Ozet

Bu ¢aligma, ‘Arendt’in Modernite Anlayis1 Cercevesinde “Toplumsal”in
Yiikselisi” ve ‘Hobbesun Hukuk Kavramsallagtirmasinin Toplumsal Uzerinden
Elestirilmesi” adli iki kisimdan olugmaktadir. Ik béliim, iki alt boliim altinda
Hannah Arendt’in “toplumsal” ve “toplumsalin yiikseligi” kavramlarmnin
incelenmesine ayrilmustir. Birinci boliim, bdyle bir incelemenin gerektirdigi
kavramsal gergevenin ¢izilmesine ayrilmistir. Ikinci alt béliimde, “toplumsal” ne
anlama geldigi tespit edilmeye ¢alisilmigtir. Bu amag farkli yazarlarin Arendt
okumalarina bagvurularak gerceklestirilmistir. Bu gergevede kavramin, kapitalist
iiretim bigiminin yayginlagmasi basta olmak {izere birden fazla degisime isaret
ettigi saptanmug ve “kitle toplumu” kavramiyla iligkili oldugu degerlendirilmistir.

Ikinci boliim, “toplumsalin yiikselisi” elestirisinin modern hukuka
uygulanmasma ayrilmustrr. {lk alt boliim, Hobbes’un modern hukuk igin neden
onemli olduguna ve neden onun segildiginin agiklanmasma ayrilmistir. Bu
baglamda Hobbes’un dogal haklar teorisinin kurucusu oldugu, modern hukukun
mesruiyet zeminin saglanmasi bakimindan dnemli oldugu ve hem liberalizmin
hem de totalitarizmin kuramsal temellerini attig1 yoniindeki iddia ve tartigmalarin
diistiniirii daha verimli kildig1 kanaatine varilmigtir.

Ikinci alt boliimde 6ncelikle Hobbes un hukuka nasil bir mesruiyet zemini
olugturdugu kisaca ozetlenmigtir. Ardindan, Arendt’in Hobbes okumas: iizerinden
bu megruiyet zemini ile “toplumsalin yiikselisi” arasinda nasil bir bag
kurulabilecegi arastirilmigtir. Bu cergevede Hobbes’un devleti kigilerin ozel
¢ikarlarim ve giiciinii daima artttrma glidiisii  {izerinden diislinmesinin
“toplumsal”a bir normatiflik kazandirdif1 sonucuna varilmigtir.

Ugiincii  alt bolimde bu elestiri, insan haklan diisiincesiyle
iligkilendirilmeye ¢alisilmigtir. Bu ¢ercevede, insan haklarmin “toplumsal”
kavramyla iligkili olan modern hukuku degistirmedigi ortaya koyulmustur. Son
olarak, insan haklarinin uluslararasi hukuk araciligiyla korunmasinin bu anlayis
degisip degistirmedigi sorusu ortaya atilmigtir. Ancak bu soru nihai bir bigimde
cevaplanmamus; yalnizca bu konudaki iyimser goriislerin siipheyle karsilanmasina
dair bulgularla yetinilmistir.
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Abstract

This work consists of two chapters titled ‘“The Rise of the Social” within
Arendt’s Understanding of Modernism” and “The Critique of Hobbes’
Conceptualisation of Law Through Social’. First chapter aims to investigate
Hannah Arendt’s notions of “social” and “the rise of the social” under two
subsections. The first subsection is dedicated to reveal the conceptual framework
of such an investigation. In the second subsection, it is investigated that what
meaning the notion “social” can have within this framework. This purpose is
fulfilled by referring the evaluations of certain writers on Arendt. In this
framework, it is ascertained that the notion points to several changes together with
the establishment of mode of capitalist production and it is also related to the
notion “mass society”.

The second chapter is devoted to application of critical potentials of “the
rise of the social” to modern conception. of law. The first subsection aimed to
explain why Hobbes is important for modern law and why he was chosen to be
examined. In this context, it is evaluated that Hobbes has a very important role on
providing the basis of legitimacy in a secular way and also it is considered that he
is the founding father of the theory of natural rights. Additionally, it is evaluated
that the fact that he is accepted as the theoretical founder of both liberalism and
totalitarianism makes him a very productive thinker to study.

In the second subsection, firstly, it is summarized that how Hobbes
provides a basis of legitimacy to law. Subsequently, following Arendt’s
commentary on Hobbes, it is investigated how “the rise of social” relates to this
basis of legitimacy. Within this framework, it is concluded that Hobbes’ thinking
of state over the motive of individuals to increase their private interests and power
makes his theory to provide a sense of normativity to “social”.

In the third subsection, this criticism is tried to link with the human rights
thought. In this framework, it is asserted that human rights do not change modern
understanding of law which is related to the notion “social”. Finally, the question
of whether protection of human rights through international law changed that
understanding is asked. Though this question was not answered in definite terms,
findings that will doubt the optimistic view on the matter are deemed enough.



