriety still contains a
secret and inextirpable drunkenness! Your love of “reality”, for example
— oh, that is an old, ancient “love”. In every experience, in every sense
impression, there is a piece of this old love; and some phantasy, some
prejudice, some irrationality, some ignorance, some fear, and whatever
else, has worked on and contributed to it. That mountain over there! That
cloud over there! What is “real” about that? Subtract just once the
phantasm and the whole human contribution from it, you sober ones!
Yes, if you could do that! If you could forget your background, your
past, your nursery scholl — all of your humanity and animality! There is
no “reality” for us — and not for you either, you sober ones - we are not
nearly as strange to one another as you think, and perhaps our good will
to transcend drunkenness is just as respectable as your belief that you are
altogether incapable of drunkenness.?

Nietzsche claims that the search for reality in an objective and scientific
way reflects the slave morality, since the scientists and “philosophical laborers”
following this purpose are afraid of understanding reality. The Kantian distinction
between intellectual and empirical intuitions makes this argument more explicit.
As mentioned in the first chapter, Kant argues that only God has intellectual
intuition and being and being-known are identical in his existence. God knows
things by creating them, but human beings know in another way. It seems that
Nietzsche is chafing Kant when he calls some philosophers as ‘free thinkers’ and
‘real philosophers’ and claims that they are the law-givers and commanders. As he
writes that “their knowing is creating, their creating is a law-giving and their will
to truth is will to power,”234 he seems to be rivaling and challenging God’s

intellectual intuition as described by Kant.

Kantian moral law and free-will is also an important example of slave
morality for Nietzsche. He clearly says that “if one hears within oneself the moral

imperative” then “one belongs to the herd.”?* For Nietzsche, the categorical

2% Nietzsche, Gay Science, II, & 57.

% Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 211.
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imperative can only be an instrument of making people equal slaves. He does not
believe in the Kantian purpose which looks for a universal ground for the
goodness of humanity. Nietzsche believes that in the realm of morality, a wo/man
“can posit her/himself as a goal” and s/he can be able to find the roots and causes
of moral arguments. Yet, Kantian faculties cannot reveal a way for this awareness.
They make us responsible for another being that is outside of us. All Kantian
morality puts an emphasis on the fact that “God (my dear Sir Long-Ears-and-
Virtuous) always watch us and our intentions”, for this reason “all we desire” must
be “not to harm another”.”*® This is the categorical imperative in us and it does not
permit us to posit ourselves as a goal as a wo/man who has actual freedom. It does

not permit a master morality and a strong-willed subject.

Creating and being a commander and law-giver are the features of master
morality for Nietzsche. It is the morality of resoluteness. It is the law and power
itself. Who has master morality perceives ‘goodness’ as nobility, courage and self-
worth. Nobility is the sign of this morality. The masters respect only themselves in
creating morality. They are capable of defining ‘good’ and ‘bad’ since they are
sure of themselves in creating values and giving laws. Nietzsche emphasizes that
master morality does not look for a reference point in her/his decisions from the
outside. The master overflows with confidence. Nietzsche compares the valuation
which is caused by slave instincts and master instincts in this way: The slave
always “requires first an opposing world, a world outside itself”, on the other hand
“the reverse is the case with the noble method of valuing: it acts and grows

237
spontaneously.”??

Nietzsche explains the slave’s attempts of finding and accusing a hostile
external world in terms of the feeling of resentment. He argues that “resentiment”

is the reflection of this feeling. He explains resentiment as follows;

2% Nietzsche, Will to Power, & 286.
2% |bid, & 286.
7 Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morality, 10.
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That lambs are annoyed at the great predatory birds is not a strange thing,
and the fact that they snatch away small lambs provides no reason for
holding anything against these large birds of prey. And if the lambs say
among themselves, “These predatory birds are evil—and whoever is least
like a predatory bird—and especially anyone who is like its opposite, a
lamb—shouldn’t that animal be good?” there is nothing to find fault with
in this setting up of an ideal, except for the fact that the birds of prey
might look down with a little mockery and perhaps say to themselves,
“We are not at all annoyed with these good lambs—we even love them.
Nothing is tastier than a tender lamb.”**®

For Nietzsche, the slaves “construct their happiness artificially first by looking at
their enemies, or in some circumstances to talk themselves into it, to lie to
themselves (the way all men of resentment habitually do)”.? In a similar way,
slaves try to find an exterior reason for their unhappiness. They try to find a
scapegoat for their problems and paradoxes. They always have problems with their

actual situations. In contrast, noble type of person is at peace with her/himself.

In Ecce Homo, Nietzsche declares that “his formula for human greatness is
amor-fati: that you do not want anything to be different not forwards, not
backwards, not for all eternity.”®*® Thus, by this term, Nietzsche indicates a
strong-willed person who can welcome the changes, the problems, in short all
aspects of life. In contrast to this, slaves always have problems with their own
situations. They are always in search for other options and possibilities, and they
cannot accept their own situations with fortitude and resoluteness. Nietzsche

explains their problems as follows:

“If only I were some other person” is what this glance sighs: but there is
no hope of that. I am who | am: how could | get away from myself? And
oh- I am fed up with myself! ...In such a soil of self-contempt, such a
veritable swamp every kind of weed and poisonous plant grows, all of
them so small, hidden, dissembling and sugary. Here, the worms of
revenge and rancor teem all round; here, the air stinks of things
unrevealed and unconfessed; here, the web of the most wicked
conspiracy is continually being spun, - the conspiracy of those who
suffer against those who are successful and victorious, here, the sight of

28 |bid, & 13.
29 1bid, & 10.
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the victorious man is hated. And what mendacity to avoid admitting this
hatred as hatred! What expenditure of big words and gestures, what an
art of ‘righteous’ slander! These failures: what noble eloquence flow
from their lips! How much sugar, slimy, humble humility in their eyes!
What do they really want? At any rate, to represent justice, love,
wisdom, superiority, that is the ambition of these who are ‘the lowest’,
these sick people! And how skilful such an ambition makes them? In
particular, we have to admire the counterfeiter’s skill with which the
stamp of virtue, the ding-a-ling golden ring of virtue is now imitated.
They have taken out a lease on virtue to keep it just for themselves, these
week and incurably sick people, there is no doubt about it: ‘Only we are

good and just!’, is what they say, ‘only we are the hominess bonce

241
voluntatis’.

Nietzsche thinks that Christianity and all other monotheistic religions are
examples of slave morality, since they drive people to finding exterior causes for
their unhappiness. People of these religions are always restless; they cannot
perceive the world and their life as they are. They are not resolute and do not have
serenity. They always look for other possibilities, other options and other lives.
They cannot question their own lives, thoughts and feelings. They can understand

neither themselves nor others.

This slave morality as described by Nietzsche is also connected with
political, cultural and social situations. The slaves represent the timid, paradoxical
and weak aspects of the modern wo/man. The Underground Wo/man in Nietzsche
emerges when s/he questions the slave and master instincts in modern wo/man.
Thus, Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man comes on the scene after a long and hard
examination via epistemological and moral arguments. S/he appears after digging
up the actual and practical sources of these valuations. The process of digging up
makes her/him a murderer of God. Thus, Nietzsche calls his carving out the
modern values as a process of killing God.

! Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morality, 111, & 14.
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3.3 NIETZSCHE’S UNDERGROUND WO/MAN

Nietzsche defines himself as a “subterranean man who tunnels, mines and
99242

undermines in philosophy. After digging up the roots of philosophical biases
and moral values in modern thought, his Underground Wo/man appears in the Gay
Science. S/he is excited and confused after clearing the philosophical air from
“every type of anti-nature” or “idealism”.**® Her/his courageous attitude towards
knowledge and nature drives her/him to remove all old-fashioned values of
modernity. Her/his attempt of knowledge and revaluation brings her/him to a stage
where God is death, and the Underground Wo/man cries;

I seek God! | seek God!"---As many of those who did not believe in God

were standing around just then, he provoked much laughter. Has he got

lost? asked one. Did he lose his way like a child? asked another. Or is he
hiding? Is he afraid of us? Has he gone on a voyage? emigrated?***

The Underground Wo/man, after a deep self-analysis feels that s/he is the
murderer of God. This self-analysis is at the same time an analysis of her/his
social and cultural relations. Thus, this is not a pure analysis of thought. S/he
knows that a pure analysis is impossible. Now, Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man
is on her/his own in a world without God. Although s/he cries, s/he is at the stage
which Nietzsche desired from the outset. As a subterranean, he brings out the
practical roots of modern values and drives her/his Underground Wo/man to a

stage where s/he can kill God.

Actually, the Underground Wo/man does not seek God. She is aware that
s/he is in a search of becoming her/himself. S/he is wondering in what way s/he
can continue her/his way. S/he reaches an important stage. However, s/he knows
that there still are residues of God. Thus, s/he is still searching for a way for

cleaning the remnants of old values and asks as follows;

2 Nietzsche, Daybreak, Preface, & 1.
3 Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, &5.
¥ Nietzsche, Gay Science, & 125.
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God is dead. God remains dead. And we have killed him. Yet his shadow
still looms. How shall we comfort ourselves, the murderers of all
murderers? What was holiest and mightiest of all that the world has yet
owned has bled to death under our knives: who will wipe this blood off
us? What water is there for us to clean ourselves? What festivals of
atonement, what sacred games shall we have to invent? Is not the
greatness of this deed too great for us? Must we ourselves not become
gods simply to appear worthy of it??*

The Underground Wo/man has finished a hard task in order to reach the
stage of God’s death. S/he has lost her/himself in this way. In order to crest s/he
has concluded a deadly existential exercise. S/he listened Kant and dug up the
roots of her/himself. S/he criticizes her/himself deeply. However s/he does not
resort to any category for this scraping. S/he has acquired her/his freedom by
deconstructing her/himself. Thus, freedom is not presented to her/him as an a

priori presupposition. S/he feels that s/he is free since s/he killed God.

In every stage of her/his existential search, the Underground Wo/man Kills
her/himself and s/he gives birth over and over again. S/he reaches this point by
means of suffering. As a consequence of harshness towards her/himself s/he
comes to this point. At the end s/he feels her/himself as a murderer. S/he feels that
s/he is bloody and carries the remnants of Gods who s/he killed. For this reason,
s/he asks how s/he can clean her/himself. Finally s/he knows that s/he is still at the
beginning of a hard way which is full of stones since killing also means creating
new values. S/he asks her/himself what s/he will do from now on. Is s/he

continuing to look for any other God and will s/he replaced her/himself with God?

Nietzsche’s answer to this question would be negative. Her/his
Underground Wo/man would not be in need of another God. Her/his process of
becoming will never be completed. Thus, Underground Wo/man is in an eternal
search for new evaluations. In criticizing modernity, Nietzsche finds modern
thought to be a naive approach. He thinks that modern thought “is a sign of

positive progress that puts” moderns “far ahead of men of Renaissance.” He

25 |pid, & 125.
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claims that “this is what every age thinks, what it has to think.”?*® Yet, his
Underground Wo/man does not believe that it is possible to achieve a stage which
is far ahead all past decades. S/he is aware that s/he is always in a search. S/he
does not want to finish her/his way of becoming. Even s/he knows that finishing
this search is meaningless. The finishing of this road means negating life.

Therefore, s/he knows that this search is her/his own life actually.

Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man emphasizes that humans are in a
different stage in which there is no God. She asks her/his audiences what is
possibly waiting humanity;

Whither is God?" he cried; "I will tell you. We have killed him---you and
I. All of us are his murderers. But how did we do this? How could we
drink up the sea? Who gave us the sponge to wipe away the entire
horizon? What were we doing when we unchained this earth from its
sun? Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving? Away from all
suns? Are we not plunging continually? Backward, sideward, forward, in
all directions? Is there still any up or down? Are we not straying, as
through an infinite nothing? Do we not feel the breath of empty space?
Has it not become colder? Is not night continually closing in on us? Do
we not need to light lanterns in the morning? Do we hear nothing as yet
of the noise of the gravediggers who are burying God? Do we smell

nothing as yet of the divine decomposition? Gods, too, decompose. God
is dead. God remains dead. And we have killed him.?*’

Nietzsche means the death of God as the removal of all obstacles that
blocked our way of looking for ourselves. For him we must be in a search through
all our life. Underground Wo/man knows that the deep process of understanding
her/himself will never finish. He feels that modern thought has improved many
obstacles in defining ourselves. These obstacles are abstract notions which we
resort to when we are in trouble. This attitude means taking the easy way out.
Modernity has a drive of accomplishing the process of becoming. In order to do
this, it presents us many definitions which we can adopt. Thus, modernity ignores
a harmful and suffering way of becoming. It assumes that we can easily complete

this becoming by means of the categorical imperative and a priori categories.

248 Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, & 37.
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However, the Underground Wo/man does not resort to any definitions.
S/he does not want to cut corners. S/he is not a weakling who looks for finality.
S/he looks for her/himself in modern definitions and s/he cannot find anything in
them that is compatible with her/his actual life. For this reason, s/he is decided that
s/he does not achieve any certain definition of her/himself. S/he tries to define
her/himself anew every time. S/he knows that s/he does not need a self-
autonomous Reason to become her/himself. S/he does not need the interference of
Reason in order to access reality. On the contrary, s/he sees this Reason as an

impediment to her/his accessing reality.

The Underground Wo/man wants to feel immediacy with nature. S/he tries
to decrease the influences of conceptual frames. S/he cannot distinguish her/his
intuitions and concepts. In fact, s/he knows that it is difficult to distinguish them.
S/he finds Kant’s distinctions superficial. S/he tries to think and act out of these
faculties. S/he wants to break the conceptual chain of these faculties. S/he wants to
gain her/his immediate intuitions. S/he is aware that the conceptions are
instruments in her/his way which must be overcome. S/he feels that reality is not
conceptual. Reality is not different from her/himself. However s/he is also aware
that in order to feel that s/he is identified with reality s/he must get rid of her/his
conceptual and conscious bonds.

The Underground Wo/man has a problem with her/his consciousness. S/he
feels that consciousness is dangerous for her/his life.?*® It is dangerous since it

»249 that s/he cannot distinguish from other unconscious states.

“does something
Actually s/he does not know the difference between her/his conscious and
unconscious states. S/he does not feel any difference between her/his instincts and
thoughts. Her/his consciousness is not compatible with the one which taught
before. The Underground Wo/man’s consciousness “is a relation of drives” and

her/his conscious and unconscious states are “causally efficacious”.?*° S/he feels
y

28 |pid, & 354.
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that consciousness is dangerous since s/he knows that “all becoming conscious
involves a great and through corruption, falsification, reduction to superficialities,
and generalization.”®* Her/his consciousness always distorts her/his unity. Not
only her/his desires and dispositions are unconscious, but also her/his thoughts and

perceptions are unconscious.

The Underground Wo/man’s unity is not acquired by her/his self-
consciousness. Her/his self-identity with her/himself does not come from the
inside. Actually s/he does not look for his/her self-consciousness. S/he is tired of
all responsibilities and feelings of guilt which come from her/his self-
consciousness. S/he looks for her/his identity with nature. This identity does not
allow a stopping point. It does not mean a responsibility for her/him.

The Underground Wo/man is aware that s/he does not know the actual
causes of her/his acts and this situation has been an important problem for her/him.
S/he is tired of acting the way society forces her/him to. S/he tries to be free from
her/his consciousness, since s/he thinks that her/his consciousness always reminds
her/him to behave, think and even feel in a definite and presumed way. In this
sense, s/he is stranded between her/his actual wishes, feelings and the rational
decisions that everyone expects from her/him. S/he does not want to feel guilty
because of her/his unconscious and irrational decisions and behaviors. Her/his
consciousness plants itself in front of her/him like something outside of her/him.
Thus s/he tries to stand against her/his consciousness. S/he and her/his
contemporaries in the 19™ century are tired of trying to be conscious and rational

in the expected way.

20 |id, p. 1.
»! Nietzsche, Gay Science, & 354.
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3.4 DOSTOEVSKY AND UNDERGROUND WO/MAN

Dostoevsky is both an influential thinker and novelist of the 19" century. He tries
to reveal a wo/man who is under the swing of various impulses, concealed
paradoxes and complex passions apart from the notions which is used for
expressing the people of the 19™ century. As Nietzsche also demonstrates his
admiration for him, he touches upon important problems of the people in the 19"
century. For this reason, | think that a short analysis of his arguments along with
his characters in his novels belongs to my dissertation. As a matter of fact, the

name of my thesis comes from one of his novels.

Like Nietzsche, Dostoevsky also tries to elaborate the multi-dimensional
and complicated parts of the modern wo/man which cannot be revealed by
philosophical theories. While philosophical theories try to unify wo/man, he tries
to decompose and deconstruct it. He wants to deepen the dark sides of wo/man. He
feels that this deepening is difficult since it requires a process which involves

suffering like Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man.

Dostoevsky’s analyses go beyond the limits of the modern wo/man and
19™ century. His investigations are not limited with modernity. He conceives that
the traditional anchors are changed in this modern world and this is a new world in
which extant values can no longer be supported by the old reference points.
Therefore there is a need for new values and reference points. Nietzsche’s
Underground Wo/man explains this situation by saying that “God is dead” as

mentioned above.

Dostoevsky is interested in the social and economical changes in the 19"
century and he tries to elaborate the influences of these changes on human nature.
He indeed wants to detail the true character of the human being. In this sense, his
investigations extend the limits of modernity. He actually questions “what can I
know”, “what can I believe” and “who am I”. However his questioning is different
from Kant’s. He believes that a wholly speculative thinking which flounders

around our thoughts independently from our experiences cannot be a profound
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way in answering these questions. To explain something without any abstract
notion is a difficult problem. This is the critical point of my thesis. However if we
try to abstract a wo/man from the thoughts of Nietzsche and Dostoevsky we find a
wo/man who always questions her/his life and in an existential research. They try
to keep their analyses of wo/man in a realm of conflicting and self-criticizing
thoughts. Thus, the adoption of a critical method in their writings turns out to be a

wholly different exercise from that of Kant.

Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man is born out of his inquiries into the
true character of the human being. Besides s/he originates from his criticism of
modernity, since modernity enforces an ideal conception wo/man and the
Underground Wo/man of Dostoevsky actually does not want to be this wo/man.
His Underground Wo/man is in a limitless investigation of her/himself.
Nietzsche’s interpretations of modernity laid the foundation for the argument that
the imposed definition of “modern man” distances human beings from their actual
and existential nature. Both Dostoevky’s and Nietzsche’s enormous and
comprehensive inquiry into the subterranean wo/man in the 19th century is a sign
of their purpose of unifying the 19" century’s wo/man with nature again. In order
to drift away from abstraction, they embark on a difficult and exhaustive task.
Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man is also a consequence of this hard task. To
look for and understand this woman is an existential research which also changes

the researcher in this process.

Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man feels that “to be too conscious” is an

illness, a real thorough-going illness.??

With her/his exaggerated consciousness,
“s/he genuinely thinks of her/himself as a mouse not a wo/man.”* S/he tries to
escape from the emphasis on rationality in her/his contemporary society. S/he does
not want to be rational anymore as everyone expects her/him to be. S/he is sick®*

and tired of her/his conscious activities; since they remind her/him of the forces by

%2 Dostoevsky, Notes from the Underground, 11, p. 8.
3 Ipid, 11, p. 15.
>4 Ipid, 11, p. 3.
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which society directs her/his actions and even thoughts. Although s/he states that
when s/he sees a “real, normal man” s/he is jealous, actually s/he does not want to
be this man. S/He says as follows;

Well, such a direct person | regard as the real normal man, as his tender

Mother Nature wishes to see him when she graciously brought him into

the being on the earth. | envy such a man till I am green in the face. He is

stupid. 1 am not disputing that, but perhaps the normal man should be
stupid, how do you know.?*

The expression of the wo/man who “tender mother nature wishes to see”
demonstrates Dostoevsky’s intention that he does not believe in such a wo/man.
This argument which has repercussions from the Enlightenment shows that
actually he criticizes the arguments and theories which involve a definition of a
wo/man who has a true nature. He accepts these attempts as enforcement. He
believes that we cannot make a claim concerning the actual definition of human
nature. He especially criticizes and is antagonistic to socialists and the materialist
conception of wo/man. It is believed that his Notes from the Underground is
written for an answer to Chernyshevsky’s novel What is to be Done.?®
Cernyshevsky is a well-known socialist novelist of the 19" century’s Russia. In his
novel, he tries to elaborate a socialist way of life with reference to social relations

especially between man and woman.

Dostoyevsky’s Underground Wo/man does not want to be the wo/man that
society forces her/him to be. S/he also outgrows all political definitions. S/he feels
restricted with social bonds. On the other hand, s/he is aware that s/he cannot stay
outside all these rules. S/he knows that there is pressure on her/him concerning the
meaning of happiness. The rules of society impose on her/him a kind of “happy
and successful life” within certain limits and a certain way of knowing and
thinking. However s/he does not believe in this happiness and does not want this

presumed and enforced life. All of these influences bring out a self-inflicted

3 Ipid, 11, pp. 14-15.
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depression for her/him. Thus, s/he thinks that s/he is the cause of this situation and

wants to be another wo/man which s/he cannot define.

Dostoevsky emphasizes the hesitations, bad feelings and conflictions of the
modern wo/man. He is interested in probing the deep contradictions of the modern
wo/man. He wants to reveal the actual contradictions of her/him, and tries to
answer Nietzsche’s question: “what does her/his conscience say?” In Gay Science

Nietzsche tries to depict the ways of becoming who we are.?*’

By ‘conscience’ in
this quotation he means our inner voice which reflects our actual thoughts and
feelings. Therefore due to a deep examination of ourselves, Nietzsche and
Dostoevsky try to expose the background of our judgments in relation to our

instincts, inclinations, and passions.

Both of them emphasize that modern wo/man may confuse the sounds of
her/his own conscience because of the social, political and religious restraints; as a
result s/he cannot understand the actual voices of her/his conscience. Nietzsche
claims that this situation “may be due to the fact that you have never thought much
about yourself and have simply accepted blindly that what you had been told ever

since your childhood was right”.258

Both Dostoevsky and Nietzsche highlight that it is not an easy affair
“becoming who we are”, since it is not also merely connected with outer restraints.
They try to point to the outer constraints on the modern wo/man; however their
actual purpose is to explain our own self-deprecated paradoxes. In other words
they think that the outer restraints become inner problems and we must bring out
the sources and processes of by which they become personalized by us. To reveal
and remove these restraints requires a deep analysis in us and they touch a difficult
problem in this sense. This is the point which transforms their search into an

existential exercise.?™®

%7 Nietzsche, Gay Science, & 27.

28 |hid, & 335.
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Lev Shestov, who is a Russian existentialist philosopher, has a profound
study on this issue in the “Dostoevsky and Nietzsche: Philosophy of Tragedy”.?*
Shestov also improves his own existentialist philosophy in this work. Like
Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, he takes the conceptions of ‘reason’, and ‘idealism’ as
the frameworks that subordinate our life, thoughts and instincts. He conceives
them as the ‘certainties’ that lead to a thought that they are absolute, eternal and
unchangeable, and we cannot attain them by our restricted standpoint. Thus the
existentialist roots in Nietzsche and Dostoevsky are connected with the negation
of abstract generalizations that prevent our way of becoming ‘who we are’.

Nietzsche, Dostoevsky and Shestov call attention to the irrational parts of
people, but it is not an attempt to totally negate ‘reason’ or ‘science’. They are
merely against the absolutistic conception of reason and scientific explanations in
the 19" century. This absolutistic conception conceives reason as a kind of
supreme God, and this approach tries to reduce people only to ideas and rational
faculties. In this sense, to emphasize the inclinations, passions of modern wo/man
come along with an existentialist inquiry.

Nietzsche and Dostoevsky express their hostility to Darwin’s scientific
formulas which are used for the evolution of man. They compare their existential
inquiry with scientific inquiry. As mentioned before, Nietzsche criticizes Darwin’s
approach for its teleological inclination. However Dostoevsky’s Underground
Wo/man has a different problem than Darwin, since s/he feels that this scientific
explanation makes her/him to be squeezed with a scientific formula similar to
other scientific explanations. Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man asks as follows;

Why, of course, the laws of nature, the deductions of natural science,
mathematics? As soon as they prove to you, for instance, that you are
descended from a monkey, then it is no use scowling, accept it for a fact.
When they prove to you that, in reality one drop of your own fat must be
dearer to you than a hundred thousand of your fellow-creatures, that this

%9 The existentialist approach in Dostoevsky and Nietzsche is discussed in philosophy and
literature. Walter Kaufman analyses the sources of existentialism in Nietzsche and Dostoevsky in
Existentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre. For further discussions, see also William Mcbride’s
Existentialist Background: Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky, Nietzsche, Jaspers, Heidegger.

%0 | ev Shestov, Dostoevsky and Nietzsche: The Philosophy of Tragedy, in Dostoevsky, Tolstoy
and Nietzsche.
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conclusion is the final solution of all so-called virtues and duties and all
such prejudices and fancies, then you have just to accept it, there is no
help for it, for twice two is a law of mathematics. Just try refuting it.?*"

The teleological explanation in science is still a controversial problem of
Darwinist scientists. The problem is concerning the fact that they lead to the
certain notions which are abstracted from the evolutionary process. In addition
these notions try to explain physical facts with definite purposes. Dostoevsky does
not want to accept the consequences of the Darwinist approach as a fact. He

indicates the problem of explaining people as mathematical formulas.

Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man resists to be formulated with scientific
laws. S/he feels that it is contrary to her/his nature. S/he does not want to live in a
world that is scientifically completed either. S/he thinks that the world cannot be
explained in a wholly scientific way since this world and our life has not a
scientific form. S/he thinks that all reality cannot be explained by scientific
formulas. At this point, s/he flounders around a Kantian question: “how the
deterministic natural world, whose mechanisms are becoming more and more
accessible to the methods of the natural sciences, relates to the world in which we
understand ourselves as autonomous beings”.*** | have mentioned this quotation in
my Kant chapter. Andrew Bowie presents this question as the main problem of
Kantian aesthetics. Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man asks as a similar question
in the 19" century:
Good heavens, gentlemen, what sort of free will is left when we come to
tabulation and arithmetic, when it will all be a case of twice two make

four? Twice two makes four without my will. As if free will meant
that!*®®

Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man compares her/his free will with the scientific

laws. This problem which dates back to the Enlightenment is still questioned in the

%1 postoevsky, The Notes from the Underground, 11, p. 18.
262 Andrew Bowie, Aesthetics and Subjectivity, p. 16.
263 Dostoevsky, The Notes from the Underground, 11, p. 49.

