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Abstract: This study examines Emile Durkheim's conception of the sacred along the intellectual trajectory
running from Moral Education to The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, taking as its point of departure the
thesis that in Durkheim both morality and religion ultimately rest on the sacred and the collective. The study's
central question is not whether the sacred persists in modern society—on which Durkheim's texts agree that it
does—but in what mode it persists. Conducted within a qualitative research approach using document analysis,
the study subjects Durkheim's principal works, together with the classical and contemporary interpretive
literature, to a thematic and comparative reading. The analysis shows that Durkheim's texts on the future of the
sacred in modern society are open to at least three readings, which the literature often employs without
distinguishing them: (a) the sacred persists by changing its form; (b) society itself produces new sacred objects
in moments of collective effervescence; and (c) a functional equivalent takes the place of religion in modern
society. The study disentangles these three readings, exposes the tension among them, and argues that, although
(a) and (b) appear to conflict, they are two descriptions of a single mechanism—collective effervescence,
collective representations, and the moral ideal—whereas reading (c), though it captures religion's function, is
the least faithful to Durkheim's texts because it leaves out the genuinely sacred character of the modern
collective ideal. On this basis the study concludes that secular morality should be read not as a functional
imitation of the sacred but as a mode of the sacred in modern society, and it shows this framework to be
productive for understanding civil religion, collective memory, and national identity.

Keywords: Sociology of Religion, Emile Durkheim, The Sacred, Secular Morality, Collective Consciousness,
Collective Effervescence.

Oz: Bu calisma, Emile Durkheim'm kutsal anlay1isini, Moral Education'dan The Elementary Forms of Religious
Life'a uzanan diislinsel hat iizerinde incelemekte ve Durkheim'da hem ahlakin hem dinin nihai olarak
kutsala/kolektife dayandigi tezinden hareket etmektedir. Calismanin temel sorusu, kutsalin modern toplumda
stirlip stirmedigi degil — Durkheim'in metinleri siirdigiinde hemfikirdir — hangi kipte siirdiigiidiir. Nitel
aragtirma yaklasimi i¢inde dokiiman analizi yontemiyle yiiriitiilen ¢alisma, Durkheim'in baslica eserleri ile
klasik ve cagdas yorum literatiiriinii tematik ve karsilastirmali bir okumaya tabi tutmaktadir. Analiz,
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Durkheim'in modern toplumda kutsalin gelecegine iliskin metinlerinin en az ii¢ farkli okumaya agik oldugunu
ve literatiirde bu okumalarin ¢ogu kez birbirinden ayrilmadan kullanildigini ortaya koymaktadir: (a) kutsalin
bicim degistirerek devam etmesi, (b) toplumun kolektif cogku anlarinda yeni kutsallar iiretmesi ve (c) modern
toplumda dinin yerini iglevsel bir esdegerin almasi. Caligma bu ii¢ okumay1 ayristirmakta, aralarindaki gerilimi
gostermekte ve sunu savunmaktadir: (a) ile (b) goriiniiste celisse de tek bir mekanizmanin — kolektif cosku,
kolektif temsiller ve ahlaki ideal — iki betimidir; (c) okumasi ise dinin islevini yakalamakla birlikte modern
kolektif idealin bizzat kutsal niteligini eksik biraktigi i¢in Durkheim'in metinlerine en az sadik olanidir.
Buradan hareketle ¢alisma, sekiiler ahlakin kutsalin islevsel bir taklidi degil, kutsalin modern toplumdaki bir
kipi olarak okunmasi gerektigi sonucuna ulagmakta ve bu gergevenin sivil din, kolektif bellek ve ulusal kimligi
anlamada verimli oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Din Sosyolojisi, Emile Durkheim, Kutsal, Sekiiler Ahlak, Kolektif Biling, Kolektif
Cosku.

Turkish Studies - Comprative Religious Studies, 21(3)



The Sacred in Emile Durkheim: ... 4983

Structured Abstract:

Emile Durkheim (1858—-1917) developed a comprehensive intellectual project aimed at understanding
the moral, religious, and social order of modern society. At its center lie two phenomena that converge on a
single ground in his thought: morality and religion. The hinge connecting them is the concept of the sacred,
since Durkheim grounds both moral and religious authority in the same source—the sacredness of society's
collective existence. This study examines Durkheim's conception of the sacred along the trajectory from Moral
Education to The Elementary Forms of Religious Life. Its guiding question is not whether the sacred persists
in modern society—Durkheim's texts agree that it does—but in what mode it persists. The study argues that
Durkheim's statements on this point are open to at least three readings that the interpretive literature frequently
conflates, and that distinguishing and weighing them yields a more coherent account. Rather than claiming a
new discovery about an extensively studied thinker, it aims at a modest but specific contribution: to disentangle
the three readings, expose their tensions, and assess each for its fidelity to Durkheim's own texts.

The study situates itself within the broad interpretive literature on Durkheim, including the work of
scholars such as Lukes, Giddens, Bellah, Cipriani, Pickering, Tiryakian, Aron, and Prus. A recurring issue in
this literature concerns the relation between Durkheim's two works and the place of the sacred in modern
society; yet the different readings of the sacred's future are often used interchangeably, and the distinctions
among them are rarely drawn explicitly. The study locates its contribution precisely in this gap. It treats the
multiplicity of readings not as a defect in Durkheim but as a feature of the readings themselves—readings that,
once disentangled, reveal a coherent position. It deliberately brackets the broader debate on secularization
theory, confining itself to the internal logic of Durkheim's texts.

The study employs a qualitative research design based on document analysis, a technique involving
the systematic reading, interpretation, and comparison of written sources. The primary corpus consists of
Durkheim's principal works—chiefly Moral Education and The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, together
with The Division of Labor in Society, The Rules of Sociological Method, Education and Sociology, and his
early philosophy lectures. The secondary corpus comprises the principal interpretive literature, used not as
evidence of Durkheim's own view but as representing the different readings to be assessed. Texts were selected
by an explicit relevance criterion—direct bearing on the sacred, morality, religion, or solidarity. Concepts such
as the sacred, the sacred—profane distinction, collective consciousness, collective representations, collective
effervescence, moral authority, the moral ideal, secular morality, and functional equivalent were established as
an explicit coding frame; each was first reconstructed within the work where it is most fully developed and
then traced across the other works. The analytic core is the assessment of the three readings against three
explicit fidelity criteria: whether a reading preserves both the social function and the sacred quality of the
sacred; whether it is consistent with Durkheim's mechanism for the reproduction of the sacred; and whether it
accords with Durkheim's own examples, notably the sacralization of the nation, liberty, and revolution during
the French Revolution. Resting entirely on the interpretation of published texts, the procedure is in principle
replicable.

The analysis establishes that, for Durkheim, the source of the sacred is the collective existence of
society, which is also why morality and religion share a common ground: moral and religious authority alike
are nourished by the sacredness of society. The form of solidarity—mechanical or organic—determines the
content of the sacred but not its collective source. In Moral Education the sacred operates implicitly, as
Durkheim grounds secular morality in a collective authority; in The Elementary Forms it becomes the explicit
object of analysis through the totemic principle, the sacred—profane distinction, and collective effervescence.
Concerning the future of the sacred, the study distinguishes three readings, each anchored directly in
Durkheim's text: (a) religion transforms rather than disappears (the conclusion of The Elementary Forms); (b)
society produces new sacred objects in creative effervescence (the analysis of collective assembly and the
conclusion's statement that new ideals arise in hours of creative effervescence); and (c) science takes over only
religion's speculative function. The study argues that (a) and (b) are two descriptions of a single self-
resacralizing mechanism—diachronically a continuity, synchronically a production. Reading (c) is the least
faithful: Durkheim restricts replaceability to religion's speculative function and explicitly denies it for the
practical, life-giving function, so that the 'functional equivalent' formulation overextends a function-specific
claim to the moral-sacred core. The strongest textual support for the study's position is Durkheim's own
statement in Moral Education that it suffices to replace the conception of a supernatural being with the
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empirical idea of society, since society dominates us and draws our wills to it just as the divine did, and that
divinity is the symbolic expression of the collectivity.

The study concludes that, in Durkheim, the secular and the sacred are not mutually exclusive
categories but two modes of a single category—the collectively sacred. The source of the sacred is constant;
only its mode of organization changes, from religious symbols and rites under mechanical solidarity to rational
and collective ideals under organic solidarity. Secular morality is therefore best read not as a functional
imitation of the sacred but as the sacred's modern mode. This reframing is productive beyond textual
interpretation: it offers a framework for understanding why civil religion, collective memory, and national
identity still carry a religious intensity in contemporary societies, phenomena that may be read as modern forms
of the migrated sacred. As the analysis is confined to Durkheim's internal logic, its conclusions are a Durkheim
interpretation, not a general thesis on secularization. Future research might relate the three-reading framework
to secularization theories, or compare Durkheim's conception of the sacred with those of Weber and Simmel.

Keywords: Sociology of Religion, Emile Durkheim, The Sacred, Secular Morality, Collective
Consciousness, Collective Effervescence.
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Résumé Structuré:

Emile Durkheim (1858—1917) a développé un projet intellectuel global visant a comprendre 1’ordre
moral, religieux et social de la société moderne. Au cceur de ce projet se trouvent deux phénoménes qui
convergent vers un méme fondement dans sa pensée : la morale et la religion. Le pivot qui les relie est la notion
de sacré, puisque Durkheim fonde 1’autorité tant morale que religieuse sur la méme source : le caractére sacré
de I’existence collective de la société. Cette étude examine la conception du sacré chez Durkheim a travers le
parcours qui va de L’Education morale aux Formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse. La question centrale n’est
pas de savoir si le sacré persiste dans la société moderne — les textes de Durkheim s’accordent a dire que c’est
le cas —, mais sous quelle forme il persiste. La présente étude soutient que les propos de Durkheim sur ce
point se prétent & au moins trois lectures que la littérature interprétative confond souvent, et que le fait de les
distinguer et de les mettre en balance permet d’aboutir a une analyse plus cohérente. Plutot que de prétendre a
une nouvelle découverte concernant un penseur largement étudié, elle vise une contribution modeste mais
spécifique : déméler ces trois lectures, mettre en évidence leurs tensions et évaluer chacune d’entre elles quant
a sa fidélité aux textes de Durkheim lui-méme.

Cette étude s’inscrit dans le vaste corpus d’études interprétatives consacrées a Durkheim, notamment
les travaux de chercheurs tels que Lukes, Giddens, Bellah, Cipriani, Pickering, Tiryakian, Aron et Prus. Une
question récurrente dans cette littérature concerne la relation entre les deux ouvrages de Durkheim et la place
du sacré dans la société moderne ; pourtant, les différentes interprétations de 1’avenir du sacré sont souvent
utilisées de maniere interchangeable, et les distinctions entre elles sont rarement établies de maniére explicite.
La présente étude situe précisément sa contribution dans cette lacune. Elle traite la multiplicité des
interprétations non pas comme un défaut de Durkheim, mais comme une caractéristique des interprétations
elles-mémes — interprétations qui, une fois démélées, révélent une position cohérente. Elle met délibérément
entre parenthéses le débat plus large sur la théorie de la sécularisation, en se limitant a la logique interne des
textes de Durkheim.

Cette étude utilise une méthodologie de recherche qualitative fondée sur I’analyse documentaire, une
technique impliquant la lecture, 1’interprétation et la comparaison systématiques de sources écrites. Le corpus
principal est constitué des ceuvres majeures de Durkheim — principalement *L’Education morale* et *Les
Formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse*, ainsi que *La Division du travail dans la société*, *Les Régles de
la méthode sociologique*, *Education et sociologie* et ses premiers cours de philosophie. Le corpus
secondaire comprend la littérature interprétative principale, utilisée non pas comme preuve de la vision propre
a Durkheim, mais comme représentative des différentes interprétations a évaluer. Les textes ont été
sélectionnés selon un critére explicite de pertinence : un rapport direct avec le sacré, la morale, la religion ou
la solidarité. Des concepts tels que le sacré, la distinction entre sacré et profane, la conscience collective, les
représentations collectives, I’effervescence collective, I’autorité morale, 1’idéal moral, la morale laique et
I’équivalent fonctionnel ont été définis comme un cadre de codage explicite ; chacun a d’abord été reconstitué
dans 1’ouvrage ou il est le plus pleinement développé, puis retracé a travers les autres ouvrages. Le coeur de
I’analyse réside dans 1’évaluation des trois interprétations a ’aune de trois criteres explicites de fidélité : si une
interprétation préserve a la fois la fonction sociale et la qualité sacrée du sacré ; si elle est cohérente avec le
mécanisme de reproduction du sacré défini par Durkheim ; et si elle s’accorde avec les exemples fournis par
Durkheim lui-méme, notamment la sacralisation de la nation, de la liberté et de la révolution pendant la
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Révolution francaise. Reposant entiérement sur I’interprétation de textes publiés, la procédure est en principe
reproductible.

L’analyse établit que, pour Durkheim, la source du sacré réside dans 1’existence collective de la
société, ce qui explique également pourquoi la morale et la religion partagent un terrain d’entente : I’autorité
morale et I’autorité religieuse se nourrissent toutes deux du caractére sacré de la société. La forme de solidarité
— mécanique ou organique — détermine le contenu du sacré, mais pas sa source collective. Dans *L’Education
morale*, le sacré opére de maniére implicite, Durkheim fondant la morale laique sur une autorité collective ;
dans *Les Formes ¢lémentaires*, il devient 1’objet explicite de I’analyse a travers le principe totémique, la
distinction entre le sacré et le profane, et ’effervescence collective. Concernant I’avenir du sacré, 1’étude
distingue trois lectures, chacune ancrée directement dans le texte de Durkheim : (a) la religion se transforme
plutot qu’elle ne disparait (la conclusion des *Formes élémentaires*) ; (b) la société produit de nouveaux objets
sacrés dans une effervescence créatrice (1’analyse de 1’assemblée collective et I’affirmation, en conclusion,
selon laquelle de nouveaux idéaux surgissent dans les moments d’effervescence créatrice) ; et (c) la science ne
prend en charge que la fonction spéculative de la religion. L’étude soutient que (a) et (b) sont deux descriptions
d’un méme mécanisme d’auto-resacralisation — diachroniquement une continuité, synchroniquement une
production. L’interprétation (c) est la moins fidéle : Durkheim limite la remplagabilité a la fonction spéculative
de la religion et la nie explicitement pour la fonction pratique, source de vie, de sorte que la formulation de «
I’équivalent fonctionnel » étend de manicre excessive une affirmation spécifique a une fonction au coeur moral
et sacré. Le soutien textuel le plus solide a la position de cette étude est la déclaration de Durkheim lui-méme
dans *L’Education morale*, selon laquelle il suffit de remplacer la conception d’un étre surnaturel par I’idée
empirique de société, puisque la société nous domine et attire nos volontés vers elle tout comme le faisait le
divin, et que la divinité est I’expression symbolique de la collectivité.

L’étude conclut que, chez Durkheim, le profane et le sacré ne sont pas des catégories mutuellement
exclusives, mais deux modes d’une méme catégorie : le sacré collectif. La source du sacré est constante ; seul
son mode d’organisation change, passant des symboles et rites religieux sous la solidarit¢ mécanique a des
idéaux rationnels et collectifs sous la solidarité organique. La morale profane doit donc étre interprétée non pas
comme une imitation fonctionnelle du sacré, mais comme le mode moderne du sacré. Ce recadrage s’avere
fructueux au-dela de I’interprétation textuelle : il offre un cadre permettant de comprendre pourquoi la religion
civile, la mémoire collective et 1’identité nationale conservent encore une intensité religieuse dans les sociétés
contemporaines, phénomeénes qui peuvent étre interprétés comme des formes modernes du sacré transposé.
L’analyse se limitant a la logique interne de Durkheim, ses conclusions constituent une interprétation de
Durkheim et non une thése générale sur la sécularisation. De futures recherches pourraient mettre en relation
ce cadre d’analyse a trois niveaux avec les théories de la sécularisation, ou comparer la conception du sacré
chez Durkheim a celles de Weber et de Simmel.

Mots-clés : sociologie de la religion, Emile Durkheim, Le Sacré, morale laique, conscience collective,
effervescence collective.

Resumen Estructurado:

Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) desarrollé un proyecto intelectual integral destinado a comprender el
orden moral, religioso y social de la sociedad moderna. En el centro de este proyecto se encuentran dos
fendmenos que convergen en un unico fundamento en su pensamiento: la moral y la religion. El eje que los
une es el concepto de lo sagrado, ya que Durkheim fundamenta tanto la autoridad moral como la religiosa en
la misma fuente: el caracter sagrado de la existencia colectiva de la sociedad. Este estudio examina la
concepcién de lo sagrado de Durkheim a lo largo de la trayectoria que va desde *La educacion moral* hasta
*Las formas elementales de la vida religiosa*. Su pregunta central no es si lo sagrado persiste en la sociedad
moderna —Ilos textos de Durkheim coinciden en que asi es—, sino de qué modo persiste. El estudio sostiene
que las afirmaciones de Durkheim sobre este punto admiten al menos tres lecturas que la literatura interpretativa
suele confundir, y que distinguirlas y sopesarlas permite obtener una explicacion mas coherente. En lugar de
pretender un nuevo descubrimiento sobre un pensador ampliamente estudiado, el estudio aspira a una
contribucion modesta pero especifica: desentrafiar las tres lecturas, poner de manifiesto sus tensiones y evaluar
cada una de ellas en funcion de su fidelidad a los propios textos de Durkheim.
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El estudio se sitiia dentro de la amplia literatura interpretativa sobre Durkheim, que incluye los trabajos
de estudiosos como Lukes, Giddens, Bellah, Cipriani, Pickering, Tiryakian, Aron y Prus. Una cuestion
recurrente en esta literatura se refiere a la relacion entre las dos obras de Durkheim y el lugar de lo sagrado en
la sociedad moderna; sin embargo, las diferentes interpretaciones sobre el futuro de lo sagrado suelen utilizarse
indistintamente, y rara vez se establecen de forma explicita las distinciones entre ellas. El estudio sitiia su
contribucion precisamente en esta laguna. Aborda la multiplicidad de interpretaciones no como un defecto de
Durkheim, sino como una caracteristica de las propias interpretaciones —interpretaciones que, una vez
desentrafiadas, revelan una posicion coherente—. Deja deliberadamente entre paréntesis el debate mas amplio
sobre la teoria de la secularizacion, limitandose a la logica interna de los textos de Durkheim.

El estudio emplea un disefio de investigacion cualitativo basado en el analisis documental, una técnica
que implica la lectura, interpretacion y comparacion sistematicas de fuentes escritas. El corpus principal esta
formado por las obras fundamentales de Durkheim —principalmente *La educacion moral* y *Las formas
elementales de la vida religiosa*—, junto con *La division del trabajo en la sociedad*, *Las reglas del método
socioldgico®, *Educacion y sociologia* y sus primeras conferencias de filosofia. El corpus secundario
comprende la principal bibliografia interpretativa, utilizada no como prueba de la propia vision de Durkheim,
sino como representacion de las diferentes lecturas que se van a evaluar. Los textos se seleccionaron seglin un
criterio explicito de relevancia: su relacion directa con lo sagrado, la moral, la religiéon o la solidaridad.
Conceptos como lo sagrado, la distincion entre lo sagrado y lo profano, la conciencia colectiva, las
representaciones colectivas, la efervescencia colectiva, la autoridad moral, el ideal moral, la moral secular y el
equivalente funcional se establecieron como un marco de codificacion explicito; cada uno de ellos se
reconstruy6 primero en la obra en la que se desarrolla mas plenamente y, a continuacion, se rastre6 a lo largo
de las demas obras. El nticleo analitico es la evaluacion de las tres interpretaciones en funcion de tres criterios
explicitos de fidelidad: si una interpretacion conserva tanto la funcion social como la cualidad sagrada de lo
sagrado; si es coherente con el mecanismo de Durkheim para la reproduccion de lo sagrado; y si concuerda
con los propios ejemplos de Durkheim, en particular la sacralizacion de la nacidn, la libertad y la revolucion
durante la Revolucion Francesa. Basandose integramente en la interpretacion de textos publicados, el
procedimiento es, en principio, replicable.