109



19™ century. The hegemony of science which is founded in the 17" and 18"
centuries is felt also in the 19™ century. This hegemony is also a problem for
Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man. The comparison of scientific laws of nature
with our world is continued. S/he also questions Kant’s idea of freedom as in
accordance with our interests and with laws of nature. Dostoevsky’s Underground
Wo/man cannot grasp the Kantian conception of free will and argues as follows;
You will scream at me (that is, if you condescend to do so) that no one is
touching my free will, that all they are concerned with is that my will

should of itself, of its own free will, coincide with my own normal
interests, with the laws of nature and arithmetic.?

The Underground Wo/man criticizes the approach of explaining her/himself as a
causal machine. S/he feels that a causal machine cannot explain her/his desires and
choices. At this point he criticizes all scientific and philosophical attitudes which
try to achieve a scientific formula for wo/man;
Besides, he will at once be transformed from a human being into an
organ-stop or something of the sort; for what is a man without desires,

without free will and without choice, if not a stop in an organ? What do
you think? Let us reckon the chances—can such a thing happen or not??%

In contrast to scientific formulations, the Underground Wo/man presents a
solution;
‘I say, gentleman, hadn’t we better kick over the whole show and scatter

rationalism to the winds, simply to send these logarithms to the devil, and
to enable us to live once more at our own sweet foolish will!*?®

At this point Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man reflects a weakness of
modern wo/man which Nietzsche calls an old chronic problem of philosophy. This
weakness, for Nietzsche dates back Socrates. This is the weakness of attempting to
make reality intelligible and abstract. Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man states

that;

%4 Ibid, 11, p. 48.
% Ipid, 11, p. 42.
2% Ipid, 11, pp. 39-40.
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But man has such a predilection for systems and abstract deductions that
he is ready to distort the truth intentionally, he is ready to deny the
evidence of his senses only to justify his logic.?*’

Like Nietzsche, Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man wants to reflect the

creative and bodily energies of wo/man;

I agree that man is pre-eminently a creative animal, predestined to strive
consciously for an object and to engage in engineering—that is,
incessantly and eternally to make new roads, WHEREVER THEY MAY
LEAD.*®

Although Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man states his envy towards
normal wo/man, he also invites people to dig up wo/man’s true nature in the
underground. S/he claims that on the surface and by means of the scientific and
absolutistic explanations we cannot understand it. Thus s/he says as follows;

The long and the short of it is, gentlemen, that it is better to do nothing!
Better conscious inertia! And so hurrah for underground! Though I have
said that | envy the normal man to the last drop of my bile, yet | should
not care to be in his place such as he is now (though I shall not cease
envying him). No, no; anyway the underground life is more
advantageous. There, at any rate, one can ...Oh, but even now | am lying!
I am lying because | know myself that it is not underground that is better,
but something different, quite different, for which | am thirsting, but
which I cannot find! Damn underground!*®

Finally Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man confesses that s/he has been
underground for forty years. S/he claims that s/he learns from the underground
that wo/man cannot be explained only by her/his rationality. S/he argues as

follows;

Yes, but here | come to a stop! Gentlemen, you must excuse me for being
over-philosophical; it’s the result of forty years underground! Allow me
to indulge my fancy. You see, gentlemen, reason is an excellent thing,
there’s no disputing that, but reason is nothing but reason and satisfies
only the rational side of man’s nature, while will is a manifestation of the

%7 Ibid, 11, p. 36.
%8 |bid, 11, pp. 50-51.
9 Ipid, 11, p. 58.
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whole life, that is, of the whole human life including reason and all the
impulses.?”

We can see Dostoevsky’s inquiries into these irrational characteristics of
people in his novels, and Nietzsche accepts him as a profound psychologist
especially with reference to his arguments and examinations in The House of the
Dead.?”! Nietzsche claims that apart from the indefinite moral law in us, it is
important to investigate the behaviors, feelings and experiences of criminals, since
such an approach can rescue us from the swamps of empty generalizations. In
Nietzsche the investigation of the actual passions and feelings of the modern
wo/man means also a kind of philosophy which affirms our life, since as
mentioned above he finds the approach of removing the passions from the realm

272

of philosophy to be a way of negating life.”“ He thus thinks that Dostoevsky’s

inquiries into criminals and the other characters in his novels is in fact a search for

affirming our life."

The characters of Dostoevsky inquire into the roots of their thoughts,
feelings of guilt, and passions. They try to understand who they are. However they
feel that it is a hard problem and it is difficult to understand and follow the inner
and actual wo/man in them. Dostoevsky’s characters feel that they cannot succeed
in being the wo/man that they actually are. In other words, they do not feel as if

they are. Thus, they are confused about their actual thoughts and emotions.

Mihail Bakhtin, in The Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, defines
Dostoevsky’s novels as the examples of a genuine polyphony and the plurality of
voices. He emphasizes that there emerge different voices from one person in the
same novel and these voices continue independently from each other and even

independently of the intentions of the writer. Thus, Bakhtin argues that the

219 pid, 1, p. 43.
2™ Dostoevsky, The House of the Dead.
%2 Nietzsche, The Antichrist, Morality as Anti-Nature, 1.

2% For a further and recent discussion about this issue, see also Predrack Cicovacki’s Dostoevsky
and the Affirmation of Life.
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different characteristics, worldviews, philosophies, inclinations exist together at
the same time in his novels. Moreover Bakhtin claims that they are independent
from Dostoevsky’s own worldview since Dostoevsky does not want to restrain all
the different aspects of people and all their multi-dimensional complexities.?”
This is why Nietzsche is grateful for his success in the realm of human

psychology.

Nietzsche also touches on the problem of how difficult it is to bring out the
actual wo/man in us. He argues that to understand ourselves and to inspect our
experiences “as severely as a scientific experiment” may take much time; it may
last “hour after hour, day after day”.?”®> This problem for him goes beyond the
problems of modern wo/man, and it is a deep existential problem like
Dostoevsky’s. He argues that “everyone is farthest from himself”.2’® In order to
understand ourselves he claims that we give ourselves laws which we create. “To
that end we must become the best students and discoverers of everything lawful
and necessary in the world: we must become physicists in order to become
creatures in this sense...So, long live physics! And even more so that which

compels us to turn to physics — our honesty!”"’

The Underground Wo/man of Nietzsche and Dostoevsky tries to find a
solution in the experience of suffering. S/he questions that maybe s/he can escape
from this self-depression by means of suffering. Dostoevsky’s Underground
Wo/man asks: “perhaps suffering is just a great benefit to him as well-being‘?”278
S/he wants to suffer in order to be the real, actual man. On the other hand, s/he
also feels that suffering is connected with her/his consciousness. S/he conceives

that the actual reason of her/his suffering is her/his consciousness. Yet, s/he also

2% Mihail Bakhtin, The Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics.
275 Nietzsche, Gay Science, & 319.

%% Ibid, & 335.

"7 Ibid, & 335.

28 Dostoevsky, The Notes from the Underground, p. 27.
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thinks that suffering also reminds her/him that s/he truly alive. Nietzsche also
criticizes the modern idea of happiness, since it is a means of suppressing our
existential sufferings. He appreciates the Greeks, since they understand that

suffering is a means of our individuation and affirming our life.

Nietzsche and Dostoevsky accept suffering as a revolt against the laws of
nature. Their Underground Wo/man does not want to be a predictable and
calculable wo/man. Dostoevsky criticizes the approaches of science in trying to
make people as calculable objects. Nietzsche also agrees that and asks “is not
living valuing, preferring, being unjust, being limited endeavoring to be
different”.?”® Thus as mentioned above the Underground wo/man is resisting to
laws of nature, since s/he resists the science, since s/he does not want to be “a

table of logarithms”.280

In The Brothers Karamazov Dostoevsky asks the question of “how our
moral values and arguments are justified in this world in which children are
exposed to cruelty”.?®! In this sense his inquiry into morality is directly connected
with practical roots. He wants to investigate why we cannot see the actual
examples of goodness and justness in our life. Even though Dostoevsky tries to
find a divine reference point; Nietzsche finds Dostoevsky’s works valuable in this
respect. Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man flounders around “killing God” in a
different way from Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man. I think that they are
distinguished at this point.

As | had stated before, Nietzsche finds the Kantian foundation of practical
legislation problematic. Dostoevsky also investigates the roots of this practical
legislation. The problem of a moral reference point in the modern world is the

prominent question of the characters of Dostoevsky. Thus, Dostoevsky’s

29 Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 9.
80 Dostoevsky, The Notes from the Underground, II, p. 38.

81 Dostoevsky, The Brothers Karamazov, pp. 355-382. I think that Ivan’s main problem is this
question with his talking of Alexey on religion and Grand Inquisitor.
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Underground Wo/man is in a sense in need of a belief in God. I believe that the
difference between Dostoevsky’s and Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man can be
explained by means of a Kantian quotation. As | explained in the first chapter
Kant trusts that;
There is no one, not even the most wicked scoundrel, if only he is
otherwise accustomed to use his reason, who does not wish, if one lays
before him examples of honesty in aims, sympathetic participation and

general benevolence (and in addition combined with great sacrifices of
advance and convenience) that he might also be so disposed.?®?

| think that Nietzsche and Dostoevsky are not sure that a person wishes
sympathetic participation and general benevolence in this situation. In other
words, the issue is not as simple as Kant argues, and it cannot be solved by
depending on an indefinite basis in human beings. On the other hand, the
difference of Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man emerges here. In contrast to
Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man s/he envies Kant, and s/he wants to believe the

idea which is expressed in this quotation.

In The Brothers Karamazov, Ivan has a feeling of hatred to Aleksey, but
he does not find any roots in himself to be a person like Aleksey. He asks the
questions “why should we be good in this world” and “how can we find a
reference point for faith in the divine?” I think that neither Ivan nor Aleksey has a
definite answer, and Dostoevsky does not present the idea of a God that can solve
our problems. Moreover, in Prince Myshkin, Dostoevsky investigates the
possibility of “a good and just man” that Christianity defends. However, it cannot
be said that he has an exact answer; he mostly tries to reveal the problems about
why modern people cannot adopt the values of Christianity or how they do adopt

them.

Dostoevsky tries to dig into the existential problems of moderns. He

reveals why people act in contrast to their feelings of justice and goodness. Or he

%82 Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Moral, p. 71.
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tries to answer “do they actually have these feelings or values”, and “how do they
acquire them”. I said that his Underground Wo/man flounders around the
meaning of killing God. S/he questions whether s/he can replace God with

her/himself.

The characters of Dostoevsky question the expression of “killing God” by
examinations of replacing themselves with God. Dostoevsky’s Underground
Wo/man tries to understand whether we can justify some basic moral arguments
concerning killing a wo/man or raping a child. S/he tries to look for a solution in
this examination for the existence of God. S/he also seeks for a moral reference
point. For this reason, “killing God” means for Dostoevsky’s Underground
Wo/man creating new values. In addition it also means replacing God with

her/himself.

Raskolnikov looks for possibilities of revaluation. He questions the
possibility of changing the basic rules and values of society by depending on his
own thoughts and analysis. He, as a representative of will to power, analyses the
conception of crime and punishment in his society. | have stated that
Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man, as Raskolnikov here, wants to believe
Kant’s idea that in everyone there is a good will. However, he extends the

question concerning Kant’s justification.

At the beginning Raskolnikov believes that it is good for everyone if he
kills the old woman in Crime and Punishment. In other words, he believes that at
least for some people it will be a good act. In the novel, there is discussion in a
pub concerning the justice of killing the old woman. The richness of this old
woman is accepted as a result of her good luck. In this discussion which occurs in
the pub this fortune is expressed as “natural”. In other words it is accepted that
this woman is rich naturally. The conditions of society concerning the fact that
there is richness and poverty is expressed “by nature”. “By nature” also means

fate in here. The people in the pub discuss whether we can change and correct
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nature/our fate/the actual conditions of society. One student claims that we must
correct nature;
Oh, well, brother, but we have to correct and direct nature, and, but for
that, we should drown in an ocean of prejudice. But for that, there would
never have been a single great man. They talk of duty, conscience—I

don't want to say anything against duty and conscience;—but the point is,
what do we mean by them??®

In this quotation, the student questions the first persons who establish the
moral rules of society. This examination is similar to Nietzsche’s question in On
the Genealogy of Morality and Beyond Good and Evil. The student emphasizes
that every moral law is established by a great man. Thus, he argues that every
moral law is established by a wo/man and every morality implies social and
cultural relations. Apart from people and apart from these relations, he asks “what
do we do by them?” For this reason he claims that there must be some great man
who can change the moral law at a definite time. Thus the actual question that
creates Raskolnikov, as an Underground Wo/man, and as will to power, emerges

here: Can he change a moral law as a great man?

This question also reflects Raskolnikov’s attempt at killing God and
replacing God with himself. He tries to dismiss God and his rules from his life.
However after killing the old woman he cannot cope with his religious and moral
apprehensions. He goes into depression and tries to find a way in connection with
religion and morality again. For this reason, I think that Dostoevsky’s
Underground Wo/man, in contrast to Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man, is

sometimes in need of a God.

We can see other examples of replacing God with oneself in the other
characters of Dostoevsky concerning raping a child. These characters are Arkady
Svidrigailov in Crime and Punishment and Nikolay Stavrogin in Devils. They
both raped a child and they go into depression like Raskolnikov. In other words,
they cannot cope with killing God. At this point Dostoevsky’s Underground
Wo/man feels a need of appealing to a God. Dostoevsky also questions the

28 Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, p. 88.
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pragmatic benefit of an idea of God for the progress of society. On the other hand,
his Underground Wo/man is sunk into an existential questioning about God. | do

not think that s/he solves this problem with a definite answer.

Golyadkin is the last character which | want to talk about. Golyadkin is

the main character of The Double.?®

As an Underground Wo/man, he reflects
Dostoevsky’s investigation of his time in terms of working conditions. Yakov
Golyadkin is a government clerk. He is gripped with the idea that another man
appropriates his identity. This man is also a clerk in a government office. He is
the same with him. His body and his dress are the same with Golyadkin. However

his behaviors towards his employer and his fellow workers are different.

Golyadkin’s other is self-confident and strong-willed in contrast to him.
While Golyadkin has a weak character, his other’s strong character influences
people. In a little while the other is accepted by Golyadkin’s friends and
employer. In the end of the novel it is understood that the other is an illusion of
Golyadkin and he goes mad. Golyadkin is a doppelganger which | explained in
the first chapter. His other reflects the ideal man whom Golyadkin cannot be. He
is a schmoozer with his employer and and extroverted. He tries to steal the
character of the real Golyadkin and he is who Golyadkin must be. In this novel,
Dostoevsky touches upon a problem of Underground Wo/man in terms of her/his
relation to other people and his employer. Thus Golyadkin’s double reflects a

problem of identity of a person in the modern culture.

I have tried to explain the emergence and questions of Dostoevsky’s and
Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man. They both argue against a definite and
rational conception of wo/man. In contrast to this definition, they try to take out a
wo/man from the underground. This Underground Wo/man is aware that the real
and normal wo/man which is described and enforced is not her/himself in the 19"
century. S/he is an eternal search for her/his true nature. In this sense, Dostoevsky

and Nietzsche do not accept a definite human nature without a wo/man who is

284 Dostoevsky, The Double.

118



always becoming. | tried to explain the critical epistemological and moral context
in which this Underground Wo/man emerges. | want to conclude this chapter by
considering the loneliness of this Underground Wo/man. | think that s/he is
condemned to be alone when we compare her/him Marx’s Underground Wo/man.
I will try to explain this point in relation to Dostoevsky’s and Nietzsche’s

antagonism towards socialism.

Both Nietzsche and Dostoevsky have an antagonistic attitude towards
socialism. Nietzsche sees socialism as a despotic regime which forces people to
be the same and equal and it is in this sense in contrast to human nature.
Dostoevsky also questions the possibility of a socialist system in society by his
analysis in Devils. He does not believe that it is a possible system for humans,

since he also points out its despotic dimension.

While they try to understand people in a detailed and complete way, they
present a wo/man who always questions her/himself. 1 want to understand this
wo/man in their thinking in relation to their criticism concerning their time. Before
going into the details of their Underground Wo/man, it will helpful to state that
both thinkers are trying to understand their time in relation to political, social ideas
and philosophical theories. However, when we compare their analyses with
Marx’s studies, it can be seen that their questionings remain blind because of their
antagonistic view to socialism and revolutionary movements in the 19™ century.
They are both critical about these movements, since they do not find these theories

and movements to be valid and effective in understanding people.

| believe that both of them are great psychologists and perform insightful
inquiries into the lives and thoughts of their contemporaries. Yet, their hostility to
the revolutionary movements restricts their studies within the realm of an
existential inquiry. For this reason, | said that their Underground Wo/man is
condemned to be alone. Dostoevsky and Nietzsche take the problematic features
of these movements and emphasize their inadequacy of investigating people. As

mentioned before, Nietzsche criticizes the socialists in his time since he thinks that
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they reflect the slave instincts. Dostoevsky examines the nihilistic movements in
Russia and Europe. Moreover, Dostoevsky writes a book especially in order to

question a leadership of a revolutionary nihilistic group, Sergey Nechayev.?®®

Neither Dostoevsky’s nor Nietzsche’s critical and leery approach to
nihilistic and socialist movements can be overlooked. Although they cannot
propound an alternative to socialism, their critical points are important. In
particular, they put forward the problematic features of socialism in terms of its
compatibility with the true characteristics of human nature. These features are
significant and they are influential in the emergence of their Underground
Wo/man. In the realm of politics, their thoughts are close to an anarchistic
perspective. We can find similarities between Marx and their thoughts in this
sense, since there is an anarchistic aspect of Marx’s philosophy as well. Marx also
tries to naturalize the conception of human nature. Thus, he presents wo/man in a
process of becoming within the social and material relations. | think that his
attempt of investigating an ideal society for this wo/man in terms of social,
economical and material conditions embellish his theory. By this way, Marx finds
a method of elaborating the actual problems which drive wo/man into the

underground.

Thus, | think that Nietzsche, Dostoevsky and Marx have a common
conception of wo/man and human nature. Their conception of human nature
involves an anarchistic perspective. Nietzcshe’s explanation in Thus Spoke
Zarathustra can explain their conception of human beings; “what is great about
human beings is that they are a bridge and not purpose: what is lovable about

human beings is that they are a crossing over and a going under.?%

Finally I want to state that my conception of Underground Wo/man is not
hopeless and full of bad feelings. S/he is not the man who has resentment. S/he has

courage and will for another life. Since Marx’s Underground Wo/man has a more

% 1t is accepted that Devils is written for examining the thoughts and character of Sergey
Nechayev.

%8 Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, & 4.
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practical solution, | think that s/he can be more hopeful. In other words, Marx has
a more profound perspective in order to open the way of underground. As
Dostoevsky said I think that “underground life is more advantageous” in
explaining the real man of the 19" century. However as | have stated that this is
also a general problem of modern wo/man. In order to open a way to underground
I have tried to explain Nietzsche’s naturalist epistemology and morality. Now |

want to continue with Marx’s Underground Wo/man.
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CHAPTER IV

MARX

The departure point of my thesis is an epistemological problem. | have formulated
it with Critchley’s argument of Kantian disappointment. This disappointment is
the Kantian argument that we cannot know the actual nature of things. | have tried
to extend this disappointment to the relation of the modern wo/man and
nature/reality. Marx claims that actually the capitalist relations distort the
relationship of people with nature and each other. And he tries to envision an
economical and social revolution which can be an answer to these distortions in

terms of labor conditions.

Kantian disappointment characterizes the modern subject. In his social and
political philosophy, he treats the rules of society by modeling them along the
lines of. He believes in the idea that if we rule and act according to Reason, then
we can improve the conditions of our society. Nietzsche sees this conception of
freedom and Kant’s epistemological ideas as impeding the affirmation of our lives

and he claims that such an approach gives way to a form of submission.

Both Kant and Nietzsche emphasize the subject’s perspective and try to
make room for the possibility of her/his arguments in the realm of morals or the
possibility of his/her revaluation. However, when we compare with Marx, their
thoughts remain abstract since his starting point and key of the situation are more

practical.

Marx believes that it is time to change the widespread comprehension of
philosophy and to actualize it in order to reveal and solve the anomalies in the life-

processes of people in the 19™ century. The gist of his thinking lies in the aim of

122



bringing about social change by combining theory and practice.?®” Accordingly, he
aims at a philosophy which can be an answer to the actual, existential and
economical problems of the people and is in a direct relationship with their

practices especially in terms of labor conditions.

In order to solve the problem of abstractness, Marx chooses the way of
urging for a practical, economical and sociological transformation of our life. He
perceives his century from a practical perspective, and presents a practical and

insightful solution. And he propounds a revolution.

Both Kant and Nietzsche are interested in the social and economical
problems of their century; however they do not present a systematical theory of
society, much less a theory of social transformation. Indeed they mostly
emphasize an individual transformation. Kantian thought does address social
problems in light of the Enlightenment; however his philosophy is ultimately
dependent on the improvement of Reason instead of a social and economical
revolution. Of course he is interested in the relations of people and “sensus
communis”, but not in a way similar to Marx. Thus Marx’s solution depends on a
form of society. Nietzsche’s Overman and Zarathustra can at most be a cultural
and isolated form of revolution in contrast to Marx’s setting forth the problem.
Thus, both the starting points and the actual solutions of Kant and Nietzsche are

different from Marx.

In this chapter, I will first try to put forth the difference and challenging
points of Marx’s theory epistemologically. In section 4.1, I will elaborate the
meaning of a praxis philosophy in order to grasp Marx’s ideas on epistemology. It
is controversial whether he has an epistemology or not. | want to open a discussion
about the influences of Hegel’s philosophy on Marx and I think that his
improvement of dialectical materialism can also have epistemological
implications. | will explore the points where Marx overcomes the problematic

features of German idealism and abstractionism. | know that epistemology is not a

87 Giddens, Capitalism and Modern Social Theory, p. 54.
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main purpose of Marx. But | believe that if we can construct a dialog from Kant to
Hegel in terms of the common questions they have tried to investigate, we can see
the proximity of their questions and the differences between their solutions to
these questions. | have considered the problem of the distinction between the
subject and the object and the transformation of this problem into the relation
between wo/man and nature. Thus, | think that it will be helpful in the first section
to summarize Kantian background of this problem, and Hegel’s solution to Kant’s

questions and Marx’s answer and transformation of Hegel’s dialectic.

In section 4.2, T will explain the conditions of the emergence of Marx’s
Underground Wo/man in terms of alienation in capitalist relationships. |
interpreted this alienation a problem between the subject and the object also.
Depending on his epistemological ideas and his criticism of ideology, | aim at
bringing forth the details of Marxist philosophy and the points which his
Underground Wo/man originates. Marx’s Underground Wo/man is actually a
wo/man who is ignored by the 18" and the 19" centuries’ philosophical theories
and economy politics. | will explain the conditions and problems of the ignorance

of this wo/man.

I will complete this section with a general examination of Marx’s
arguments on human nature, since I think that it will fulfill Marx’s humanistic

aspect and it is important for my problem concerning Underground Wo/man.

4.1. MARX AND EPISTEMOLOGY

Marx poses an epistemological attitude to improve his philosophy of praxis. Marx
takes a practical and anthropological approach to epistemology. In this section, |
want to summarize Marx’s epistemology in terms of the main questions which he
takes from Kant and Hegel. The influences of Hegelian thought on his philosophy
as a young Hegelian cannot be overlooked. For this reason, beginning from the
Kantian disappointment and his distinction between being and being-known, or

thought and being I will explain the solutions Hegel proposes to Kant’s problems.
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I believe that the main issues of Marx’s epistemology can be explained in light of
the critical tools he inherited from Hegel’s philosophy. I believe that this
epistemological background can provide a basis for understanding Marx’s

Underground Wo/man.

4.1.1 Marx’s Questions that he takes from Kant and Hegel

K. Westphal and J. Mcdowell argue that the common and significant question
shared by both Kant and Hegel, who are the influential thinkers of modernity, can
be summarized as: “how a realist account of human knowledge can recognize and
build on the deep and pervasive socio-historical dimensions of human
knowledge??®® Kant is criticized for his ignorance of explaining the socio-

historical dimensions of knowledge.

Kant’s portrayal of the categories of human mind as a priori and universal
is thought to be disallowing to reflect these socio-historical dimensions of
knowledge. In connection with this problem there is a tension in his thinking
between wo/man and nature. Human mind with his definite categories and
nature/reality which is difficult to understand it by means of these categories
remains as an ongoing problem in his philosophy. This distance remains a main
problem for all the thinkers of the Enlightenment and modernity as they try to

attribute their rational theories to nature.

Hegel’s way of explaining nature/reality depending on the journey of
consciousness is accepted as an approach which can reflect the socio-historical
dimensions of knowledge. In this way, he tries to explain the improvement of

rationality in the history.

As | mentioned in the first chapter, the Kantian tension is also a
consequence of his effort of reconciling “the deterministic natural world, whose

mechanisms are more and more accessible to the methods of the natural science”,

88 Westphal and Mcdowel, “Contemporary Epistemology: Kant, Hegel, Mcdowel”, p. 275.
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and “the world in which we understand ourselves as autonomous beings.”** Thus
the tension between realism and subjective contribution to knowledge also turns
into the tension between nature and the autonomous subject. The difference
between the deterministic and lawful conception of nature and an autonomous
subjectivity indicates the difference between theory and reality. Thus, modern
epistemology starts with the distinction as well as relation between theory and
reality, or in the Hegelian sense, thought and being. To explain their relation
within a systematic and dynamic method with an emphasis upon the subject’s role

IS an important question of modern philosophy.

The differences between concepts and senses in our knowledge point to a
self-split in the Kantian subject. Kant tries to repress this split by assigning
important, indefinite and abstract functions to Reason. These functions are
criticized, since it is claimed that they cannot reflect the historical dimension of
knowledge. It is argued that since Kant tries to reduce all knowledge into the a
priori, universal and plain parts of human mind. This attitude and his emphasis
upon order and system in our knowledge make his epistemology beyond history. It
is accepted that in modern philosophy, it is Hegel’s philosophy which can bring a
dialectical and historical frame in Kant’s epistemology and ontology. In order to
solve the paradoxes of Kantian thinking Hegel thinks that the dialectical and

historical dynamics of our knowledge must be put forward.

4.1.2 Hegel’s Criticism of Kantian Thinking and Modern Thought

Hegel takes the difference of being and thought as the main problem of modern
philosophy. He thinks that the Kantian distinction between thought and being and
the idea that we cannot have knowledge of the “thing-in-itself” is inconsistent. He
actually takes this difference as the impassable dichotomy of subject and object in
philosophy and tries to advance a way of transformation of this difference into a

dialectical process. In this way, he also aims at achieving a philosophical

289 Andrew Bowie, Aesthetics and Subjectivity, p. 16.
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standpoint where the abstract and concrete are amalgamated perfectly without any

external allocating point.

Hegel tries to overcome the restrictive aspect of the Kantian subject and
does not want any boundary caused by the residual “thing-in-itself”. He does not
acknowledge any realm outside of consciousness as he dissolves all reality as the
realization process of spirit. Thus, he presents his conception of spirit as a
profound conception for overcoming the dichotomy of subject and object and
99290

thought and reality. For him, things in themselves are only “empty abstractions

in Kant’s systems, and these abstractions do not fall outside of spirit.

Hegel perceives the need of a dialectical process in Kant’s system and in
modern epistemology. He takes dialectic as a tool for overcoming the distinctions
of subject and object, and theory and reality in modern philosophy. In this way,
Hegel believes that we can escape the static and isolated conception of being and
knowledge. This static conception of knowledge goes back to Descartes for Hegel.
He criticizes him for his ignorance of the fact that “consciousness is always
consciousness of something” and the unity of consciousness is only possible with
the other of consciousness. If we do not consider these points, we would have to
deal with knowledge and consciousness as if they are absolute notions and we

cannot explain the historical dimension of knowledge.

In the Phenomenologyof Spirit,”* Hegel investigates our knowledge within
changing forms of consciousness. He proceeds from the simplest form of
consciousness to its completed form in self-consciousness. In each form Hegel
tries to reflect the engagement of the subject with the object. Due to this method,
Hegel tries to demonstrate that the knowledge of self is also the knowledge of

nature. He conceives nature as a product of our spirit, and our freedom.®* He

2 |pid, p. 121.
1 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit.

2 Hegel, Encyclopedia of Philosophical Science, & 55.

127



wants to identify truth with the “whole”**

and he conceives every object as the
carrier of some part of truth. In this sense, he accepts particulars as the reflections
of universals, and does not want to isolate anything from the self-realization
process of the spirit. In this way, Hegel tries to present a theory which can
overcome the distance between nature and wo/man in light of the realization of the
spirit. From this perspective, Hegel tries to explain the concrete parts of our
knowledge in a dialectical movement. Dialectic for him is “the principle of all

motion, of all life, and of all activation in the actual world”. 2

This is the dynamical process of dialectic: “something is identified —it is
grasped as at its point of origin; then, something negative strikes, which, in turn,
leads it to the next step where something of the earlier moment is retained still”.**
By means of dialectic Hegel tries to show that every form of consciousness carries
its other with itself. He emphasizes that the unity of our consciousness depends on
its unity with the other. This is the point where the abstractness and absoluteness

of Kantian subject can be overcome in Hegel’s philosophy.

In the Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel carries the Kantian faculties and
transcendental ideas to a practical realm. The Kantian claim that “reason does not
receive its laws from nature but dictates them to her” becomes a practical reality in
Hegel’s system. Hegel’s subject attributes her/his employments to nature by
means of her/his labor process. While s/he is transforming nature, at the same time
s/he transforms her/himself. In this sense, the historical process of transformation
of nature is also a process of rationalization. Hegel reflects this point by arguing

that “the real is rational and the rational is real”.?*®

However, after the completion of the journey through the forms of

consciousness, Hegel gives philosophy a role that seems limited to interpretation.

23 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, p. 11.

24 Hegel, Encyclopedia of Philosophical Science, 128-129.
% Sjingh and Mohapatra, Reading Hegel, p. 6

2% Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, Preface, p. 25.
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He claims that the philosopher can understand and interpret the actual historical
and rational process only after the process is finished. He argues that as follows;
When philosophy paints its grey in grey, one form of life has become old,

and by means of grey it cannot be rejuvenated, but only known. The owl
of Minerva takes its flight only when the shades of night are gathering.?’

Marx’s epistemology attempts to change this role of philosophy. His
thought is prompted by Hegel’s philosophy in terms of the dialectical process of
history and the emphasis on labor process in the lives and thoughts of wo/man.
However, Marx also wants to transform philosophy into a more profound activity

and tries to give a theory which is physically unified with reality/nature.

4.1.3 The Influence of Hegel on Marx

Dialectic is the vital spot of both Hegel’s and Marx’s philosophy. Marx conceives
nature/reality and human beings as dynamic and changing. He thinks that both of
them can be explained within their interrelations in a dialectical process. In this

sense, Hegel’s philosophy has an important role in Marx’s thought.

The importance of Hegel’s philosophy depends on his conception of the
unity of opposites. He explains this notion by arguing that if we can try to think
about being we proceed to think nothing further. Being and nothing refers to each
other and we cannot think them isolated from each other. By this way we come to
the conception of becoming.”® The idea that being carries its other with itself is
accepted as the main drive of Hegel’s philosophy.””® The main drive of Hegel’s
dialectic: Everything carries its opposite in itself. The existence of something is
dependent on its relation to what is other. The idea of “negation” gives an

important power to Hegel’s dialectical process, since it provides us with the very

27 Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, Preface, xxi.
2% Hegel, The Science of Logic, pp. 45-57.
2% Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 35.
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essence of dynamism, and this dynamism and the involvement of its opposite in

the existence of something reflect the idea of a flourishing becoming.

Hegel explains the notions of Being, Nothing and Becoming within their
interrelations. He infers a fourth concept from them, determinacy. Hegel claims
that to think something as a pure Being means abstracting it from becoming. He
says that Kantian “thing-in-itself” is an abstraction that we achieve in this way.
Thing-in-itself is a consequence of to think something devoid of all determination,
as nothing. Thus, Hegel argues that if we think and abstract something in this way,
“it is of course impossible to know what the thing-in-itself is.” Furthermore Hegel
states that;

for the question: what? demands that determinations be assigned; but
since the things of which they are to be assigned at the same time
supposed to be things-in-themselves, which means, in effect to be

without any determination, the question is made thoughtlessly impossible
to answer, or else only an absurd answer is given.*®

Consequently, for Hegel, thing-in-itself is an empty abstraction.* It is a product
of thought and the self’s reflection of itself. It is connected with the attempt of

abstract all properties of something.

Hegel’s explanation of “thing-in-itself” reflects also his criticism of
skepticism. He rejects the argument that we cannot know reality as it is in itself.
For Hegel, there is no world as thing-in-itself. There is only “these
interrelationships between being-in-itself and being-for other.” Moreover, Hegel
states that “being-in-itself only discovers what it is in relation to being-for-other
that evokes the properties of being-in-itself. % In this way, Hegel rejects the
abstraction of relation between mind and the world. He claims that mind discovers
the world not as a different entity. In his process of discovering the world emerges

in an interrelationship between the world and mind. Thus, the mind recognizes that

%% Hegel, The Science of Logic, p. 121.
% Ipid, p. 121.
%02 Hegel, Enclopedia of Philosophical Science, &194.
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the world is his other. Therefore, Hegel claims that if we try to think something as
totally an abstraction we fail. For him, all our thoughts are united with historical
reality. Thus, Hegel wants to portray things as a dynamic relationship with the
world. Hegel tries to depict abstract concepts and concrete things in their
interrelations. He does not want to abstract something in the process of thought.

This rejection of abstraction can be seen in Hegel’s conception of essence
also. He defines essence “which is Being coming into mediation with itself
through the negativity of itself.”*% 1t is “self-relatedness”. “Only in so far it is
relation to an Other — this Other however coming to view at first not as something
which is, but as postulated and hypostatized.”** In this way, after explaining the
relation of Being and essence, Hegel tries to explain that there is not difference
between essence and appearance.

The Essence must appear of shine forth. Its shining or reflection it is this
the suspension and translation of it to immediacy, which, while as
reflection-into-self it is matter or subsistence, is also form, reflection-on-
something else, a subsistence which sets itself aside. To show or shine is
the characteristic by which essence is distinguished from Being — by
which it is essence, and it is this show which, when it is developed,
shows itself, and is Appearance. Essence is accordingly is not something

beyond or behind appearance, but — just because it is the essence which
exists- the existence is Appearance.®”

From this perspective, Hegel defends that there is no difference between essence
and appearance as Kant postulates. He puts forward the interrelationship between
them and in this way he overcomes the Kantian skeptical implications concerning
our knowledge of the “thing-in-itself” since for Hegel “search for essence” is

possible. The realm of essences does refer any other realm which is unknowable.

The dialectical relationship between slave and master mirrors an important
common point between Marx and Hegel. Marx adopts the argument that the labor

process has a significant role in the process of the self-realization of wo/man. He

303 1hid, & 112.
3% 1hid, & 112.
35 1hid, & 131.
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believes that during laboring wo/man transforms both her/him and nature. In this
respect, practical life and laboring conditions construct the very existence of
wo/man. Inspired by Hegel’s philosophy, Marx explains the labor process and
human beings in a way that they are not abstracted from each other. Furthermore,
since the laboring process is connected with social relations, both Marx and Hegel
emphasize the social character of laboring. In Hegel, the slave is more close to
her/his realization, since s/he is in a relationship with nature and this practical
activity provides her/him to be related to her/his opposite.®® This closeness is
important for Marx in terms of his emphasis on the proletariat class for revolution
and for the creation of communist society.

Both Marx and Hegel also realize that the recognition of the “other” is
necessary for the subject’s self-realization. Marx is highly influenced by Hegel’s
understanding of inter-subjective recognition. This point also provides Marx with
a rich method of understanding human beings within the relations of laboring.
Marx, like Hegel, tries to conceive people within all their physical, social, political

and subjective relationships in order not to fall into the errors of abstract notions.

The recognition of the other within inter-subjective relationships enables
Hegel and Marx to develop a conception of subjectivity which is more plausible
than that of the Enlightenment thinkers. This viewpoint sees people within a larger
and comprehensive perspective in terms of their relation to nature as well as each
other. It also allows Hegel to improve a conception of freedom which is connected
with the identity of the subject in all her/his relations and in the unity of her/his
opposite.*®” For Hegel, this unity with what is other than oneself means freedom.
This notion of freedom drives Marx to improve the notion of his own conception
of freedom in The Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right and On the Jewish
Question. For Marx, similar to Hegel, freedom cannot be explained with the
removal of physical restrictions on the subject, and we can be free only with the

unity of ourselves with others in our self-realization.

%% Hegel, Phenomenology, of Spirit, pp. 62-89.
%7 Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, & 7.
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Related to this idea of relationality is Marx’s critique of the modern
subject. For Marx, human being is “no abstraction inherent in each single
individual”; rather it is to be sought for in the array of different conditions,
relations, inclinations and thoughts.*® This view, which is also shared by
Nietzsche, drives Marx to investigate the realization process of human beings
within a practical viewpoint. Like Hegel, Marx also develops an ideal society
which does not involve a split between people and nature. Furthermore Marx’s
approach to history is influenced by Hegel’s analyses on the slave and master,
since he states that “the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of
class struggles”.*” In short, the points which Marx takes from Hegel construct the

vital points of Marx’s philosophy.

However, Marx thinks that Hegel’s dialectic needs a more empirical basis
and a radical change. He believes that the dialectical structure of nature cannot be
explained by means of the self-realization process of the spirit. He does not want
to accept this metaphysical ground, and he thinks that if we want to actualize
philosophy we must ground all the process on an empirical basis. Marx aims at
achieving a dialectical method which “begins and ends with the concrete”.*° He
says that he tries to remove the “mystifying side of Hegelian dialectic”.*"* He
argues as follows;

My dialectic method is not only different from the Hegelian, but is its
direct opposite. To Hegel, the life-process of the human brain, i.e. the
process of thinking, which, under the name of “the Idea”, he even
transforms into an independent subject, is the demiurgos of the real
world, and the real world is only the external, phenomenal world of “the
Idea”. With me, on the contrary, the ideal is nothing else than the

material world reflected by the human mind, and translated into forms of
thought.**?

%98 Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, VI.

%99 Marx, Manifesto of the Communist Party, p. 1.

310 Resnick and Wolf, “Marxist Economy, The Critique of Economic Determinism”, p. 43.
1 Marx, Capital, volume I, p. 14.

12 |pid, p. 14
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In order to remove the mystifying side of Hegel’s philosophy, Marx adopts
a praxis philosophy® which can resolve all the idealistic, absolutistic and abstract
sides of traditional philosophy into their practical origins. To achieve this aim, he
tries to speak to the practical problems of the 19" century’s inhabitants. His theory
is dependent upon his investigations of labor processes of people in the 19"
century. In this respect, Marx claims that his economic theory is original, since it
“proceeds from an actual economic fact”.** Beginning from the actual labor
conditions, Marx tries to achieve a theory which also “ends with the concrete”. He
actually wants to overturn the method of German idealism and claims that “in
direct contrast to German philosophy which descends from heaven to earth, here
we ascend from earth to heaven”.®® Thus, he wants to represent things “as they
really are and happen”.**® Moreover, he claims that by this method, he can turn

right side up Hegel’s dialectic which “stands on its head”.*"

Since Marx accepts laboring as the important part of wo/man’s realization,
he thinks that the change must begin from these conditions. The terrible working
condition of capitalism in the 19™ century which “comes into the world with a
congenital blood-stain on one cheek™® is the main target of Marx’s philosophy.
Via investigating these conditions, Marx engages in existential analyses of
wo/man and makes philosophy a practical activity. As well as the practical
dimensions of his philosophy, his notion of ideology and critique of the recent
epistemological, social, political and economic theories play a considerable role in

his philosophy. To achieve a comprehensive understanding of Marx’s difference

3 In The Philosophy of Marx, Etienne Balibar claims that Marx transforms the practice of
philosophy and his philosophy goes beyond the limit of an abstract theory, p. 11.

%14 Marx, Economic-Philosophic Manuscripts 1844, p. 75.
%15 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 42.
%1% |bid, p. 55. See also Bertel Ollman’s Dance of Dialectic, Steps in Marx’s Method.
317 H
Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 15.
318

Ibid, p. 532, Marx takes this expression from the definition of Augier.
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in the history of philosophy and his epistemology, we must analyze his conception

of ideology also.

4.1.4 Marx’s Criticism of Ideology

For Marx, “all science would be superfluous, if the appearance, the form, and the
nature of things, were wholly identical”.**® His admittance of this difference can
also be seen in his criticism of contemplative materialists. Marx criticizes previous
materialists in Theses on Feuerbach because of their limited conception of the
object.*® There is a difference in German between Object and Gegenstand which
Marx emphasizes. Object has a simple, plain meaning which refers to material
things, but Gegenstand has a subtlety which involves the practice of sensation and
knowing. The latter means the object known and sensed. Thus, Gegenstand points
to the sensuous human practice which contemplative materialists overlook. Marx
even states that idealism fares better than materialism at this point, since it has a

more complete conception which does not ignore praxis.

Marx finds the attitude of previous materialists before him crude, since
they cannot be able to see the difference between appearance and essence. We can
see the traces of his emphasis upon subjective contribution to knowledge at this
point. David Hillel Ruben claims that Marx aims at a synthesis of idealism and
materialism shared with Kant. He argues that both Kant and Marx want to keep
two measures; the interpretative capacity of the subject and the independence of
the object known.** This shared attitude is the reason which lies in the
background of Marx’s admittance of the difference between reality and

appearance.

%19 Marx, Capital, vol. 111, p. 327.
%29 Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, V1. Thesis.
%1 Ruben, Marxism and Materialism, p. 89.
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However, in contrast to Kant, Marx does not think that the difference
between appearance and reality is the cause of two different worlds. He claims that
if we treat this problem in this way, we will have remained at an abstract and
philosophical level. Indeed Marx argues that the actual solution lies in uncovering
the material bases of the relations between the appearances and reality. This point
also reflects the influence of Hegel in his thought. Thus, he sees this difference as

the hidden and apparent part of the same reality**

and tries to analyze it as a social
problem. This analysis reflects also his investigations on the conception of

“ideology”.

Marx accepts that the difference between appearance and reality is not a
consequence of the misleading position of the subject or observer either. In fact,
he perceives the difference between the apparent and the real as a social problem

which is exacerbated by capitalist relations.**

Marx does not blame the cognitive
apparatus and perceptual limitations of observers for the apparent and illusory
facades of reality; rather, for him, they belong to reality itself. Depending on his
conception of dialectic, Marx accepts that the apparent part of social reality is also

a feature of the same reality.

Marx’s conception of ideology concerns the construction of a social reality
which is imposed upon the members of society. Engels argues that ideology is the
creation of a “false consciousness” and both the thinkers who produce it and the
people who are exposed to it are oblivious to the actual dynamics behind its

production.®*

Marx’s investigation of ideology reflects the influence of Hegel’s dialectics
on his philosophy. He adopts this investigation as a science. He tries to dissolve

the ideology of capitalism by means of a scientific investigation. Hegel’s influence

%22 Ruben, Marxism and Materialism, p. 129.

%23 See Ruben’s Marxism and Materialism, Karl Korsch’s Marxism and its Philosophy and Norman
Geras’s Essence and Appearance: Aspects of Fetishism in Marx’s Capitalism.

%24 Engels, Letter to Franz Mehring, p. 15.
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on his thought engages in here again. Depending on his rejection of Kant’s
distinction between appearance and thing-in-itself, Hegel claims that the search for
the truth of Being “penetrates further assuming that behind this Being itself, and
that this background constitutes the truth of Being.”** Like Hegel Marx believes
that “the search for essence, the attempt to understand the whole, the hidden inner
connection of the parts, the ‘obscure structure’ is science. It is “on of the task of
science to reduce the visible and merely apparent movement to the actual inner
movement”. Thus, Hegel’s search for essence is compatible with Marx’s “works
of science”.*?® Thus, Marx does not treat reality as abstract conception. He tries to
dissolve it into social relations. He, as a scientist, wants to dissolve the capitalist
ideology. In this way, he also tries to dissolve the relationship between appearance

and reality.

Marx’s critique of ideology has two dimensions, one epistemological, the
other economical. The first point is that Marx tries to turn the traditional
relationship between theory and practice, or consciousness and our activities
upside down. The second account of ideology concerns the relation between the
ruling class and the proletariat. Thus Marx tries to unmask ideology by analyzing
the nature of consciousness and in terms of economic relations. To analyze Marx’s
conception of ideology is important for my Underground Wo/man since this
conception gives us a new angle from which to observe and explain the distorted
and inverted relationship of the Underground Wo/man with the illusory image of
her/his society and reality. | believe that this analysis can be an epistemological

ground for Marx’s Underground Wo/man.

%25 Hegel, The Science of Logic, & 121.
%28 |_ebowitz, Michael, Following Marx, p. 71.
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4.1.4.1 Marx’s Attitude towards Consciousness

One of the auxiliary ideas of my thesis is that there is a tendency in the 19"
century to overturn and change the traditional, misleading and static conception of
consciousness. | have explained that in contrast to Kant, the other thinkers of my
thesis criticize the exaggerated conception of consciousness. Nietzsche and
Dostoevsky think that this conception of ‘conscious wo/man’ in the 19" century
misguides us in explaining practical lives, thoughts and problems of the people in
this century. I also mentioned William James’s conception of consciousness which

executes a pragmatic defense of this new conception.

This new conception of consciousness does not present consciousness as a
commander and controller which precedes all our thoughts and behaviors.
Nietzsche, Dostoevsky and James want to explain the role of consciousness in
relational terms. Consciousness is not a stagnant entity in their theories. It has a

role in our knowledge, but this role is not that of producing ideas by itself.

The 19" century emphasizes the influences of our practical, social and
political relations on our consciousness. The thinkers of this century ascertain a
mutual relationship between consciousness and social relations. In connection with
this emphasis, there is a tendency towards naturalism in explaining the
employments of consciousness. Marx is a follower of this attitude. He criticizes
Hegel because he does not want to attribute a preceding role to consciousness and
puts forth the empirical bases of consciousness and the influence of external
relations on it. He is against the idea that our consciousness produces ideas by
itself and he defends the opposite argument. He argues as follows:

The production of ideas, of conceptions, and of consciousness, is at first
directly interwoven with the material activity and material intercourse of
men, the language of real life. Conceiving, thinking the mental

intercourse of men, appear at this stage as the direct efflux of their
material behavior.*”’

%7 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 47.

138



Although he criticizes Hegel, Marx is nevertheless influenced by the conception of
consciousness involved in Hegel’s dialectic. He is the follower of the idea that the
thing which consciousness is directed at constitutes the content of
consciousness.*® This viewpoint leads Marx also to develop a naturalistic
explanation for consciousness. He emphasizes the role of natural and material
causes and events in the bases of our ideas and thoughts and tries to dissolve the

abstract employments of consciousness into the practical roots.**

On the other hand, Marx does not argue that our thoughts and acts can be
explained in a totally mechanistic way. In other words, he also wants to emphasize
the autonomous aspect of the human being. These two purposes cause a problem
in Marx’s explanation of consciousness. He has a difficulty concerning the role of
subjectivity. This difficulty cannot be attributed only to Marx’s philosophy. We
can see the different implications of this problem in Nietzsche, Dostoevsky and
also William James. In James there is a tension between two modes of
consciousness one of which is active and the other passive.**® The discrepancy
between structure and agency is a different version of the same problem. | will
discuss the different interpretations of Marx regarding this issue in the last part of
this chapter. At the present time, | want to state that this problem is significant
especially in the 19" century. My conception of Underground Wo/man especially
originates from this observation | think that the three thinkers of my thesis,
Nietzsche, Marx and Dostoevsky, perceive that in the 19™ century there is a
misleading consequence of idealism. This consequence is the abstract conception
of ‘modern wo/man’. Marx, Nietzsche and Dostoevsky criticize this tendency to
abstraction and claim that this tendency veils the concrete, real wo/man of the 19"
century. However the Underground Wo/man in their thoughts also has a problem
with her/his consciousness. On the one hand, s/he wants to be active and free, and

on the other hand, s/he is tired of the idea of ‘being conscious’, as [ mentioned in

%28 Stumpf and Abel, The Elements of Philosophy, p.133.
%% This is the general purpose of The German Ideology.

%0 y1lmaz, Zeliha Burcu, “How Does Consciousness Exist?”.
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the third chapter. Marx’s Underground Wo/man also carries this problem. We can

see the traces of this problem in Marx’s conception of “human consciousness”.

Marx considers both the animal aspects of human consciousness and the
other aspects which reflect the species being of wo/man. He does not want to
reduce all the thoughts of people into material needs and causes, since he wants to
make room for the purposive character of wo/man and her/his species being. In the
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, he wrote as follows;

Man is directly a natural being. As a natural being and as a living natural
being, he is on the one hand endowed with natural powers — he is an
active natural being. These forces exist in him as tendencies and abilities
— as instincts. On the other hand, as a natural, corporeal, sensuous
objective being, he is a suffering, conditioned and limited creature, like
animals and plants. That is to say, the objects of his instincts exist outside
him, as objects independent of him; yet these objects are objects that he

needs — essential objects, indispensable to the manifestation and
confirmation of his essential powers.**

In a similar way, in the Grundrisse Marx claims that man is the whole of
its instincts, desires, needs “which exerts a force upon” us. In this quotation,
Marx displays his naturalistic tendency and the passive and restricted nature of
human beings. This point brings wo/man closer to animals. However, he tries to
impute a different conception of consciousness to people from animal
consciousness also. In The German ldeology, he argues that as follows;

Men can be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by religion and
anything else you like. They themselves begin to distinguish themselves

from animals as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence,
a step which is conditioned by their physical organization.**

Yet, there arises a difficulty in this definition, since animals also produce and they
also influence their environment. Marx does not ignore this notion and in the

following section of The German Ideology he states that;

%1 Marx, Economic-Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 42.
%2 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 201.
%3 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 42.
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It is true that animals also produce. They build nests and dwellings, like
the bee, beaver, the ant etc. But they produce only their own immediate
needs, or those of their young; they produce only when immediate
physical need compels them to do so, while man produce even when he is
free from physical need and truly produces only in freedom from such
need; they produce only themselves, while man reproduces the whole of
nature; their products belong immediately to their physical bodies, while
man freely confronts his own product. Animal produce only according to
the standards, of every species and of applying to each object to inherent
standard; hence, man also produces in accordance with the laws of
beauty.***

Marx states that to produce freely and according to laws of beauty
determines wo/man’s difference from animals in this passage from The Economic
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. In the same work, he also states that while
“animal is immediately one with its life activity”, “man makes his life-activity
itself an object of his will and consciousness.”** Marx claims that wo/man’s mode

of production is her/his main difference from animals in this passage from Capital.