El analisis establece que, para Durkheim, la fuente de lo sagrado es la existencia colectiva de la
sociedad, razon por la cual la moral y la religion comparten un terreno comun: tanto la autoridad moral como
la religiosa se nutren de lo sagrado de la sociedad. La forma de solidaridad —mecanica u organica— determina
el contenido de lo sagrado, pero no su fuente colectiva. En *La educacién moral*, lo sagrado opera de forma
implicita, ya que Durkheim fundamenta la moralidad laica en una autoridad colectiva; en *Las formas
elementales*, se convierte en el objeto explicito de analisis a través del principio totémico, la distincion entre
lo sagrado y lo profano y la efervescencia colectiva. En cuanto al futuro de lo sagrado, el estudio distingue tres
lecturas, cada una de ellas anclada directamente en el texto de Durkheim: (a) la religion se transforma en lugar
de desaparecer (la conclusion de *Las formas elementales*); (b) la sociedad produce nuevos objetos sagrados
en la efervescencia creativa (el analisis de la asamblea colectiva y la afirmacion de la conclusion de que surgen
nuevos ideales en momentos de efervescencia creativa); y (c) la ciencia asume Unicamente la funcion
especulativa de la religion. El estudio sostiene que (a) y (b) son dos descripciones de un unico mecanismo de
autosacralizacion: diacréonicamente, una continuidad; sincronicamente, una produccion. La interpretacion (c)
es la menos fiel: Durkheim limita la sustituibilidad a la funcion especulativa de la religion y la niega
explicitamente para la funcion practica y vivificante, de modo que la formulacion del «equivalente funcional»
extiende en exceso una afirmacion especifica de una funcién al niicleo moral-sagrado. El respaldo textual mas
so6lido a la posicion del estudio es la propia afirmacion de Durkheim en *La educacion moral* de que basta
con sustituir la concepcidon de un ser sobrenatural por la idea empirica de la sociedad, ya que la sociedad nos
domina y atrae nuestras voluntades hacia si tal y como lo hacia lo divino, y que la divinidad es la expresion
simbolica de la colectividad.

El estudio concluye que, en Durkheim, lo secular y lo sagrado no son categorias mutuamente
excluyentes, sino dos modos de una misma categoria: lo colectivamente sagrado. La fuente de lo sagrado es
constante; solo cambia su modo de organizacion, pasando de los simbolos y ritos religiosos bajo la solidaridad
mecanica a los ideales racionales y colectivos bajo la solidaridad organica. Por lo tanto, la moral secular debe
interpretarse no como una imitacion funcional de lo sagrado, sino como el modo moderno de lo sagrado. Este
replanteamiento resulta fructifero mas alla de la interpretacion textual: ofrece un marco para comprender por
qué la religion civil, la memoria colectiva y la identidad nacional siguen teniendo una intensidad religiosa en
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las sociedades contemporaneas, fendmenos que pueden interpretarse como formas modernas de lo sagrado
transformado. Dado que el analisis se limita a la 16gica interna de Durkheim, sus conclusiones constituyen una
interpretacion de Durkheim, no una tesis general sobre la secularizacion. Las investigaciones futuras podrian
relacionar el marco de las tres lecturas con las teorias de la secularizacién, o comparar la concepcién de lo
sagrado de Durkheim con las de Weber y Simmel.

Palabras clave: Sociologia de la religion, Emile Durkheim, Lo sagrado, Moralidad secular,
Conciencia colectiva, Efervescencia colectiva.
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CrpykrypupoBanHoe Pe3iome:

Omunb  [ropkrevim  (1858—1917) paspaboTan BCeOOBEMITIONIUA HHTCIUICKTYANbHBIA MPOCKT,
HANpaBJICHHBI HAa MOHUMAHHUE MOPAIBLHOTO, PEIUTHO3HOTO M COILMAIBHOTO YCTPOWCTBA COBPEMEHHOTO
O6HleCTBa. B ero LHCHTPEC HAXOAATCA JABA ABJICHHUSA, KOTOPBHIC B €TI0 MBICJIM CXOAATCA Ha 0I[HOI71 OCHOBE: MOpaJib
u penurud. CBA3YIOIUM 3BEHOM MEXIy HUMHM SIBJISIETCS NOHATHE CAaKPaJbHOI'O, NMOCKOJIBKY JlfopKreim
OCHOBBIBAET KaK MOPAJIbHBIH, TAK U PEIUTUO3HBIA ABTOPUTET HA OJJHOM M TOM K€ HCTOYHHKE — CAKPaJIbHOCTH
KOJUIEKTHBHOTO CYIIIECTBOBaHHs 00mIecTBa. B naHHO#N paboTe paccMaTpUBaeTCs KOHIEMIHS CAKPAIbHOTO Y
Jropkreiima Ha MPOTSXKEHUH BCEro MyTH OT «MOpaabHOTO BOCHHTaHHS» 10 «DJeMeHTapHbIX (opm
penuruo3Hoil ku3Hu». EE OCHOBHOW BOMPOC 3aKJIIOYACTCS HE B TOM, COXPAHSETCS JIM CaKpajlbHOE B
COBPEMEHHOM 00II[eCTBE — TEKCThI J[OpKreiiMa CXOAATCS B TOM, YTO OHO COXPAHSIETCS, — a B TOM, B KAKOM
BHUJIE OHO COXpaHseTCs. B McCiieI0BaHNH YTBEPIKAASTCS, YTO BhICKa3bIBaHUs J[FOPKreiiMa 1o 3TOMy BOIPOCY
JOIMYyCKAa0T KaK MUHUMYM TpHU UHTEPIIPETALINU, KOTOPLIC B Haquoﬁ JIMTEPATYpPEC 4aCTO CMEUINBAIOTCA, U YTO
UX pasrpaHUYeHHE U COMOCTABJICHHE MO3BOJIIOT MOJYYHTh OoJiee LENOCTHYI0 KapTuHy. He mperenays Ha
HOBOE OTKPBITHE B OTHOIICHUH [IHPOKO U3yUYSHHOTO MBICIHTESI, pab0Ta CTaBUT Mepe]] COO0H CKPOMHYIO, HO
KOHKPETHYIO 3aJa4y: pa3ACJIMTh OTH TPU UHTEPIIPETAlUU, BBIABUTH MPOTUBOPCUNA MCKAY HUMHU U OLUCHUTDH
KaXIyI0 C TOYKH 3PEHUSI €€ COOTBETCTBHS TEKCTaM camoro Jlropkreiima.

JlaHHO€E HmCClieloBaHME BIHCHIBACTCA B INMUPOKUII KOHTEKCT MHTEPIPETALMOHHONW JHUTEPaTypsl IO
Jropkreiimy, BKITFOUast pabOTH TaKHX Y4YeHBIX, Kak JIyke, ['mnuenc, bemra, Ynnpuanu, [Tukepunr, TupsiksH,
Apon u [Ipyc. IToBTOpsromeiicst TeMO¥ B 3TO¥ IUTEpaType SABIACTCSA BOIIPOC O CBSI3H MEKIY ABYMS paboTaMu
JlropkreiiMa 1 MecTe CaKpaJIbHOTO B COBPEMEHHOM OOIIIECTBE; OAHAKO PAa3IMYHBIE HHTEPIPETAIMN OyIyIIero
CaKpaJIbHOTO YacTO MCHOJB3YIOTCS KaK B3aMMO3aMEHsIEMbIe, a Pa3iIMuKs MEXIy HUMH PeKo 0003HavatoTCs
ABHO. JlaHHOE MCCIieI0BaHNEe BUIUT CBOW BKJIAJ MMEHHO B 3aIIOJIHEHUH 3TOro npobena. OHO paccMaTpuBaeT
MHOT000pa3ue MHTEpIpeTanuii He KaK HejocTaTok JfopkreiiMa, a Kak 0COOCHHOCTb CaMHUX WHTEPIIPETALNi
— UHTepIpeTaluii, KoTopsle, Oyay4d pa300paHbl MO OTIAEIBHOCTH, PACKPHIBAIOT IEJIOCTHYIO MO3HIIHUIO.
HccnenoBaHue CO3HATENLHO OCTABIAET B CTOPOHE OoJiee IIMPOKYIO TUCKYCCUIO O TEOPUM CEKYIAPHU3ALUH,
OTpaHUYUBAsACh BHYTPEHHEH JIOTMKOW TEKCTOB J[topkreiima.

B wuccnenoBaHMM HCIOJIB3YEeTCS KAYECTBEHHBIM HCCIIENOBATENbCKUN TOJX0J, OCHOBAHHBIM Ha
aHaJu3e JOKYMEHTOB — METOJIE, MPE/IO0JIararlleM CUCTEMAaTHIECKOe YTEHUEe, MHTEPIPETALINIO U CPaBHEHUE
MUCBMEHHBIX HCTOYHHKOB. OCHOBHOI KOPITYC COCTOUT U3 IIaBHBIX paboT [ropkreiima — B MEpBYIO oYepeb
«MopainbHOE BOCIIHTaHHE» U «DIEMEHTapHbIC (JOPMBI PEITUTHO3HOM KU3HIY, a Takke «Pa3nencHue Tpyna B
oOmrectBey, «IIpaBmia COIMOIOTHIECKOTO METOIay, «BocnTanue U COUOIOTHS» U €ro paHHUE JICKIUU 10
¢mnocoduu. BropiaHsIil KOPITyC BKIIOYAE€T OCHOBHYIO HHTEPIIPETATHBHYIO TUTEPATYPY, HCIOIH3yEMYIO HE B
KadyecTBe JIOKa3aTeIbCTBa COOCTBEHHOIO B3IIsAa J[fopkreiiMa, a Kak OTpaKCHHE Pa3iIMYHBIX TOUYCK 3PCHHUS,
MOJUTEXKANTUX OCHKE. TeKCThl OTOMPAIHCH 110 YETKOMY KPUTEPHIO PEIICBAHTHOCTH — HEMOCPEICTBCHHOMY
OTHOILIGHUIO K CaKpaJlbHOMY, MOpPaJIH, PEIUTHU WU COJUAAPHOCTU. Takue TOHATHS, KAaK CaKpalbHOE,
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pasrpaHHYEHUE MEXKY CaKpPIBbHBIM U IPO(aHHBIM, KOIJIEKTUBHOE CO3HAHUE, KOJUIEKTUBHBIC TPEICTaBIICHNUS,
KOJUICKTHBHOE BO30Yy)KAE€HHE, MOpPAJbHBI aBTOPUTET, MOPAIBHBIM HJea], CBETCKas MOpalb H
(yHKIIMOHATIBbHBIN SKBUBAJICHT, OBLIN YCTAaHOBJIECHBI B KAYECTBE YETKOW KOJUPYIOIIEH paMKH; KaXK10€ U3 HUX
CHaJaja peKOHCTPYHPOBAJIOCH B TOM TPYJE, I/Ie OHO HanOoJee MOJIHO pa3paboTaHo, a 3aTeM NPOCIICKHBATIOCH
B IPYTHX paboTax. AHAIUTHIECKUM SIPOM SIBISIETCSI OLIEHKA TPEX MHTEPIPETAINH [0 TPEM SIBHBIM KPUTEPUSIM
BEPHOCTH: COXpaHSET JH WHTEPIPETalusi KaK CONHMANbHYI (yHKIMIO, TaK M CaKpaabHOE KadeCTBO
CaKpaJIbHOTO; COOTBETCTBYET JIM OHAa MeEXaHH3My BOCIIPOHM3BOACTBA CaKPAIbHOIO, IPEUIOKECHHOMY
Jropkreiimom; M coryacyercsi JId OHa C COOCTBEHHBIMH HpuMepamu J[liopkreliMa, B 4YacTHOCTH C
cakpanu3auueil Hanumu, cBoOOmsl W peBodouuMd BOo BpeMmsi @panmysckod peBomronuu. Onmpaschk
UCKITIOYUTEIBHO Ha HHTEPIPETALUIO OITyOJMKOBAaHHBIX TEKCTOB, JaHHAs MIPOLEAYpPa B MPUHIMIE ITOAACTCS
BOCIPOU3BEACHUIO.

AHanu3 mokasbiBaeT, yTo A JlfopkreliMa HMCTOYHHKOM CaKpajlbHOTO SBJISETCS KOJIJIEKTUBHOE
CYIIIECTBOBaHUE OOIIECTBA, YTO TAKXKE OOBACHAET, IOUEMY MOpaNb M PEIHUIHS UMEIOT OOIIyI0 OCHOBY: Kak
MOPAJbHBIN, TaK U PEITUTHO3HBIN aBTOPUTET NMUTAIOTCSA CaKpaIbHOCTHIO 00mecTBa. ©opma comuIapHOCTH —
MEXaHMYeCKass WJIM OpraHW4ecKass — OIpPEAEIsIeT COJCp)KaHWEe CaKpaJbHOTO, HO HE €ro KOJJICKTHBHBIA
UCTOYHHK. B paboTe «MopaapHOE BOCTIMTaHNE» CaKpaIbHOE AEHCTBYET MMILIHIUTHO, IIOCKOJIBKY J{fOpKreiiM
OCHOBBIBACT CBETCKYIO MOPaJIb Ha KOJUIEKTUBHOM aBTOPHTETE; B «DJIEMEHTapHBIX (POPMax» OHO CTAHOBHUTCS
SBHBIM OOBEKTOM aHaJIM3a Yepe3 TOTEMUYECKHH MPHUHINI, pa3iindie MEXIy CakpalbHbIM M NpodaHHBIM, a
TaKKe KOJUIEKTHBHOE BO30Y KaeHHe. UTo KacaeTcs OyAyllero cakpajibHOI0, B UCCICIOBAHUH BBIACISIOTCS TPH
MHTEPIPETALNH, KaX/asi U3 KOTOPBIX HEMOCPEACTBEHHO OCHOBaHAa Ha Tekcre [liopkreiima: (a) penmurus
TpaHcopmupyeTcs, a He ucye3aeT (BhIBOI U3 «DjaeMeHTapHbIX (Gopm»); (0) o0LIecTBO MOPOKAAET HOBBIC
cakpajbHble OOBEKThl B TBOPUECKOM MOabeME (aHAIM3 KOJUIEKTUBHOTO cOOpaHHS U YTBEP)KICHHE B
3aKJIFOYCHUHU O TOM, YTO HOBBIC H/ICaIbl BOSHUKAIOT B YaChl TBOPUECKOTO MO IbeMa); U (B) Hayka OepeT Ha ce0st
JWIIb CIIEKYJIATHBHYIO (QYHKIUIO penurud. B mccnemoBanmu yTBepxknmaeTcs, uto (a) u (0) mpeacTaBIsOT
co0o0il 7Ba OmMHMCaHWUsA €IMHOTO MEXaHW3Ma CaMOCAKPAIHM3ALMHA — IHAXPOHHYECKH 3TO IPEEMCTBEHHOCTH,
CHHXPOHHYECKN — ToposkaeHue. VIHTepperanus (B) SBIsSCTCS HAUMEHEE TOUHO: J{FOpKreiiM orpaHNn4IuBaeT
3aMEHAEMOCTh CIEKYJIATHBHONW (YHKIMEH pEeNuruM M sSBHO OTPHIAECT €€ B OTHOIICHWH INPAKTHYECKOH,
KU3HEAaromel (QYHKIMHM, Tak d9T0 (OPMYIHPOBKA O «(QYHKIMOHAIBHOM JKBUBAJICHTE» YPE3MEPHO
pacmpocTpaHseT YTBEp)KACHHE, Kacarolleecss KOHKPETHOW (YHKIMM, Ha MOPAIbHO-CAKpaIbHOE SAPO.
Haubosnee BecoMoil TeKCTyaabHOU MOAJEPKKON MO3UIMN JAHHOTO HWCCIICOBAHMS SIBISIETCS COOCTBEHHOE
yrBepxkaeHue Jlropkreiima B pabore «MopanbHOE BOCITUTAHHE» O TOM, YTO JOCTATOYHO 3aMEHHUTh KOHIIETIIHIO
CBEPXBECTECTBEHHOI'O CYIIECTBA SMIIMPUYECKON Heeil oOLIecTBa, MOCKOJIbKY OOIIECTBO JOMUHHMPYET Hajl
HAaMU U NPUTATHBAET K ce0e Hallly BOJIFO TOYHO TaK e, KaK 3TO Jejaio 00KECTBEHHOE, U YTO 00KECTBEHHOCTD
SIBJISIETCS. CUMBOJIMYECKUM BBIPQKEHHEM KOJUIEKTUBHOCTH.

B wuccnenosanuun pnenaercs BbIBOZ, 4TO Yy Jlropkreiima CBETCKOE M CaKpaJbHOE — 3TO HE
B3aMMOUCKJIIOYAIOUINE KaTeropuu, a JBa MNPOSBICHUS OJHOM KaTeropuu — KOJUJIEKTUBHO-CAKPaJIbHOTO.
HcToYHHK caKpalbHOTO OCTAeTCs HEM3MEHHBIM; MEHSCTCS JIHIIB CIIOCO0 €r0 OPraHU3aIluH: OT PEITUTHO3HBIX
CHUMBOJIOB H OOPSIIOB B YCIOBHSAX MEXaHIMUYECKOW CONMMIAPHOCTH K PAIMOHANEHBIM M KOJUICKTHBHBIM HIeaTaM
B YCJIOBHSAX OpraHM4ecKod conuIapHocTu. [loaToMy CBETCKYI0 MOpajb JIydllle BCEr0 pacCMaTpUBaTh HE KaK
(hyHKIIMOHATBFHOE TOJpakaHUEe CaKpaTbHOMY, a KaK COBPEeMEHHYIO (popMy IpOsIBIICHHS cakpaibHOTO. Takoe
[IEPEOCMBICICHUE IUIOJAOTBOPHO HE TOJIBKO Ul TEKCTOBOM MHTEPIPETALUMU: OHO IPEJIaracT OCHOBY UL
MOHUMAaHHUA TOTO, II0YEeMY I'pakJaHCKas PeTUTus, KOJUICKTUBHAS TaMsITh U HAIMOHAIbHAS UIEHTHYHOCTH I0-
MpeXHEMY HECyT B ce0¢ PeTHTHO3HYI0 MHTEHCHBHOCTh B COBPEMEHHBIX OOIECTBAX — SIBJICHHS, KOTOPHIE
MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK COBPEMEHHbIE (OPMBI «MHUIPHUPOBABIIEro» cakpaibHOro. ITockonbky aHamms
OTpaHMYMBAETCS BHYTPEHHEH Jormkoil JfopkreiiMa, ero BBIBOJABI IPEACTABIAIOT COOOW HHTEPIIPETAIHIO
Jropkreiima, a He 00Ul TE3UC O ceKyIsIpU3anuu. B Oyaymux uccieqoBaHUsIX MOXHO ObUIO OBl COOTHECTH
9Ty KOHLENLHUIO TPEX ypOBHEH MHTEpPHpETAllMU C TEOPUSIMH CEKyIIpU3allid UIM CPAaBHUTHh KOHLEMIIMIO
cakpanbHOTO Y Jropkreiima ¢ koHuemnwsiMu Bebepa u 3umments.

KuioueBble ciioBa: colMonorus peauruu, IMuib Jropkreiim, «CakpanbHoey, «CBeTcKasi Mopaiby,
KOJUICKTHBHOE CO3HAHHUE, KOJUICKTHBHOE BO30YXKICHUE.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Emile Durkheim (1858-1917), modern toplumun ahlaki, dini ve sosyal diizenini anlamay1 amaglayan
kapsamli bir entelektiiel proje gelistirdi. Bu projenin merkezinde, onun diisiincesinde tek bir zeminde birlesen
iki olgu yer alir: ahlak ve din. Bunlar1 birbirine baglayan unsur kutsal kavramidir; ¢iinkii Durkheim hem ahlaki
hem de dini otoriteyi ayn1 kaynaga, yani toplumun kolektif varolusunun kutsalligina dayandirir. Bu ¢alisma,
Durkheim'm kutsal kavramini Ahlak Egitimi'nden Dini Yasamin Temel Bigimleri'ne kadar uzanan bir siiregte
inceliyor. Caligmanin temel sorusu, kutsalin modern toplumda varligini sirdiriip siirdiirmedigi degil
(Durkheim'in metinleri bunun var oldugunu kabul eder), hangi bigimde varligini siirdiirdiigiidiir. Calisma,
Durkheim'm bu konudaki ifadelerinin, yorumlayici literatiiriin siklikla birbirine karigtirdig1 en az ii¢ okumaya
acik oldugunu ve bunlar1 ayirt etmenin ve degerlendirmenin daha tutarli bir agiklama sagladigini
savunmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, kapsamli bir sekilde incelenmis bir diisiiniir hakkinda yeni bir kesif iddiasinda
bulunmak yerine, miitevaz1 ancak o6zel bir katkiyr hedeflemektedir: U¢ okumayir birbirinden ayirmak,
aralarindaki gerilimleri ortaya ¢ikarmak ve her birinin Durkheim'm kendi metinlerine olan sadakatini
degerlendirmek.

Calisma, Lukes, Giddens, Bellah, Cipriani, Pickering, Tiryakian, Aron ve Prus gibi akademisyenlerin
caligmalar1 da dahil olmak iizere, Durkheim f{izerine genis yorumlama literatiirii i¢inde yer almaktadir. Bu
literatiirde tekrar eden bir konu, Durkheim'm iki eseri ile kutsalin modern toplumdaki yeri arasindaki iligkidir;
ancak kutsalin gelecegine dair farkli okumalar genellikle birbirinin yerine kullanilir ve aralarindaki ayrimlar
nadiren agik¢a ortaya konur. Calisma, katkisini tam olarak bu bosluga yerlestirmektedir. Bu yaklagim,
Durkheim okumalarinin ¢oklugunu bir kusur olarak degil, ¢éziimlendiginde tutarli bir bakis agisini ortaya
koyan okumalar olarak ele almaktadir. Bu ¢aligma, sekiilerlesme teorisi lizerine daha genis tartismay1 kasith
olarak parantez i¢ine alarak, kendisini Durkheim'mn metinlerinin i¢sel mantigiyla sinirlandirmaktadir.
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Calisma, yazili kaynaklarin sistematik olarak okunmasini, yorumlanmasint ve karsilastirilmasin
iceren bir teknik olan belge analizine dayali nitel bir arastirma tasarimini kullanmaktadir. Birincil kiilliyat,
Durkheim'in baglica eserlerinden olugmaktadir. Bunlar arasinda Ahlak Egitimi ve Dini Yasamin Temel
Bicimleri, Toplumda is Béliimii, Sosyolojik Yéntemin Kurallari, Egitim ve Sosyoloji ve erken donem felsefe
dersleri yer almaktadir. Ikincil kiilliyat ise, Durkheim'in kendi gériisiiniin kanit1 olarak degil, degerlendirilecek
farkli okumalar1 temsil etmek iizere kullanilan baslica yorumlayict literatiirii igermektedir. Metinler, agik bir
alaka kriteriyle secilmistir: kutsal, ahlak, din veya dayanigsma ile dogrudan ilgili olma. Kutsal, kutsal-profan
ayrimi, kolektif biling, kolektif temsiller, kolektif cosku, ahlaki otorite, ahlaki ideal, sekiiler ahlak ve islevsel
esdeger gibi kavramlar agik bir kodlama c¢ercevesi olarak olusturulmus; her biri 6nce en olgun olarak
gelistirildigi eser i¢inde yeniden yapilandirilmis ve ardindan diger eserlere yayilmistir. Analitik ¢ekirdek, ii¢
okumanin ii¢ agik sadakat kriterine gore degerlendirilmesidir: Bir okumanin kutsalin hem sosyal islevini hem
de kutsal niteligini koruyup korumadigi; Durkheim'm kutsalin yeniden {iretimi mekanizmasiyla tutarlt olup
olmadig1 ve Durkheim'in kendi ornekleriyle, 6zellikle Fransiz Devrimi sirasinda ulusun, 6zgiirligiin ve
devrimin kutsallastirilmasiyla uyumlu olup olmadigi. Tamamen yaymlanmis metinlerin yorumlanmasina
dayanan bu prosediir, prensipte tekrarlanabilir.

Analiz, Durkheim i¢in kutsalin kaynaginin toplumun kolektif varolusu oldugunu, bu nedenle ahlak ve
dinin ortak bir zemini paylastigini ortaya koymaktadir: hem ahlaki hem de dini otorite, toplumun kutsalligiyla
beslenir. Dayanigmanin bi¢imi -mekanik veya organik- kutsalin igerigini belirler, ancak kolektif kaynagini
belirlemez. Ahlak Egitimi'nde kutsal ortiik olarak isler, ¢iinkii Durkheim sekiiler ahlaki kolektif bir otoriteye
dayandirir. Temel Bigimler'de, totemik ilke, kutsal-profan ayrimi ve kolektif cosku yoluyla agik bir analiz
nesnesi haline gelir. Kutsalin gelecegiyle ilgili olarak, ¢alisma, her biri dogrudan Durkheim'in metnine dayanan
ic okumay1 ayirt eder: (a) din yok olmaktan ziyade doniisiir (Temel Bigimler'in sonucu); (b) toplum yaratici
bir cosku i¢inde yeni kutsal nesneler iiretir (kolektif toplantinin analizi ve sonucun, yaratict cogku saatlerinde
yeni ideallerin ortaya ¢iktig1 ifadesi); ve (c) bilim, dinin yalnizca spekiilatif iglevini devralir. Caligma, (a) ve
(b)nin tek bir kendini yeniden kutsallagtirma mekanizmasinin iki a¢iklamasi oldugunu savunur: diyakronik
olarak bir siireklilik, senkronik olarak bir tiretim. (¢) okumasi Durkheim’e en az sadik olan okumadir ¢iinkii
Durkheim, degistirilebilirligi dinin spekiilatif igleviyle sinirlandirir ve bu kavrami dinin pratik, yasam verici
islevi agisindan agikca reddeder, dolayisiyla 'islevsel esdeger' formiilasyonu, ahlaki-kutsal 6ze ait isleve 6zgii
bir iddiay1 abartir. Caligmanin pozisyonunu destekleyen en giliglii metinsel kanit, Durkheim'mn, Ahlak
Egitimi'ndeki; dogaiistli bir varlik kavramini ampirik bir toplum fikriyle degistirmenin yeterli oldugu, ¢linkii
toplumun tipki ilahi varlik gibi bize hiikkmettigi ve irademizi kendine ¢ektigi ve ilahi varligin kolektivitenin
sembolik ifadesi oldugu yoniindeki ifadesidir.

Calisma, Durkheim'da sekiiler ve kutsalin birbirini diglayan kategoriler degil, tek bir kategorinin, yani
kolektif kutsalin iki ayri kipi oldugu sonucuna varmaktadir. Kutsalin kaynagi sabittir; sadece orgiitlenme
bi¢imi, mekanik dayanigma formundaki dini sembollerden ve ritiiellerden organik dayanigma formundaki
rasyonel ve kolektif ideallere dogru degisir. Bu nedenle sekiiler ahlak, kutsalin iglevsel bir taklidi olarak degil,
kutsalin modern bi¢imi olarak okunmalidir. Bu yeniden c¢erceveleme, metinsel yorumlamanin o6tesinde
verimlidir: Sivil dinin, kolektif hafizanin ve ulusal kimligin ¢agdas toplumlarda neden hala dini bir yogunluk
tagidigini anlamak igin bir ¢erceve sunar ve bu olgular, go¢ etmis kutsalin modern bigimleri olarak okunabilir.
Analiz Durkheim'm i¢sel mantigryla sinirli oldugundan, sonuglari sekiilerlesme iizerine genel bir tez degil, bir
Durkheim yorumudur. Gelecekteki arastirmalar, {i¢ okuma ¢ercevesini sekiilerlesme teorileriyle
iliskilendirebilir veya Durkheim'm kutsal kavramint Weber ve Simmel'inkilerle karsilastirabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Din Sosyolojisi, Emile Durkheim, Kutsal, Sekiiler Ahlak, Kolektif Biling,
Kolektif Cosku.

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



4994 Murat Kobya

< Tuarkish Studies - Comparative Religious Studies !‘s

ANKARA SCIENCE

www.turkishstudies.net/religion eISSN: 2667-5544 UNIVERSITY

The Sacred in Emile Durkheim: From Moral Education to The Elementary Forms of
Religious Life

Introduction

Emile Durkheim (1858-1917), one of the most influential thinkers in the history of
sociology, developed a comprehensive intellectual project aimed at making sense of the moral,
religious, and social order of modern society. In a period when industrial capitalism and
individualization were accelerating and traditional religious authorities were being shaken,
Durkheim investigated the foundations on which social integration and moral order might be
reconstructed. At the center of this inquiry stand two phenomena that at first glance appear
independent but converge on a single ground in Durkheim's thought: morality and religion. As Bellah
emphasizes, Durkheim was not, in the narrow sense, merely a sociologist; he was a philosopher
belonging to the great tradition of French moral thought, the theologian of the civil religion of the
Third Republic, and a thinker who, in the face of a profound moral crisis, called modern Western
society to reorient itself (Bellah, 1973, pp. ix—x).

In this project, the hinge connecting morality and religion is the concept of the sacred. For
Durkheim grounds both religious and moral authority, in the last analysis, in the same source—the
sacredness of society's collective existence. The relationship between the project's two principal
works, Moral Education (1925) and The Elementary Forms of Religious Life (1912), must therefore
also be read along the axis of the sacred. In Moral Education, Durkheim argues that in modern
societies moral order can be established independently of religious authority, and he proposes a
model of secular moral education resting on the principles of discipline, attachment to social groups,
and moral autonomy (Durkheim, 1968b, pp. 1-18). In The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, he
analyzes religion through the sacred—that which symbolically expresses a society's shared values
and collective consciousness and which every society necessarily produces (Durkheim, 1995, pp.
34-44). The sacred, implicit in the first work, becomes the explicit object of analysis in the second;
the passage from one work to the other is thus a deepening toward the sacred. The choice of these
two works is not arbitrary: they are the two fundamental texts in which Durkheim constructs the
sacred indirectly (through morality) and analyzes it directly (through religion). Because one stands
on the axis of morality and the other on that of religion, the transformation of the sacred in
Durkheim's thought can be traced most clearly through the relationship between them; this trajectory,
running from the early to the late period, is also the proper ground for the debate over the future of
the sacred in modern society.

Durkheim's understanding of the sacred, morality, and society lies at the center of a vast
interpretive literature. Steven Lukes (1972), treating Durkheim's entire intellectual system from a
biographical and critical perspective, analyzes the connections among moral authority, collective
consciousness, and religion; Anthony Giddens (2000) emphasizes that collective moral beliefs
cannot exist without bearing, to some degree, a sacred quality; Bellah (1973) positions Durkheim as
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a thinker who treats the religious dimensions of morality and social solidarity together; and Cipriani
(2015), Pickering (2000a, 2000b), Tiryakian (1978), Aron (2019), and Prus (2011, 2019) interpret
Durkheim's analysis of religion and morality from various angles. In this literature the relationship
between Durkheim's two works and the place of the sacred in modern society are frequently
discussed; yet in these discussions the different readings of the sacred's future are often used
interchangeably, without being distinguished from one another. This study argues that the knot truly
in need of untangling lies precisely in this lack of distinction.

Durkheim's texts are clear that the sacred will continue to exist in some form in modern
society; indeed, at the end of The Elementary Forms religion is described as a phenomenon that,
although it will not persist in its past form, will not vanish altogether but will continue to live on by
transforming itself (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 429, 432). What is genuinely contested, therefore, is not
whether the sacred persists in modern society, but in what mode it persists. Durkheim's texts on this
point are open to at least three different readings, and in the literature these readings are often used
without being distinguished from one another. According to the first, the sacred continues by
changing its form. According to the second, society itself produces new sacred objects and new
religions in moments of collective effervescence. According to the third, what emerges in modern
society is not the sacred itself but a functional equivalent that takes the place of religion. These three
readings are frequently intertwined in the literature, and the distinction among them is rarely drawn
explicitly.

The aim and contribution of this study become evident precisely at this point. The study
makes no claim to reveal a new fact about Durkheim; it pursues a more modest but specific
contribution: to distinguish from one another the three readings intertwined in the interpretive
literature, to expose the tension among them, and to assess them for their fidelity to Durkheim's own
texts. The conclusion the study reaches through this disentangling is the following: although the first
and second readings appear to conflict, they are in fact two distinct descriptions of a single
mechanism—collective effervescence, collective representations, and the moral ideal—whereas the
third reading, that of the functional equivalent, although it captures religion's social function, is the
least faithful to Durkheim's texts, because it leaves out the genuinely sacred character of the modern
collective ideal. On this basis the study argues that, in Durkheim, secular morality should be read not
as a functional imitation of the sacred but as a mode of the sacred in modern society.

The study confines this thesis to Durkheim's internal logic; it deliberately brackets the
broader sociological debate on theories of secularization and directs its attention to what Durkheim's
own texts imply about the sacred. The study was conducted within a qualitative research approach
using the method of document analysis. The remaining sections of the article are organized as
follows: the second section explains the study's method; the third presents the findings and discussion
under six subheadings, ranging from the social origin of the sacred to the assessment of the three
readings. The fourth section synthesizes the principal findings and evaluates the study's contributions
together with suggestions for future research.

1. Method

This study was conducted with a qualitative research design based on document analysis.
Qualitative research is defined as an approach that focuses on understanding, interpretation, and
context rather than numerical measurement, and that seeks to understand social reality from the
perspective of the texts themselves (Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This approach
provides a particularly suitable ground for studies aiming to analyze the development of sociological
thought, its conceptual continuities, and its transformations through foundational texts.

Document analysis was adopted as the data-collection method. Document analysis is a
qualitative research technique involving the systematic examination, interpretation, and comparison
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of written sources relating to a particular phenomenon, concept, or theoretical tradition (Bowen,
2009). This method allows the researcher to disclose patterns of meaning by reading primary and
secondary sources from a thematic and interpretive perspective (Corbetta, 2003).

The study's principal data sources are Durkheim's main works on morality, education,
religion, and social order. Within this scope, the works examined are, above all, Moral Education
(1968b) and The Elementary Forms of Religious Life (1995), as well as The Division of Labor in
Society (1960), The Rules of Sociological Method (1982), Education and Sociology (1968a), and
Durkheim's Philosophy Lectures: Notes from the Lycée de Sens Course, 1883—-1884 (2004). In
addition, the works of scholars such as Steven Lukes, Anthony Giddens, Roberto Cipriani, W. S. F.
Pickering, Robert Bellah, and Robert Prus were used to interpret Durkheim's thought and to assess
its place in the contemporary literature.

The selection of these documents followed not an exhaustive survey but an explicit relevance
criterion: a text was included if it bore directly on at least one of the study's organizing concepts—
the sacred, morality, religion, social solidarity, or the relationship among them. On this basis, a two-
tiered distinction among sources was made. The primary corpus consists of the works listed above,
in which Durkheim sets out his theories of the sacred, morality, and religion; these are the texts
subjected to analysis. The secondary corpus consists of the principal interpretive literature and is
used not as evidence of Durkheim's own view but as a body of interpretations that represent, and can
be assessed for, the different readings of the sacred in modern society. Works that touch on Durkheim
only indirectly, or that do not bear on the sacred—morality—religion axis, were left outside the scope.

In keeping with the operation of document analysis as a procedure of systematic reading,
interpretation, and comparison (Bowen, 2009; Corbetta, 2003), concepts such as the sacred, the
sacred—profane distinction, collective consciousness, collective representations, collective
effervescence, moral authority, the moral ideal, secular morality, and functional equivalent were
established as an explicit coding frame. Each concept was treated as a category in which the relevant
passages from the primary corpus were brought together, restated in analytic terms, and held together
for comparison. The thematic reading was carried out in two stages: in the first, each concept was
reconstructed within the work in which it is most fully developed; in the second, the same concept
was traced across the other works, and the shifts in its formulation and emphasis were recorded.

The analytic core of the study is the assessment of Durkheim's three readings of the future
of the sacred in modern society—continuity by change of form, the production of new sacred objects,
and the functional equivalent. This assessment was carried out with three explicit fidelity criteria
applied to each reading. The first criterion asks whether the reading preserves both the social function
and the sacred quality of the sacred together. The second asks whether the reading is consistent with
Durkheim's basic mechanism for the reproduction of the sacred—the link among collective
effervescence, collective representations, and the moral ideal. The third asks whether the reading
accords with Durkheim's own examples, especially the sacralization of values such as the nation,
liberty, and revolution during the French Revolution. The analysis thus proceeded in three steps: the
reconstruction of each reading with its textual basis, its comparison along the three fidelity criteria,
and the synthetic assessment presented in the fifth subheading of the findings. Because the procedure
rests entirely on the interpretation of published texts and states its bases and criteria explicitly, the
reading is in principle replicable; a reader working with the same corpus and criteria can retrace each
step and open it to debate.

Rather than treating Durkheim's works as independent texts, the study adopts an interpretive
and contextual approach that evaluates his intellectual development within a holistic framework. In
this respect the study aims to contribute to a reassessment of the relationship among the sacred,
morality, and society in Durkheim's sociology. Because the study rests entirely on published written
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sources, it involves no data-collection process with human participants and requires no ethics
committee approval.

2. Findings and Discussion
2.1. The Social Origin of the Sacred: The Common Ground of Morality and Religion

To assess the three readings, one must first determine where Durkheim locates the sacred;
for all three readings share the premise that the source of the sacred is the collective existence of
society. This premise is also the basis on which Durkheim places both morality and religion on the
same ground. In founding sociology as an independent science, Durkheim positioned the object of
that science as a domain of reality independent of individual consciousness and psychology
(Swingewood, 1991, pp. 98-99). Remaining faithful to Auguste Comte's positivist paradigm of
sociology, Durkheim defined both morality and religion as phenomena that cannot be reduced to the
individual's will and choices and that are nourished by social reality. His conception of method thus
constitutes the theoretical basis for treating morality and religion on the same epistemological
ground.

Durkheim defines social facts as coercive realities that lie outside the individual and impose
certain forms of conduct upon him. Normative structures such as law, morality, custom, and public
opinion persist independently of the individual's choices and, when necessary, impose themselves
with the force of sanction (Durkheim, 1982, pp. 51-52). Within this framework, social facts cannot
be explained by individual states of consciousness; their causes must rather be sought within social
reality itself (Durkheim, 1982, p. 134).

Several basic principles that define this conception of method also constitute the common
ground of Durkheim's analysis of morality and religion. According to Wilson's account, the first
support of the method is trust in reason: there is no domain of reality beyond the grasp of the human
mind. The second principle is to look at the social fact from the outside, as a thing (comme une
chose); one must therefore ask not what morality ought to be, but which conduct is regarded as moral,
by whom, and under what conditions. The third principle is to check the functional analysis of social
patterns against the reality of human nature. The fourth is the idea that society is a sui generis,
emergent reality; just as copper and tin produce bronze, society too corresponds to a new synthesis
irreducible to the individuals who compose it (Wilson, 1968, pp. xvi—Xix).