He argues that as follows;

A spider conducts operations that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee
puts to shame many an architect in the construction of her cells. But
what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is this, that
the architect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in
reality. At the end of every labor-process, we get a result that already
existed in the imagination of the laborer at its commencement. He not
only effects a change of form in the material on which he works, but he
also realizes a purpose of his own that gives the law to his modus
operandi, and to which he must subordinate his will. And this

subordination is no mere momentary act.>*

The difference between animal and human consciousness is connected with the
wo/man’s capacity for imagination, yet Marx does not ignore the rationality of
animals and their imagination. He actually emphasizes that our productions reflect
our intentions and images instead of the instinct of animals. This problem does not
have an actual solution in Marx. It is also transformed into the question of “how

much wo/man can make her/his history?” He explains his argument concerning

%4 Marx, Economic Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 82.
%3 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 75.
%8 Marx, Capital I, p. 124.
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the agency of people in a famous quote from The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte; “men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please;
they do not make it under self-selected circumstances, but under circumstances

existing already, given and transmitted from the past.”**

Marx objects to a conception of agent who can determine her/his acts and
thoughts by her/himself independently of outer relations in conjunction with his
attitude towards consciousness. He always emphasizes that our ideas are
“interwoven with material activity” and social relations. For him we cannot isolate
“a wholly free agency” from these interwoven relations. His transformation of
philosophy into praxis enters the picture here and he tries to melt the abstract
image of the activities of our consciousness by an emphasis on actual life and
active wo/man. He identifies consciousness and actual life-process as follows in
The German Ideology as follows;

Men are the producers of their conceptions, ideas etc. — real, active men,
as they are conditioned by a definite development of their productive
forces and of the intercourse corresponding to these, up to its furthest

forms. Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious
existence, and the existence of men is their actual life-process.*®

Marx’s conception of “real, active men” projects his emphasis on the
influence of material conditions on our ideologies. He discusses morality, religion
and metaphysics as the constituents of ideology and as forms of consciousness. He
claims that these are not constructed by the conscious activities of free agents, and
this point reveals the role his conception of consciousness plays in his criticism of
ideology. Marx focuses on the fact that all of them affect our life and “life is not

determined by consciousness, but consciousness by life”.%*

In this respect, Marx presents his theory as different from a philosophical
theory. He sees all philosophical theories as “empty talk” so long as they are

practiced in abstraction from the material and historical conditions in which they

%7 Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, p. 5.
%8 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 45.
9 |bid, p. 46.
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are produced. They cannot explain the real, active wo/man, since they have no
perspective which enables them to look behind the illusion of ideology. Marx
thinks that traditional philosophical theories cannot explain the role of ideology in
our life. This is the point where he transforms philosophy into praxis. Even though
Hegel took the initial step in this transformation by showing the interdependence
of theory and practice, it is only with Marx that the real gap between theory and
practice is closed by looking at theory from the point of view of practical life and
not vice versa. This is the radical aspect of his philosophy and he defends his
standpoint by arguing that; “philosophers have only interpreted the world, in

various ways: the point is to change it.”**

Consequently, Marx emphasizes the role of ideology in our practical life
and in shaping our thoughts. He conceives ideology a misleading social reality
which is constructed by the thinkers whose thought processes remain oblivious to
the real conditions in which they are exercised. He criticizes these thinkers for
their ignorance of ideology. Marx argues that ideology creates an illusionary
conception of social reality, and although ordinary members of society can see this
paradoxical aspect of ideology, these thinkers cannot understand this. Marx claims
that as follows;

Whilst in ordinary life every shopkeeper is very well able to distinguish
between what somebody professes to be and what he really is, our
historians have not yet won even this trivial insight. They take every

epoch as it word and believe that everything it says and imagines about
itself is true.***

In this section I tried to explain Marx’s criticism of ideology in terms of his
conception of consciousness. Marx takes the traditional conception of
consciousness as symptomatic of the illusion of ideology. He emphasizes the
influence of material relations on our self-awareness. He wants to bring the
relations between consciousness and our life as the actual important question on

the scene. His arguments on consciousness are also connected with his conception

9 Marx-Engels Selected Works, vol. I, pp. 13-15, (Theses on Feuerbach, XI).
1 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 64.
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of species self and the problem concerning freedom of people. | will consider
these issues in the final section of this chapter, when I will complete Marx’s
conception of human being and human nature. Consciousness refers to wo/man’s
self-awareness. Marx deals with especially wo/man’s political and social
awareness. His conception of consciousness is mostly a political consciousness.
Thus, the question of ideology gets engaged when he deals with consciousness. He
gives a political and economic account of ideology in terms of the relation
between infrastructure and superstructure of our society and the ruling class. Now,
to complete Marx’s epistemological arguments in terms of ideology I will explore

Marx’s criticism of ideology from the perspective of the ruling class.

4.1.4.2 1deology of the Ruling Class

Marx argues that “the ideas of the ruling class of society are in every epoch the
ruling ideas” and the ruling class is the class “which is the ruling material source
of the society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual force”.** Marx separates
all hitherto existing societies into two classes: the ruling class and the ruled class.
For him, modern capitalist society involves the proletariat and bourgeois class.
The main separation point between them is ownership of the means of production.
According to Marx, “ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal expression of the
dominant material relationships.”** In other words, the dominant ideas in a certain
society are fostered by the ruling class to protect their interests. Marx tries to
expose the practical roots of the ruling class in order to decipher bourgeois

ideology.

Marx argues that German idealism and even the Young Hegelians
transform material relationships into ‘pure’ ideas; he tries to dissolve these ideas
into their material roots again. He wants to show that the former attitude helps the
bourgeois and ruling class as it prevents us from seeing that bourgeois ideology

2 |bid, p. 75.
3 Ibid, p. 82.

144



serves to reinforce the capitalist mode of production. Consequently, his main
emphasis is that: Ideology is created, defended and reproduced by this class for the

sake of their own interests.

I have stated that Marx’s emphasis on praxis brings his conception of
consciousness close to a ‘political awareness’ and ‘political consciousness’. He
perceives consciousness as a consequence of political and economical relations.
The ideology of the ruling class justifies the inequalities in a society and
transforms subordination and inequality into truths and ideas. ldeologies lead
wo/man to think that these truths are ultimate and eternal. The subordinated
wo/man accepts her/his situation as the only truth and does not criticize it. In this
way, the workers acknowledge the hegemony of the capitalists. Thus, the ruled
class is also influenced by ideology and for this reason Marx calls their political
consciousness “false consciousness”.** Therefore, false consciousness of the

proletariat class also helps in producing bourgeoisie ideology unconsciously.

Marx’s critique of bourgeois ideology, which stems from and details his
philosophy of praxis, is connected with his criticism of the capitalist mode of
production. He claims that old types of society before capitalism were simpler and
more transparent since in these societies the products of labor did not have
imaginary forms.>* In capitalist society the products of labor appear suddenly in
front of the producers having imaginary and inverted forms as commodities. These
forms of bourgeois ideology mask the contradictions which occur in material
relationships. Marx’s distancing himself from the Young Hegelians and German
idealist philosophy gains meaning at this point since he tries to analyze these
material relationships around the notions of commodity, exploitation, alienation
and fetishism.

Marx thinks that capitalist society is more complicated than previous

societies in terms of the inverted consciousness of economical relations. He

¥4 Ibid, p. 48.
¥ Marx, Capital, vol. I, p. 51.
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believes that if we can bring out the paradoxes of this society and the capitalist
mode of production around the notions mentioned above we can expose the
mysteries of this system. In this way, we can also put forward the reasons that
drive people to distort their relation between the nature and themselves depending
on the inverted conditions of their laboring process. The reasons that drive people
to distort their relation to nature and themselves are also the reasons which create
the false consciousness of the ruled class. Thus, taking into consideration Marx’s
analysis of the capitalist mode of production, we can make explicit his criticism of

ideology.

Depending on a passage from The German Ideology, | will try to explain
the connection of Marx’s views on political consciousness and the economical
mode of production. Marx claims that wo/man possesses consciousness, but not a
pure consciousness. He states that from the start, our consciousness “is afflicted
with the curse of being “burdened” with matter, which here makes its appearance
in the form of agitated layers of air, sounds, in short of language”. Moreover he
continues by emphasizing that language and consciousness develop through social
relations. For him, language and consciousness, “arises from the need, the
necessity, of intercourse with other men”. Thus, Marx accepts that human
consciousness “from the very beginning a social product, and remains as long as

men exist at all.””®*

Marx continues his analysis by arguing that human consciousness
“receives its further development and extension through increased productivity,
the increase of need, and, what is fundamental to both of these, the increase of
population.”®*" Especially after the division of mental and material labor, he
argues, human consciousness gets “in a position to emancipate itself from the

world and to proceed to the formation of “pure” theory, theology, philosophy,

8 Marx, The German Ideology, p. 45.
*7 Ibid, p. 46.
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ethics, etc.”®® His criticism of German ideology and the tendency of abstract

notions begin here.

Marx says that after this formation of pure theory, our consciousness may
“have come into contradiction with the existing relations,” and this contradiction
“can only occur because existing social relations have come into contradiction
with existing force of production.”** He makes a connection between the exalted
version of human consciousness and our ‘pure’ ideas and thoughts. He emphasizes
the contradiction between these pure concepts and existing social relations. In the
end he argues that the actual contradiction originates from inconsistency between

the pure concepts and existing forces of production.

This long passage which | have tried to analyze demonstrates that Marx
deals with an epistemological problem in connection with practical conditions.
This problem is connected with a contradiction between abstract and pure notions
which we use in explaining people and society and the real existing conditions.
Marx tries to find the origins of this problem in the development of division of
mental and material labor. Thus, his criticism of idealism and especially German
ideology is dependent on a practical root. By this explanation he transforms an
epistemological problem into a practical issue. It is a naturalistic and materialistic
attempt to make a connection between pure thoughts and division of labor. Marx’s
attitude at this point is criticized for being dependent on a naive realism and
empiricism which cannot be defended.** I think that it is difficult to defend and
justify his materialism on this passage, because the problem of pure and abstract
thoughts needs more explanation apart from division of labor. However, it is

important that ideology also dominates mental labor. The ruled class in capitalism

8 Ibid, p. 46.
9 Ibid, p. 47.
%0 Rosebarry, “Marx and Anthropology”, p. 30.
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is dragged towards material labor, and their relation to dominant ideas is also

restricted.®!

To reveal the discrepancy between economic reality and ideology, Marx
also criticizes the attitude of treating people as isolated individuals. In Grundrisse,
he argues that the economists and thinkers of the 18th century write Robinsonades
which depict isolated hunters and fishermen.*? In doing so, their theories hide the
material conditions and relations —for example that capital is a social product, that
it is accumulated through exploitation and not hard work, and so on. Marx wants
to overturn this approach. He wants to scratch out the material contradictions of
capitalist society and the gist of his praxis philosophy lies in this point. | will try to
find an Underground Wo/man in the tunnels that he opens in the second part of

this chapter.

Furthermore, Marx tries to rupture the restrictive perspective that ideology
sets by presenting itself as the ultimate reality and truth. He states that the interests
of ruling class are naturalized by the thinkers who represent the bourgeoisie in
order to impose their ideas as the only truths. This naturalization is made by
isolating people as they are depicted in certain images that are formed of them. As
mentioned before, for him, the economy politics of the 18" century treats people
as imagined people isolated from themselves and material conditions, like
Robinson. Thus, these images of people are transformed into eternal truths by the
help of ideology. On the other hand, Marx claims that he tries to replace “an
imagined activity of imagined subjects”®* by his analysis of real and active

wo/man. He aims at finishing speculations which are for the sake of ruling class,

%1 Eor a good analysis of this situation Althusser’s “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatus” in
Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays is a well-known source. However | want to state that | do
not think that Althusser’s approach to Marx is not compatible with Marx’s main purposes. From
the opposite of perspective Althusser, | believe that Marx can be understood with his emphasis
upon wo/man’s humanistic properties in a more profound way. I will discuss Althusser’s and his
critics’ approaches in the last section of this chapter.

%2 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 21.
%3 |bid, The German ldeology, p. 46.
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and initiating a new science to remove the illusionary aspects of bourgeoisie

ideology;

Where speculation ends —in real life- there real, positive science begins:
the representation of the practical activity, of the practical process of
development of men. Empty talks about consciousness ceases, and real
knowledge has to take its place. When reality is depicted, philosophy as
an independent branch of knowledge loses its medium of
existence....Viewed apart from real history; these abstractions have in
themselves no value whatsoever. They can only serve to facilitate the
arrangement of historical material, to indicate the sequence of its spate
strata,**

In “Karl Marx’s Critique of Modernity”, Christopher Paul Graves summarizes the
meaning of ideology in Marx’s thought and it will be good to complete this section

with this quotation. He argues as follows:

Ideology, then for Marx has multiple dimensions. Broadly speaking it
refers to the ruling ideas determined and produced by the bourgeoisie.
More specifically it refers to a picture of a subject abstracted from
history, isolated from others, detached from bodily life and reduced to a
thinking thing. Although these ideas present themselves as lacking a
socio-politico-economic dimension, positing themselves as natural and
eternal, this for Marx is nothing more than another effect of ideology.
Indeed, by positing themselves in this way, they naturalize ideas as well
as conditions of existence which are historically determined. In this way,
ideology, for Marx mystifies consciousness, preventing the worker from
attaining consciousness of her historical situation. Because of this,
Marxism can with justice be thought of as demystification, or as
providing the means by which the worker can become conscious of
herself.**

The unshackling of the fulcrums of bourgeois ideology exposes Marx’s
Underground Wo/man. This wo/man is born from the contradictions of the
capitalist mode of production. Now I will try to explain Marx’s demystification of
the capitalist mode of production to demonstrate the emergence of his
Underground Wo/man and to provide a background against which this wo/man
can become conscious of her/himself. I believe that Marx’s analysis of the

capitalist system in terms of the notions of the capitalist mode of production and

%4 |bid, p. 46.

%3 Christopher Graves, “Karl Marx’s Critique of Modernity through his Understanding Ideology”,
p. 14.
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especially alienation will constitute the main brush strokes for an accurate

portrayal of the Underground Wo/man.

4.2 MARX’S UNDERGROUND WO/MAN

| have explained Marx’s epistemology in terms of his emphasis on praxis
philosophy and his arguments on ideology. His epistemology establishes the basis
for the portrayal of his Underground Wo/man. Marx criticizes philosophers and
political economists of his century mainly for their ignorance of social relations
and the practical roots behind the ideas of political economy. He also criticizes
them for their tendency towards abstract terms. While investigating the social
relations behind these ideas, he aims at turning philosophy into a practical

exercise.

As a result of Marx’s examinations of social and economical relations, we
can find an Underground Wo/man who cannot be explained by the arguments of
the 18" century’s political economists and philosophers. In this part of my thesis, |
will reveal this wo/man within the conditions of capitalist economy. Marx’s
Underground Wo/man is an important part of my treatise since I think that Marx’s
criticism leads us to a more profound solution to the main problem of this thesis.
This main problem is the attempt of explaining people of the 19" century without
falling back on abstract terms. | will discuss how Marx struggles with this problem

in this section.

My conception of the Underground Wo/man does not correspond only to
the workers since my chief emphasis will be on the point that Marx goes beyond
the problem of abstraction. Although the worker and Underground Wo/man have
many similarities | think that to portray the Underground Wo/man in a larger
context will be more appropriate to my purpose. In addition, by ‘Underground
Wo/man’, I do not mean a worker who has class consciousness, instead I intend a
wo/man who begins to become aware of the contradictions of the capitalist system
and whose plight cannot be explained by the extant theories. Thus, I believe that
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Marx’s praxis philosophy gives us the most appropriate context for explaining my

conception of the Underground Wo/man.

The first and fundamental soil on which the Underground Wo/man
burgeons can only be properly understood with Marx’s conception of laboring. I
have stated that Marx conceives the labor process as the main means of realizing
our existence. By laboring we transform both nature and ourselves. Thus, laboring
constitutes the very nature of us. Our conditions of laboring are also the basis
which establishes our way of relating to nature. The realization of human
existence, laboring and human’s relation to nature are intertwined in Marx’s
philosophy. In this sense, Marx’s Underground Wo/man first comes on the scene
in the struggle for production.

Before we enter into the workshop in which Marx’s Underground Wo/man
dwells, we are confronted with a signboard: “No admittance except on business”.
Marx emphasizes that this is the point where we leave behind the sphere which he
calls the “Eden of the innate rights of the man.”*® These rights are freedom,
equality and property. In contrast to the picture painted by the bourgeois ideology
of rights, in the actual work place to which there is “no admittance except on
business,” we find no freedom, equality or property for the worker but oppression,

exploitation, alienation.

Marx probes the idea of freedom, and he explains the appearance of
freedom on the surface of capitalism in this way: “Both buyer and seller of a
commaodity, say of labor-power, are constrained only by their own free will. They
contract as free agents, and the agreement they come to, is but the form in which
they give legal expression to their common will”.**" As we have seen before, the
modern idea of freedom is one of the main causes of the self-alienated and self-
conflicting state of mind the modern wo/man in capitalist society finds her/himself

in.

%8 Marx, Capital, vol. I, p. 121.
*7 Ibid, p. 121.
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Like Nietzsche, Marx also embarks on criticizing the values of modernity
which are the heritage of the Enlightenment and calls attention to the hypocritical
nature of the reality underlying their production. Both Marx and Nietzsche
perceive that the modern conception of free will both leads to and masks a form of
submission. With a difference from Nietzsche, Marx’s criticism is primarily
dependent on economical relations. While Nietzsche focuses on the values of the
Judeo-Christian tradition (as embodied in Kantian morality) as a form of

submission, Marx focuses on how liberal ideology enslaves the proletarian class.

Marx emphasizes that, on the surface, the proletarian is “free” to sell
her/his labor power, but capitalist economy as the free market economy inverts the
thing s/he sells. This is a critical point of capitalism, since outside the workshop
the worker is not conscious of what s/he sells. S/he is not aware that s/he sells
her/himself when s/he sells her/his labor power. Her/his labor power becomes a
commodity in the service of the capitalists who are “moneybags”. In this way, the
worker produces her/his deadly working conditions which become an enemy of

her/his actual life.

In Marx’s workshop, the Underground Wo/man begins to become aware of
the reality underlying the doctrine of the capitalist system; however s/he does not
know the actual reasons of her/his situation yet. S/he begins to become aware that
nothing is the same underground as it appears on the surface. S/he tries to open up
her/his mind to the contradictions in this system. In this way, s/he also takes a step
towards the exercise of fulfilling her/his existence, since for Marx we cannot be in
a unity with ourselves without analyzing and being conscious of our labor
conditions. In this respect, capitalist labor conditions turn out to be the main

obstacles in becoming who we are.

The question of how we become ourselves turns out to be a problem
related to our economic and social relations in Marx. He calls attention to the fact
that without analyzing these relations and the main reasons behind our working

conditions we cannot have the awareness of our actual situation. He claims that
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without being conscious of what we work for, we cannot be close to ourselves and
nature. The workers can know their “moneybags” and “employers”, but they may
not be aware that their only function in the capitalist mode of production is to
create surplus-value for the sake of capital. This situation distorts their relation to
themselves, humanity and nature. It endangers the unity of themselves. Now it is

time to explain how the capitalist mode of production distorts the unity of people.

4.2.1 The Key Points of the Capitalist Mode of Production

Marx’s Underground wo/man has an epistemological problem, but this problem is
mostly a practical problem also. | think that the practical aspect of epistemology is
emphasized by Marx. In his explanation of capitalism, we can see the traces of
combining epistemology with the practical realm. Thus, this attempt is engaged in
here. The Underground Wo/man has a practical epistemological problem: In the
long hours of laboring s/he begins to become conscious that everything continues
in a way opposed to what s/he has been taught before. S/he finds out that there are
contradictions between the apparent forms of production and her/his actual life.
Her/his main paradox is the fact that s/he does not work for her/himself, indeed
s/he does not know what s/he works for. Marx’s persistent emphasis is on the
contradictions in and the gravity of her/his laboring conditions and this reflects his
purpose of taking the real wo/man and concrete problems into the philosophical

scene.

To clear the way for his criticism of capitalist production and remove the
idealist mask of this system, I will summarize briefly Marx’s distinction between
use-value and exchange-value and the concept of surplus value, which are the
indispensable notions of the capitalist system. By means of analyzing and
elaborating them, Marx tries to reduce and overturn the manifestation of the

capitalist system into the practical and material relations.

In the capitalist mode of production, production is engaged in only for

increasing the capital. It is assumed that capital is both the source and aim of
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production. In this sense, production and labor are not carried out for the sake of
humans. This situation brings up a contradictory aspect of capitalism. Marx claims
that the fact that both the genesis and endpoint of production is for the sake of
capital causes a contradiction in the capitalist system. Production and means of
production do not serve human’s subsistence. Capital justifies itself by means of

itself, and this is the difficult and paradoxical point of capitalist production.®®

For Marx, the relations of production, circulation, distribution, in short, all
economical relations are also social issues. We cannot understand them without
understanding their social and human context. Therefore, we are confronted with a
problem at the beginning when we try to analyze the capitalist mode of
production. This problem involves a self-contradiction since it makes a social
issue subject to only one thing, capital. While production must be subject to
human life and human subsistence, capital becomes the main reason for
production, and this causes a problem concerning the relation between humans and

the process of production.

As | mentioned before, in Grundrisse: A Contribution to the Critique of
Economy Politics, Marx criticizes the approach of the thinkers of the 18™ century.
He claims that they investigate the economic conditions by isolating specific terms
and people from the production process.** They isolate people by defining them
with definite and limitless needs and interests and they isolate the terms of
‘capital’ and ‘capitalist mode of production’ as if they are indispensable and
ultimate truths for humanity. These ‘truths’ are “production is made for
consumption” and “human needs are limitless”. Marx emphasizes that they hide
the anti-humanitarian and self-contradictory aspect of capitalist system. In his
Underground Wo/man these aspects of capitalism begins to make themselves felt.

Actually, Marx claims that capitalist production does not continue

according to the needs of individuals, rather it only aims at improving itself. This

%8 Marx, Capital 11, p. 245.
%9 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 18.
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aim transcends the purposes of workers and even capitalists who have money and
the means of productions. In this sense human contribution and interference are
limited in the capitalist system. It becomes a system which is uncontrollable®** and

complex®*

. Marx’s Underground Wo/man is someone who finds her/himself in the
network of uncontrollable and complex relations of capitalism. S/he begins to
recognize that nothing is under her/his control. Her/his actual needs and purposes

are lost in the supremacy of capitalism.

Presenting a certain definition and a general argument of something always
runs the risk of overlooking details. This concerns a problem of abstraction which
is one of the main issues that my thesis has been occupied with. In this sense,
Marx’s own arguments on the relations of production, and the solutions he offers
under the name of communist society, may also confront the problem of
abstraction. In other words, his criticism of the 18" century’s economy politics
involves an important difficulty which can be attributed to Marx as well. We
confront the problem of abstract notions when we try to achieve a general
argument or concept concerning something. The conception of species-being and
his idea of communist society are the main issues for which Marx is criticized.

362

The main criticism is held by Max Stirner™* who is a Young Hegelian; I will try to

explain these criticisms in the last part of this chapter.

However, in criticizing 18" century’s political economists, Marx states that
the difference of his perspective in investigating economic relations rests on laying
bare the social causes behind the apparent arguments of 18" century’s economists.
For this reason, he inquires into the background conditions of the capitalist mode

of production which have not been discussed up to his time. In order to not fall

%0 |n Grundrisse Marx claims that the conditions of capitalist production are external the capital
and they are uncontrollable and external because of the opposition between money and commodity,
p. 369.

%1 In the first volume of the Capital, Marx emphasizes that the previous mode of production is
more simple and plain than capitalism, since they are dependent on a simple Exchange between
money and stuffs. They do not involve surplus value and the purpose of excessive production.

%2 Stirner Max, The Ego and its Own, and David McLellan’s Stirner, Feuerbach, Marx and the
Young Hegelians is a profound source which we can find the critics of Karl Marx on this issue.

155



into the error of abstract notions, Marx attempts to explain the basic notions of the
capitalist mode of production as elements of the same process.** He does not want
to isolate one of them. For instance, Marx perceives capital and labor as different
aspect of the same thing. To accept them as a process and to emphasize their
transformation between each other supports Marx’s praxis philosophy since in this
way he tries to remove the need to refer abstract notions. This point also

characterizes his difference from the 18" century’s economy politics.

Marx believes that economy politics and philosophers of the 18™ and 19"
centuries are in need of a deep analysis. It is because, as | have explained in the
section concerning ideology, the mottos of capitalist economy are accepted as
ultimate truths in his time and the social relations behind them are not investigated
yet. He wants to underline the empirical and social roots of capitalism. This is the
main drive of Marx’s economic investigations. As he digs into the social and
human causes and relations, we confront an Underground Wo/man in his analyses,
who is not put forward and is even concealed by capitalist economy. In this sense,
his claim that capitalist economy serves not the people but only capital itself is

vindicated.

After this statement, Marx presents important characteristics of this system:
in the capitalist mode of production it is not labor which is sold directly but labor
power. Marx defines labor power as “the aggregate of those mental and physical
capacities existing in a human being, whom he exercises whenever he produces a
use-value of any description”.*® The mental and physical capacities that are
employed in the labor practices are the preconditions of our existence as
mentioned before. In capitalism the workers do not sell only their concrete labor at
a definite time, but they sell all their laboring power, which is the main constituent
of their existence. Marx’s Underground Wo/man begins to question what s/he sells
and what s/he lost originally. S/he begins to become aware that s/he does not

simply exchange the product of her/his labor for money.

%3 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 304.
%4 Marx, Capital I, p. 117.
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The exchange between wage and labor power brings out derivative
consequences at the same time. Surplus-value is one of these consequences.
Because the exchange is not between labor and money, but rather between labor
power and money, there arises a surplus-value in this process. The surplus-value is
the consequence of the difference between the wage paid for labor power and the
value produced by living labor.*®® This difference is the main origin of surplus-
value and the hidden characteristic of capitalist economy: The labor power of the

workers creates a surplus-value and the “monaybags” levy it.

The surplus-value belongs to the capitalist and the actual interest of capital
and the “moneybags” is surplus-value.*® To increase the surplus-value capitalism
compels people to hard and long working hours. The proportion of surplus-value
demonstrates the proportion of exploitation.*” The necessity of creating surplus-
value and the dependence of the owners of the money on this necessity leads to
harmful consequences for the lives of workers and for their existence. The
Underground Wo/man is the residue of this harmful exploitation.

The transformation of labor and labor power into commodities is another
characteristic of the capitalist system which Marx emphasizes. Indeed capitalism
tries to turn everything into a commodity. It looks for the conditions for creating
surplus-value from everything. According to Marx, the definition of commodity
entails two points: it satisfies a want and it can be exchanged; in accordance with
these two points, it has a use-value and an exchange-value. For Marx there is
nothing enigmatic about use-value. However, a mystification begins to emerge
with exchange-value in the sense that it begins to veil the fact that the value of the

commodity is actually determined by social relations.*®

%5 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 129.
%8 Ipid, p. 310.

%7 Ipid, p. 217.

%8 Ipid, p. 77.
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Commodity is a real entity as much as a material stuff which we can buy
anywhere. However, its mystical and incomprehensible content arises from the
fact that its exchange-value is determined by social and economic relations in
capitalism which distorts its real origin in human practices. Exchange-value

%9 Marx claims that the notion of

99370

constructs all the mystery of the commodity.

commodity carries “metaphysical subtleties and theological niceties” " since its

exchange value has complicated social dimensions. He emphasizes that it is
difficult to determine the process of ascertaining an exchange-value for
commodities. In addition it is also difficult to understand the transformation of an
object into a commodity. Marx’s conception of fetishism is also expositive at this
point. Marx claims that capitalism transforms all people and all social relations
into economical relations. It influences the perspectives of people. Thus capitalism

drives people to see everything as they are commodities. Marx argues as follows:

There is a physical relation between physical things. But it is different
with commaodities. There, the existence of the things qud commodities,
and the value relation between the products of labour which stamps them
as commodities, have absolutely no connection with their physical
properties and with the material relations arising therefrom. There it is a
definite social relation between men, that assumes, in their eyes, the
fantastic form of a relation between things. In order, therefore, to find an
analogy, we must have recourse to the mist-enveloped regions of the
religious world. In that world the productions of the human brain appear
as independent beings endowed with life, and entering into relation both
with one another and the human race. So it is in the world of
commodities with the products of men‘s hands. This I call the Fetishism
which attaches itself to the products of labour, so soon as they are
produced as commodities, and which is therefore inseparable from the
production of commodities.*"

In his explanation of commodity fetishism we can see another example of
Marx’s aim of a practical epistemology. He analyzes the attempt of capitalism to
distort the physical relations between things. It makes these practical relations

become sophisticated. Marx’s epistemology tries to turn this attitude upside down.

%9 |pid, p. 81.
370 Marx, Capital I, p. 46.
1 Ibid, p. 47.
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Having emphasized the social causes behind commodities, Marx’s
philosophy leads to an ontology of social relations. He tries to dissolve the notions
of commodity and exchange-value by examining their social origins. Lukacs
explains Marx’s attitude by claiming that for the first time in history the
economical categories confront us as the reproduction of human life and in this

way we can determine social being within material conditions.*”

This point is a
consequence of Marx’s praxis philosophy. In this way, Marx breaks the chain of
abstract terms and heads towards the underground causes and relations. We can
find his Underground Wo/man in these relations. Thus, the basis on which Marx’s
Underground Wo/man comes up is more practical and concrete since his method
tries to combine social relations with an ontological perspective. In other words,
he tries to dissipate ontological and epistemological terms by referring to their

origins in social and material relations.

The aim of dissipation is compatible with the fact that Marx perceives the
chief notions of the capitalist mode of production as processes instead of entities
as | have mentioned before. As David Harvey points out, the realization of capital
is dependent on a process in Marx’s analysis.*”® Marx explains commodity,
exchange-value and capital as processes within social relations. In his analysis we
cannot isolate them from each other. Thus Marx wants to construct a social and
practical context in which we can understand the essential chains of wo/man in the
19™ century. This context makes room for analyzing the Underground Wo/man

who is drowned by means of the capitalist mode of production.

Another suffocative feature of capitalist production for The Underground
Wo/man is the fact that capitalism leads all people to consumption beyond their
needs. Excessive production and excessive consumption beyond our needs are the

mottos of capitalism. Marx emphasizes that even the term of ‘need’ is determined

%72 LLukacs, Georg, Marx’s Basic Ontological Principles, p. 5. See also Christopher Arthur’s “The
Spectral Ontology of Value” and Banu Yilankaya’s “The Ontology of Social Relations in Marx’s
Capital”.

%% Harvey, A Reading of Capital, p. 123.
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by social relations in capitalism. Thus, capital “announces itself its first

appearance, a new epoch in the process of social production.”*"

The Underground Wo/man is lost and stranded under the restrictive
features of capitalist consumption. The capitalist mode of production and
consumption interferes in the wishes, desires, inclinations, needs and all the
dimensions of our life. The Underground Wo/man has always a difficulty in
defining her/his actual needs and wishes in the world of commodities. Her/his
situation is similar to the Kantian subject who has lost her/himself in the
immensity of Reason; Marx’s Underground Wo/man has lost her/himself in the

immensity and boundaries of capital.

I have mentioned that at the beginning of this part, Marx criticizes freedom
in terms of its being a modern value. He calls attention to the fact that the workers
must sell their labor-power, and they possess nothing else. At this point, their
freedom gains a self-contradicting meaning. Marx explains this point as follows;

For the conversion of his money into capital, therefore, the owner of the
money must meet in the market with the free laborer, free in the double
sense, that as a free man he can dispose of his labor power as his own
commodity, and that on the other hand he has no other commodity for

sale, is short of everything necessary for the realization of his labor
power.*"

The other values of the “Eden of innate rights” are equality and property. Marx
does not analyze the notion of equality. He perceives this notion from the
viewpoint that everyone in the capitalist mode of production is equal in having the
necessity of selling her/his labor power. On the other hand, the examination of the
emergence of private property constitutes an important part of Marx’s criticism of

capitalism.

Private property is another form of submission for the Underground

Wo/man. Marx claims that the emergence of private property has an important

¥ Ibid, p. 118.
¥ Ibid, p. 118.
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role in the development of capitalist society. Moreover, he argues that the
separation of capital, land and labor spell out fatal consequences for the
workers.*® At this point, he emphasizes that there is another characteristic of
capitalist economy: The relation between production and community is changed

by the law of private property.

Marx explains that before capitalism “the landowner lays stress on the
noble lineage of his property,”®” and his relation to his tenants is determined by
this lineage. There was another relationship between landowner, production and
the tenants in the economical system of the Medieval Age and earlier periods. This
relation characterizes both landowners and tenants. It determines the tenants as
members of a community. The subjection of tenants to their landowners has a
foundational role for their character and life, so the relation of tenants with
production and their products has a characteristic role for them. Marx emphasizes
that there is an entirely different relationship between capitalists and workers. This
relation is totally abstracted and robbed from humanistic features.

Marx emphasizes that in the previous mode of production before
capitalism, the wo/man belongs to a community and her/his properties are
determined by the properties of this community. There is a personal relationship
between possession and possessor. There is also a personal relationship between
people and their labor. With the rise of capitalism, property and human beings are
distinguished by different parameters. The personal relationship between them is
changed and every member of society has become the owner of private property.*”®
Individualism is strengthened and people are defined as isolated individuals who
own private property. The relation between individuals, their community, their
products and the landowners are severed by means of the capitalist mode of
production. These relations lost their meanings which are valid in previous modes

of production.

%76 Marx, Economic Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 18.
I bid, p. 38.
I8 |hid, p. 3.
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In the first volume of Capital, Marx investigates the process of raping large
areas of land by the first capitalists of the 16", 17" and 18™ centuries. The first
capitalists use force in order to make people become a worker who must sell
her/his labor power. Capitalism empties the characteristics of people concerning
their family and their community. It makes society to be a stratified community
between the workers and capitalists: Workers are “equal”, “free” individuals who
have nothing apart from their labor power (their chain) and the capitalists are
“completely unproductive rentier” and owners of land, workshops and means of
production. This discharged and abstracted definition of wo/man also changes the
relation of modern wo/man with her/his laboring and products. There emerges a

modern category of labor which is a simple abstraction.?

Marx argues that “this
abstraction of labor” is not merely the “mental product of a concrete totality of
labors”.*® He explains the change of relation between wo/man and labor in
capitalist society as follows;

Indifference towards specific labors, correspondence to a form of

society, in which individuals can with ease transfer from one labor to

another, and where the specific kind is a matter of chance for them,

hence of indifference. Not only, the category, labor, but labor in reality

has here become the means of creating wealth in general, and has ceased

to be organically linked with particular individuals in any specific
form.*

Marx emphasizes that the labor becomes only a means of creating wealth
in capitalist mode of production. The abstraction of labor distorts the relation of
people with it. In capitalist society labor does not belong to our existence or
essence since the workers are in a position of indifference towards specific labors.
Labor and their products do not characterize them like in the earlier modes of
production. I believe that this is an important argument of Marx’s in explaining his
praxis philosophy and emphasis on concrete relations apart from abstractions.

Marx analyses a practical relationship between modern workers and their labor

%79 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 103.
%9 Ipid, p. 104.
1 Ibid, p. 104.
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from an epistemological perspective. He argues that the modern relation between
people and their labor is an abstract and emptied relation although it seems
practical and logical. This idea also leads Marx to elaborate his conception of

“abstract labor” and alienation.

We can find traces of the distinction Marx makes between abstract and
concrete labor in A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy and in
Grundrisse where he talks about particular and general labor. He states this
difference in Capital by arguing as follows;

On the one hand all labor is, speaking physiologically, expenditure of
human labor power, and in its character of identical abstract human labor,
it creates and forms the value of commodities. On the other hand, all
labor is the expenditure of human labor power in a special form and with
a definite aim, and in this, its character of concrete useful labor, it
produces use values. [...] At first sight a commodity presented itself to us
as a complex of two things — use value and exchange value. Later on, we
saw also that labor, too, possesses the same twofold nature; for, so far as
it finds expression in value, it does not possess the same characteristics
that belong to it as a creator of use values. | was the first to point out and
to examine critically this twofold nature of the labor contained in

commodities. [...] this point is the pivot on which a clear comprehension
of political economy turns.**

This twofold nature of labor and Marx’s conception of “abstract” labor are
connected with the attempt of universalizing and equalizing all labor by emptying
its humanistic character in capitalism. Capitalism makes the question “how much
labor is necessary for producing anything” to be meaningless. I have stated that the
exchange value of a commodity in the capitalist mode of production is determined
by social and economical relations. In addition there is another problem
concerning exchange-value because of the abstraction of labor. Capital subjects
the exchange-values of all commodities to itself. In doing so, it determines the
social relations and people. This is also a consequence of its uncontrollable nature.
It determines exchange-values, needs and even our way of perceiving things. In
capitalism it is difficult to determine the value of anything from the human

standpoint.

%2 Marx, Capital vol I, p. 30.
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Marx’s Underground Wo/man cannot feel anything to her/his labor and
products, because of the capitalist abstraction of labor. Her/his laboring carries
nothing personal and humanistic. S/he does not realize and make her/himself when
s/he is working. These working conditions bring forth also another problem which
destroys all her/his relation with her/his life, as alienation.

4.2.2 Alienation

Alienation is a consequence of capitalism which hinders our self-realization. It
denotes a self-split in human nature; this split is dependent on the labor conditions
in a stratified society. Moreover, it is related to the problem of abstraction since
Feuerbach employs this term in explaining the alienation of human being from an

idea of God which has supremacy and is supernatural at first time.**

Moreover, Stirner argues that even the notion of ‘humanity’ is an alienated
concept which refers to the distinction between the individual wo/man and the
conception of ‘human being’.** Marx and Engels write The German lIdeology
partly in order to answer Stirner’s criticism,. Therefore, the term ‘alienation’ is
also used for a self-discrepancy between the abstract meaning of something and its

individual entity and thus it is connected with the main problem of my thesis.

Although Marx explains alienation within the labor conditions of the
capitalist system especially, its implications spread to all dimensions of human
life. It refers to the estrangement of oneself from her/his own life process, from
her/his own nature. It means a gap between us and our products and our labor.
Because of alienation, wo/man cannot feel her/himself close to her/his nature.
Therefore, it is the notion that explains how capitalism crumbles wo/man’s unity
as a human being. This is why I believe that Marx’s analysis of alienation gives a

more profound answer to my question.

%3 Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity.
%4 Stirner, The Ego and its Own.
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Marx explains alienation by emphasizing a split and an abstract
interference between wo/man and her/his labor. This abstract interference is
connected with Marx’s analysis of ‘abstract labor’ as I mentioned in the previous
section. Marx thinks that abstract labor is one of the main characteristics of
capitalism since such a disruption between wo/man her/his laboring is formulized
and also realized for the first time in the history. . Alienation is the main
consequence of this situation. | think that alienation is the main characteristics of
my Underground Wo/man. | have always found it difficult to explain the
inhabitants of the 19" century by means of the abstract notions throughout my

thesis.

| think that the actual problem which brings forth my Underground
Wo/man is the gap between the notions which are used for explaining and defining
her/him, her/his practical life and her/his actual feelings and her/his actual
thoughts, activities and feelings which cannot be explained by these notions.
While | am trying to understand Marx’s notion of alienation, I feel that his main
purpose is compatible with my aim at looking for an Underground Wo/man who
resists being brought under alienated notions. | find myself in an existential
exercise in explaining alienation with Marx. For this reason, | will not make a
difference between Underground Wo/man and the general conception of wo/man
which refer to modern wo/man in this section. Thus alienation is the actual
explanation of my problem which | have tried to articulate by the other thinkers of
my thesis. Alienation arises with the Underground Wo/man’s awareness of
contradictions in her/his life. In this section, I will try to explain Marx’s
conception of alienation both from the viewpoint of labor conditions and in terms

of the self-split of Underground Wo/man.

Underground Wo/man finds her/himself to be an instrument and an object
in the hierarchical structure of capitalist society. The Underground Wo/man is
unable to determine her/his life and her/his destiny. S/he cannot control her/his
actions, thoughts and feelings either. S/he cannot define her/his relationships with

other people and the products which are produced with her/his labor. S/he cannot
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understand why s/he is working and what s/he produces. Therefore, s/he has lost
her/himself in the long hours of working while s/he is producing a part of
something which s/he has no idea about. This is the meaning of alienation in
Underground Wo/man’s working. Marx examines alienation along with four types

of it in the Economic Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844.

Marx first investigates the alienation between the worker and the object.
The object at this point means both nature and the product which the worker
produces. Marx argues that the worker is alienated both from nature and the
products produced with her/his labor. Moreover Marx conceives nature with two
meanings. One of them is that nature is the necessary condition of our laboring.
Thus “the worker can create nothing without nature.”®® With the term ‘nature’
here, Marx indicates the “sensuous external world.” In addition, nature also is
necessary for the physical subsistence of the worker since the worker is a
biological entity at the same time. In both senses, Marx emphasizes that the
worker is alienated both from nature and her/his products.

S/he is alienated from her/his product since s/he has no right concerning
the design or the planning of her/his work. S/he cannot determine how s/he
produces and what she produces. Every detail of her/his producing something is
determined by the capitalists. This situation isolates her/him from her/his
productions. This is the meaning of the alienation between the worker and the
product. Moreover, s/he also has not got the means of production which nature

serves her/him and this situation makes her/him alienated from nature too.

The meanings of worker both as a physical entity and a human being
overlap in terms of alienation. “The height of” worker’s servitude “is that it is only
as a worker that he can maintain himself as a physical object and that it is only a
physical object that he is worker”.** This overlapping is the consequence of the

fact that the worker is forced to sell her/his labor power in Capital. The meaning

%> Marx, Economic Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 29.
% Ipid, p. 29.
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of the worker is not determined by its humanity but determined by the capital as a
being that must sell her/his labor power and whom s/he can appropriate her/his

labor power and products.

| have stated that for Marx labor is the vital part of wo/man’s realization of
her/his existence. However in the capitalist mode of production we can see that
labor cannot help in realizing the worker’s existence. On the contrary, the extant
conditions of laboring in capitalism lead to the commodification of the worker and
decrease its existence or his humanity. Marx explains it as follows; “under these
economic conditions this realization of labor appears as loss of realization for the
workers; objectification as loss of the object and bondage to it; appropriation as

estrangement, as alienation.”*’

The second form of alienation is connected with the process of laboring.
This alienation depends on specialization and division of labor. Marx emphasizes
the difference between modern worker’s laboring for the capitalists and the
laboring of craftsmen. While the worker in the workshop cannot capture the whole
process of production, s/he cannot know what s/he produces. S/he can only
produce a small part of her/his productions and at the end of the laboring process

s/he cannot recognize her/his products at the market.

This problem is also a current problem in our century.®® In this sense
Marx’s Underground Wo/man who is alienated from her/his laboring goes beyond
the limits of the 19™ century. Like her/him our contemporaries in this century
cannot identify themselves with their works. Their work cannot help the
realization of themselves. On the contrary, they lost themselves in the laboring
process like Underground Wo/man. For this reason, Marx’s analyses are important

still in this century.

%7 Ibid, p. 29.

%8 This is a current problem how we can increase the production efficiency. After Marx’s analysis,
the capitalists and thinkers who study on the production and working conditions presents other
solution of for the problem of production efficiency. Fordism, post-Fordism and Taylorism
construct the current forms of working conditions, you can find their explanations in Ciulla’s The
Working Life.
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In order to explain the alienation of the worker from the process of
working Marx makes a distinction between the worker’s laboring in the capitalist
system and the craftsmen’s laboring in the previous mode of production. The
craftsmen has more control over the process of production can therefore
personalize their work. They can reflect their thoughts, feelings, inclinations and
abilities in their productions. They feel that they are identified with their laboring.
Their place in the society and their awareness of themselves is not distinct from
their laboring. Thus their products are the indications of their humanity. We can
see that their labor is not ‘abstract labor’. They do not isolate their work from their
lives. They know for what they work and they can determine the designing and
planning of their products. They make themselves by working. Therefore they are

not alienated from their product and process of production.

In the third form of alienation, Marx refers the species being of wo/man.
With this term Marx tries to explain what human life should be. In other words
species being is humanity itself. Species being is the answer to “how we become
ourselves”. It is how human beings make themselves. Marx deals with this term
especially in his early writings. There are discussions about this term in terms of
Marx’s conception of human nature and human essence. As I said before, I will
explain these discussions at the end of this chapter to complete Marx’s analysis of
Underground Wo/man. Now | only want to state his arguments concerning the

alienation of workers from their species being in their laboring.

Marx explains this form of alienation with the alienation of wo/man from
all his life. Laboring within capitalist mode of production depends on division of
labor, thus this situation causes the alienation of workers from her/his species
being. He claims that in capitalism since “labor is only an expression of human
activity within alienation, of the manifestation of life as the alienation of life, the
division of labor, too, is therefore nothing else but the estranged, alienated positing

of human activity, as a real activity of the species or as activity of man as a species
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being”.** He thinks that “the real, active orientation of man to himself, as a
species being, or his manifestation as a real species being, is only possible if he
really brings out all his species powers”.*® However, Marx thinks that the
conditions of capitalist production do not allow workers to bring out all their
species powers. As a consequence of these conditions the worker confronts with
another alienated wo/man other than her/himself in his life. Both her /his product
and s/he stand facing opposing her/him as her/his others.*** The distance between
the wo/man and her/his others is increased in capitalism. This is the third form of

alienation for Marx.

The fourth form of alienation is the alienation of the worker from other
workers and the capitalist. Capitalism turns all labor power into a marketable
commodity. This situation leads to a competition between workers. The
‘moneybags’ or capitalists construct a competitive labor-market in which they can
exploit the labor power of workers. In this market, the labor power becomes a
commercial object. Workers become the enemies of each other because of
competition. They cannot be aware of the fact that the actual reasons of their

exploitation and they become alienated from other workers.

I have explained Marx’s perceptions on the origins of alienation in the
capitalist mode of production. As we can see, his understanding of alienation goes
beyond the limits of laboring conditions. He takes it as an existential problem.*?
He looks for “a way of becoming who we are” in laboring. He conceives laboring

as an exercise through which we can bring forth our species powers. Since Marx

%89 Marx, Economic Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 55.
%0 |bid, pp. 66-67.
*1 Ibid, p. 71.

%2 1t is controversial whether Marx can be accepted as an existentialist or not. Sartre tries to
improve a theory of Marxist existentialism by emphasizing Marx’s humanistic attitude. Sartre
claims that “there will exist for everyone a margin of real freedom beyond the production of life”
(in Search for a Method, p. 34) depending on Marx’s analyses. He believes that structuralism
cannot understand Marx’s real purpose. For Sartre Marx put forwards the freedom of wo/man and
his process becoming her/himself. In this context, Sartre finds an existential aspect in Marx’s
philosophy.
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claims that we can reveal our species being in laboring I think that he perceives

realizing ourselves as an existential exercise.

In this existential exercise Marx’s Underground Wo/man tries to become
identified with her/himself. She tries to find the conditions and ways of becoming
her/himself. It is because s/he cannot find a way of realizing her/his abilities,
inclinations, humanistic aspects in laboring; s/he has an existential problem in

laboring. This problem influences all her/his life.

Marx calls attention to other dimensions of alienation which rise by the
development of capitalism. He also emphasizes that capitalism enforces a way of
life. I have stated that “production for the sake of capital” instead of human beings
is the main motto of capitalism. Along with this motto, from the perspective of
capitalists all people other than themselves are only instruments which must
increase wealth and surplus-value. They only try to establish the conditions for
exploitation of labor power. This situation also enforces a certain way of life on
the workers. In addition to the fact that they cannot realize themselves in those
laboring conditions, their life is also usurped through the expectations of capitalist.
The capitalist mode of production causes an increase of poverty for workers both
physically and existentially. | have tried to explain the existential problems.
Capitalism interferes in our social and humanistic activities also. Since it steals our
time because of long working hours, it steals our time and short-circuits our
humanity. Marx explains this fact as follows;

The less you eat, drink and buy books; the less you go to the theater, the
dance hall, the public house; the less you think, love, theorize, sing,

paint, fence, etc., the more you save — the greater becomes your treasure
which neither moths nor rust will devour — your capital.**®

The workers find themselves in a poverty of social and humanistic

activities. In addition they are also in a material poverty. They cannot have the

physical tools that would sustain their lives. Marx makes a comparison between a

%% Marx, Economic Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 51.
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modern renter and a savage dwelling in a cave; he claims that modern man has an
alienated habitation;
Man returns to a cave dwelling, which is now, however, contaminated
with the pestilential breath of civilization, and which he continues to
occupy only precariously, it being for him an alien habitation which can

be withdrawn from him any day — a place from which, if he does not
pay, he can be thrown out any day. For this mortuary he has to pay.**

Marx considers the problem of alienated situation of citizen subject in On
the Jewish Question and 4 Contribution to Criticism of Hegel’s Philosophy of
Right as well. He criticizes Bauer’s and Hegel’s views on the relation between
wo/man and the modern state. He argues that both Hegel and Bauer rationalize a
modern state which involves a distinction for wo/man between her/his individual
life and species being. Marx thinks that Bauer’s and Hegel’s conceptions of the
modern state fall short of a state which allows people to exercise their freedom as
a species being. Marx thinks the modern state creates an abstraction of real
wo/man and cannot penetrate the actual life of this real wo/man. The position of
the wo/man and the position of the state in relation to each other depend on an
abstract civil wo/man. Marx claims that Hegel only applies his logic to the realm
of right by his book and cannot be close to the real problems of modern citizens.
Thus, Marx claims that in the Hegelian sense there cannot be any realm for
citizens in order to realize themselves. It is mainly because Hegel conceives
freedom from an abstract viewpoint and his conception of the modern and ideal
state brings alienated rights and freedom for people.

Marx claims that Bauer either mixes political freedom and wo/man’s
realization of freedom as a human. According to Marx, Bauer understands
freedom as the removal of physical restrictions on people. However Marx does not
see that it is an adequate explanation of freedom. In the modern state wo/man
cannot realize her/himself since s/he cannot identify her/his powers with the
powers of the state. Marx argues that freedom and the identification of this power

requires an intertwined relation between the state and the individual. He sees the

39 bid, p. 50.
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distinction between the public and private realms as one of the signs of this lack of
identity. Thus, Marx argues that in order for wo/man to realize her/himself in a
state, s/he must be able to perceive the power of the state as her/his power. His
explanation of freedom and species being are collaborated at this point. He argues
that as follows;

Only when the real, individual man re-absorbs in himself the abstract

citizen, and as an individual human being has become a species-being in

his everyday life, in his particular work, and in his particular situation,

only when man has recognized and organized his “own powers” as social

powers, and, consequently, no longer separates social power from

himself in the shape of political power, only then will human
emancipation have been accomplished.**

To sum up, for Marx, alienation is an inclusive concept. His Underground
Wo/man suffers from alienation in every part of her/his life. S/he tries to go
beyond her/his restrictions and exert her/his species powers. S/he wants to escape
from alienated situations of her/his life. I think that this search for her/his species
being is connected with the main problem of my thesis. Depending on an
epistemological split | have tried to look for an Underground Wo/man who feels
this split and is in search for going beyond this split. Alienation encompasses a
wide realm which has epistemological, ontological and practical implications. For
this reason, to recognize the sources of our alienation from nature/reality in her/his
practical life is an important step for my Underground Wo/man. Marx’s emphasis
of looking for concrete sources for our existential problems is compatible with my
main purpose in this treatise. This point explains why | believe that Marx has a
more profound solution for my thesis which tries to point out the danger of
understanding people with abstract notions especially in the 19" century. In
addition 1 think that we can find this difficulty in our recent century, thus my
problem touch upon a contemporary question.

Since Marx accepts that becoming ourselves is a process, his arguments on
“human essence/species being/human nature” do not refer to a static conception of

human essence. | will complete the Marx chapter of my thesis by explaining

%% Marx, On the Jewish Question, p. 16.
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Marx’s conception of human nature. To understand his conception of humanity
will make clear his Underground Wo/man who is ignored by many thinkers of the

18" and 19" centuries.

4.3 THE RELATION BETWEEN MARX’S CONCEPTION OF HUMAN
NATURE AND HIS UNDERGROUND WO/MAN

In order to bring out Marx’s Underground Wo/man I have tried to summarize
Marx’s thought by emphasizing his arguments on wo/man especially. I believe
that Marx has always considered wo/man and a conception of humanness
throughout his life. |1 read him as a humanist. However | do not think that his
humanism depends on the postulation of species being in his early writings. We
can find an investigation of humanness in his analyses in many different realms. |
think that he examines the main tenets of capitalism in order to depict the harmful
influences of capitalism on people. Thus, wo/man is always fastened upon in his
philosophy. For this reason I think that Marx’s philosophy is compatible with

humanism.

Marx obviously points out that he wants to explain the real and active man
instead of the abstracted, generated conception of wo/man. In order to lean to the
real wo/man of the 19" century, he criticizes idealist attitude of German
philosophy. He claims that this real wo/man is lost in the network of abstract and
‘ideal” notions of philosophy and economy politics. His main question concerns
“how we bring out the practical man” apart from these abstract notions. This
question is also similar to Nietzsche’s question of “how we become ourselves”.
Marx examines the conditions of a kind of living and exerting our humanistic
characteristics by means of these questions. This is also a sign of his humanism. In
order to question the reasons why wo/man cannot realize her/himself in the 19"
century, he wants to dig up the aspects of economical and social relations which

are harmful and restrictive for human beings. I claim that Marx’s questions make
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room for an Underground Wo/man who cannot be explained by means of the

extant theories of the 19™ century.

In the 19" century there is an inclination to resort to philosophy as a way of
“feeling at home”. This term is taken from Hegel’s Phenomenology. Hegel argues
that the wo/man is alienated from nature and her/himself when s/he cannot
exercise her/his potential powers, when s/he transfers her/his powers to nature, and
finally when s/he is moved away from her/himself.** To get rid of this alienated
situation, Hegel thinks that spirit should know and recognize her/himself. In order
to recognize her/himself spirit must be alienated at first, and then s/he can achieve
the identity of her/himself. This identity is the identity of the particular and

universal selfness of spirit in the unity of absolute spirit.

Hegel sees the journey of ‘absolute spirit’ both as a way of alienating from
itself and as a way of returning to itself in order to escape from alienation. Via
alienation he means a distance between the physical and spiritual existence of
wo/man. Hegel argues that the spirit alienates itself from its products and social
life. Thus, he conceives alienation both in relation to laboring and social
institutions.*” Hegel sees the reconciliation between our individual and universal
parts in our social and physical existence as the overcoming alienation. He also
thinks that the freedom of the wo/man means overcoming this distance without
losing its individuality. In order to be free and reconcile with ourselves Hegel
thinks that we try to “feel at home” in our social and physical world. He
investigates the alienation process in order to achieve the feeling of “being at
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home”. Thus, being at home is the linchpin of his philosophy.