According to Lukes, the principle of 'treating social facts as things' rests on the assumption
that social reality possesses properties independent of individual consciousnesses; moral rules, law,
and social institutions must therefore be evaluated as objective social realities irreducible to
individual choices (Lukes, 1982, p. 2). As Coser observes, Durkheim's methodological stance is the
product of an effort to explain social reality without reducing it to individual psychology, and it
adopts an original position that rejects both naturalism and sociological reductionism (Coser, 2004,
p- 143). As Bellah emphasizes, this originality can be read as a synthesis that transcends the
opposition between idealism and materialism: collective consciousness and representations are
natural phenomena that arise from the interaction of individual consciousnesses yet are irreducible
to them and can be studied objectively (Bellah, 1973, pp. 20-22). In Bellah's words, because
Durkheim held that most moral and social institutions are the product of obscure causes that can be
only partly understood, he foresaw that religion, a fundamental component of social existence, would
never disappear entirely (Bellah, 1973, pp. 22-23).

Durkheim's approach is decisive in that it places morality and religion on the same
epistemological ground. Indeed, in the preface to The Division of Labor in Society he stresses that
morality must be examined not according to metaphysical principles but through observable social
facts, and he defines his aim as 'not to extract morality from science, but to establish a science of
morality' (Durkheim, 1960, p. 32). For him, therefore, society is not merely a form of organization
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but a moral reality that must be protected and sustained (Slattery, 2003, p. 76; Swingewood, 1991,
p- 102; Furseth & Repstad, 2006, p. 32). The same approach holds for religion: in The Elementary
Forms of Religious Life, religion is analyzed not as a system of supernatural beliefs but as society's
way of expressing itself symbolically and reproducing its shared values (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 34—
44). Religion is thereby repositioned as a social fact.

In Durkheim's thought, collective consciousness denotes the totality of values, beliefs, and
norms shared by the members of a society (Durkheim, 1960, pp. 79—84). In his later works, however,
this concept is increasingly treated alongside, and partly replaced by, the concept of collective
representations; as Ritzer and Goodman note, Durkheim came to prefer collective representations—
a more specific and functional concept—over collective consciousness, which by its scope is difficult
to investigate directly (Ritzer & Goodman, 2004, p. 165). Collective representations are symbolic
structures expressing a society's shared world of thought, feeling, and meaning. According to
Pickering, at the center of Durkheim's thought lies a conception of society as a 'system of collective
representations'; religion, rituals, myths, moral rules, and social ideals become visible through these
representations (Pickering, 2000b, pp. 14-15, 19-20). The importance of this conceptual shift lies in
the capacity of collective representations to encompass both moral and religious contents at once; as
Pickering emphasizes, collective representations are the fundamental object of inquiry not only of
knowledge-production but of sociology itself (Pickering, 2000a, p. 2).

The central position acquired by collective representations coincides with a gradual shift in
Durkheim's conception of morality. According to Lukes's detailed analysis, while in the early part of
his career Durkheim treated morality primarily as a system of coercive rules, over time the focus of
his interest shifted from the dimension of obligation in morality to that of 'desirability,' from the rules
people follow to the moral beliefs those rules express; this shift was largely a result of his engagement
with religion (Lukes, 1972, pp. 418—419). Indeed, in 1906 Durkheim defined society as a composite
of every kind of thought, belief, and feeling realized through individuals, and stated that the most
important of these is the moral ideal, the fundamental reason for society's existence (Lukes, 1972,
pp. 419-420).

Indeed, in The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, Durkheim explains religion as the
symbolic expression of collective consciousness; for him, religion is not a system composed of
individuals' beliefs about supernatural beings but society's way of representing itself (Durkheim,
1995, pp. 208-221). Moral norms likewise appear as the concretized manifestations of collective
feelings and shared judgments (Wilson, 1968, pp. xiii—xiv). The reach of collective representations
is not limited to morality and religion: as Aron emphasizes, Durkheim developed a sociology of
knowledge that traces even the basic categories of thought—classification, hierarchy, causality—
back to society; he argued that even the authority of scientific thought is socially rooted, indeed that
faith in science is at bottom no different from religious faith (Aron, 2019, pp. 47—49). Thus the sacred,
morality, and knowledge are all bound to the same collective source.

Within this framework, Durkheim's conception of moral authority also rests directly on
collective structure. Explaining moral education in Moral Education through three basic elements—
discipline, attachment to social groups, and moral autonomy—Durkheim binds each of these not to
individual will but to an authority arising from society's collective existence (Durkheim, 1968b, pp.
43-95). According to Prus's interpretation, the basic aim of this authority is to bring the individual's
conduct into harmony with the order of the community and to instill in him a sense of duty (Prus,
2011, p. 71). In sum, both moral and religious authority are nourished in Durkheim by a single
source—the sacredness of society's collective existence; the following sections will examine how the
content of this sacred changes and in what mode it persists in modern society.
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2.2. Solidarity and the Changing Content of the Sacred

If the source of the sacred is collective life, the next question is what changes its content; this
study's reading treats Durkheim's theory of solidarity precisely as this variable—as the hinge between
the invariant collective basis of the sacred and its historically changing forms. For Durkheim, the
content of moral norms and religious beliefs is largely shaped by a society's form of solidarity; the
concepts of mechanical and organic solidarity are therefore basic variables that determine not only
social organization but also the forms under which the sacred appears. This binary distinction,
developed by Durkheim in The Division of Labor in Society, provides an indispensable ground for
understanding the theories of religion and morality in his later works.

For Durkheim, mechanical solidarity is a form of integration that arises in traditional
societies and rests on the similarity among individuals. In such societies collective consciousness is
extremely strong and encompassing; religion and morality are largely the product of the same
collective consciousness, moral norms are reinforced by religious sanctions, and they are adopted
unquestioningly by the whole community. The legal system, in keeping with this structure, is punitive
in character; deviation from norms is perceived as an attack on the shared consciousness of the
community (Durkheim, 1960, pp. 70-110).

Organic solidarity, by contrast, arises in societies based on a modern and complex division
of labor. Individuals assume differentiated roles; integration springs not from similarity but from
mutual interdependence. As the scope of collective consciousness narrows, the sphere of individual
autonomy widens and moral norms change as well; instead of actions that threaten social unity,
conduct that harms the individual's rights and autonomy becomes the focus of moral sanction. This
transition expresses not merely a legal and economic transformation but a radical transformation in
the foundations of social morality (Durkheim, 1960, pp. 111-132).

The transition between these two forms of solidarity has decisive consequences for
Durkheim's theories of religion and morality. In societies based on mechanical solidarity, religion is
the direct expression of collective consciousness and exercises absolute authority over moral norms.
With the transition to organic solidarity, this religious authority weakens, and the necessity arises of
founding moral order on new bases. The model of secular morality Durkheim developed in Moral
Education is precisely the product of an effort to fill this gap; and his foregrounding, in The
Elementary Forms of Religious Life, of the social functions of collective rituals and religious
practices serves to show by what mechanisms collective attachment and the production of shared
meaning can be sustained even in modern societies based on organic solidarity. Indeed, as Shilling
and Mellor note, Durkheim stresses that the real issue is that the reproduction of the collective
effervescence which nourishes social and moral orders becomes increasingly difficult under
modernity (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, pp. 196—-197).

As Lukes also emphasizes, Durkheim's theory of solidarity is a premise of the arguments he
would develop on both morality and religion; for change in both domains is directly connected to the
structure of collective consciousness, which is transformed by the development of the social division
of labor (Lukes, 1972, pp. 139-163). In this context, the distinction between mechanical and organic
solidarity can be read not merely as a social typology but as a theoretical framework that explains
the historical transformation of the sacred. As Tiryakian reminds us, the division of labor is for
Durkheim not merely an object of analysis but a fundamental moral principle in the ordering of
modern society (Tiryakian, 1978, p. 189). The crucial point is this: as the form of solidarity changes,
the content and mode of organization of the sacred change, but the collective source of the sacred
does not.
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2.3. Tracing the Sacred in Two Works: Moral Education and The Elementary Forms

This study's reading treats Moral Education not as a pedagogy on its own but as a text in
which the sacred operates implicitly. In this work, contrary to the tradition of moral philosophy that
places the individual at the center, Durkheim treats morality as a system of social facts and grounds
it on a collective basis independent of individual will; the work thereby bears the character not merely
of a pedagogical text but of a comprehensive sociological analysis.

Having treated moral responsibility largely within a Kantian framework in his early
philosophy lectures, Durkheim departs from this philosophical basis in Moral Education and
repositions morality within social reality (Durkheim, 2004, pp. 156—-165). As Prus notes, Moral
Education is not merely a text explaining the socialization of children but a comprehensive analysis
displaying the basic forms of organization of social life and how moral order is produced (Prus, 2011,
p- 60). As Fauconnet also emphasizes, the conception of morality in this work cannot be thought
apart from the idea of social solidarity at the center of Durkheim's entire sociological project
(Fauconnet, 1968, pp. 27-35).

The central concept that comes to the fore in the work is secular morality—that is, the
justification of moral norms not through religious dogmas or theological authorities but on the basis
of reason, science, and social reality. According to Bellah's assessment, in this work Durkheim
openly sets out his project of 'making morality a science'; this project aims at a new moral order
independent of religious references yet resting on collective authority (Bellah, 1973, pp. xiii—xv).
Durkheim had announced this aim in his 1887 inaugural lecture at Bordeaux as the goal of developing
a science of morality that would treat moral beliefs, together with their causes and laws, as natural
facts (Bellah, 1973, pp. xiii—xiv). Parsons, too, directly relates Durkheim's conception of secular
morality to the effort to develop new social institutions that would take the place of religious authority
(Parsons, 1968, pp. 7-10). Hamad and Khidir's recent analysis likewise emphasizes that Durkheim
treats morality as a social fact composed of shared norms and values and that the basic function of
moral order is to sustain social solidarity (Hamad & Khidir, 2025, pp. 487-490).

According to Wilson's broader assessment, Durkheim's interest in secular morality is in
essence an interest in developing a functional equivalent of Catholicism, and the fundamental aim of
Moral Education is to convince the reader that the development of such an equivalent is possible; for
religion symbolized the transcendent authority that compels morality while also representing an ideal
the individual strives to attain (Wilson, 1968, pp. xx—xxii). At the center of this dual structure lies
the nature of the social bond, and Durkheim's analyses of morality cannot be treated apart from his
general sociological theory (Wilson, 1968, pp. xviii—xix; Konuk Kandemir & Aksu, 2024, p. 135).
Fox, too, notes that Durkheim's basic concern in this work is the question of how individuals can feel
moral obligation on a non-religious basis (Fox, 1968, pp. 23-25). As Wilson reminds us, morality is
a deeply human phenomenon that, by enabling the individual to transcend his selfishness, realizes
him precisely as a human being (Wilson, 1968, pp. xxiii—xxv; Polat, 2025, p. 157; Argyle & Beit-
Hallahmi, 1975, p. 181).

Nonetheless, the basic difficulty Durkheim's project of secular morality faces is the extent to
which morality can historically be separated from religion. As Prus relates, Durkheim notes that
religion and morality—especially in the Judeo-Christian tradition, around the worship of God—are
so tightly intertwined that, were one to try to erase all traces of religion from morality, almost nothing
would remain (Prus, 2011, pp. 60—61). Establishing a secular morality is therefore not a matter of
removing religion from the equation but of finding valid alternatives capable of assuming the
functions religion once fulfilled; for moral order, like religion, constitutes an unquestionable, sacred
domain (Prus, 2011, pp. 61-62).

At this point Durkheim's conception of secular morality is not as 'religionless' as it first
appears. Although Moral Education aims to free morality from religious dogmas, the bindingness of
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moral norms is still grounded in a collective authority that transcends the individual. Durkheim's
conception of secular morality is directed not at abolishing religion's social function but at re-
grounding that function in a manner suited to modern conditions; for society is a power that offers
the individual both obligation and ideal, and moral authority is precisely the product of this dual
quality. As Shilling and Mellor note, Durkheim's theory of morality, while accepting—following
Kant—that individuals must transcend their natural selves in order to be moral, regards moral rules
as the emotionally grounded products of society (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, p. 194). Moral Education
can thus be read as a two-layered text that both establishes the foundations of secular morality and
implies the bond of those foundations with the sacred.

In The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, the sacred ceases to be implicit and becomes the
explicit object of analysis. This work is not merely a study in the sociology of religion but the
culmination of all the theoretical work Durkheim developed on society, collective consciousness,
and symbolic representation. The work's basic argument is that religion is not a system composed of
individual beliefs about supernatural beings but an institution that symbolically expresses a society's
shared values and collective consciousness (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 34—44). As Fields notes, the work's
basic aim is less to explain what religion is than to show how the human being constructs, within a
community, himself, the world, and a shared world of meaning (Fields, 1995, p. xix). For Durkheim,
religious representations express collective realities while rituals reproduce them; social reality and
religious reality thus appear as processes that mutually legitimate one another (Cipriani, 2015, pp.
71-72).

At the center of the work lies the distinction between the sacred and the profane. For
Durkheim, the division of the world into these two domains underlies all religious systems; yet the
source of the sacred is not a metaphysical reality but society itself. The real source of the powers
individuals perceive as sacred is society's collective existence; for society acts on the individual not
merely as a physical force but as a moral authority that arouses respect (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 209—
211). Religious authority and moral authority are therefore nourished by a common social origin
(Yenen, 2015, pp. 458-459). As Aron notes, Durkheim rejects the two dominant approaches of his
time—animism and naturism—because both, by abolishing the object of religion, reduce it to a
collective illusion. Durkheim's aim, by contrast, is to rescue the reality of religion: if the human
being, in what he exalts, is in fact exalting a transformed society, then he is worshipping a real object
(Aron, 2019, pp. 37-39).

Durkheim's analysis of totemism concretizes this argument. For him the totem is not merely
the representation of a sacred being but also the emblem of the clan; the totemic principle is nothing
other than the sacralized and symbolized form of society (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 208—209). Through
religious rituals people in fact exalt society itself and reproduce the moral authority society represents
(Furseth & Repstad, 2006, p. 33; Kobya, 2012, p. 199); the worship of gods is therefore an
unconscious manifestation of attachment to society (Coenen-Huther, 2013, p. 134). As Aron
emphasizes, the culmination of this analysis is that society, by its effect on the minds of its members,
possesses all that is required to arouse in them the sense of the divine; for society, like a god, is a
reality that arouses in the individual both a sense of superiority and a sense of dependence (Aron,
2019, pp. 44-45).

The distinction Durkheim draws between religion and magic also discloses the collective
nature of the sacred. Magic too may contain beliefs and rituals; but magic lacks an enduring
structure—a 'Church'—that unites its members in a common moral community. The magician has
clients, but these do not share a common life; religion, by contrast, unites individuals around shared
conceptions and practices concerning the sacred (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 42—44). As Fields emphasizes,
at the center of Durkheim's definition of religion lies the idea of a 'moral community'; sacred things

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



5002 Murat Kobya

acquire this quality through the shared actions of the people who hold them sacred (Fields, 1995, pp.
xxvii—xxix). This shows that the sacred is not an individual but a collective achievement.

The role rituals play in this context is especially striking. Collective rituals are not merely
ceremonies in which individuals come together but symbolic acts through which society reaffirms
its own existence and shared values. For Durkheim, during collective gatherings and rituals
individuals pass into a state of 'collective effervescence' (effervescence collective) that they cannot
experience in everyday life; this experience plays a decisive role in the reproduction of both religious
and moral attachment (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 218-221). As Shilling and Mellor emphasize, this
concept of collective effervescence is one of the most critical elements linking Durkheim's theories
of morality and religion; for it grounds the bindingness of both moral norms and religious beliefs in
the emotional dimension of social experience (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, pp. 195-197). As can be
seen, both works bind the sacred to a single collective source; what remains is the question of in what
mode this sacred will persist in modern society.

2.4. The Future of the Sacred in Modern Society: Three Readings

The preceding sections have shown that Durkheim grounds both morality and religion on a
sacred-collective basis and that in The Elementary Forms the sacred becomes the direct object of
analysis. What remains is the question of what this framework implies for modern society.
Durkheim's statements on this point, as noted at the outset, give rise to at least three readings. This
section sets out the three readings separately, with their textual bases and their counterparts in the
interpretive literature; the assessment is left to the following section.

According to the first reading, the future of the sacred is to continue by changing its form.
The clearest textual basis for this reading is the conclusion of The Elementary Forms: although
religion will not persist in its past form, it will not vanish altogether but will continue to live on under
new forms, because beyond the succession of religious symbols it carries an eternal aspect
(Durkheim, 1995, pp. 429, 432). As Fields emphasizes, for Durkheim religion is a fundamental and
enduring aspect of humanity; what changes are the particular historical forms of religion (Fields,
1995, pp. xvii—xxi). Tiryakian's interpretation runs along the same line, reading Durkheim's basic
aim as the search for a new normative basis that would make possible the moral integration of
secularized modern society (Tiryakian, 1978, pp. 190—191). In this reading the emphasis is on the
preservation of the sacred's identity and the change of its guise alone.

According to the second reading, what occurs in modern society is not the disguising of the
old sacred but society's own production of new sacred objects and new religions. The direct textual
basis for this reading is Durkheim's analysis of collective effervescence in The Elementary Forms.
For Durkheim, society, merely by its effect on its members, possesses all that is required to arouse
in their minds the sense of the divine; for a society is to its member what a god is to its faithful
(Durkheim, 1995, p. 208). This productivity becomes most visible in moments of assembly, when
individuals are bound together in effervescence: in such moments people become capable of feelings
and actions they could never attain on their own. Durkheim gives as an example the night of 4 August
1789; that night an assembly was suddenly swept into an act of sacrifice and abnegation that its
members had refused the night before, and what appeared was no longer individuals speaking one
by one but a group incarnated and personified (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 211-212). Durkheim explicitly
carries this productivity into the future in the conclusion: he says that a day will come when societies
will once again live through hours of creative effervescence in which new ideals will arise and new
formulas will emerge to guide humanity for a time; for, in his view, there are no immortal gospels,
and there is no reason to believe humanity incapable of conceiving new ones (Durkheim, 1995, pp.
429-430). As Aron relates, for Durkheim society discloses its capacity to produce new gods
especially in those moments of concentration in which individuals dissolve into a shared
effervescence; the sacred value acquired by the words nation, liberty, and revolution during the
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French Revolution is an example of this. In Aron's pithy formulation, where Bergson said that the
human being is a machine for making gods, Durkheim says the same of societies: societies are
machines for making gods (Aron, 2019, pp. 45-46). Lukes, too, notes that collective representations
of sacred beings can be reproduced only within assembled groups, and that creative periods such as
the rise of Christianity, the Reformation, the Renaissance, and the French Revolution are precisely
such moments of collective effervescence (Lukes, 1972, pp. 421-422, 462-463). In this reading the
emphasis is on the genuinely new character of the content of the sacred.