We can see the similarity of Hegel’s and Marx’s conception of freedom

and alienation. They are both interested in the ways for wo/man’s exerting her/his

%% Hegel explains alienation in Phenomenology of Spirit, in the section of “Society and Culture”.

%7 For the different implications of alienation see also Schacht’s “Social Structure, Social

Alienation and Social Change” and Roger Salerno’s Landscapes of Abandonment Capitalism.
% Hardimon, Hegel’s Social Philosophy: The Project of Reconciliation, p. 95.
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species powers and the importance of the laboring process. Hegel and Marx
conceive that our freedom and unity with ourselves is connected with human
power and creativity. They point out our creativity, since they both refer to an

exertion of our individualistic and humanistic powers.**

Although he criticizes

Hegel in A Contribution to Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, Marx accepts

the influences of Hegel in his philosophy. He argues in Early Writings as follows;
The importance of Hegel’s phenomenology... lies in the fact that Hegel
conceives the self-creation of man as a process, objectification as loss of
object, as alienation and supersession of this alienation; that he therefore

grasps the nature of labor, and conceives objective man — true because
real man- as the result of his own labor.*®

“To feel at home” is a background drive of Hegel’s philosophy. In order to
achieve this feeling he investigates alienation in his philosophy. | said that this
feeling is sought by other thinkers of the 19" century as well. As | mentioned
above William James accepts philosophy as a way of “feeling at home”.*** This
pursuit is connected with the losing our individual and humanistic powers under
the clusters of notions and arguments which are abstracted from our practical
lives. | think that Marx is also in search of this feeling. For this reason, he tries to
put forward the real and active wo/man within her/his practical and social
relations. | think that his Underground Wo/man comes out as a consequence of
this search. Therefore, | believe that Marx tries to feel at home by making the
influences of capitalism on our active life comprehensible. In addition Marx does
not want to resort abstract notions to bring out the real and active man. He thinks
that abstract notions make philosophy distant from the real lives of people in the
19" century. For this reason, he also accepts that these notions are impediments to
our feeling at home with philosophical theories. The epistemological context in
which his Underground Wo/man arises depends on the distance between the
theories that explains our life and our practical life. Marx relates the arising of

%9 For the similarity between Hegel’s and Marx’s conceptions of freedom and species being, you
can see Sean Sayer’s “Creative Activity and Alienation in Hegel and Marx”.

%0 Marx, Early Writings, pp. 385-6.
01 James, William, The Will to believe and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy, pp. 67-68.
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abstract notions with the division of labor. This relation may be problematic, and
his empiricist and materialistic account is controversial at this point. However, |
want to emphasize that his attempt of turning epistemology into praxis is original.
Although this attempt has contradictions, it is clear that Marx tries to dissolve
epistemic notions into their practical roots.

Marx tries to dissolve why epistemological theories cannot touch upon our
lives. I have tried to formulate it in terms of the context where Underground Man
arises. | think that this context reflects Marx’s practical approach of epistemology.
This practical approach is also connected with his attempt of explaining the role of
consciousness. | have stated that Marx is also a follower of the approach of
naturalism. He tries to explain the natural and material roots of our arguments
concerning this world and our life. He thinks that to accept our consciousness as
an entity which creates ideas by itself and commands our activities and thoughts is
also an impediment in understanding the real, active man of the 19™ century.
Although again he has contradictions in terms of the role of our consciousness and
the difference between human and animal consciousness, his practical emphasis in
epistemology is revealed by his account of social consciousness. In this sense his
Underground Wo/man is the wo/man who has lost awareness of her/himself
because of the difference between her/his actual life and her/his ideas. Moreover,
Marx also tried to demonstrate that her/his awareness of her/himself is distorted by
material and social conditions. Along with these ideas | have tried to explain how

the epistemological context is related to the appearance of Underground Wo/man.

Apart from his epistemological attitude, | have tried to explain the
existential context in which Marx’s Underground Wo/man arises. In order to
explain it | emphasized Marx’s idea that laboring is essential for our existence as
human beings. In this context, | tried to explain why people cannot realize
themselves in modern capitalist laboring conditions. In this context, Marx’s
Underground Wo/man emerges from the difficulty of exercising her/his species
power. I have argued that Marx’s arguments refer to an existential exercise which

can allow us to become ourselves. However, this issue of becoming ourselves
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causes a problem about the tension between his praxis philosophy and his
conception of species being. Now | will summarize the criticisms which argue that
Marx’s species being is also an abstraction. These criticisms are also connected

with the role of subjects in history and Marx’s conception of freedom.

There are discussions concerning Marx’s conception of species being and
human freedom. Althusser presents a structuralist interpretation of Marx’s
philosophy.*? In this view, the naturalistic and scientific explanation of human
beings is emphasized and there is not so much place for subjectivity and freedom.

k*® in Marx’s works after

Althusser argues that there is an “epistemological brea
The German Ideology. He claims that in his early writings Marx gives references
to the “essence” of people, but beginning from The German ldeology he begins to
looks for a scientific and structural explanation for human beings without
emphasizing their essences. Althusser thinks that the implications of structuralism
are more effective in Marx’s philosophy and we cannot attribute an important role

to human freedom. This view is called “structural or scientific Marxism” in

Marxist literature.

| think that to give a restricted role to subjectivity is not compatible with
Marx’s general purposes. As I mentioned above we can see a humanistic drive in
all realms Marx studies on. Thus to emphasize the species being and subjectivity is
a main motive for Marx, and to give a limited role to subjectivity is against his
theory both in terms of his general purposes and the role which he attributes to the

proletariat class.

In Marx and Human Nature,*® Norman Geras claims that Marx does not

defend that the social and economical conditions as the only determinant of human

02 See Althusser’s Reading Capital, For Marx and On Ideology, Nicos Poulantzas’s The Problem
of the Capitalist State. These two thinkers are accepted as the chief structural or scientific Marxist
in Marxist scholar.

%% Althusser, Louis, Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, “Ideology and Ideological State
Apparatus”.

“%* Norman Geras, Marx and Human Nature p. 28.
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nature. For him, Marx tries to improve a theory of an ideal society which permits
our human nature to exert all its powers. However, Geras emphasizes that Marx
indeed does not want to accept an abstract conception of human nature which is
restricted. Marx’s conception of human nature is open to modifying and changing
in each historical process. Marx claims that “all history is nothing but a continuous

transformation of human nature”.*®

Depending on this claim, Geras argues that Marx’s theory is compatible
with a changing conception of human nature which does not involve an abstract
and static essence. In this way, Geras believes that we can put forward the positive
aspects of human nature which is not selfish and subject to her/his interests. In
contrast to social contract theories, Geras thinks that Marx wants to bring out a
positivistic account of wo/man who can realize itself within social relations. 1
think that this approach is compatible with Marx’s general philosophy in terms of
his conception of freedom and species being that he is improved in his early
writings. There is also a discussion about the epistemological break that Althusser
defends. Since | defend that Marx always consider humanistic powers and

features, | do not perceive a difference between early and later Marx.

Georg Lukacs, Erich From, Herbert Marcuse are the well-known humanist
Marxists. Humanist Marxism is also close to the account of critical Marxism.
Critical Marxism emphasizes human activities and freedom. It gives importance to
subjectivity. Marx’s schema of infrastructure and superstructure is a matter of
discussion at this point, since critical Marxists find the determinative role of
economic conditions problematic. To attribute a highly determinative role to
infrastructure leads to the restriction of subjective powers. In this sense, the role of
proletariat and class struggles becomes questionable. For this reason, the Frankfurt
School as the main representative of critical Marxism, try to expound the other
dimensions of capitalism apart from economical conditions. | think that this
extension is a more profound attempt which is compatible with Marx’s

philosophy.

%% Marx, Poverty of Philosophy, p. 15.
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Etienne Balibar claims that Marx’s subject can only be a subject who is
multiple, practical and anonymous. S/he is society itself and the ensemble of the
relations of production, exchange and consumption.*® He emphasizes that by his
practical philosophy Marx “stirs the heart of philosophy and forces philosophy to
think its boundaries.”* The emphasis on praxis leads to a conception of
subjectivity and human nature which is developed in time.*®® Balibar’s approach is
close to Geras’s interpretation which I find compatible with Marx’s philosophy. I
also stated that Max Stirner criticizes Marx because of the abstractness of the
notion of species being.*® In this respect, it is difficult to not refer any abstract
notions while we try to achieve a general conception of something. | touched upon
this problem in relation to Marx’s criticism of social contract theories of the 18"
century. 1 do not think that Marx certainly solves this problem by emphasizing
continuous transformation of human nature. However | believe that his attitude is
original in dissolving the abstract notions which define human beings in the 19"

century.

To sum up, I begin Marx’s Underground Wo/man in an epistemological
context. This epistemological context is mainly related to our distance from
nature. | have tried to explain how Marx adopts a dialectical method which tries to
overcome this distance by explaining wo/man and nature with dynamic processes.
He also attributes a dynamic and dialectical relation between nature and wo/man.
This the general approach of Marx which is the basis of the epistemological
context which brings out the Underground Wo/man. In order to detail this
epistemological context, |1 have explained how Marx tries to emphasize the
practical effects of epistemological arguments. Moreover, | have tried to explain
Marx’s emphasis upon practical conditions in order to escape from the error of

abstract notions. Apart from the epistemological context | have tried to explain the

%% Balibar, The Philosophy of Marx, p. 91.

“7 Ibid, p. 31.

“%8 Ernest Bloch, Marxism and Anthropology, p. 36.

%99 Stirner mentions this criticism in The Ego and its Self.
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existential context in which his Underground Wo/man arises. | think that the
epistemological context which I tried to explore is connected with this existential
context since Marx tries to present this existential practice as a way of overcoming
alienated abstract notions. These notions are the causes our alienation from

ourselves and from nature.

Marx’s Underground Wo/man is stranded between the abstract and
imposed notions which s/he must resort to while explaining her/himself and
her/his life and her reality. For this reason | tried to explain its emergence in terms
of an epistemological context at first. I tried to explain Marx’s attempt of
overcoming this difficulty by his emphasis upon laboring which appears as an
existential exercise in his philosophy. His Underground Wo/man has a distorted
self-awareness. | tried to explain the origins of this distortion. | have claimed that
Marx turns philosophy into praxis with a drive of investigating the influences of
material conditions on becoming ourselves. He wants to examine the details of the
capitalist mode of production in order to give a way of bringing out the reasons
why we cannot realize ourselves and why we cannot feel at home in this world
with the extant epistemological arguments. | perceive his Underground Wo/man as
a consequence of these questions. | think that an Underground Wo/man appears in
his philosophy in relation to his humanistic approach.

I have argued that Marx’s attitude is more appropriate with my conception
of the Underground Wo/man. Throughout my thesis | have tried to relate my
Underground Wo/man to the epistemological problems in terms of the distance
between abstract notions and real and active wo/man. Marx’s attempt at
transforming epistemology into the practical roots yields a more profound context.
| think that while we are trying to understand this world we must find solutions
which can directly influence our practical activities. It is difficult to reconcile our
life with philosophical theories since the role of philosophical theories is seen as
restricted, such as to interpretation. Thus Marx transforms this role into a

formulation which can directly change our life.
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Of course Kant and Nietzsche are interested in practical and ethical
questions. Indeed their main purpose is connected with moral arguments. However
it is only Marx who has a moral and ethical attitude which is directly related to our
practical life. In order for an ethical theory to influence our life practically it must
have a power of directing our life. Kant’s duty ethics is also in search of finding a
formula for our practical life depending on the freedom of reason. It is
controversial Marx has an ethical theory; however his ethical interest cannot be
ignored. Brenkert in his Marx’s Ethics of Freedom claims that Marx defends a
virtue ethics which try to bring out our species power and humanistic virtues. In
this sense, Marx’s ethical attitude goes beyond the postulates of practical rules. I
have stated that Nietzsche’s philosophy is mostly connected with an isolated
explanation of freedom of wo/man. Nietzsche does not want to present a way of
life while emphasizing the personal and existential instinct of human beings.
Marx’s approach to life and ethics aims at achieving a way of ideal living which
allows us to bring out the conditions of becoming ourselves. Simon Critchley
explains this fact as follows;

For Marx, the philosophical and political task is the location, description
and auto-emancipation of a group who will make philosophy practical
and make praxis philosophical. This is the role he assigns to the
proletariat who are designated as the universal class and the index of
humanity. If Hegel socializes autonomy, then Marx communizes it,

where the Kantian kingdom of ends moves from being a postulate of
practical reason to an actual realm on earth without kings.**°

Finally, I think that Marx’s philosophy gives a more comprehensive and
practical context for the Underground Wo/man of the 19" century. His
investigations in different realms aim at comprehending the actual problems of the
inhabitants of this century. Thus, Marx’s main goal is to explain wo/man with all
her/his different dimensions. The unexplained dimensions of people’s practical
and humanistic aspects which Marx emphasizes cause his Underground Wo/man.
In other words, Marx has a more comprehensive context in explaining my

Underground Wo/man.

19 Critchley, Infinitely Demanding, p. 35.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

| started my search of the Underground Wo/man with the Kantian argument that
we cannot acquire knowledge of the actual nature of things. Kant formulates this
position with his distinction between the “thing-in-itself” and appearance. 1 felt
that this is a confession of modern wo/man and a reflection of the distance
between modern wo/man and nature. My Underground Wo/man is born from this
distance. The sources of this confession date back to the Enlightenment. In the
second chapter of my thesis, | tried to explain this distance on the grounds of

Kant’s epistemology, morality and aesthetics.

While Kant tries to avoid the direct question of “what exists”, he stresses
upon the mind’s construction of knowledge. His well-known revolution is the
transformation of perspective from nature to the mind. Furthermore, he is self-
possessed in making claims concerning the existence of something since he thinks
that the human mind is bordered with the realm of appearances while Reason
attempts to go beyond this realm. Thus, the distinction between appearance and
“thing-in-itself” constitutes the important part of Kant’s philosophy. He tries to
overcome the contradictions which are inherited from classical empiricists and
rationalists. He argues that these contradictions are consequences of traditional

metaphysics which is transcendent.

Kant’s transcendental idealism depends on his attempt of finding a
legitimate ground for our knowledge. He aims at dismissing the skeptical and
dogmatic influences on knowledge by his transcendental attack. Besides, he also
states that he endeavors to make room for faith due his attempt. However | noticed
that this attempt reflects a modern confession which he blunders out. While he

tries to emphasize the self-authority of Reason, his thinking introduces a skeptical
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conclusion which he never aims at. First of all, | want to emphasize the conditions
of this confession in terms of modern wo/man’s relation to her/himself and nature

in my thesis.

On the other hand, the Kantian unknown realm has a vacillating standpoint,
since he refers to a system of universal laws which is beyond time and space in
order to open the way for human knowledge as the only possible knowledge. |
have tried to explain how his transcendental subject and the “thing-in-itself” are
dissolved in a jungle of appearances. Since his transcendental subject remains an
imagined unity in his epistemology, | perceived that we can find the roots of the
Underground Wo/man in his thinking also. | tried to explain this wo/man with
reference to the notion of doppelganger which is improved by Vordulakis.

Doppelganger has similarities with my Underground Wo/man. It is
especially a consequence of the difference between the Kantian assumptions of an
‘I think’ that accompanies all our thoughts and the other self which is aware of this
thinking. | tried to elaborate this self-split of the modern wo/man in relation to
Nietzsche’s emphasis on revaluation and Marx’s analyses of capitalist mode of
production. Kant’s persistent emphasis is on the fact that the transcendental
subject is wholly conscious that he is the only one who unifies his knowledge.
Transcendental unity of apperception plays both an epistemological and a moral
role. Epistemologically it unifies both knowledge and the self. Morally, self-
consciousness and the self-authority of Reason make wo/man an ethical agent.
Thus, Kant emphasizes a self-conscious subject who takes all his/her power from
his/her own Reason. In the second chapter of my thesis | tried to summarize this
subject. | have emphasized that Kant’s subject is stranded between her/himself and

nature/reality. In Vordulakis’s words s/he is lost in the immensity of Reason.

Nietzsche, on the other hand, acknowledges that the difference between the
real and the apparent world is a fable which speculative philosophy advocates. He
does not ignore the interpretative capacity of the subjects, but his emphasis is to

bring out the sublimation and hegemony of an abstract world which Western
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culture and Christianity exalt. | see a similarity between Nietzsche’s emphasis on
interpretation and Kant’s emphasis on subjectivity. Nietzsche also claims that we
can perceive the world only from our viewpoint. However he does not want to
situate the wo/man as a spectator of this world. In this way he also wants to
dismiss an abstracted relation between the world and the self. | stated the

arguments which Kant and Nietzsche share and disagree with in the third chapter.

Nietzsche’s philosophical standpoint is founded on the rejection of this
sublimation, the sublimation of a true world which is derived from appearances.
Thus, he does not perceive a difference between the “thing-in-itself” and
appearances. He introduces his will to power and perspectivism in order to solve
the problems of epistemology which lead us to abstract notions. In his will to
power nothing can be abstracted and exalted. The wo/man is not a spectator and
her/his perspectives and interpretations contribute in the will to power. Nietzsche
thinks that our categories and concepts are the instruments of our knowledge. He
tries to eliminate a universal conceptual framework and claims that although
concepts simplify our work on knowledge we cannot assert that they are
absolutely true. In order to assert that they are certain and absolute we must exalt
them apart from will to power. However he portrays his will to power as a process
of becoming which cannot be reduced or extended by concepts. Thus, Nietzsche
aims at explaining the relation between the self and the world in a more profound

and dynamic way.

The role of consciousness is an important problem of my thesis. Nietzsche
claims that we cannot definitely distinguish our conscious and unconscious acts
and thoughts. They are interrelated and the role of consciousness cannot be easily
explained. | stated that his conception of consciousness is similar to William
James’ by his emphasis upon the fact that our conscious and unconscious states
are causally efficacious. This explanation gives a new direction to his

epistemology and | have also tried to explain these points in the third chapter.
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Nietzsche dissolves the distinction between the “thing-in-itself” and
appearances by emphasizing the cultural and moral relations of wo/man. In order
to do this, he takes a stand which brings out a new epistemological perspective. He
thinks that epistemology, morality, social and cultural relations cannot be
distinguished from each other. His naturalistic standpoint is engaged in at this
point. In Nietzsche’s philosophy a value-laden and law-laden true world is traced
back into its cultural and social roots. In other words, Nietzsche naturalizes this
world. As a consequence of this naturalization, Nietzsche establishes a different

context from speculative and traditional philosophy.

Depending on this naturalistic context, Nietzsche tries to transform modern
values into their practical roots. In order to do this he claims that he works as a
“subterranean”. This working requires a careful examination and scratching. This
examination points to a way of dismissing the old values and creating new values.
Nietzsche calls this process as revaluation and the process of “killing God”. God
refers at this point to a system of a value-laden world. Philosophizing “with a
hammer,” Nietzsche dismantles this world. Within the remnants of God, his
Underground Wo/man appears as a mad man who is seeking God. Thus, in my
third chapter I tried to explain the birth of Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man
within this context.

As I mentioned above, Nietzsche’s Underground Wo/man actually is not
seeking God. S/he is aware of what s/he kills and is not in need of another God
any more. S/he knows that God and his value-laden world is an obstacle in her/his
way. This way is an eternal way of becoming. The Underground Wo/man is aware
that it is full of stones and sufferings. However, s/he takes this risk. S/he has a
courageous attitude towards knowledge. S/he is not a spectator of reality/nature.
S/he is aware that her/his knowledge contributes to nature. Nietzsche’s
Underground Wo/man is aware that reality/nature is a pathos and a becoming. It is

not other than will to power. S/he is not afraid of this becoming.
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Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man resists being defined and calculated
by scientific formulations. S/he wants to emphasize her/his passions and desires
other than her/his rationality. S/he wants to put forward her/his aspects which
cannot be calculated. S/he wants to dismantle her/himself in order to bring out
her/his true existence. S/he invites us to the underground and claims that
underground is more advantageous in understanding our actual nature. In the last

part of third chapter I listened to her/him and tried to understand what s/he means.

Dostoevsky, like Nietzsche, has an anarchist viewpoint concerning human
nature. He does not want to restrict wo/man within a definite explanation that
depends on a definite cultural and social system. He emphasizes the creative and
dark sides of wo/man. He finds naive the philosophical and political theories of the

19" century in understanding human nature.

Dostoevsky’s Underground Wo/man, along with his main characters, tries
to bring out her/his creativity by means of a revaluation of the extant values of
society. S/he questions her/his power of killing God. Unlike Nietzsche’s
Underground Wo/man, s/he sometimes feels her/himself in need of a God. S/he
asks whether the existence of God may be helpful for the process of society. This
questioning is in relation to the questions of killing someone and raping a child.
Dostoevsky’s examinations on human nature are extended sometimes by the
investigation of criminals and sometimes a government clerk who encounters his
double. Nietzsche finds his questionings valuable and profound for understanding
wo/man. For this reason, I thought that Dostoevsky’s characters can help elaborate
my conception of the Underground Wo/man and | tried to briefly explain them in
the third chapter. I thought that Dostoevsky’s characters enrich my explanations of
Nietzsche. Thus, Dostoevsky contributes in my thesis by giving concrete examples

for Nietzsche’s arguments on morality.

In the fourth chapter of my thesis I have tried to explain Marx’s
Underground Wo/man. Marx aims at analyzing the conditions and the dialectical

relationship between the apparent relations of capitalism and the real forms of it
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behind these apparent relations. Like Nietzsche, he wants to dissolve this
distinction by a detailed analysis of the capitalist mode of production. For this

reason, he also provides a concrete basis for my Underground Wo/man.

Marx claims that the problem of idealism dates back to the division of
labor as mental and material labor. He tries to naturalize the problems of abstract
notions in this way. His epistemology is intertwined with an analysis of social and
material relations. He emphasizes that in capitalist society capital transforms
everything and everyone by objectifying them. He perceives wo/man as embedded
in the objectified material relations in the capitalist system. This viewpoint gives
him a profound way in understanding wo/man since he unmasks the veiled aspects
of wo/man by means of his analysis. Thus, his Underground Wo/man is born with
this analysis. This is the wo/man who is aware that there are other conditions and

relations behind the capitalist mode of productions than what s/he thought.

| have looked for a concrete wo/man by means of the Underground
Wo/man behind the philosophical theories of the 19" century. | searched for an
appropriate method for this analysis. | chose epistemology since | think that we
can dissolve the abstract notions concerning the definition of wo/man by means of
an epistemological investigation. Thus, in other words, | want to unify real life and
philosophy. To combine the practical and speculative aspects of philosophy, |

think that Nietzsche’s and Marx’s philosophies are appropriate for my purpose.

Both Nietzsche and Marx try to socialize and naturalize epistemological
notions which are abstract. | think that this is also an attempt to reconcile
philosophical theories and practical life. Neither thinker aims at a classical
conception of epistemology. They aim at establishing a philosophy which can
touch upon life. For this reason they develop a counter attack. They want to turn
epistemological theories and notions back to their origins. Inspired by their
philosophies | want to establish an Underground Wo/man from a basis which can
reconcile actual life and philosophical theories. Thus, I want to touch upon my

Underground Wo/man by epistemology in a practical way.
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| have said that, as different from the Underground Wo/man in Nietzsche
and Dostoevsky, Marx’s Underground Wo/man has a more concrete conception of
society because of Marx’s conception of communist society. This approach and
Marx’s species beings are criticized for their abstractness. However, apart from
this problem, now | will compare the Underground Wo/man in Nietzsche and
Dostoevsky with Marx’s Underground Wo/man in terms of an assumption of an

ideal society.

In Nietzsche and Dostoevsky my Underground Wo/man emerges as a
killer. S/he revaluates all modern values and tries to find a way of creating her/his
own values. S/he proceeds in a hard way to become her/himself. S/he is interested
in social and economical problems and s/he wants to see the real origins behind
these problems. However s/he has not a hope for establishing a new system like
Marx’s communist society. This is because actually Dostoevsky and Nietzsche do
not believe that we can achieve a society in which everyone can be equal. They
emphasize that human nature is complicated and this complexity has cultural roots
growing into centuries ago. Thus, it is impossible to remove these cultural

determinations.

Nietzsche’s explanations on master and slave instincts are connected with
this issue. He states that these instincts can be found in ancient societies and they
are the first instincts which organize culture and society. As | have explained these
instincts reflect the difference between the aristocratic class and lower class. It
cannot be said that Nietzsche defends master instincts easily; however it is clear
that he argues that we cannot establish an ideal society by our slave instincts. He
also emphasizes that it is difficult to remove slave instincts, since they have been
settled centuries ago.

Furthermore, we can also find the traces of Nietzsche’s explanations of
these instincts in Dostoevsky’s novels. Dostoevsky puts forward characters that
are from the aristocratic class. He has an antagonistic attitude towards the lower

class. | think that like Nietzsche he does not believe in an ideal society which
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removes the implications of these instincts. While he invites us to the
underground, he also finds the aristocratic class more advantageous. For this
reason, he does not appreciate the revolutionary movements by the lower classes

in his time.

I stated that nihilism has also an important problem for Nietzsche’s
thinking. Nietzsche emphasizes a positive influence of nihilism. He believes that
nihilism may drive us to a way of revaluation and can be a method of dismissing
the extant values of modernity. Thus, it may help our process of becoming.
However | want to state that if we adopt nihilism and anarchism as eternal ways of
becoming, the way of Underground Wo/man may be cut. S/he may remain in a
jungle of nihilistic implications. Of course the anarchistic aspects of the process of
becoming are important and drive us to revaluate always. Yet, | believe that the

socialist approach is not restrictive in this way as Nietzsche perceives.

Both Nietzsche and Dostoevsky criticize socialism and they find it contrary
to human nature. I explained Nietzsche’s emphasis upon nihilism. Dostoevsky has
a different relation with nihilist movements in his time. In the 19" century nihilism
is accepted as a revolutionary movement. The movements of socialists and
nihilists are thought to be reconciled. Dostoevsky is antagonistic towards both of
them; however he is also interested in both of them. In his novels he tries to
analyze these revolutionary movements. He puts forward the despotic and harmful
consequences of these movements for wo/man. These despotic consequences are

connected with the method of organization of a revolutionary movement.

Dostoevsky and Nietzsche emphasize that to defend a socialist society and
to struggle for this society may cause despotic influences. In addition it is not
possible to establish such a society in a near future. Dostoevsky points to the
influences of assemblies of elite and aristocratic groups instead of a revolutionary
movement. He also does not trust the lower class for a revolution. He shares
Nietzsche’s anxieties concerning the slave instincts. Both of them think that it is so

hard to remove slave instincts from society, since society has been culturally

189



bound by these instincts for a long time. |1 do not think that they have an
antagonistic attitude towards the lower class, but their antagonism towards slave

instincts become prominent.

I have stated that Marx’s analysis is more compatible with my aim. I have
also said that his Underground Wo/man is more advantageous concerning Marx’s
conception of an ideal society. However, I did not posit Marx’s Underground
Wo/man as a worker who is from the lower class. | think that Marx approaches
both classes from a more objective viewpoint. He tries to approach in terms of
labor conditions. In this sense, his investigations are more profound for my thesis.
He emphasizes also the harmful influences of capitalism on capitalists. He claims
that in a capitalist system no one can exert her/his species powers because of the
capitalist mode of production. Since | want to achieve a concrete wo/man, | find
Marx’s approach is more fruitful. The investigations of alienation in working

conditions render his philosophy a more comprehensive account.

The last point that | want to consider is concerning human nature. | did not
aim at finding an Underground Wo/man who wants to actualize her/his nature. Or
| did not aim at explaining human nature. Nietzsche, Dostoevsky and Marx try to
leave this question open-ended. Marx’s conception of species being is criticized
for being inconsistent with his system at this point. However, | believe that he
does not want to define a human nature strictly. He emphasizes the process of
exerting species power. From his perspective slave instincts can be removed from
society; since they are socially constructed, we can change them by a social
organization. Unlike Nietzsche and Dostoevsky he has a difference at this point. |
think that how we become ourselves is an important and open-ended question for
all three of them. They emphasize the process of becoming. They indicate the
practical implications of this process. My Underground Wo/man is connected with

this process.
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APPENDIX A

TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu tezde 6zellikle Nietzsche ve Marx felsefelerine dayanarak, 19. yiizyilda ortaya
¢ikan bir yeralt: insanimm agiklamaya calistim. Yeralt1 insam1 kavrammi Kant
diistincesiyle yerlesmis bir 6znelligin karsiti olarak tanimladim. Bu yiizden
Nietzsche ve Marx diisiincelerinde ortaya ¢iktigini iddia ettigim Yeralt1 Insani’m
Kant’in 0Oznesiyle karsilastirdim. Tezimin ilk bolimiinii Kant’a, ikincisini
Nietzsche’ye iiglinciisiinii de Marx’a ayirdim. Bu ¢ disiiniir arasindaki

karsilastirmali ¢galigmami daha ¢ok epistemoloji tizerinden yaptim.

Kant diistincesindeki 6zneden kastim, Aydinlanma ve modern felsefenin
one ¢ikardig1 bir Oznelliktir. Kant’in 6znesinin benim 6ne ¢ikarmak istedigim
tarafi, biitlin diislincelerinin kaynagi ve yonlendiricisi olan bir 6zne olmasidir.
Kant’in 6znesi, Aydinlanma’nin tanimladigi sekilde, aklin1 kendi yonlendirme
yetkinligine sahip olan 6znedir. Otonomi ve Ozgiirlik bu 6znenin en ¢ok One
¢ikarilan ozellikleridir. Bu iki 6zellik asir1 derecede bir anlam yiiklenmis bir
rasyonalite diigiincesiyle de desteklenmistir. Nietzsche ve Marx felsefelerinde
ortaya ciktigim diisiindiigiim Yeralti Insan1 &zellikle bu noktalarda Kant’m
O0znesine uymayan ve ona karsit bir insandir. Marx ve Nietzsche otonomi,
ozgiirlik ve rasyonellik kavramlarma Kant’tan farkli yaklasir. Bu farkliliklar
onlarin Kant’tan farkli olarak gelistirdikleri, epistemolojik yaklasimlarinin
incelenmesiyle daha iyi aciklanabilir. Bu yiizden Yeralti Insani kavramin

epistemolojik iddialarin farkliligindan yola ¢ikarak anlatmaya caligtim.

Kant’in 6zgiirliik, otonomi ve rasyonalite kavramlarini 6ne ¢ikarmasinda

kendinden onceki metafizigi ve ontolojiyi dogmatik ve skeptik buldugu i¢in
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elestirmesi etkilidir. Kant’a gore bu iki hata, felsefenin en biiyiik diismanlaridir.
Kant, aklin ideleri ve disardaki seylerin varlig1 arasinda dogrudan bir baglanti
kurulmasina itiraz eder. Bu ikisi arasinda dogrudan ve yiizeysel bir baglanti
kurulmasinin dogmatizm ve skeptisizm tehlikelerine yol agabilecegini vurgular.
Kant’a gore, eger bunlar1 6zdes kabul edersek, ne bilgimizin nasil islerlik
kazanabildigini ne de disardaki nesnenin varligini agiklayabiliriz. Kant kendinden
onceki metafizigin boyle hatalara distiigiinii, kendi felsefesinin de bunlar

asabilecegini iddia eder.

Bunlarin ¢oziimii ve felsefeye mesru bir zemin kazandirmak i¢in, Kant
askinsal idealizm adii verdigi kendi felsefesini gelistirir. Daha onceki felsefenin
sorunlarmi ¢ézmek i¢in, aklin kendi kendisini siki bir elestiriden gecirmesi
gerektigini iddia eder. Aklin kendi basina ve deneyim alaniyla birlikte neler
yapabilecegi sorularini yanitlamaya calisir. Bu soru onun i¢in metafizigin alanina
dair bir sorgulamadir. Kant i¢in metafizik ontolojik iddialarin geneline ve
miimkiin olup olmadigina dair bir incelemedir. Kendi doneminde metafizigin
tehlikeye diistiigiinii ve bu sorunun ¢oziilmesi gerektigini diigiiniir. Kant, genel
olarak 6znelligi vurgulamasiyla bilinmesine ragmen, onun i¢in hem 6znellik hem

de ontolojik iddialarin imkan1 ayn1 derecede 6nemli bir sorudur.

Kant’in agkinsal idealist olarak tanimladig1 felsefesinde, ¢oziim temel bir
varsayima dayanir. Kant, Ortacag’dan kalma tanrinin varligima dair skolastik
kanitlar1 reddederek, bilinen seylerin alani ile olan seylerin alanini ayirir. Ona gore
olan seylerin bizim bildigimiz gibi oldugunu iddia etmek ve bu iki alanin 6zdes
oldugunu varsaymak yanligtir. Boyle bir iddia temellendirilemez ve hem bilgimizi
hem de olan seyin varhigmi tehlikeye diistiriir. Kant’a gére bizim idelerimiz
kendinde seye dair degildir. Gergekte olan seyler bizim bildigimiz gibi degildir.
Bence bu belirleme Kant diigiincesinin en 6nemli tarafidir ve ayrica bu iddia
modern felsefenin en karakteristik iddiasidir. Bu tezin arka planindaki iddia
modern 6znenin Kant’la birlikte varolana dair dogrudan bir yorumlama olanaginin
kesilmesidir. Kant’in bu belirlemesi, modern 6znenin epistemolojik iddialarinin

sinirma dair 6nemli bir ayrim getirir. Her ne kadar bdyle bir sey hedeflemis
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olmasa da Kant’in 6znesinin en 6nemli karakteristigi bu sinirliliktir. Tezimde bu
durumu Kant felsefesinin beklenmeyen ve amaglanmayan bir sonucu olarak
degerlendirdim ve bu sonucu Kant felsefesinin modern diisiinceye en 6nemli etkisi

oldugunu vurguladim.

Konuyu daha 1iyi agiklamak igin, tezimin ilk bdliimiinde Kant’in
epistemolojisini  anlattim. Kant disiincesinde neden kendinde seyin
bilinemeyecegini, Kant’in hangi sorunlar1 ¢6zmeye calisirken buna bagvurdugunu
aciklamaya calistim. Kant, bilginin deneyim alaninda baslasa da orada devam
etmedigini ve a priori kavramlarla genisledigini vurgular. Ona gore insan akli her
zaman kendinde seye dair ontolojik iddialar ortaya atmak ister. Yani insan akli her
zaman metafizige egilimlidir. Ancak bunu basaramaz. Kant’m bu sonuca
varmasinda, aklin islemesine dair ayrintili incelemesi etkilidir. Bu ayrintili
incelemenin sonucunda ne gergeklik ne de 6zne sistemli bir biitiinliik icerisinde
kalabilir. Askin metafizigin hatalarina diismemek i¢in, Kant bir deneyim ¢oklugu

icerisinde bilincin ve bilinen seyin birligini korumakta zorlanir.

Kant felsefesi en ¢ok kendi bilincinin birligini tam olarak bilemeyen bir
0znelligi savundugu i¢in elestirilir. Tamalginin askinsal birligi ve her diisiinceye
eslik eden “ben disiinliyorum” tasarimi Kant’in felsefesinde tam olarak
birlestirilemez. Askinsal analitikte zamansal ve mekansal objelerin varligina dar
bir bilginin mesru temelleri saglanmaya c¢alisilirken, askinsal diyalektik
boliimiinde askinsal ¢ikarimlar telikeye diistiigii icin, Kant bir yandan yapmaya
calistigini diger yandan dagitir. Kavramlarin deneyimin nesnelerine uygulandigi
askinsal sema da tartismalidir. Bu durum Kant’in 6znesinin usun ickinliginde ve
yogunlugunda kaybolmasi olarak da degerlendirilir. Kant’in evrensel temelde
kurmaya calistig1 6znenin tikel belirlenimleri ve disardaki nesneye dair bilgisi
tehlikededir. Kendi i¢inde bir boliinme s6z konusudur. Kant epistemolojisinde,
duyumlar1 algilamadaki pasiflik ve kavramlart uygulamadaki aktiflik
harmanlanmamigstir. Kant’in 6znesi her zaman kendini toparlayamayan bir baska

ozneye referans vermektedir.
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Bu durumun sonucunda Kant felsefesinde bir “cift kisilik” (doppelganger)
problemi ortaya ¢iktig1 iddia edilir. Kant’in rasyonel ve evrensel olarak kurmaya
calistig1 6zne kendi bilinci ve usuyla birlesmekte sorun yasamaktadir. Evrensel ve
zorunlu kategoriler, deneyim alaninin ¢esitliligi ve usun askinsal g¢ikarimlar
arasinda sikigsmistir. Kant’in 6znesi de bunlarin birlestirilmesindeki sorunlar ve
usun enginligi arasinda sikisip kalmistir. Dolayisiyla, Kant’in 6znesi, kendi i¢inde
yartlmistir ve bir bagska Ozneyle karsilasir. Bu sorun benim tezimdeki diger
diisiiniirler icin de 6nemlidir. Ciinkii onlarin felsefesine atfettigim Yeralt1 Insam

kavrami Kant’ta birlestirilemeyen evrensellik ve tikellik sorunlariyla iligkilidir.

Kant diisiincesinde her zaman kendini hissettiren bir baska ¢eliski, doga ve
insan arasindaki gerilimdir. Kant her zaman dogadaki yaraticilik ve diizenlilige
hayran olmustur. Insan bilgisine de bdyle bir yap: yiiklemeye calisir. Bu yaklasim
ayn1 zamanda Aydinlanma diisiincesinin etkisidir. Ancak bu yiikleme g¢abasi,
kendinde seyin bilinebilmesine dair bir kuskuculuga ve yukarida bahsettigim gibi
Kant’in 6znesinin kendi i¢inde bir yarilmasina yol agmistir. Kant 6zneye giiglii ve
mesru bir rasyonel yetkinlik kazandirmaya calisirken, tam tersi sonuglarla
karsilasmistir. Doga karsisinda kendini giigsiiz hisseden Kant’in 6znesi bu agigini
estetik ve etik alanlarinda da hisseder. Kant sadece etik alaninda 6zneye kendinde

sey alanina yaklasma ve doga karsisinda gii¢ kazanma imkani verir.

Kant 6znenin etik ilkeler konusunda iddialar 6ne slirmesinin ve herkes i¢in
ortak 1yiyi istemesinin ancak usun Ozgiirliigiiyle miimkiin oldugunu sdyler. Bu
anlamda ahlak metafizigi olarak adlandirdig: etik iddilarda bulunma yetkinligimiz
sadece usumuza dayanir. Kant’a gore etik konusunda deneyim alanina
giivenilemez ve bu konudaki yetkinlik sadece usumuzun o&zgiirliigiine ve
yetkinligine dayanir. Ayrica, bu yetkinlik evrensel ve zorunlu olarak herkeste
vardir. Kant diislincesinde bilginin ve etik iddialarin olanaginin temel dayanag,
usun Ozglirliigli ve yetkinligidir. Bu anlamda Kant etik konusunda 6zneye daha

fazla bir yetkinlik yiiklese de epistemolojisi ve etigi i¢ icedir.
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Nietzsche felsefesinde de etik ve epistemoloji ve hatta ontoloji i¢ ice geger.
Nietzsche i¢in de etik degerleri degerlendirmeye ve bilgiye dair her girisim
oznenin otonomisine dayanir. Oznenin perspektifi ve yorumlamasi temel bir
oneme sahiptir. Ancak Nietzsche felsefesi temel olarak bir¢ok noktada Kantgi

diisiincenin elestirisine dayanr.

Nietzsche Kant’in dogaya ve insana yaklasimini elestirir. Aydinlanma ve
modern felsefenin de bu konuda yanlis bir tutum takindigini iddia eder. Ona gore
ne doga ne de insan bilgisi sistematik ve diizenli bir biitiinliikk icerisindedir.
Nietzsche icin Aydinlanma diislincesinin mirast olan bu varsayim Kant’in
felsefesini bilinemeyen bir gergeklige gotiiriir. Ancak bu konuda sadece Kant’i
degil genel olarak felsefe tarihini de elestirir. Ona gore goriinen ve degisen
diinyanin bir gercekligi olmadigini, gercek diinyanin ise bunun daha ilerisinde
oldugunu diistiinmek Platon ve Socrates felsefelerinin uzantist olan bir hatadir.
Felsefe tarihinde bircok diisiiniir ve akim bu hatayr devam ettirmistir. Ayni
zamanda Hiristiyanlik ve diger tek tanrili dinler de bu yaklagimi1 benimsemistir. Bu
yaklasim dogruluk ve deger yiiklii olmayan bir diinyanin kabul edilmesine yol
acar. Boyle tasarlanan bir diinya bilinemeyen ve soyut bir gergekligin insanlarin

karsisina dikilmesine neden olur.

Epistemolojik olarak Nietzsche Kant’in kategorilerinin a priori, soyut ve
evrensel olarak zorunlu ve verili kabul edilmesini elestirir. Nietzsche’ye gore
kavramlar, bilgiye ulasmada aracidir. Ancak, onlarin evrensel ve zorunlu
olduklarin1 sdyleyemeyiz. Insan bilgisi bunlara ihtiyag duyar ama bu sadece
giderilmesi gereken bir ihtiyagtir. Kavramlar, insanlarin gerceklige bakisint ve
yorumlamasini diizenlemeye yardimci olur ama bilgimizin asil kaynag1 degildir.
Oznel yorumlar ve perspektifler herhangi bir kavramsal semaya indirgenmeye
calisilmamalidir. Bilgimizin asil kaynagi her seye belli bir acgidan bakip
yorumlamamizdir. Nietzsche’ye gore Kant, bilinen sey ve bilen 6zne arasina soyut
engeller koymaktadir. Evrensel ve a priori olarak kabul edilen kavramlar soyut
engeller haline gelir. Bu engeller olan biten seyleri oldugu gibi algilamamizi

engeller. Kant’in insana, dogaya ve bilgiye yaklasimi korkakcadir; ¢ilinkii olan
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biteni degiskenligi ve ¢esitliligi i¢inde algilamak yerine bunun yerine degismeyen

ve daha kolay bilinen bir gerceklik tasarimi getirmeye ¢alisir.

Giig istenci ve perspektifcilik, Nietzsche epistemolojisinin ve ontolojisinin
en Onemli iki kavramidir. Nietzsche’ye gore ne gergeklik, ne doga, ne de insan
bilgisi bilimsel bir biitiinliik icerisinde degildir. Giig¢ istenci kavramini genel olarak
tim gergekligi ve hayati anlatmak i¢in kullanir. Gii¢ istenci herhangi bir kavramla
genisletilemez ya da herhangi bir kavrama indirgenemez. Kendinden 6nce ya da
sonra bilinebilecek herhangi bir sey yoktur. Nietzsche gii¢ istenci kavramini
gercekligi bir olus siireci icerisinde anlatmak i¢in kullanir. Ona gore gerceklik
kaotik ve degiskendir. insan bilgisi bunu diizenlemek i¢in kavramlar1 kullanmak
zorundadir, ama gii¢ istenci kavramsal bir sey degildir. Var olan her sey bir gii¢
merkezidir. Gii¢ merkezleri varolmak ve giiclinii arttirmak i¢in ¢alisir ve birbiriyle

stirekli bir iliski icerisindedir. Diinya bu iligkilerin yeraldig: bir akis icerisindedir.

Nietzsche’ye gore bilgiye dair her bir yonelisimiz gii¢ istencini yorumlama
cabasidir. Ona gore bilgi cesaret gerektirir, ¢linkii bilginin kendisi de bir giic
isntecidir. Nietzsche i¢in, bilgide 6znenin perspektifi ve yorumlamasi temel bir
oneme sahiptir. Oznelligi vurgulamak Kant felsefesinin de temel bir amaci kabul
edilir. Ama Kant’tan farkli olarak, Nietzsche Kant’in 6znellige evrensel ve
sistematik bir biitiinliikk saglama ¢abasini elestirir. Bu sistemlestirme ve
bilimsellestirme cabasi ona gore gii¢ istencini kavramsallastirma ve indirgeme
cabasidir. Nietzsche’ye gore Kant insan bilgisinin ihtiyaglarindan ve
siirliligindan dogan asamalar1 evrensel bir dogru gibi gostermeye caligir.
Nietzsche temel olarak bu g¢abaya itiraz eder. Ona gore bu ¢aba korkakgadir.
Ciinki bitlin degiskenligi, yaraticiligr ve kaotik yapisiyla gii¢ istencini anlamay1

degil, ona farkli ve kolay bir sekil vermeyi amaglamaktadir.

Nietzsche’nin Kant’a bir diger elestirisi, rasyonellik ve bilinglilige dairdir.
Kant bilginin her asamasinda bilingli oldugumuzu ve insan bilgisinin imkaninin
temel olarak bu bilinglige dayandigimi iddia eder. Nietzsche’ye gore rasyonel

tarafimiz sadece bilin¢li degil ayn1 zamanda bilingsiz taraflarimizdan olusur. Onun
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icin, Kant’in diisiindiigii gibi, insanin tamamziyla bilingli olarak bilgiye ulagsmasi
gibi bir durum s6z konusu degildir. Bilincimizin yardimiyla olusan kavramlarimizi
bilingli olmayanlardan ayirmak imkansizdir. Bu baglamda Nietzsche, Kant’in
rasyonellige ve bilgiye ylikledigi soyut ve abartili role itiraz eder. Bunlarla iliskili
olarak, Nietzsche i¢in Aydinlanma’nin getirdigi otonomi ve 6zgiirlik kavramlari
da problemlidir. Ona gore Ozgiirliik ve otonomi bugiine kadar gelen bilgideki
evrensel taraflar1 ortaya ¢ikarmakla iliskili olarak anlasilamaz. Ozgiirliik ve bilgiye

dair her bir adim bir yeniligi ve yeniden yorumlamayi gerektirir.

Bu noktada, Nietzsche etik alaninda da yeni degerler olusturma ¢abasini ve
epistemolojiyi birbirinden ayirmaz. Nietzsche etik konusunda Kant’taki akil ve
usun Ozgiirliigii vurgulamasina itiraz eder. Kant’in bu vurguyla bu diinyadan ayri
ve ¢ok daha dogru kabul edilen deger yiiklii bir diinyaya isaret ettigine ve bunun
da bir o6zgirlik degil boyunduruk anlamina geldigine dikkat ¢eker. Kant’in
deneyim alaninin Otesinde tutmaya calistigi etik kavramlarimi ve iddialarini

deneyim alanina geri dondiirmeye calisir.

Nietzsche etige dair kavramlarimizin sosyal ve kiiltiirel bir zeminde ortaya
ciktigmma dikkat ceker. Her kavramin sosyal kosullar icerisinde bir tarihselligi
oldugunu ve bu durumun toplumun yoneten ve yonetilen smiflariyla ilgili
oldugunu sdyler. Bu sekilde Kant’in yaptigiin tam tersine etik ilkelerin dogruluk
ve deger yiklii bir 6te diinyadan degil de deneyim diinyasindan geldigini
gostermeyi amacglar. Baska bir ifadeyle etige tarihsel ve sosyal bir baglam
kazandirir. Etik ve epistemolojisi i¢ i¢e gectigi i¢in, epistemolojiye de sosyal ve

tarihsel bir yonelimi s6z konusudur.

Nietzsche i¢in kole ve efendi icgiidiileri etik kavramlarimizin ve
iddialarimizin olugsmasinda 6nemli bir rol oynar. Onun i¢in bu iki i¢giidii hem
biitiin toplumlarin tarihinde hem de her insanda goriilebilen iggiidiilerdir. Ancak
Nietzsche bunlar1 daha ¢ok eski toplumlarda etik kurallarmin ve belirlemelerinin
nasil gelistigini anlatmak i¢in kullanir. Ona gore her toplumda bir egemen sinif bir

de daha asag1 ve yonetilen bir simif bulunur. Egemen smifin liyeleri kendi ahlaki
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degerlerini olusturma konusunda daha cesaretlidir ve bu konuda kendi kurallarini
ortaya koyabilirler. Nietzsche bu sinifin tasidigr i¢giidiiyti efendi iggiidiisii olarak
adlandirir, ama bu ayni zamanda kendi kurallarin1 koyma cesareti olan her insan
icin de gecerlidir. Yani efendi ve kdle iggiidiilerinin hem toplumsal hem de kisisel

bir boyutu vardir.

Toplumun daha asagir kisminda ya da kendi kurallarini koyma cesareti
olmayan insanlarda ise bir kole i¢giidiisii hakimdir. Kole iggiidiisiine sahip olanlar,
“herkesin yararina” ve “herkes i¢in” cagrisimlarina uyarak, ahlaki savlarina
kendilerinin oGtesinde bir sebep arar. Dolayisiyla, bu iggiidii insanlarin kendi
kurallarin1 ortaya koyma c¢abasini engeller. Nietzsche’ye kore Kant’in ahlak
yasasi, Aydinlanma felsefesi ve modern felsefe ancak bir kole ahlaki Ornegi

olabilir.

Nietzsche’ye gore kole ahlakina uyan insanlar kendi usunun 6zgiirliigiinii
soyut bir 6zgiirliik olarak benimser. Bu 6zgiirliigi Kant’1in iddiasindaki gibi ancak
belli yasalara uyma zorunlulugu olarak kabul ederler. Daha once de sdyledigim
gibi, hem Kant hem de Nietzsche igin, etik degerler ve savlarda 6znenin otonomisi
temel bir role sahiptir. Ancak Nietzsche, 6znenin kendi degerlendirmelerini ortaya
slirmesini vurgulasa da, Kant gibi usun 6zgiirliigiinii ve yetkinligini etigin temeline
koymaz. Etik degerlein ve savlarin olusumunda diger unsurlara dikkat ¢eker. Ona
gore varolan degerlerin sorgulanmasi ve Oznenin yaratici, yorumlayict giicii
onemlidir. Ancak Kant’in soyledigi gibi bu gii¢, herkes i¢in gecerli olacak
evrensel bir kural olusturma i¢in kullanilamaz. Daha dogrusu etik temellendirme
bu sekilde yapilamaz. Nietzsche’ye gore etikte siirekli bir yeniden degerlendirme
cabas1 onemlidir. Bu c¢aba toplumsal kosullardan etkilenir ve etik degerler sosyal
iliskiler igerisinde sekillenir. Kant ise bu iligskiler ve kosullar1 goz Oniinde
bulundurmayip evrensel kurallara ulagsmaya calisir. Kant’a gore herkeste ortak
olan yeniden degerlendirme ve etik kurallar1 ortaya koyma yetisi evrensel
dogrulara igaret ederken, Nietzsche de bu her 6znenin kendi kurallarini koyabildigi

bir farkliliga ve ¢esitlilige isaret eder.
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Nietzsche’nin Yeralti Insan1 bu anlamda modern degerleri yerle bir edip
yeniden degerlendirebilen bir 6zne olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Kendi i¢inde bir ahlak
yasasina dair bir sey bulamaz. Oniine koyulan her degeri sorgulayip dagitir.
Nietzsche’ye gore Kantgi elestiri eksiktir ve siirekli evrensel degerler pesinde
kosarak yeni boyunduruk merkezleri bulmaya ¢alisir. Oysa Nietzsche’nin Yeralti
Insan1 her degeri daha derin bir elestiriye tabi tutarak, modern felsefenin dogru
kabul ettigi evrensellik atfedilen biitiin degerleri alt iist eder. Nietzsche’nin ¢ekicle

yaptig1 felsefe, boyle bir insan1 ortaya cikarir.

Nietzsche’nin Yeralt: insan1 bilgiye ve etige dair her ¢abanin bir yok etme
cabast oldugunun farkindadir. Nietzsche i¢in bilgi ve ahlak evrensel ve zorunlu
olan kavramlarla degil cesaretle ve yok etme giiciiyle yapilir. Nietzsche’nin
Yeralt1 insani’yla karsilastirildiginda, Kant’m modern &znesi bu cesaretten
yoksundur. Kendi aklini evrensel bir akil ve kurallar biitiinliigii olarak
koyutlayarak, onun boyundurugu altina girmeye calisir. Ancak Yeralt1 Insan1 her
an bir seyleri dagitip yeniden kurma giiciine sahiptir. Bundan yorulmaz ve kagmak

icin evrensel kurallara siginma girisiminde bulunmaz.