According to the third reading, what emerges in modern society is not the sacred itself but a
functional equivalent that takes the place of religion. The seed of this reading in Durkheim is the
passage in the conclusion where he states that science increasingly takes over the speculative function
of religion (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 431-432); interpreters develop this idea of substitution. The clearest
expression of this reading is found in Wilson: for Wilson, Durkheim's interest in secular morality is
in essence an interest in developing a functional equivalent of Catholicism, and the fundamental aim
of Moral Education is to convince the reader that such an equivalent can be developed (Wilson, 1968,
pp. xx—xxii). Similarly, Parsons relates Durkheim's conception of secular morality to the effort to
develop new social institutions that would take the place of religious authority (Parsons, 1968, pp.
7-10). Furseth and Repstad, along the same line, note that for Durkheim religious rituals serve the
same function everywhere and at all times, so that religion is both indispensable and universal; yet
in specialized modern societies traditional religion cannot fulfill this function, and a functional
alternative will take its place (Furseth & Repstad, 2006, p. 33). Giddens's observation that moral
ideas must bear, to some degree, a quality of inviolability in order to sustain their authority (Giddens,
2000, pp. 114-115) is also thought together with this reading. In this reading the emphasis is on the
meeting of religion's social function by a modern mechanism.

2.5. Assessing the Three Readings: The Function of the Sacred or Its Sacredness?

At first glance these three readings appear to conflict with one another; yet on closer
inspection the first two prove to be two descriptions of the same process, while the third differs from
them in kind. First, the tension between the first reading (continuity by change of form) and the
second (the production of new sacred objects) is only apparent. What reconciles them is Durkheim's
single mechanism for the reproduction of the sacred: in moments of collective effervescence society
re-sacralizes itself, this effervescence is poured into collective representations, and these
representations are made enduring in the form of the moral ideal. As Shilling and Mellor emphasize,
collective effervescence is the most critical element linking Durkheim's theories of morality and
religion (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, pp. 195-197). Viewed diachronically, this mechanism is a
continuity—society's capacity to sacralize itself persists; viewed synchronically, it is a production—
the sacred objects of each era are genuinely new in content. 'Change of form' and 'production of a
new sacred' are therefore two faces of a single process of self-re-sacralization; the contradiction
between them is an apparent one, arising from overlooking the temporal dimension of the process.

The third reading, by contrast, differs in kind, and—as this study argues—is the least faithful
to Durkheim's texts. The first sign of this difference in fidelity is textual. The first and second
readings rest on explicit passages of Durkheim's: the conclusion announcing that religion will persist
by transforming itself, and the analysis of collective effervescence showing that society, in moments
of effervescence, transcends itself to produce new realities (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 211-212, 429, 432).
The third reading too has a basis in Durkheim; but that basis is far more limited than supposed. In
the conclusion Durkheim distinguishes two functions of religion: the speculative function directed at
explaining the world, and the practical function that moves the human being to action and sustains
life. For him, science increasingly takes over only the speculative function of religion; for scientific
thought is nothing other than a more developed form of religious thought, and religion continually
retreats before science in the domain of knowledge (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 431-432). Yet in the same
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section Durkheim also draws the limit of this substitution decisively: insofar as religion is an action
and a way of sustaining life, science can never take its place, because science explains life but does
not create it (Durkheim, 1995, p. 432). The fidelity problem of the third reading lies precisely here:
the functional-equivalent formulation extends the substitution claim that Durkheim deems valid only
for the speculative function to the moral-practical core of religion—that is, to the sacred itself. Yet
for Durkheim this core is non-transferable; what is there is not a functional copy but the sacred
persisting by transformation. The functional-equivalent formulation of the interpreters (Wilson,
Parsons, Furseth and Repstad) departs from Durkheim's text to the extent that it erases this distinction
of functions. The functional-equivalent formulation correctly captures religion's social function—
integration, the production of shared meaning, the provision of moral bindingness. Yet this
formulation, by implying that the modern collective ideal is merely something that performs
religion's function, leaves out its being, for Durkheim, sacred in itself. Durkheim's own examples
show the opposite: the values sacralized during the French Revolution are not an imitation of religion
but genuinely sacred; as Lukes notes, Durkheim holds that secular values too can bear a quality
proper to the sacred, and regards the moral ideal as the fundamental reason for social existence
(Lukes, 1972, pp. 417-421). And as Giddens observes, moral ideas must bear, to some degree,
inviolability and unquestionability—that is, sacredness—in order to sustain their authority (Giddens,
2000, pp. 114-115). For this reason the phrase 'functional equivalent' tends to preserve the function
of the sacred while emptying out its sacredness. The aim here is not to reject this reading altogether
but to show its limit: the functional-equivalent reading captures only the functional dimension of a
more comprehensive theory of the sacred.

The limit of the third reading becomes even clearer in the original relationship Durkheim
establishes between science and religion. According to Aron's analysis, Durkheim's basic paradox is
this: because modern societies are scientific and individualistic, traditional religion can no longer
provide the shared beliefs that consensus requires; yet every society needs shared beliefs. Durkheim's
solution to this impasse lies in science's disclosure of the nature of religion: if science shows that
human beings, under the name of totem or God, have in fact always been exalting a transformed
society, then a ground arises for trusting society's capacity to produce the sacred objects it needs in
every age (Aron, 2019, pp. 35-36). Aron regards this work as the functional counterpart of Comte's
Systeme de politique positive, but with an important difference: whereas Comte tried to invent a
religion of humanity, Durkheim explicitly accepts that a single scientist cannot create a religion,
because religions are the product not of individual will but of society's own collective life (Aron,
2019, p. 36). This reinforces why the functional-equivalent reading falls short: the sacred is not a
designed functional instrument but a reality that society produces spontaneously.

The conclusion that follows from this assessment is this: the reading most faithful to
Durkheim is that secular morality is not a functional imitation of the sacred but a mode of the sacred
in modern society. Here the 'secular' and the 'sacred' are not two mutually exclusive categories but
two modes of a single Durkheimian category—the collectively sacred. In traditional society this
sacred is organized in the form of religious symbols, rituals, and divine command; in modern society
it is organized in the form of rational, social, and collective ideals. As Aron notes, Durkheim sees
the crisis of modern society in the failure of a new morality grounded in scientific foundations to
take the place of religion-based traditional morality (Aron, 2019, pp. 2-3); and the formula 'tradition
is dead, long live tradition!" that Gofman relates likewise summarizes the same idea of continuity
across modes (Gofman, 2019, pp. 31-32). In Durkheim, therefore, secularization is not the
disappearance of the sacred or its replacement by a functional copy but a change in the mode of the
sacred.

The strongest textual support for this conclusion is Durkheim's own statement in grounding
secular morality in Moral Education. Durkheim says that they succeeded in expressing all these moral
realities in rational terms, and he explains this as follows: all that was needed was to substitute, for
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the conception of a supernatural being, the empirical idea of a directly observable being—society—
provided that society is conceived not as an arithmetic sum of individuals but as a new personality
distinct from individual personalities. Society so conceived constrains us because it dominates us;
and because, while dominating us, it also enters into us, it draws our wills to itself. Durkheim states
that, just as the faithful see in the loftier part of consciousness a reflection of divinity, he himself saw
there a reflection of the collectivity; for him this parallel is so complete that it constitutes, in itself, a
first demonstration of the hypothesis that divinity is the symbolic expression of the collectivity
(Durkheim, 1968b, pp. 104—105). This passage is critical: here Durkheim does not replace religion
with a functional instrument; he shows that the relationship between divinity and society—
domination and attraction—remains the same, and that only the name of the object (from God to
society) changes. In other words, secular morality is not something that takes the place of the sacred
but the disclosed form of society, the real referent of the sacred. Interestingly, although Wilson labels
this relationship in his introduction the 'functional equivalent of Catholicism' (Wilson, 1968, pp. xx—
xxii), this statement of Durkheim's supports something stronger than the functional-equivalent
formulation implies—the relocation of the sacred onto society itself.

This reading also explains why Durkheim's project is often regarded as unfinished.
According to Tiryakian's interpretation, the most difficult component of Durkheim's life project was
to develop a new, scientifically grounded morality that would take the place of traditional Christian
morality and the church authority identified with it; Durkheim regarded the French Revolution as a
promise awaiting completion—one that contained a cult but, because it was imposed on society from
above, failed to take root (Tiryakian, 1978, pp. 190-191). Although The Elementary Forms crowned
Durkheim's sociology, it left unfinished the project of providing normative mortar for modern secular
society. This incompleteness does not weaken the study's thesis but reinforces it: because the modern
mode of the sacred can be produced not by design but only in genuine moments of collective
effervescence, the sociologist holds in hand not a prescription but only a description.

This reading also clarifies the relationship between the two principal works. While Moral
Education implicitly establishes the modern mode of the sacred—secular morality resting on
collective authority—The Elementary Forms explicitly grounds why and how this mode remains
sacred, through collective effervescence and collective representations. As Prus notes, Moral
Education foreshadows most of the basic themes of The Elementary Forms (Prus, 2011, p. 58); in
another of Prus's works it is likewise emphasized that this continuity is an evolutionary extension of
Durkheim's answers to the problem of social integration and moral solidarity (Prus, 2019, p. 12). In
Bellah's words, Durkheim was in essence a thinker who 'wrote one book, but did so in many versions'
(Bellah, 1973, p. xiv). The two works are two moments of a single theory of the sacred.

2.6. The Objection from Individualism: Does the Modern Sacred Remain Collective?

The most serious objection that can be raised against the above conclusion is this: as
individualization increases in modern society, does the collective source of the sacred not dissolve?
Without addressing this objection, the claim that the modern mode of the sacred remains collective
is incomplete. Durkheim's analysis of modern society encompasses not only the transition from
traditional to modern societies but also the transformative effects of this transition on moral and
religious life; the tension between increasing individualization and the maintenance of collective
attachment is an issue Durkheim treats in depth in both Moral Education and The Elementary Forms.

Arguing that with the development of the modern division of labor individual differences
increase and moral order must take individual autonomy more into account, Durkheim evaluates this
transformation not as a dissolution but as an inevitable result of modern social structure. According
to Giddens's interpretation, Durkheim treats modern rationalism as the 'intellectual dimension' of
moral individualism; this shows that modern morality has begun to be built not only on collective
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habits but also on the individual's conscious assent and rational reasoning (Giddens, 2000, pp. 114—
115).

A similar tendency is observed in Durkheim's conception of religion. In The Elementary
Forms, Durkheim accepts that individual religious practices have existed throughout history and
relates that some contemporary thinkers have argued that the dominant form of religion in the future
may be a personal religion experienced in the individual's inner world (Durkheim, 1995, p. 43). As
Hamad and Khidir note, this prediction of Durkheim's regains relevance in the context of the
increasingly individualized forms that religious identity takes in contemporary societies (Hamad &
Khidir, 2025, pp. 492-495).

Nonetheless, Durkheim's approach does not interpret individualization as a boundless
subjectivization. The distinguishing feature of religion is not merely that it consists of individual
beliefs but that it forms a moral community shaped around shared sacred things; individual religious
experiences are therefore seen not as wholly independent systems but as extensions of a broader
collective tradition (Durkheim, 1995, pp. 43—44). This balance rests on Durkheim's fundamental
concept of human nature, 'homo duplex.' As Shilling and Mellor note, this concept expresses that the
individual is divided between his selfish drives and his capacity to transcend these non-social
passions and reach the domain of socially shared conceptual thought and moral action; what binds
the human being's passions to society's symbolic order is the collective effervescence aroused by
assembled groups (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, pp. 195-196). As Lukes notes, these intense moments
of collective effervescence arise most powerfully in the great creative periods in which society
produces new ideals, and they are also the fundamental source of moral renewal (Lukes, 1972, pp.
421-422). In the same framework, Durkheim's advocacy of occupational associations as forms of
union capable of fulfilling, under modern conditions, the morally binding functions once assumed
by religion and the family also acquires meaning (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, p. 197).

According to Lukes, the basic problem that remains constant throughout Durkheim's entire
intellectual system is the relationship between the individual and society; all the analyses developed
on education, morality, religion, and collective consciousness are different manifestations of an effort
to explain how the individual, while becoming increasingly autonomous, continues at the same time
to be dependent on society (Lukes, 1982, pp. 21-22). At the center of this effort lies the tension Aron
points to: Durkheim wished throughout his life to remain a positivist examining social facts from the
outside with the objectivity of a natural scientist; yet he also saw society as both the source of the
ideal and the true object of moral and religious belief (Aron, 2019, p. 77).

Individualization, therefore, does not abolish the collective source of the sacred; it carries it
into a more conscious and internalized mode. In Durkheim, moral individualism is not a subject
independent of the symbols, representations, and collective ideals that are socially produced; it is
itself a collective representation. The modern forms of religion and morality arise precisely at this
point: while recognizing the individual conscience, they continue at the same time to produce shared
sacred things and shared moral ideals. This too supports the conclusion of the fifth section: the
modern sacred continues to be collective.

Conclusion

This study examined Durkheim's conception of the sacred along the trajectory running from
Moral Education to The Elementary Forms of Religious Life and showed that his texts on the future
of the sacred in modern society are open to at least three readings, which are often used
interchangeably in the literature. The study disentangled these three readings—continuity by change
of form, the production of new sacred objects, and the functional equivalent—showed that the first
two are two descriptions of a single mechanism, and characterized the third as the least faithful to
Durkheim, on the ground that it preserves religion's function while emptying out its sacredness.
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The study's basic finding is that, in Durkheim, the secular and the sacred are not two mutually
exclusive categories but two modes of a single category—the collectively sacred. In both modes the
source of the sacred is society's collective existence; what changes is the form in which this sacred
is organized. In the traditional society based on mechanical solidarity, the sacred is organized around
religious symbols and rituals; in the modern society based on organic solidarity, it is organized
around rational and collective ideals. The mechanism that makes this transition between modes
possible is the link among collective effervescence, collective representations, and the moral ideal.

Within this framework the study's contribution can be summarized in three questions. First,
how does the study advance the interpretation of Durkheim? Not by discovering a new fact, but by
disentangling the three readings often used interchangeably in the interpretive literature and by
characterizing one of them—the functional-equivalent reading—against Durkheim's own texts.
Second, what is the original conceptual contribution? The reading of secular morality not as a
functional imitation of the sacred but as a modern mode of the sacred; this reading turns a visible
tension in the Durkheimian corpus into a single, coherent position. Third, what gap is filled? The
literature has not disentangled Durkheim's different readings of the future of the sacred and weighed
them for textual fidelity; the study performs this disentangling and weighing.

The yield of this reading is not only text-interpretive. The thesis that the sacred does not
disappear but changes mode in modern society offers a productive framework for explaining why
phenomena such as civil religion, collective memory, and national identity still carry a religious
intensity in contemporary societies. As Aron summarizes, although Durkheim accepted that science
cannot recreate religion, he held that science provides an assurance that society can produce the gods
it needs in every age (Aron, 2019, p. 36). These phenomena can be read as modern forms of the
migrated sacred. National holidays and commemoration ceremonies, for instance, operate much like
Durkheimian rites: by periodically assembling citizens around shared symbols such as the flag and
the anthem, they renew collective sentiments and re-sacralize the ideals of the community. In the
same way, constitutions and founding principles are surrounded by an inviolability that sets them
apart from ordinary political objects—the classic mark of the sacred in secular form.

The study's limits are also clear. The analysis has been confined to Durkheim's internal logic,
and the broad debate on the theory of secularization has been deliberately bracketed; the conclusions
here should therefore be read as a Durkheim interpretation, not as a general thesis on secularization.
Future research might relate the three-reading framework to theories of secularization, or examine
Durkheim's conception of the sacred comparatively with classical sociologists such as Weber and
Simmel. The study makes no claim to a new discovery about an over-studied thinker; more modestly,
it aims to disentangle a conceptual confusion in established interpretations and to propose a reading
more faithful to Durkheim's texts.
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Giris

Sosyoloji tarihinin en etkili diisiiniirlerinden biri olan Emile Durkheim (1858—1917), modern
toplumun ahlaki, dinsel ve toplumsal diizenini anlamlandirmaya yonelik kapsamli bir diisiinsel proje
gelistirmistir. Endiistriyel kapitalizmin ve bireysellesmenin hiz kazandigi, geleneksel dini
otoritelerin sarsildig1 bir donemde Durkheim, toplumsal biitiinlesmenin ve ahlaki diizenin hangi
temeller lizerinde yeniden insa edilebilecegini aragtirmistir. Bu sorgulamanin merkezinde, ilk bakigta
birbirinden bagimsiz goriinen ancak Durkheim’in diisiincesinde tek bir zeminde birlesen iki olgu yer
alir: ahlak ve din. Bellah’in vurguladigi gibi Durkheim, dar anlamda yalnizca bir sosyolog degildi;
biiyiik Fransiz ahlak diisiincesi gelenegine mensup bir filozof, Ugiincii Cumhuriyet’in sivil dininin
teologu ve derin bir ahlaki kriz karsisinda modern Bati toplumunu yeniden yonelmeye ¢agiran bir
diisiiniirdi (Bellah, 1973, ss. ix—X).

Bu projede ahlak ile dini birbirine baglayan mentese, kutsal kavramidir. Zira Durkheim hem
dini hem ahlaki otoriteyi son tahlilde ayn1 kaynaga — toplumun kolektif varolusunun kutsalligina —
dayandirir. Projenin iki temel eseri olan Moral Education (1925) ile The Elementary Forms of
Religious Life (1912) arasindaki iliski de bu nedenle kutsal ekseninde okunmalidir. Moral
Education’da Durkheim, modern toplumlarda ahlaki diizenin dini otoriteden bagimsiz bigimde
kurulabilecegini savunur ve disiplin, toplumsal gruplara baglilik ve ahlaki 6zerklik ilkelerine
dayanan sekiiler bir ahlak egitimi modeli 6nerir (Durkheim, 1968b, ss. 1-18). The Elementary Forms
of Religious Life’ta ise dini, bir toplumun ortak degerlerini ve kolektif bilincini sembolik olarak ifade
eden ve her toplumun zorunlu olarak iirettigi kutsal lizerinden ¢oziimler (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 34—
44). 11k eserde ortiik olan kutsal, ikincisinde ¢dziimlemenin acik nesnesi haline gelir; bir eserden
digerine gecis bu bakimdan kutsala dogru bir derinlesmedir. Bu iki eserin se¢imi keyfi degildir:
Bunlar, Durkheim’in kutsali dolayli olarak (ahlak iizerinden) kurdugu ve dogrudan (din iizerinden)
coziimledigi iki temel metindir. Biri ahlak, digeri din ekseninde durdugu ic¢in, Durkheim
diisiincesinde kutsalin doniisiimii en agik bi¢cimde bu ikisi arasindaki iliski tizerinden izlenebilir;
erken donemden ge¢ doneme uzanan bu hat, ayn1 zamanda kutsalin modern toplumdaki gelecegine
iligkin tartismanin da asil zeminidir.

Durkheim’1n kutsal, ahlak ve toplum anlayis1 genis bir yorum literatiiriiniin merkezinde yer
alir. Steven Lukes (1972), Durkheim’mn biitiin diigiinsel sistemini biyografik ve elestirel bir
perspektifle ele alarak ahlaki otorite, kolektif biling ve din arasindaki baglantilar1 ¢oziimler; Anthony
Giddens (2000), kolektif ahlaki inanglarin belli Olgiide kutsal bir nitelik tagimaksizin var
olamayacagini vurgular; Bellah (1973), Durkheim’1 ahlakin ve toplumsal dayanismanin dinsel
boyutlarini birlikte ele alan bir diisiiniir olarak konumlandirir; Cipriani (2015), Pickering (2000a,
2000b), Tiryakian (1978), Aron (2019) ve Prus (2011, 2019) ise Durkheim’in din ve ahlak
¢Oziimlemesini ¢esitli acilardan yorumlar. Bu literatiirde Durkheim’in iki eseri arasindaki iliski ve
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kutsalin modern toplumdaki yeri sikca tartisilir; ne var ki bu tartismalarda kutsalin gelecegine iliskin
farkl1 okumalar ¢ogu kez birbirinden ayirt edilmeden, birbirinin yerine kullanilir. Bu ¢aligma, asil
¢oOziilmesi gereken diiglimiin tam da bu ayrim eksikliginde yattigini1 savunmaktadir.

Durkheim’in metinleri, kutsalin modern toplumda su ya da bu bigimde varligini siirdiirecegi
konusunda agiktir; nitekim The Elementary Forms un sonunda din, gegmisteki bicimiyle siirmeyecek
olsa da biisbiitiin yok olmayacak, kendini donistiirerek yasamaya devam edecek bir olgu olarak
betimlenir (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 429, 432). O halde asil tartigmali olan, kutsalin modern toplumda
stiriip stirmeyecegi degil, hangi kipte stirecegidir. Durkheim’in bu husustaki metinleri en az ii¢ farkl
okumaya aciktir ve literatlirde bu okumalar ¢ogu kez birbirinden ayirt edilmeden kullanilir.
Birincisine gore kutsal, bicim degistirerek devam eder. Ikincisine gore toplum, kolektif cosku
anlarinda bizzat yeni kutsallar ve yeni dinler iiretir. Ugiinciisiine gore ise modern toplumda ortaya
cikan sey kutsalin kendisi degil, dinin yerini alan iglevsel bir esdegerdir. Bu ili¢ okuma literatiirde
sikca i¢ ice gecer ve aralarindaki ayrim nadiren agikea cizilir.

Calismanin amaci ve katkisi tam bu noktada belirginlesir. Calisma, Durkheim hakkinda yeni
bir olgu ortaya koyma iddiasinda degildir; daha miitevazi ama belirli bir katkinin pesindedir: yorum
literatiiriinde i¢ ige gegmis li¢c okumayi birbirinden ayirmak, aralarindaki gerilimi goriiniir kilmak ve
her birini Durkheim’in kendi metinlerine sadakati bakimindan degerlendirmek. Calismanin bu
ayrigtirma yoluyla ulastig1 sonug sudur: Birinci ve ikinci okumalar goriiniiste celisse de gercekte tek
bir mekanizmanin — kolektif cosku, kolektif temsiller ve ahlaki ideal — iki ayr1 betimidir; liglincii
okuma, yani islevsel esdeger okumasi ise dinin toplumsal islevini yakalamakla birlikte, modern
kolektif idealin sahiden kutsal olan niteligini disarida biraktig1 i¢in Durkheim’in metinlerine en az
sadik olanidir. Buradan hareketle ¢alisma, Durkheim’da sekiiler ahlakin kutsalin islevsel bir taklidi
olarak degil, kutsalin modern toplumdaki bir kipi olarak okunmasi gerektigini ileri siirmektedir.

Calisma bu tezi Durkheim’in i¢ mantigiyla sinirlar; sekiilerlesme kuramlarina iligkin daha
genis sosyolojik tartigmay1 bilingli olarak paranteze alir ve dikkatini Durkheim’in kendi metinlerinin
kutsala iliskin imalarina yoneltir. Calisma, nitel arastirma yaklasimi iginde dokiiman analizi
yontemiyle yiiriitiilmiistiir. Makalenin kalan béliimleri sdyle diizenlenmistir: Ikinci bolim
calismanin yontemini agiklar; {igiincii boliim, kutsalin toplumsal kokeninden ii¢ okumanin
degerlendirilmesine uzanan alti alt baslik altinda bulgulari ve tartismayr sunar. Dordiincii bolim
temel bulgular sentezler ve calismanin katkilarini gelecek aragtirmalara yonelik Onerilerle birlikte
degerlendirir.

1. Yontem

Bu ¢alisma, dokiiman analizine dayali nitel bir arastirma deseniyle yiiriitilmiistiir. Nitel
arastirma, sayisal dlglimden ¢ok anlamaya, yorumlamaya ve baglama odaklanan ve toplumsal
gercekligi metinlerin kendi perspektifinden kavramaya calisan bir yaklasim olarak tanimlanir
(Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Bu yaklasim, sosyolojik diisiincenin gelisimini,
kavramsal siireklilik ve doniisiimlerini kurucu metinler iizerinden ¢oziimlemeyi amaglayan
calismalar i¢in 6zellikle elverisli bir zemin saglar.

Veri toplama ydntemi olarak dokiiman analizi benimsenmistir. Dokiiman analizi, belirli bir
olguya, kavrama ya da kuramsal gelenege iliskin yazili kaynaklarin sistematik bi¢imde
incelenmesini, yorumlanmasini ve karsilastirilmasini igeren nitel bir arastirma teknigidir (Bowen,
2009). Bu yontem, arastirmacinin birincil ve ikincil kaynaklari tematik ve yorumlayict bir
perspektifle okuyarak anlam Oriintiilerini a¢iga ¢ikarmasina imkan verir (Corbetta, 2003).

Caligmanin baslica veri kaynaklari, Durkheim’in ahlak, egitim, din ve toplumsal diizen
iizerine temel eserleridir. Bu kapsamda incelenen eserler, basta Moral Education (1968b) ve The
Elementary Forms of Religious Life (1995) olmak {izere, The Division of Labor in Society (1960),
The Rules of Sociological Method (1982), Education and Sociology (1968a) ve Durkheim’s
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Philosophy Lectures: Notes from the Lycée de Sens Course, 1883—1884 (2004) adli calismalardir.
Ayrica Durkheim’in diisiincesini yorumlamak ve cagdas literatiirdeki yerini degerlendirmek iizere
Steven Lukes, Anthony Giddens, Roberto Cipriani, W. S. F. Pickering, Robert Bellah ve Robert Prus
gibi arastirmacilarin eserlerinden yararlanilmistir.

Bu dokiimanlarin se¢ciminde kapsayici bir tarama degil, agik bir ilgililik 6l¢iitli izlenmistir:
Bir metin, ¢aligmanin diizenleyici kavramlarindan — kutsal, ahlak, din, toplumsal dayanigma ya da
bunlar arasindaki iliski — en az birine dogrudan temas ediyorsa kapsama alinmistir. Bu temelde
kaynaklar arasinda iki katmanli bir ayrim yapilmistir. Birincil korpus, Durkheim’in kutsal, ahlak ve
din kuramlarim ortaya koydugu yukarida sayilan eserlerden olusur; ¢oziimlemeye tabi tutulan
metinler bunlardir. Ikincil korpus ise baslica yorum literatiiriinden olusur ve Durkheim’in kendi
gorilisiiniin kanit1 olarak degil, degerlendirilecek farkli okumalari temsil eden bir yorumlar biitlinii
olarak kullanilmigtir. Durkheim’a yalnizca dolayli olarak deginen ya da kutsal-ahlak—din eksenine
temas etmeyen calismalar kapsam disinda birakilmistir.

Dokiiman analizinin sistematik okuma, yorumlama ve karsilastirma iglemi olarak isleyisine
uygun bicimde (Bowen, 2009; Corbetta, 2003), kutsal, kutsal—profan ayrimi, kolektif biling, kolektif
temsiller, kolektif cosku, ahlaki otorite, ahlaki ideal, sekiiler ahlak ve islevsel esdeger gibi kavramlar
acik bir kodlama cergevesi olarak belirlenmistir. Her kavram, birincil korpustaki ilgili pasajlarin bir
araya getirildigi, analitik terimlerle yeniden ifade edildigi ve karsilastirma i¢in yan yana tutuldugu
bir kategori olarak ele almmistir. Tematik okuma iki asamada yiiriitiilmiistiir: ilk asamada her
kavram, en kapsamli bicimde gelistirildigi eser i¢inde yeniden insa edilmis; ikinci asamada ayni
kavram diger eserler boyunca izlenmis ve formiilasyonundaki ve vurgusundaki kaymalar
kaydedilmistir.

Caligmanin analitik ¢ekirdegi, Durkheim’in kutsalin modern toplumdaki gelecegine iliskin
iic okumasmin — bicim degistirerek siireklilik, yeni kutsallarin {iretimi ve islevsel esdeger —
degerlendirilmesidir. Bu degerlendirme, her okumaya uygulanan {i¢ agik sadakat Olgiitiiyle
yiriitiilmistiir. Birinci 6l¢iit, okumanin kutsalin toplumsal islevi ile kutsal niteligini birlikte koruyup
korumadigmi sorar. Ikincisi, okumanm Durkheim’in kutsalin yeniden iiretimine iliskin temel
mekanizmasiyla — kolektif cosku, kolektif temsiller ve ahlaki ideal arasindaki bagla — tutarli olup
olmadigim sorar. Ugiinciisii, okumanin Durkheim’in kendi drnekleriyle, 6zellikle Fransiz Devrimi
stirasinda ulus, 6zgiirlitk ve devrim gibi degerlerin kutsallastirilmasiyla ortiisiip Ortiismedigini sorar.
Analiz bdylece ii¢ adimda ilerlemistir: her okumanin metinsel dayanagiyla birlikte yeniden insas, ii¢
sadakat oOl¢iiti boyunca karsilastirilmasi ve bulgularin besinci alt basliginda sunulan sentetik
degerlendirme. islem biitiiniiyle yayimlanmis metinlerin yorumuna dayandig1 ve dayanaklarini ve
Olciitlerini agikga belirttigi icin, bu okuma ilkece yinelenebilirdir; ayni korpus ve olgiitlerle calisan
bir okur her adim1 yeniden izleyebilir ve tartismaya acabilir.

Caligma, Durkheim’1n eserlerini birbirinden bagimsiz metinler olarak ele almak yerine, onun
diisiinsel gelisimini biitiinciil bir ¢ergeve iginde degerlendiren yorumlayici ve baglamsal bir yaklasim
benimsemektedir. Bu bakimdan ¢aligma, Durkheim sosyolojisinde kutsal, ahlak ve toplum arasindaki
iligkinin yeniden degerlendirilmesine katki sunmayir amaglamaktadir. Calisma biitiiniiyle
yayimlanmis yazili kaynaklara dayandigindan, insan katilimcilarla herhangi bir veri toplama siireci
icermemekte ve etik kurul onay1 gerektirmemektedir.

2. Bulgular ve Tartisma
2.1. Kutsalin Toplumsal Kéokeni: Ahlakin ve Dinin Ortak Zemini

Uc okumayr degerlendirebilmek igin énce Durkheim’in kutsali nereye yerlestirdigini
saptamak gerekir; zira li¢ okuma da kutsalin kaynaginin toplumun kolektif varolusu oldugu onciiliinii
paylasir. Bu 6nciil ayn1 zamanda Durkheim’in hem ahlaki hem dini ayn1 zemine yerlestirmesinin de
temelidir. Sosyolojiyi bagimsiz bir bilim olarak kurarken Durkheim, bu bilimin nesnesini bireysel
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bilingten ve psikolojiden bagimsiz bir gerceklik alani olarak konumlandirmistir (Swingewood, 1991,
ss. 98-99). Auguste Comte’un pozitivist sosyoloji paradigmasina sadik kalan Durkheim, hem ahlaki
hem dini, bireyin irade ve tercihlerine indirgenemeyen ve toplumsal gerceklikten beslenen olgular
olarak tanimlamistir. Onun yontem anlayisi, boylece ahlak ile dinin ayni epistemolojik zeminde ele
alinmasimin kuramsal temelini olusturur.

Durkheim toplumsal olgulari, bireyin diginda yer alan ve ona belirli davranig bigimlerini
dayatan zorlayic1 gergeklikler olarak tanimlar. Hukuk, ahlak, 6rf ve kamuoyu gibi normatif yapilar
bireyin tercihlerinden bagimsiz olarak varligini siirdiiriir ve gerektiginde yaptirim giiciiyle kendini
dayatir (Durkheim, 1982, ss. 51-52). Bu ¢ercevede toplumsal olgular bireysel biling durumlariyla
aciklanamaz; nedenleri bizzat toplumsal gerceklik i¢inde aranmalidir (Durkheim, 1982, s. 134).

Bu yontem anlayisini tanimlayan bazi temel ilkeler, ayn1 zamanda Durkheim’in ahlak ve din
coziimlemesinin ortak zeminini olusturur. Wilson’in aktarimina gore yontemin ilk dayanagi akla
giivendir: Insan zihninin kavrayisinin 6tesinde bir gerceklik alam yoktur. Ikinci ilke, toplumsal
olguya disaridan, bir sey gibi (comme une chose) bakmaktir; dolayisiyla ahlakin ne olmasi gerektigi
degil, hangi davranisin, kim tarafindan ve hangi kosullarda ahlaki sayildig1 sorulmalidir. Ugiincii
ilke, toplumsal oriintiilerin islevsel ¢oziimlemesini insan dogasinin gercekligiyle sinamaktir.
Dordiinciisii, toplumun sui generis, zuhur eden bir gerceklik oldugu diisiincesidir; bakir ile kalaym
tuncu iiretmesi gibi toplum da kendisini olusturan bireylere indirgenemeyen yeni bir senteze karsilik
gelir (Wilson, 1968, ss. xvi—Xix).

Lukes’a gore “toplumsal olgular1 seyler gibi ele alma” ilkesi, toplumsal gercekligin bireysel
bilinglerden bagimsiz &zelliklere sahip oldugu varsayimina dayanir; ahlak kurallari, hukuk ve
toplumsal kurumlar bu nedenle bireysel tercihlere indirgenemeyen nesnel toplumsal gergeklikler
olarak degerlendirilmelidir (Lukes, 1982, s. 2). Coser’in gozlemledigi gibi Durkheim’in yontemsel
durusu, toplumsal gercekligi bireysel psikolojiye indirgemeden agiklama ¢abasinin {iriiniidiir ve hem
dogalciligr hem sosyolojik indirgemeciligi reddeden 6zgilin bir konum benimser (Coser, 2004, s.
143). Bellah’in vurguladig: gibi bu 6zgiinliik, idealizm ile materyalizm karsitligini asan bir sentez
olarak okunabilir: Kolektif biling ve temsiller, bireysel bilinglerin etkilesiminden dogan ama onlara
indirgenemeyen ve nesnel olarak incelenebilen dogal fenomenlerdir (Bellah, 1973, ss. 20-22).
Bellah’1n ifadesiyle Durkheim, ahlaki ve toplumsal kurumlarin gogunun ancak kismen anlasilabilen
karanlik nedenlerin {iriinii oldugunu diislindiigii icin, toplumsal varolusun temel bir bileseni olan
dinin hi¢bir zaman biisbiitiin ortadan kalkmayacagini 6ngoérmiistiir (Bellah, 1973, ss. 22-23).

Durkheim’in yaklagimi, ahlak ile dini aynm1 epistemolojik zemine yerlestirmesi bakimimdan
belirleyicidir. Nitekim The Division of Labor in Society’nin 6nsoéziinde ahlakin metafizik ilkelere
gore degil, gozlemlenebilir toplumsal olgular iizerinden incelenmesi gerektigini vurgular ve amacini
“ahlaki bilimden ¢ikarmak degil, bir ahlak bilimi kurmak” olarak tanimlar (Durkheim, 1960, s. 32).
Ona gore toplum bu nedenle yalnizca bir orgiitlenme bigimi degil, korunmasi ve siirdiiriilmesi
gereken ahlaki bir gercekliktir (Slattery, 2003, s. 76; Swingewood, 1991, s. 102; Furseth & Repstad,
20006, s. 32). Ayn1 yaklasim din i¢in de gecerlidir: The Elementary Forms of Religious Life’ta din,
dogaiistii inanglardan olusan bir sistem olarak degil, toplumun kendini sembolik olarak ifade etme
ve ortak degerlerini yeniden iiretme bigimi olarak ¢éziimlenir (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 34—44). Din
bdylece bir toplumsal olgu olarak yeniden konumlandirilir.

Durkheim’in diisiincesinde kolektif biling, bir toplumun iiyelerince paylagilan degerlerin,
inanglarin ve normlarm biitliinlinii ifade eder (Durkheim, 1960, ss. 79-84). Ancak ge¢ donem
eserlerinde bu kavram giderek kolektif temsiller kavramiyla birlikte ele alinir ve kismen onun yerini
bu kavram alir; Ritzer ve Goodman’in belirttigi gibi Durkheim, kapsami geregi dogrudan
incelenmesi gii¢ olan kolektif biling yerine, daha belirli ve iglevsel bir kavram olan kolektif temsilleri
tercih eder olmustur (Ritzer & Goodman, 2004, s. 165). Kolektif temsiller, toplumun ortak diisiince,
duygu ve anlam diinyasini ifade eden sembolik yapilardir. Pickering’e gére Durkheim diisiincesinin
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merkezinde toplumu bir “kolektif temsiller sistemi” olarak goren bir kavrayis yer alir; din, ritiieller,
mitler, ahlak kurallar1 ve toplumsal idealler bu temsiller araciligiyla goriiniir hale gelir (Pickering,
2000b, ss. 14—-15, 19-20). Bu kavramsal kaymanin 6nemi, kolektif temsillerin hem ahlaki hem dinsel
icerikleri ayn1 anda kusatabilme kapasitesinde yatar; Pickering’in vurguladig gibi kolektif temsiller
yalnizca bilgi liretiminin degil, bizzat sosyolojinin temel inceleme nesnesidir (Pickering, 2000a, s.
2).

Kolektif temsillerin kazandig1 merkezi konum, Durkheim’in ahlak anlayisindaki tedrici bir
kaymayla Ortiigiir. Lukes’un ayrintili ¢oziimlemesine gére Durkheim, kariyerinin baglarinda ahlaki
oncelikle zorlayici kurallar sistemi olarak ele alirken, zamanla ilgisinin odag1 ahlakta yilikiimliiliik
boyutundan “arzu edilirlik” boyutuna, insanlarin uydugu kurallardan bu kurallarin ifade ettigi ahlaki
inanglara kaymaistir; bu kayma biiyiik 6l¢iide onun dinle ugrasisinin bir sonucudur (Lukes, 1972, ss.
418-419). Nitekim 1906’da Durkheim toplumu, bireyler araciligiyla gergeklesen her tiir diisiince,
inang ve duygunun bir bilesimi olarak tanimlamig ve bunlarin en énemlisinin, toplumun varolusunun
temel nedeni olan ahlaki ideal oldugunu belirtmistir (Lukes, 1972, ss. 419-420).

Nitekim The Elementary Forms of Religious Life’ta Durkheim dini kolektif bilincin sembolik
ifadesi olarak agiklar; ona gore din, bireylerin dogaiistii varliklara iligkin inanglarindan olusan bir
sistem degil, toplumun kendini temsil etme bi¢imidir (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 208—221). Ahlaki normlar
da benzer bigimde kolektif duygularin ve ortak yargilarin somutlagmis goriiniimleri olarak belirir
(Wilson, 1968, ss. xiii—xiv). Kolektif temsillerin menzili ahlak ve dinle sinirli degildir: Aron’un
vurguladigt gibi Durkheim, diisiincenin temel kategorilerini — siniflandirma, hiyerarsi, nedensellik
— dahi topluma geri gétiiren bir bilgi sosyolojisi gelistirmis; bilimsel diisiincenin otoritesinin bile
toplumsal koklere sahip oldugunu, hatta bilime duyulan inancin temelde dinsel inangtan farkli
olmadigim ileri stirmistiir (Aron, 2019, ss. 47-49). Boylece kutsal, ahlak ve bilgi ayni kolektif
kaynaga baglanir.