Nietzsche’nin Yeralti Insam Sen Bilim’de Tanrr’yr 6ldiiren deli adam
olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Biitiin degerleri dagitinca ortaya herhangi bir egemen fikrin ya
da tanrisal dayanagin olmadig1 bir diinya ¢ikmustir. Nietzsche’nin Yeralt: Insan1 bu
durumu “tanr1 6ldi” diye tanimlar. Yeniden degerlendirmelerin ve biitiin
kavramlar1 derin bir elestiriden geg¢irmenin sonucu olarak, ortaya bu sonug
cikmustir. Nietzsche’nin Yeralt1 Insan1 boslukta kalmis ve yeni bir tanri arayisi
icindeymis gibi goriiniir ama amact kesinlikle bu degildir. Bu durumu ortaya
cikaranin kendisi oldugunun farkindadir ve kendi giiciiyle herhangi bir tanrisal,
evrensel kavrama basvurmadan ayakta kalmak ister. Yeralt Insani, insanlarin belli
bir zamanda ve Kkiiltiirel ortamda olusturdugu etik degerlere bir evrensellik
yiikleme cabasinin anlamli olmadigina inanir. Ona gore 6nemli olan kendindeki

yeniden yaratma ve degerlendirme giictidiir.
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Nietzsche’ye gore insanlara ve etige dair bir seyler soylemek icin, Kant’in
tam aksine deneyim alanlarini incelememiz gerekir. Onun igin, Dostoyevski biiyiik
bir psikologdur. Dostoyevski’nin romanlar1 insanlara dair énemli kaynaklardir.
Ozellikle Dostoyevski’nin Oliiler Evinden Hatiralar gibi cezaevindeki suglularin

pskolojisini inceledigi romanlar Nietzsche’ye gore ¢cok degerlidir.

Dostoyevski de 19. ylizyilda hakim olan insanlar1 belli evrensel kabiiller
cergevesinde agiklama girisimine itiraz eder. Hem Nietzsche hem de Dostoyevski
insanlara dair bilimsel agiklamalarin yiizeysel kalmaya mahkiim oldugunu
diislinlir. Onlara gore bunlarin Gtesinde insanlarin formiillerle agiklanamayan ve
daha karmasik taraflar1 vardir. Ozellikle 19. yiizy1lda modern diisiincenin etkisiyle
rasyonel ve bilingli bir 6znenin vurgulanmasi Nietzsche ve Dostoyevski’yi
rahatsiz eder. Her ikisinde de bilimsel formiillerle sinirlanmak ve hesaplanmak

istemeyen bir insan ortaya ¢ikar. Yeralt1 Insan1 bu insandir.

Dostoyevski’nin kahramanlari, Nietzsche’nin iddiasindaki gibi toplumsal
ve tanrisal referanslart olan etik normlar yerine kendi degerlerini ortaya koyma
cabasi igerisindedir. Bu anlamda Raskolnikov ve Stavrogin gibi Dostoyevski
romanlarmin 6nemli kahramanlar1 kendi etik kurallarin1 uygulayip tanrinin, dinin
kurallarinin yerine kendilerininkini koymaya ¢aligir. Insan 6ldiirmek, gocuk tacizi
gibi evrensel olarak kotii kabul edilen kurallar1 sorgularlar. Insanlarin ve toplumun
bu sekilde normlar olmadan nasil yagsayacagini arastirirlar. Ama Dostoyevski’nin
kahramanlari tanriy1 6ldiirme konusunda basarili olamazlar. Dostoyevski insan
dogasindaki cesitlilige ve yaratici giice dair garpict ¢oziimlemeler ve incelemler
yapsa da zaman zaman onun kahramanlarinin bir tanr1 ve din arayisi i¢inde oldugu

gbzlemlenebilir.

Sonug olarak hem Nietzsche hem de Dostoyevski’ye gore insanlar Kant’in
yaptig1 gibi belli bir us kavramina daynarak ve rasyonellik yetisi vurgulanarak
aciklanamaz. Bu durumda Nietzsche’nin belirttigi gibi Kant’in 6znesi her zaman
bilinemeyen bir doga ile karsi karsiya kalmaya mahkGmdur. Ciinkii hem

kendisiyle hem de disardaki seylerle arasina soyut belirlenimler koymaktadir.
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Somutta ise insan dogasi karmasiktir. Bu anlamda Nietzsche’nin ve
Dostoyevski’nin Yeralt1 insan1 bu belitlenimlere ve insana dair bilimsel ve
biitlinsel aciklamalara karsit olarak ortaya c¢ikar. Bu anlamda her ikisinin

diisiincesinde de insan algilayigina dair anarsist bir egilim gézlemlenebilir.

Tezimin son bolimiini Marx’a ayirdim. Marx’in 6znesinin de Kant’taki
oznellik anlayisina karsit olarak daha somut ve gergek bir 6zneye isaret ettigini
vurguladim. Marx da bodyle bir 6znelligin ortaya ¢ikist da Marx’in epistemolojik
savlart ekonomik ve toplumsal iligkiler agisindan incelemesi neden olmustur.
Dolayisiyla Marx diisiincesinde gdstermeye calisigim Yeralt: Insam1 Marx’in
ayrintili bir kapitalist tiretim iliskileri ¢oziimlemesinden ¢ikmistir. Bu ¢oziimleme
Marx’1n epistemolojiye ve ideoloji kavramina dair getirdigi yeni bir boyutla da

baglantilidir.

Epistemolojik olarak Marx felsefesi Hegel’in gelistirdigi diyalektik
felsefeyi benimser. Hegel, Kant’in kendinde sey kavramini ve onun bilgisine dair
kuskuculugu elestirir. Ona gore bu kavram diislincenin kendi iginde bir
soyutlamadir. Hegel felsefesi, Olmak, Yokluk ve Olus kavramlariyla Kant’in
ontolojik iddialarina yeni bir boyut kazandirmaya c¢alisir. Bu kavramlar
aracilifiyla Hegel, Kant’in bilinemeyen olarak konumlandirdigi alani

coziimlemeye ve bu alana dair kuskuculuktan kurtulmaya ¢alisir.

Kant’in doga ve insan anlayis1 yerine Hegel, dinamik bir doga ve bilgi
aciklamasi One slirmek ister. Tarihsellik kavramini devreye sokar. Hegel’in
diyalektik yontemi bu dinamizmi agiklamay1 ve Kant’in soyut olarak biraktiklarini

somutlastirmay1 amaglar.

Hegel’e gore diisiince ve varlik 6zdestir. Diyalektik, diislincenin ve varligin
gelisim siirecidir. Bu gelisim siirecinde herhangi bir seyi agiklamaya calisirken
Hegel bir seyin kendi karsitin1 da i¢inde tasidigina ve herhangi bir seyin varligini
diistinmenin onun ayni zamanda yoklugunu da diisinmek anlamima geldigine
isaret eder. Hegel i¢in, sadece diisiince alaninda kalarak varliga dair bir aciklama

yapamayiz. Boyle yaparsak Kant’taki gibi sadece soyut kavramlarla bas basa
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kaliriz. Hegel bu hatayr hem soyut hem de somut olani kendi tarihsellikleri i¢inde

bir arada kavramay1 amaglayan diyalektik yontemiyle asmaya ¢alisir.

Hegel soyut, somut ve olumsuzlamanin i¢ ige gectigi bir yontem One siirer.
Bu da bir anlamda kendi karsitini1 i¢inde tasiyan bir akis ve tamamlanmamis bir
siirece denk diiser. Ona goére hem soyut hem de somut olan bu olumsuzlama
stirecine tabidir. Bu baglamda Hegel’e gore Kant’taki gibi diisiince ve varlik
birbirinden ayrik degildir. Hegel, Kant’in soyut ve a priori kildig1 kategorilere bir
zamansallik ve ve tarihsellik yiikler. Eger herhangi bir seyi kendi tarihselliginde ve
otekisiyle iliskisi i¢inde agiklamaya calisirsak, Kant’taki kuskuculuktan
kurtulabilecegimizi iddia eder. Hegel’e gore bir seyin goriiniimleri ve 6zl onun

belirlenimleridir ve 6z de belirlenimlerin incelenmesiyle goriinebilir.

Goriiniim ve 6z arasindaki ayrimi Marx da kabul eder. Ancak aralarinda
Hegel’in kabul ettigi gibi ayrilamaz bir iliski oldugunu iddia eder ve olan biteni bu
iliskisellik i¢inde agiklamaya ¢alisir. Bu yaklasim Marx’in Kant’taki gibi
bilinemeyen ve soyut olarak kurgulanmis bir gerceklik yerine Hegel’inki gibi akis
icerisinde bir gerceklik tasarlamasin1 saglar. Bununla birlikte Marx’in

epistemolojiyle iligkili iddialar1 da toplumsal bir baglam kazanir.

Marx gergekligin goriinen ve daha agik olan kisminin bilimsel bir
elestiriden gecirilerek asil ve goriinmeyen taraflarinin ortaya ¢ikarilabilecegini
savunur. Bu yontemini kapitalist tiretim iliskilerinin incelenmesi i¢in uygular. Ona
gore 18. yiizyildan baslayarak kendi donemine kadar gelen diisiiniirler gergekligin
goriinen kismin1 soyutlastinp mutlaklastirmaya calisir.  Ozellikle ekonomi
politikciler ve iktisat¢ilar, bu yiizyillarda gelisip 19. Yiizyilda doruk noktasina
ulagan kapitalizmi mutlak bir dogru olarak benimsetme c¢abasi icerisindedir.
Gergekligin goriinen kismint sorgulamak yerine, bunu evrensel bir dogru gibi
kabul ederler. Bu durumda kapitalizm insanligin asla degistiremeyecegi bir sistem
gibi goriiniir. Ayrica Marx bu bakis agisini dar ve s1g bulur. Bu sekilde insanlarin
birbirinden soyutlanarak incelendigini ve bu inceleme yonteminin gercek, somut

insan1 aciklamak yerine soyut ve gercek dis1 bir 6zne ortaya ¢ikardigini vurgular.
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“Insan ihtiyaglar1 smirsizdir” ve “insanlar dogustan bencildir” gibi
genellemeler kapitalizmin dogru kabul ettirmeye ¢alistig1 iddialardir. Marx kendi
doneminin filozoflarin1 ve ekonomistlerini bunlar1 dogru ve evrensel kabul
ettirmeye ¢alismakla suglar. Kendi felsefesinin bu sekilde goriinen iddialar1 derin
bir sorgulamaya tutan bir elestiri yontemi sundugunu iddia eder. Bu ydntemi
Alman Ideolojisi’nde diger diisiiniirlerin soyut olandan basladigi halde kendi
yonteminin somut ve gercek bir olaydan ve somut, gercek insanlardan yola

ciktigini soyleyerek anlatir.

Bu bakis agisiyla Marx kapitalist {iretim bi¢iminin insanlar iizerindeki
yikict ve tiirsel varliklarini engelleyici taraflarmma dikkat ¢eker. 19. yiizyilda
sermaye ve biiyiik toprak arazileri belli kisilerin ellerinde toplandig1 i¢in bunlara
sahip olmayan, fabrika ve tarlalarda ¢alismak zorunda olan insanlarin yasantisi
giinden giine kotiilesmistir. Siirekli artan bir sefalet icinde yasayan is¢i sinifinin
kendi yasantis1 ve emek siireci iizerindeki belirleme giicii olduk¢a azalmistir. Isci
siifinin biitlin yasantis1 ve dislinceleri yoneten ve sermaye sahibi olan smif
tarafindan belirlenmeye baslamistir. Bu baglamda Marx kapitalist iiretim
bi¢iminin daha Onceki ekonomik sistemlerden farkli olarak, insanlarin kontrol
edemedigi ve tamamen sermayenin gelisimi lehine ilerleyen bir sistem oldugunu
vurgular. Marx bu noktada ideoloji kavramini &ne siirerek konuya yeni bir

aciklama getirmeye calisir.

Tezimde, Marx’in ideoloji iizerine goriislerini insan bilinci ve ekonomik
kosullarin belirleyici iliskileri yoniinden agiklamaya c¢alistim. Marx insanin bilissel
etkinliklerini dis diinyadan aldig1 etkilenimlerle beraber agiklamaya calisir.
Toplumsal ve ekonomik iligkilerin insan bilinci iizerindeki etkisini vurgular.
Marx’a gore, kafa ve kol emeginin ayrilmasi insan bilinci ve idealizmin gelismesi
iizerinde ok dnemli bir etki yapmustir. Insanlarmn bir kisminin bunlardan birinden
tamamen soyutlanarak digerine yonelmesinin, idealizmin gelismesine ve bazi
soyut kavramlarin mutlak dogru olarak kabul edilmesine yol actigini vurgular.

Marx ve Engels icin bu durum yanlig bir bilinglenmeye ve gergekligin goriinen
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kismmin mutlaklagtirilmasina yol a¢mustir. Kapitalizm ideolojisi bu yanlis

bilin¢lenmenin bir sonucudur.

Ideolojinin gelismesini etkileyen bir diger unsur, ydneten sinifin yanls
bilinglenme sonucu kabul edilen ve mutlaklastirilan sonuglari kendi ¢ikart icin
kullanmasidir. Marx bu sekilde kapitalist {iretim bigiminin yoOneten ve iiretim
araglaria sahip olan sinif tarafindan mutlak ve dogru olarak dayatilmasi siirecine
dikkat ¢eker. Marx’a gore sermayeye sahip olan simif tarafindan bu dayatmanin
sonucu olarak kapitalist tiretim iliskileri yerleserek insan hayatinin her alanina
niifuz eder. Kendi hayatlar iizerindeki denetimi tamamen kaybeden insanlar, bu

sistemde tiirsel varliklarini ve kendilerini gergeklestirme sansint bulamaz.

Marx’in Yeralt: Insan1 kapitalist iiretim iliskilerinde herhangi bir sermaye
ve liretim aracina sahip olmayan ve hayatin1 devam ettirmek icin fabrikaya ya da
tarlaya calismaya giden bir insandir. Fabrikanin kapisindan girdiginde “isi
olmayan giremez” yazisiyla karsilasan bu insan, ¢alisma kosullarinda ona bu
sistemle ilgili sdylenenlerin higbir ger¢ekligi olmadigini fark eder. Marx’in Yeralti
Insan1’ndan kastim, sinif bilincine ulagmus bir is¢i degildir. Ancak kapitalist {iretim
bicimindeki ¢alisma kosullarinin kendi hayati iizerindeki olumsuz etkilerini ve
yabancilasmay1 fark etmeye baslayan insandir. Bu farkindalik Marx’in Yeralti

Insan1’nin temel karakteristigidir.

Yabancilagma insanin kendi hayati, emek siireci ve emek iirlinii tizerindeki
denetimini kaybetmesiyle baglar. Marx daha 6nceki iiretim bi¢imlerinde bdyle bir
durumun olmadigina dikkat ¢eker. Ilk¢ag’da ya da Ortagag’daki zanaatkarlik ve
lonca sistemlerinde insanlar kendi islerini denetmek ve kendi yasamin
gerceklestirmek i¢in benimsemek sansina sahiptir. Emek {riinleri ve emek

stirecleri hayatlarinin ve kendi tiirsel varliklarinin bir pargasidir.

Marx tiirsel varlik kavramlariyla genel olarak yasam bi¢cimimizi ve
kendimizi gergeklestirme siirecimizi anlatir. Bu kavram hayatimizi devam
ettirmek i¢in zorunlu olarak ¢alismamiz disinda kendi yetenek ve ilgi alanlarimizi

gelistirmemiz ve kendimizi agiga vurmamiz i¢in yapilan etkinlikleri de kapsar.
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Kisacast insan olmak derken kastedilen seyler Marx’a gore tiirsel varligimizi
olusturur. Bu etkinliklerde farkindalik ve kendimizi gergeklestirme siirecimiz

Onemlidir.

Marx i¢in tiirsel varlik ayn1 zamanda ger¢cek ve somut insan dedigi kisiyi
anlatmak icin de dnemlidir. Ozellikle ilk dénem eserlerinde gegen bu kavram
modern devletle birlikte tanimlanan soyut yurttas ve 6zel alan ve kamusal alan
arasindaki ayirimla da iliskilidir. Ona gore Hegel’in ve Bauer’in devlet ve yurttas
anlayiglar1 problemlidir, gercek insana tekabiil etmez. Gergekte olmayan ama
olmas1 gereken bir insana isaret ederler. Bu durumda modern devlet kavramiyla
birlikte gelisen Fransiz Devrimi’nden kalan 6zgiirliik, esitlik ve kardeslik gibi
kavramlarda problemlidir. Marx’in Ozgiirliik anlayis1 lizerimizdeki engellerin
kalkmas1 ya da politik olarak se¢cme ve se¢ilme haklariyla iligkili degildir. Devleti
ve toplumu incelerken herkesin kendini tiirsel varlik olarak gergeklestirdigi
kosullart saglamanin yollarini arastirir. Ona gére modern donemdeki gibi, devlet
soyut bir hak verme ve ceza verme kurumu olarak insana dissal olarak tasarlandigi
stirece bu kosullar saglanamaz. Toplumsal kurallar bireyler tarafindan benimsenip
icsellestirilmelidir. Ancak bireylerin kendi hayatlarin1 toplumun ve kamunun
hayatindan ayr1 géormedigi bir sistemde Marx’in tiirsel varlik dedigi insan olma

kosullar1 saglanabilir.

Kapitalizm oncesi toplumlarda toprak miilkiyeti ve insanlarin yaptigi is,
insanlarin ayn1 zamanda karakterini belirleyen kavramlardir. Marx kapitalizmle
birlikte bu durumun nasil farklilastigina dikkat ceker. Artik miilkiyet tamamen
bireysellestirilip 0zellestirilmis ve insanlar hangi isi yaparsa yapsin kendini
gergeklestiremedigi bir durum yerlesmistir. Emek siireci artik insanlarin sadece

zorunlu olarak yapmak zorunda olduklar: bir siirece isaret etmektedir.

Biitiin bu kosullarin sonucu yabancilagsmadir. Marx’m Yer alt1 insani
kendini yabancilagmis bir hayatta hicbir seyi denetleyemez bulmustur. Bu kosullar
altinda kendini gerceklestirmek bir yana arti emeginin somiiriildiigii ve ¢ok kotii

kosullar altinda ¢alistirildigr bir durumdadir. Hem hayatina, hem yasadigi yere
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hem de isine yabancilasmistir. Kendini hi¢birine ait hissetmez. Marx tiirsel varlik
kavramini insanin olmasi gerektigi soyut bir varlik bi¢imi olarak
kavramsallastirmamaya calisir. Yeralt1 Insanmin olmasi gereken bigimi tiirsel
varlik degildir. Ancak onun felsefesinde ortaya ciktigini iddia ettigim Yeralti
Insam 19. Yiizyilin genel olarak kabul ettigi ve dayattig1 bir dznellikten ziyade
gergek insana daha yakindir. Bdyle bir insanin Marx’in felsefesinde ortaya
¢tkmas1 onun epistemolojik iddialarin ve bu yiizyilda dogru kabul edilen savlarin
kokenine inme c¢abasindan kaynaklanmistir. Bu durumda hayatinin problemli ve
sikintili  tafralarinin  nedenlerinin  farkinda olmaya Dbaglayan ve kendi
yabancilasmasini ¢éziimlemeye ¢alisan bir insan ortaya ¢ikmistir. Marx’in Yer alti

Insan1 dedigim insan tam olarak bu insana tekabiil eder.

Bu calisma siiresince genel olarak modern 6zne denen kavramin neden
soyut bulundugu ve ozellikle 19. Yiizyilldan itibaren neden elestirilmeye
baslandigini incelemek istedim. Bu soyut bulunma siirecinde ortaya ¢ikan ve daha
somut oldugu iddia edilen baska bir Insam1 o6zelikle Nietzsche ve Marx
felsefelerine dayali anlatmak istedim. Bu iki diisiiniirii segmemin nedeni bu amag
icin uygun olduklarina inanmamdir. Her iki diisliniirde de bu insanin ortaya ¢ikma
kosullar1 farklidir. Ik basta Nietzsche ve Marx’m Yeralt: Insani’nin da ¢ok farkli
oldugu sdylenebilir. Ancak ben aralarinda benzerlikler oldugunu diisiindiim ve
bunlar1 aciklamaya calistim. Nietzsche’deki Yeralt: Insani daha giiglii ve daha
etkin gibi goriinse de Marx’in benim amacim i¢in daha uygun oldugunu da

belirttim.

Benzerlik kurmaya calistigim nokta epistemolojiktir. Kant’in “kendinde
sey” bilinemez savindan yola ¢ikarak modern insanin yepyeni ve bilinmeyen bir
diinyada kendini tanimaya ¢alisan bir insan oldugunu vurguladim. Modern diinya
ve modern hayat kosullarint deneyimleyen bu insan bunlart anlamakta
zorlanmaktadir. Bu bilinemezlik vurgusu Nietzsche ve Marx icin kabul
edilemezdir. Nietzsche ve Marx, Kant’in neden boyle diisiindiigiinii ve nasil bu
sonuca vardigini bu bilinemeyen diinyay1 toplumsal, politik ve ekonomik kosullari

inceleyerek aciklamaya calisir. Bu agidan her iki diisiiniiriin epistemolojiye daha
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pratik ve sosyal bir zemin kazandirmaya ¢alistigini séyledim. Bu zemin Yer alt1

Insaninin ortaya ¢ikmasini saglamistir.

Nietzsche’ye yakin olan Dostoyevski’nin yaklagimi da benim tezim igin
onemlidir. Romanlarindaki farkli karakterlerle 19. Yiizyilda yeterince
anlatilmadigin1  diisindiigli bir insam1 anlatmaya c¢alisir. Dostoyevski ve
Nietzsche’nin vurgusu insan dogasmin sanilandan ve anlatilandan ¢ok daha
karmagik olmasi ve bilimsel olarak hesaplanilamazligidir. Marksist bakis agisini
ve sosyalizmi de bu hesaplanilamayan tarafi sinirlandiran ve mutlaklastiran yanlis
bir yaklasim olarak degerlendirirler. Her iki diisliniiriin zamanin sosyalist ve

devrimci hareketlerine bakisi benzerdir.

Ancak tezimde Marx’in da bu karmasik ve deneyim igerisinde siirekli
gelisen insan anlayisina yakin oldugunu savundum. Marx’in kapitalizm ve
sosyalizm {lizerinde goriisleri insanlarin birbirine benzedigi bir sistemi
dayatmaktan c¢ok insanlarin farkliliklar1 ve tiirsel varliklarini gergeklestirebildigi
bir sistemi savunmaktir. Marx bugiine kadar yapilan felsefeden farkli olarak kendi
amact i¢in daha somut ve gercek bir yontem One siirer. Kendi felsefesinin
yorumlamay1 asip degistirmeyi hedefledigini sdylemesi de bu yiizdendir. Marx’in
Yeralt1 Insan1 ya da genel olarak insan olmak dedigi sey bir aynilastirma siirecine
tekabiil etmez. Marx’mn Yeralt1 insan1 derken olanin Stesinde ya da gerisinde

kalmais, anlatilmamais ve bilimsel bir yontemle incelenmemis bir insan1 kastettim.

Somut c¢alisma ve yasam kosullarini incelemek Marx’in yontemine bir
dinamizm ve esneklik getirmistir. Dostoyevski ve Nietzsche’nin iddia ettiginin
aksine Marx’in sosyalizm ve Kkomiinizm anlayisinda da deneyimleriyle
gerceklesen ve degiskenligi, kaotik yapisi vurgulanan bir insan vardir. Marx’in
felsefesi felsefecinin baktig1r yere daha ¢ok sorumluluk yiikler. Marx’in teorik
yontemi olan1 agiklamakla sinirli degildir, ayn1 zamanda degistirmeyi hedefler. Bu
yiizden tezimde tanimlama ve belirlemelerin &tesinde kalan bir Yeralti insanim
incelemeye calisirken bunun i¢in Marx’in bakis agisinin daha 6nemli oldugunu

soyledim.

219



APPENDIX B

CURRICULUM VITAE

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: Zeliha Burcu Acar

Nationality: Turkish (TC)

Date and Place of Birth: 30.01.1981, Odemis-izmir

e-mail: yburcu@metu.edu.tr

EDUCATION

Degree Institution

MS METU, Philosophy
BS METU, Philosophy
High School Odemis High School

WORK EXPERIENCE
Year Place

2004-2013 METU, Philosophy

220

Years of Graduation

2013

2006

1998

Enrollment

Research Assistant


mailto:yburcu@metu.edu.tr

PUBLICATIONS
Articles:

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Marcel Proust ve Zaman”, Felsefe Yazin, Say1: 7,

Mayis-Haziran 2006.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Milliyetgilik Tartismalar1 ve Tirkiye’de Kadinlik
Durumlart”, Felsefe Yazin, Say1: 11, Ekim-Kasim 2007.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “21. Yizyilin Dava’s1”, Bibliotech, say1: 5, Mayzis,
Haziran, Temmuz, 2008.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Aristoteles¢i Doga Felsefesi ve Metafizik iliskisi
Baglaminda Boslugun Reddi”, Ozne, 11-12. Kitap, Giiz 2009, Bahar 2010.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Evrenin Bilinebilirligi ve Bilimsel Realizm
Tartismalar1 Acisindan Galileocu Modern Bilim ve Aristoteles’e itiraz”, ETHOS:
Felsefe ve Toplumsal Bilimlerde Diyaloglar, Sayi: 3 (2), Temmuz 2010.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “William James”, 1900’den Giiniimiize Biiyiik
Diigiiniirler kitabinin bir boliimii, 2. Cilt, Etik Yayinlari, Aralik 2010.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Marx ve Insani Varolus”, Dogu Bati, Say:: 55,
Subat 2012.

Presentations:

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “80 Sonrasi Tirk Romaninda Kadin Temsilleri”,
Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Uluslar aras1 Multi-Disipliner Kadin Kongresi, 13-16
Ekim 2009.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Galileo ve Modern Bilim: Aristoteles¢i Bilim ve
Evren Tasarimmin Yikilis1”, IV. Ulusal Bilim Tarihi, Felsefesi, Sosyolojisi

Kongresi, Celal Bayar Universitesi, Aralik, 2009.

Zeliha Burcu Yilmaz (Acar), “Modernizm, Ulus-Devlet ve Kuzey Afrika”, IV:
Karaburun Bilim Kongresi, Eyliil 2011.

221



APPENDIX C

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitustu

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi

YAZARIN

Soyadi: ACAR

Adi  : Zeliha Burcu

BolUmU : Felsefe

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : The Underground Man of the 19th Century: A Comparative Study
on Nietzsche and Marx

222



TEZIN TURU : Yiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin icindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
bolliiminden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil stireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZiN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIiHi:

223




	KAPAK
	kapak2
	THE UNDERGROUND MAN of THE 19th CENTURY