Bu ¢ercevede Durkheim’in ahlaki otorite anlayisi da dogrudan kolektif yapiya dayanir.
Moral Education’da ahlak egitimini ii¢ temel 6ge — disiplin, toplumsal gruplara baglilik ve ahlaki
ozerklik — iizerinden agiklayan Durkheim, bunlarin her birini bireysel iradeye degil, toplumun
kolektif varolusundan dogan bir otoriteye baglar (Durkheim, 1968b, ss. 43-95). Prus’un yorumuna
gore bu otoritenin temel amaci, bireyin davranisini toplulugun diizeniyle uyumlu kilmak ve ona bir
6dev duygusu asilamaktir (Prus, 2011, s. 71). Ozetle Durkheim’da hem ahlaki hem dini otorite tek
bir kaynaktan — toplumun kolektif varolusunun kutsalligindan — beslenir; izleyen boliimler bu
kutsalin igeriginin nasil degistigini ve modern toplumda hangi kipte siirdiigiinii inceleyecektir.

2.2. Dayamsma ve Kutsalin Degisen Icerigi

Kutsalin kaynagi kolektif yasam ise, siradaki soru onun igerigini neyin degistirdigidir; bu
calismanin okumasi Durkheim’in dayanisma kuramini tam da bu degisken olarak — kutsalin
degismez kolektif temeli ile tarihsel olarak degisen bigcimleri arasindaki mentese olarak — ele alir.
Durkheim’a gore ahlaki normlarin ve dinsel inanglarin igerigi biiyiik dl¢iide toplumun dayanisma
bicimince sekillenir; mekanik ve organik dayanigma kavramlart bu nedenle yalnizca toplumsal
orgiitlenmeyi degil, kutsalin hangi bi¢imler altinda goriinecegini de belirleyen temel degiskenlerdir.
Durkheim’in The Division of Labor in Society’de gelistirdigi bu ikili ayrim, sonraki eserlerindeki din
ve ahlak kuramlarin1 anlamak i¢in vazgecilmez bir zemin sunar.

Durkheim’a gore mekanik dayanigsma, geleneksel toplumlarda ortaya ¢ikan ve bireyler
arasindaki benzerlige dayanan bir biitiinlesme bigimidir. Bu tiir toplumlarda kolektif biling son
derece giiclii ve kusaticidir; din ve ahlak biiytik 6l¢tide ayn1 kolektif bilincin {irtintidiir, ahlaki normlar
dinsel yaptirimlarla pekistirilir ve toplulugun biitiinii tarafindan sorgulanmaksizin benimsenir.
Hukuk sistemi de bu yapiya uygun olarak cezalandirici niteliktedir; normlardan sapma, toplulugun
ortak bilincine bir saldir1 olarak algilanir (Durkheim, 1960, ss. 70—110).
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Organik dayanigsma ise modern ve karmasik igsboliimiine dayali toplumlarda ortaya ¢ikar.
Bireyler farklilasmig roller {istlenir; biitiinlesme benzerlikten degil karsilikli bagimliliktan dogar.
Kolektif bilincin kapsami daraldikca bireysel 6zerkligin alan1 genisler ve ahlaki normlar da degisir;
toplumsal birligi tehdit eden eylemler yerine, bireyin haklarina ve 6zerkligine zarar veren davranislar
ahlaki yaptinmin odagi haline gelir. Bu geg¢is, yalnizca hukuki ve iktisadi bir doniisiimii degil,
toplumsal ahlakin temellerinde koklii bir doniisiimii ifade eder (Durkheim, 1960, ss. 111-132).

Bu iki dayanisma bigimi arasindaki gecisin, Durkheim’in din ve ahlak kuramlar1 bakimindan
belirleyici sonuglar1 vardir. Mekanik dayanismaya dayali toplumlarda din, kolektif bilincin dolaysiz
ifadesidir ve ahlaki normlar {lizerinde mutlak bir otorite kullanir. Organik dayanigmaya gegisle
birlikte bu dinsel otorite zayiflar ve ahlaki diizeni yeni temeller iizerinde kurma zorunlulugu dogar.
Durkheim’in Moral Education’da gelistirdigi sekiiler ahlak modeli, tam da bu boslugu doldurma
cabasinin irlinlidiir; The Elementary Forms of Religious Life’ta kolektif ritiiellerin ve dinsel
pratiklerin toplumsal iglevlerini 6ne ¢ikarmasi ise, organik dayanismaya dayali modern toplumlarda
dahi kolektif bagliligin ve ortak anlam iiretiminin hangi mekanizmalarla siirdiiriilebilecegini
gostermeye hizmet eder. Nitekim Shilling ve Mellor’un belirttigi gibi Durkheim, asil meselenin,
toplumsal ve ahlaki diizenleri besleyen kolektif cogkunun yeniden tiretiminin modernlik kosullarinda
giderek giiclesmesi oldugunu vurgular (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, ss. 196—-197).

Lukes’un da vurguladigi gibi Durkheim’in dayanisma kurami, onun hem ahlak hem din
lizerine gelistirecegi argiimanlarin bir Onciiliidiir; zira her iki alandaki degisim, toplumsal
isb6limiiniin gelismesiyle doniisen kolektif bilincin yapisina dogrudan baghdir (Lukes, 1972, ss.
139-163). Bu baglamda mekanik—organik dayanigma ayrimi yalnizca bir toplum tipolojisi olarak
degil, kutsalin tarihsel doniisiimiinii agiklayan kuramsal bir cergeve olarak da okunabilir.
Tiryakian’in hatirlattigi gibi isboliimii, Durkheim i¢in yalmzca bir ¢dziimleme nesnesi degil, modern
toplumun diizenlenmesinde temel bir ahlaki ilkedir (Tiryakian, 1978, s. 189). Can alic1 nokta sudur:
Dayanigma bigimi degistikce kutsalin icerigi ve orgiitlenme kipi degisir, ama kutsalin kolektif
kaynagi degismez.

2.3. iki Eserde Kutsalin izini Siirmek: Moral Education ve The Elementary Forms

Bu ¢alismanin okumasi1 Moral Education’1 kendi basina bir pedagoji olarak degil, kutsalin
ortiik bicimde ig gordiigli bir metin olarak ele alir. Bu eserde Durkheim, bireyi merkeze alan ahlak
felsefesi geleneginin aksine, ahlaki bir toplumsal olgular sistemi olarak ele alir ve onu bireysel
iradeden bagimsiz kolektif bir temele oturtur; eser bu yoniiyle yalnizca pedagojik bir metin degil,
kapsaml1 bir sosyolojik ¢oziimleme niteligi tasir.

Erken donem felsefe derslerinde ahlaki sorumlulugu biiyiik 6lgiide Kantg1 bir ¢cer¢evede ele
alan Durkheim, Moral Education’da bu felsefi zeminden ayrilir ve ahlaki toplumsal gerceklik i¢inde
yeniden konumlandirir (Durkheim, 2004, ss. 156—165). Prus’un belirttigi gibi Moral Education
yalnizca cocuklarin toplumsallasmasini agiklayan bir metin degil, toplumsal yasamin temel
orgiitlenme bicimlerini ve ahlaki diizenin nasil {iretildigini sergileyen kapsamli bir ¢6ziimlemedir
(Prus, 2011, s. 60). Fauconnet’nin de vurguladig1 gibi bu eserdeki ahlak anlayisi, Durkheim’1n biitiin
sosyolojik projesinin merkezindeki toplumsal dayanigsma diisiincesinden ayr1 disiiniilemez
(Fauconnet, 1968, ss. 27-35).

Eserde 6ne ¢ikan merkezi kavram sekiiler ahlaktir — yani ahlaki normlarin dinsel dogmalar
ya da teolojik otoriteler araciligiyla degil, akil, bilim ve toplumsal gergeklik temelinde
gerekeelendirilmesi. Bellah’in degerlendirmesine gére Durkheim bu eserde “ahlaki bir bilim haline
getirme” projesini agikga ortaya koyar; bu proje, dinsel referanslardan bagimsiz ama kolektif
otoriteye dayanan yeni bir ahlaki diizeni hedefler (Bellah, 1973, ss. xiii—xv). Durkheim bu amaci
1887°de Bordeaux’daki agilig dersinde, ahlaki inanglari nedenleri ve yasalariyla birlikte dogal olgular
olarak ele alacak bir ahlak bilimi gelistirme hedefi olarak ilan etmistir (Bellah, 1973, ss. xiii—xiv).
Parsons da Durkheim’mn sekiiler ahlak anlayisin1 dogrudan, dinsel otoritenin yerini alacak yeni
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toplumsal kurumlar gelistirme ¢abasiyla iliskilendirir (Parsons, 1968, ss. 7-10). Hamad ve Khidir’in
yakin tarihli ¢dziimlemesi de benzer bicimde Durkheim’in ahlaki ortak norm ve degerlerden olusan
bir toplumsal olgu olarak ele aldigin1 ve ahlaki diizenin temel islevinin toplumsal dayanismayi
stirdiirmek oldugunu vurgular (Hamad & Khidir, 2025, ss. 487-490).

Wilson’in daha genis degerlendirmesine gére Durkheim’in sekiiler ahlaka ilgisi, 6ziinde
Katolikligin islevsel bir esdegerini gelistirme ilgisidir ve Moral Education’in temel amaci okuru
boyle bir esdegerin gelistirilebilecegine ikna etmektir; zira din, ahlaki zorlayan askin otoriteyi
simgelerken ayni1 zamanda bireyin ulagsmaya ¢abaladig bir ideali de temsil ediyordu (Wilson, 1968,
ss. xx—xxii). Bu ikili yapinin merkezinde toplumsal bagin dogas1 yer alir ve Durkheim’n ahlak
coziimlemeleri onun genel sosyolojik kuramindan ayri ele alinamaz (Wilson, 1968, ss. xviii—xix;
Konuk Kandemir & Aksu, 2024, s. 135). Fox da Durkheim’in bu eserdeki temel kaygisinin,
bireylerin dinsel olmayan bir temelde ahlaki yiikiimliiliigii nasil hissedebilecekleri sorusu oldugunu
belirtir (Fox, 1968, ss. 23-25). Wilson’in hatirlattigi gibi ahlak, bireyin bencilligini agmasini
saglayarak onu tam da insan olarak gerceklestiren, derinlemesine insani bir olgudur (Wilson, 1968,
ss. xxiii—xxv; Polat, 2025, s. 157; Argyle & Beit-Hallahmi, 1975, s. 181).

Bununla birlikte Durkheim’m sekiiler ahlak projesinin karsilastigi temel giigliik, ahlakin
tarihsel olarak dinden ne 6lgiide ayristirilabilecegidir. Prus’un aktardigina gére Durkheim, din ile
ahlakin — ozellikle Yahudi-Hiristiyan geleneginde, Tanri’ya ibadet ekseninde — o denli siki
bicimde i¢ ige gegtigini, ahlaktan dinin biitiin izleri silinmeye kalkisilsa geriye neredeyse higbir seyin
kalmayacagini belirtir (Prus, 2011, ss. 60-61). Dolayisiyla sekiiler bir ahlak kurmak, dini
denklemden cikarmak degil, dinin bir zamanlar yerine getirdigi islevleri iistlenebilecek gecerli
alternatifler bulmak meselesidir; ¢iinkii ahlaki diizen de din gibi sorgulanamaz, kutsal bir alan
olusturur (Prus, 2011, ss. 61-62).

Bu noktada Durkheim’in sekiiler ahlak anlayisi, ilk bakista goriindiigli kadar “dinsiz”
degildir. Moral Education ahlaki dinsel dogmalardan kurtarmayi amaglasa da, ahlaki normlarin
baglayiciligi yine bireyi asan kolektif bir otoriteye dayandirilir. Durkheim’in sekiiler ahlak anlayist
dinin toplumsal islevini ortadan kaldirmaya degil, bu islevi modern kosullara uygun bigimde yeniden
temellendirmeye yoneliktir; zira toplum, bireye hem yiikiimliiliik hem ideal sunan bir giictiir ve
ahlaki otorite tam da bu ikili niteligin tiriiniidiir. Shilling ve Mellor’un belirttigi gibi Durkheim’in
ahlak kurami, Kant’1 izleyerek bireylerin ahlakli olabilmek icin dogal benliklerini asmalart
gerektigini kabul etmekle birlikte, ahlak kurallarini toplumun duygusal temelli {iriinleri olarak goriir
(Shilling & Mellor, 1998, s. 194). Moral Education bdylece hem sekiiler ahlakin temellerini kuran
hem de bu temellerin kutsalla bagini ima eden iki katmanli bir metin olarak okunabilir.

The Elementary Forms of Religious Life’ta ise kutsal, 6rtiik olmaktan ¢ikar ve ¢oziimlemenin
acik nesnesi haline gelir. Bu eser yalnizca bir din sosyolojisi ¢aligmasi degil, Durkheim’in toplum,
kolektif biling ve sembolik temsil iizerine gelistirdigi biitiin kuramsal birikimin doruk noktasidir.
Eserin temel savi, dinin dogaiistii varliklara iligkin bireysel inanglardan olusan bir sistem degil,
toplumun ortak degerlerini ve kolektif bilincini sembolik olarak ifade eden bir kurum oldugudur
(Durkheim, 1995, ss. 34-44). Fields’in belirttigi gibi eserin temel amaci dinin ne oldugunu
aciklamaktan ¢ok, insanin bir topluluk i¢inde kendini, diinyay1 ve ortak bir anlam diinyasini nasil
inga ettigini gostermektir (Fields, 1995, s. xix). Durkheim’a goére dinsel temsiller kolektif
gerceklikleri ifade eder, ritiieller ise onlar1 yeniden iiretir; toplumsal gergeklik ile dinsel gergeklik
boylece birbirini karsilikli olarak mesrulastiran siiregler olarak belirir (Cipriani, 2015, ss. 71-72).

Eserin merkezinde kutsal ile profan ayrimi yer alir. Durkheim’a gore diinyanin bu iki alana
boliinmesi biitiin dinsel sistemlerin temelinde yatar; ne var ki kutsalin kaynagi metafizik bir gergeklik
degil, toplumun kendisidir. Bireylerin kutsal olarak algiladigi giiglerin gercek kaynagi toplumun
kolektif varolusudur; ciinkii toplum birey iizerinde yalnizca fiziksel bir giic olarak degil, saygi
uyandiran ahlaki bir otorite olarak da etkide bulunur (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 209-211). Dinsel otorite
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ile ahlaki otorite bu nedenle ortak bir toplumsal kékenden beslenir (Yenen, 2015, ss. 458-459).
Aron’un belirttigi gibi Durkheim, doneminin iki egemen yaklagimini — animizm ve natiirizmi —
her ikisi de dinin nesnesini ortadan kaldirarak onu kolektif bir yanilsamaya indirgedigi i¢in reddeder.
Durkheim’in amaci ise tam tersine dinin gercekligini kurtarmaktir: Insan, yiicelttigi seyde aslinda
doniigmiis bir toplumu yiiceltiyorsa, gergek bir nesneye tapiyor demektir (Aron, 2019, ss. 37-39).

Durkheim’in totemizm ¢6ziimlemesi bu savi somutlagtirir. Ona gore totem yalnizca kutsal
bir varligin temsili degil, ayn1 zamanda klanin amblemidir; totemik ilke, toplumun kutsallastirilmig
ve sembollestirilmis bigiminden bagka bir sey degildir (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 208-209). Dinsel
ritiieller araciligiyla insanlar aslinda toplumun kendisini yiiceltir ve toplumun temsil ettigi ahlaki
otoriteyi yeniden tretir (Furseth & Repstad, 2006, s. 33; Kobya, 2012, s. 199); tanrilara tapinma bu
nedenle topluma bagliligin bilingdist bir tezahiiriidiir (Coenen-Huther, 2013, s. 134). Aron’un
vurguladigr gibi bu ¢oziimlemenin vardigi doruk sudur: Toplum, iiyelerinin zihinleri tizerindeki
etkisiyle, onlarda tanrisallik duygusunu uyandirmak i¢in gereken her seye sahiptir; zira toplum da
bir tanr1 gibi bireyde hem bir iistiinliikk hem bir bagimlilik duygusu uyandiran bir gergekliktir (Aron,
2019, ss. 44-45).

Durkheim’1n din ile biiyii arasinda ¢izdigi ayrim da kutsalin kolektif dogasimi agiga ¢ikarir.
Biiyii de inanglar ve ritiieller icerebilir; ama biiyiide, {iyelerini ortak bir ahlaki toplulukta birlestiren
kalic1 bir yap1 — bir “Kilise” — yoktur. Biiyiiciiniin miisterileri vardir, ama bunlar ortak bir yagami
paylagsmaz; din ise bireyleri kutsala iliskin ortak tasavvurlar ve pratikler etrafinda birlestirir
(Durkheim, 1995, ss. 42-44). Fields’in vurguladigi gibi Durkheim’in din taniminin merkezinde
“ahlaki topluluk” diisiincesi yer alir; kutsal seyler bu niteligi, onlar1 kutsal sayan insanlarin ortak
eylemleri araciligiyla kazanir (Fields, 1995, ss. xxvii—xxix). Bu da kutsalin bireysel degil kolektif bir
basar1 oldugunu gosterir.

Ritiiellerin bu baglamda oynadig1 rol 6zellikle carpicidir. Kolektif ritiieller, bireylerin
yalnizca bir araya geldigi torenler degil, toplumun kendi varligini ve ortak degerlerini yeniden teyit
ettigi sembolik eylemlerdir. Durkheim’a gore kolektif toplanmalar ve ritlieller sirasinda bireyler,
giindelik yasamda deneyimleyemeyecekleri bir “kolektif cosku™ (effervescence collective) haline
gecer; bu deneyim hem dinsel hem ahlaki baglhiligin yeniden iiretiminde belirleyici bir rol oynar
(Durkheim, 1995, ss. 218-221). Shilling ve Mellor’un vurguladigi gibi kolektif cosku kavramu,
Durkheim’in ahlak ve din kuramlarini birbirine baglayan en kritik 6gelerden biridir; ¢iinkii hem
ahlaki normlarin hem dinsel inanglarin baglayiciligin1 toplumsal deneyimin duygusal boyutuna
dayandirir (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, ss. 195-197). Goriildiigii gibi her iki eser de kutsali tek bir
kolektif kaynaga baglar; geriye bu kutsalin modern toplumda hangi kipte siirecegi sorusu kalir.

2.4. Kutsalin Modern Toplumdaki Gelecegi: U¢ Okuma

Onceki boliimler, Durkheim’in hem ahlaki hem dini kutsal-kolektif bir temele dayandirdigini
ve The Elementary Forms’ta kutsalin dogrudan ¢éziimleme nesnesi haline geldigini gostermistir.
Geriye bu cergevenin modern toplum i¢in ne ima ettigi sorusu kalir. Durkheim’in bu husustaki
ifadeleri, bagta belirtildigi gibi, en az li¢c okumaya yol agar. Bu bdliim ii¢ okumayi, metinsel
dayanaklar1 ve yorum literatiiriindeki karsiliklariyla birlikte ayr1 ayn ortaya koyar; degerlendirme
izleyen boliime birakilmistir.

Birinci okumaya gore kutsalin gelecegi, bigim degistirerek devam etmektir. Bu okumanin en
acik metinsel dayanagi The Elementary Forms’un sonu¢ boliimiidiir: Din, gegmisteki bigimiyle
siirmeyecek olsa da biisbiitiin yok olmayacak, yeni bicimler altinda yasamaya devam edecektir;
¢linkii dinsel sembollerin birbirini izleyiginin 6tesinde din, ebedi bir veche tasir (Durkheim, 1995, ss.
429, 432). Fields’in vurguladig1 gibi Durkheim i¢in din, insanligin temel ve kalic1 bir vechesidir;
degisen, dinin tikel tarihsel bigimleridir (Fields, 1995, ss. xvii—xxi). Tiryakian’in yorumu da ayni
cizgide ilerler ve Durkheim’in temel amacini, sekiilerlesmis modern toplumun ahlaki biitiinlesmesini
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miimkiin kilacak yeni bir normatif temel arayist olarak okur (Tiryakian, 1978, ss. 190-191). Bu
okumada vurgu, kutsalin kimliginin korunmasinda ve yalnizca kiliginin degismesindedir.

Ikinci okumaya gére modern toplumda gerceklesen sey, eski kutsalin kilik degistirmesi
degil, toplumun bizzat yeni kutsal nesneler ve yeni dinler iiretmesidir. Bu okumanin dogrudan
metinsel dayanagi, Durkheim’in The Elementary Forms’taki kolektif cosku c¢oziimlemesidir.
Durkheim’a gore toplum, salt iiyeleri lizerindeki etkisiyle, onlarin zihinlerinde tanrisallik duygusunu
uyandirmak icin gereken her seye sahiptir; ¢iinkii bir toplum, tiyesi i¢in, bir tanrinin miiminleri igin
oldugu seydir (Durkheim, 1995, s. 208). Bu iiretkenlik en goriiniir haline, bireylerin cosku iginde
birbirine baglandig1 toplanma anlarinda ulasir: Bdyle anlarda insanlar tek baslarma asla
erisemeyecekleri duygu ve eylemlere muktedir olurlar. Durkheim 6rnek olarak 4 Agustos 1789
gecesini verir; o gece bir meclis, iiyelerinin bir gece dnce reddettigi bir fedakarlik ve feragat eylemine
aniden siiriklenmis, ortaya c¢ikan artik tek tek konusan bireyler degil, ete kemige biirlinmiis ve
kisilesmis bir grup olmustur (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 211-212). Durkheim sonug¢ boliimiinde bu
iiretkenligi agikca gelecege de tasir: Toplumlarin yeniden, yeni ideallerin dogacagi ve insanliga bir
siire rehberlik edecek yeni formiillerin belirecegi yaratici cosku saatleri yasayacagi bir giiniin
gelecegini sdyler; zira ona gore 6liimsiiz inciller yoktur ve insanligin yenilerini tasarlamaya muktedir
olmadigina inanmak i¢in hi¢bir neden yoktur (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 429-430). Aron’un aktardig1 gibi
Durkheim’a gore toplum, yeni tanrilar liretme kapasitesini 6zellikle bireylerin ortak bir cosku icinde
eridigi o yogunlagma anlarinda agiga vurur; Fransiz Devrimi sirasinda ulus, ozgiirlik ve devrim
sozciiklerinin kazandig1 kutsal deger bunun bir 6rnegidir. Aron’un veciz formiilasyonuyla, Bergson
insanin tanr1 yapan bir makine oldugunu sdyledigi yerde Durkheim ayn1 seyi toplumlar icin sdyler:
Toplumlar tanri yapan makinelerdir (Aron, 2019, ss. 45—46). Lukes da kutsal varliklara iligkin
kolektif temsillerin ancak toplanmis gruplar icinde yeniden iiretilebilecegini ve Hiristiyanligin
dogusu, Reform, Ronesans ve Fransiz Devrimi gibi yaratict donemlerin tam da boyle kolektif cosku
anlar1 oldugunu belirtir (Lukes, 1972, ss. 421-422, 462—463). Bu okumada vurgu, kutsalin i¢eriginin
sahiden yeni olusundadir.

Ugiincii okumaya gére modern toplumda ortaya ¢ikan sey kutsalin kendisi degil, dinin yerini
alan islevsel bir esdegerdir. Bu okumanin Durkheim’daki tohumu, sonug¢ boliimiinde bilimin dinin
spekiilatifislevini giderek devraldigini belirttigi pasajdir (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 431-432); yorumcular
bu ikame diisiincesini gelistirir. Bu okumanin en agik ifadesi Wilson’da bulunur: Wilson’a gdre
Durkheim’1n sekiiler ahlaka ilgisi 6ziinde Katolikligin islevsel bir esdegerini gelistirme ilgisidir ve
Moral Education’m temel amaci okuru boyle bir esdegerin gelistirilebilecegine ikna etmektir
(Wilson, 1968, ss. xx—xxii). Benzer bigimde Parsons, Durkheim’in sekiiler ahlak anlayigini dinsel
otoritenin yerini alacak yeni toplumsal kurumlar gelistirme c¢abasiyla iliskilendirir (Parsons, 1968,
ss. 7-10). Furseth ve Repstad da ayni ¢izgide, Durkheim’a gore dinsel ritiiellerin her yerde ve her
zaman ayni iglevi gordiiglinii, dolayisiyla dinin hem vazge¢ilmez hem evrensel oldugunu; ne var ki
uzmanlasmis modern toplumlarda geleneksel dinin bu islevi yerine getiremeyecegini ve yerini
islevsel bir alternatifin alacagim belirtir (Furseth & Repstad, 2006, s. 33). Giddens’in, ahlaki
fikirlerin otoritelerini siirdiirebilmek i¢in belli 6l¢iide bir dokunulmazlik niteligi tasimasi gerektigi
gbzlemi de (Giddens, 2000, ss. 114—115) bu okumayla birlikte diisiiniiliir. Bu okumada vurgu, dinin
toplumsal islevinin modern bir mekanizma tarafindan karsilanmasindadir.

2.5. U¢ Okumanin Degerlendirilmesi: Kutsaln Islevi mi, Kutsalligs m?

Ik bakista bu iic okuma birbiriyle celisir goriiniir; oysa yakindan bakildiginda ilk ikisinin
ayni siirecin iki betimi oldugu, iigilinciisiiniin ise onlardan tiir bakimindan farklilagtig1 ortaya c¢ikar.
Once, birinci okuma (bigim degistirerek siireklilik) ile ikinci okuma (yeni kutsallarmn iiretimi)
arasindaki gerilim yalnizca goriiniistedir. Onlar1 uzlastiran, Durkheim’1in kutsalin yeniden liretimine
iliskin tek mekanizmasidir: Kolektif cogsku anlarinda toplum kendini yeniden kutsallastirir, bu cosku
kolektif temsillere dokiiliir ve bu temsiller ahlaki ideal bi¢iminde kalicilastirilir. Shilling ve
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Mellor’un vurguladig: gibi kolektif cosku, Durkheim’in ahlak ve din kuramlarini birbirine baglayan
en kritik 6gedir (Shilling & Mellor, 1998, ss. 195-197). Artzamanli bakildiginda bu mekanizma bir
stirekliliktir — toplumun kendini kutsallastirma kapasitesi siirer; eszamanli bakildiginda ise bir
iiretimdir — her ¢agin kutsal nesneleri igerik bakimindan sahiden yenidir. “Bicim degisimi” ile “yeni
kutsalin iiretimi” bu nedenle tek bir kendini yeniden kutsallagtirma siirecinin iki yiiziidiir;
aralarindaki celiski, silirecin zamansal boyutunun gozden kacirilmasindan dogan goriiniiste bir
celiskidir.

Ucgiincii okuma ise tiir bakimindan farklidir ve — bu calismanin savundugu iizere —
Durkheim’in metinlerine en az sadik olandir. Bu sadakat farkmin ilk isareti metinseldir. Birinci ve
ikinci okumalar Durkheim’in agik pasajlarina dayanir: dinin kendini doniistiirerek siirecegini ilan
eden sonug boliimii ile toplumun cosku anlarinda kendini asarak yeni gerceklikler iirettigini gosteren
kolektif cosku ¢dziimlemesi (Durkheim, 1995, ss. 211-212, 429, 432). Ugiincii okumanin da
Durkheim’da bir dayanagi vardir; ama bu dayanak sanildigindan ¢ok daha smirlidir. Sonug
boliimiinde Durkheim dinin iki islevini birbirinden ayirir: diinyay1 aciklamaya ydnelik spekiilatif
islev ile insanm1 eyleme geciren ve yasami siirdiiren pratik islev. Ona gore bilim, dinin yalnizca
spekiilatif islevini giderek devralir; ¢iinkii bilimsel diisiince dinsel diisiincenin daha gelismis bir
biciminden baska bir sey degildir ve din, bilgi alaninda bilim karsisinda siirekli geri ¢ekilir
(Durkheim, 1995, ss. 431-432). Ne var ki ayni boliimde Durkheim bu ikamenin sinirin1 da kesin
bigimde ¢izer: Din bir eylem ve yasami siirdiirme bi¢imi oldugu olgiide, bilim asla onun yerini
alamaz; ¢iinkii bilim yasami agiklar ama yaratmaz (Durkheim, 1995, s. 432). Ugiincii okumanin
sadakat sorunu tam buradadir: Islevsel esdeger formiilasyonu, Durkheim’in yalnizca spekiilatif islev
icin gegerli saydigi1 ikame iddiasini1 dinin ahlaki-pratik ¢ekirdegine — yani kutsalin kendisine —
genisletir. Oysa Durkheim’a gore bu ¢ekirdek devredilemezdir; orada olan islevsel bir kopya degil,
doniiserek siiren kutsaldir. Yorumcularin (Wilson, Parsons, Furseth ve Repstad) islevsel esdeger
formiilasyonu, bu islev ayrimini sildigi 6l¢iide Durkheim’in metninden uzaklasir. Islevsel esdeger
formiilasyonu dinin toplumsal islevini — biitiinlesmeyi, ortak anlam {iretimini, ahlaki baglayiciligin
saglanmasin1 — dogru bicimde yakalar. Ne var ki bu formiilasyon, modern kolektif idealin yalnizca
dinin islevini géren bir sey oldugunu ima ederek, onun Durkheim i¢in bizzat kutsal olusunu disarida
birakir. Durkheim’in kendi 6rnekleri bunun tersini gosterir: Fransiz Devrimi sirasinda kutsallastirilan
degerler dinin bir taklidi degil, sahiden kutsaldir; Lukes’un belirttigi gibi Durkheim, sekiiler
degerlerin de kutsala 6zgii bir nitelik tasiyabilecegini savunur ve ahlaki ideali toplumsal varolusun
temel nedeni sayar (Lukes, 1972, ss. 417-421). Giddens’in gozlemledigi gibi de ahlaki fikirler,
otoritelerini siirdiirebilmek i¢in belli dl¢lide dokunulmazlik ve sorgulanamazlik — yani kutsallik —
tasimalidir (Giddens, 2000, ss. 114-115). Bu nedenle “islevsel esdeger” ifadesi, kutsalin iglevini
korurken kutsalligini bosaltma egilimindedir. Buradaki amag¢ bu okumay1 biisbiitiin reddetmek degil,
sinirimi gostermektir: Islevsel esdeger okumasi, daha kapsamli bir kutsal kuraminin yalnizca islevsel
boyutunu yakalar.

Ugiincii okumanin sinir1, Durkheim’in bilim ile din arasinda kurdugu 6zgiin iliskide daha da
netlesir. Aron’un g¢oziimlemesine gére Durkheim’mn temel paradoksu sudur: Modern toplumlar
bilimsel ve bireyci oldugu icin geleneksel din, konsensiisiin gerektirdigi ortak inanglari artik
saglayamaz; oysa her toplum ortak inanglara muhtactir. Durkheim’in bu ¢ikmaza ¢6ziimi, bilimin
dinin dogasim ifsa etmesinde yatar: Bilim, insanlarin totem ya da Tanr1 adi altinda aslinda hep
doniismiis bir toplumu yliceltmis oldugunu gosteriyorsa, toplumun her ¢agda ihtiya¢ duydugu kutsal
nesneleri liretme kapasitesine giivenmek i¢in bir zemin dogar (Aron, 2019, ss. 35-36). Aron bu eseri
Comte’un Systéme de politique positive’inin islevsel karsilig1 sayar; ama énemli bir farkla: Comte
bir insanlik dini icat etmeye ¢alisirken Durkheim, tek bir bilim insaninin din yaratamayacagini agikca
kabul eder; ¢iinkii dinler bireysel iradenin degil, toplumun kendi kolektif yasaminin tirtiniidiir (Aron,
2019, s. 36). Bu da islevsel esdeger okumasimmin neden yetersiz kaldigim pekistirir: Kutsal,
tasarlanmis iglevsel bir arag¢ degil, toplumun kendiliginden iirettigi bir gercekliktir.
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Bu degerlendirmeden c¢ikan sonu¢ sudur: Durkheim’a en sadik okuma, sekiiler ahlakin
kutsalin islevsel bir taklidi degil, kutsalin modern toplumdaki bir kipi oldugudur. Burada “sekiiler”
ile “kutsal”, birbirini dislayan iki kategori degil, tek bir Durkheimec1 kategorinin — kolektif kutsalin
— iki kipidir. Geleneksel toplumda bu kutsal, dinsel semboller, ritiieller ve ilahi buyruk bigiminde
orgiitlenir; modern toplumda ise rasyonel, toplumsal ve kolektif idealler bigiminde oOrgiitlenir.
Aron’un belirttigi gibi Durkheim, modern toplumun krizini, bilimsel temellere dayanan yeni bir
ahlakin din temelli geleneksel ahlakin yerini alamamis olmasinda goriir (Aron, 2019, ss. 2-3);
Gofman’in aktardigr “gelenek o©ldii, yasasin gelenek!” formiilii de kipler arasi ayni siireklilik
diisiincesini 6zetler (Gofman, 2019, ss. 31-32). Dolayisiyla Durkheim’da sekiilerlesme, kutsalin
ortadan kalkmasi ya da yerini islevsel bir kopyaya birakmasi degil, kutsalin kipinin degismesidir.

Bu sonucun en giiglii metinsel dayanagi, Durkheim’mn Moral Education’da sekiiler ahlaki
temellendirirken sarf ettigi kendi ifadesidir. Durkheim, biitiin bu ahlaki gergeklikleri rasyonel
terimlerle ifade etmeyi basardiklarini sdyler ve bunu soyle agiklar: Gereken tek sey, dogaiistii bir
varlik tasavvurunun yerine dogrudan goézlemlenebilir bir varligin — toplumun — ampirik fikrini
koymakti; yeter ki toplum, bireylerin aritmetik bir toplami olarak degil, bireysel kisiliklerden ayri
yeni bir kisilik olarak kavransin. Boyle kavranan toplum bizi zorlar, ¢iinkii bize egemendir; ve bize
egemen olurken aynmi zamanda icimize de girdigi icin irademizi kendine ¢eker. Durkheim,
miiminlerin bilincin daha yiice kisminda tanrisalli§in bir yansimasini gérmesi gibi, kendisinin orada
kolektivitenin bir yansimasim gordiigiinii belirtir; ona gore bu paralellik o kadar eksiksizdir ki,
tanrisalligin kolektivitenin sembolik ifadesi oldugu hipotezinin kendi basina ilk kanitin1 olusturur
(Durkheim, 1968b, ss. 104—105). Bu pasaj kritiktir: Burada Durkheim dinin yerine islevsel bir arag
koymaz; tanrisallik ile toplum arasindaki iliskinin — egemenlik ve cezbetmenin — ayn1 kaldigini,
degisenin yalnizca nesnenin adi (Tanr1’dan topluma) oldugunu gosterir. Baska bir deyisle sekiiler
ahlak, kutsalin yerini alan bir sey degil, kutsalin gercek gondergesi olan toplumun ifsa edilmis
bicimidir. Tlgingtir ki Wilson bu iliskiyi girisinde “Katolikligin islevsel esdegeri” olarak adlandirsa
da (Wilson, 1968, ss. xx—xxii), Durkheim’in bu ifadesi, islevsel esdeger formiilasyonunun ima
ettiginden daha gii¢lii bir seyi — kutsalin bizzat toplumun iizerine taginmasin1 — destekler.

Bu okuma, Durkheim’in projesinin neden ¢ogu kez tamamlanmamis sayildigini da agiklar.
Tiryakian’in yorumuna goére Durkheim’in yasam projesinin en gii¢ bileseni, geleneksel Hiristiyan
ahlakinin ve onunla 6zdeslesen kilise otoritesinin yerini alacak, bilimsel temelli yeni bir ahlak
gelistirmekti; Durkheim, Fransiz Devrimi’ni tamamlanmay1 bekleyen bir vaat olarak goriiyordu —
bir kiilt iceriyordu ama topluma yukaridan dayatildigi i¢in kok salamamisti (Tiryakian, 1978, ss.
190-191). The Elementary Forms Durkheim’in sosyolojisini taglandirmis olsa da, modern sekiiler
topluma normatif har¢ saglama projesini tamamlanmamis birakmistir. Bu tamamlanmamiglik
calismanin tezini zayiflatmaz, aksine pekistirir: Kutsalin modern kipi tasarimla degil, ancak sahici
kolektif cogku anlarinda tiretilebildigi i¢in, sosyologun elinde bir regete degil, yalnizca bir betimleme
vardir.

Bu okuma, iki temel eser arasindaki iliskiyi de aydinlatir. Moral Education kutsalin modern
kipini — kolektif otoriteye dayanan sekiiler ahlaki — 0Ortiikk bigimde kurarken, The Elementary
Forms bu kipin neden ve nasil kutsal kaldiginm1 kolektif cosku ve kolektif temsiller iizerinden agik
bicimde temellendirir. Prus’un belirttigi gibi Moral Education, The Elementary Forms un temel
temalarinin ¢ogunun habercisidir (Prus, 2011, s. 58); Prus’un bir bagka calismasinda da bu
stirekliligin, Durkheim’in toplumsal biitiinlesme ve ahlaki dayanisma sorununa verdigi yanitlarin
evrimsel bir uzantisi oldugu vurgulanir (Prus, 2019, s. 12). Bellah’in ifadesiyle Durkheim 6ziinde
“tek bir kitap yazan ama bunu birgok versiyonda yapan” bir diisiiniirdii (Bellah, 1973, s. xiv). Iki
eser, tek bir kutsal kuraminin iki ugragidir.
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2.6. Bireycilik itirazi: Modern Kutsal Kolektif Kalr m?

Yukaridaki sonuca yoneltilebilecek en ciddi itiraz sudur: Modern toplumda bireysellesme
arttikgca kutsalin kolektif kaynagi ¢6ziilmez mi? Bu itiraz karsilanmadan, kutsalin modern kipinin
kolektif kaldig1 iddias1 eksik kalir. Durkheim’in modern toplum ¢6ziimlemesi yalnizca geleneksel
toplumlardan modern toplumlara gegisi degil, bu gecisin ahlaki ve dinsel yasam iizerindeki
dondstiiriicii etkilerini de kapsar; artan bireysellesme ile kolektif bagliligin siirdiiriilmesi arasindaki
gerilim, Durkheim’mn hem Moral Education’da hem The Elementary Forms’ta derinlemesine ele
aldig1 bir meseledir.

Modern is boliimiiniin gelismesiyle bireysel farkliliklarin arttigini ve ahlaki diizenin bireysel
0zerkligi daha fazla hesaba katmasi gerektigini savunan Durkheim, bu doniisiimii bir ¢6ziilme olarak
degil, modern toplumsal yapinin kaginilmaz bir sonucu olarak degerlendirir. Giddens’in yorumuna
gore Durkheim, modern rasyonalizmi ahlaki bireyciligin “entelektiiel boyutu” olarak ele alir; bu,
modern ahlakin artik yalnizca kolektif aligkanliklar {izerine degil, bireyin bilingli onay1 ve rasyonel
muhakemesi ilizerine de insa edilmeye baslandigini gdsterir (Giddens, 2000, ss. 114—-115).

Benzer bir egilim Durkheim’in din anlayisinda da gozlenir. The Elementary Forms’ta
Durkheim, bireysel dinsel pratiklerin tarih boyunca var oldugunu kabul eder ve kimi ¢agdas
diisiiniirlerin, gelecekte dinin egemen bic¢iminin bireyin i¢ diinyasinda yasanan kisisel bir din
olabilecegini savunduklarini aktarir (Durkheim, 1995, s. 43). Hamad ve Khidir’in belirttigi gibi
Durkheim’in bu ongoriisii, dinsel kimligin ¢agdas toplumlarda biiriindiigli giderek bireysellesen
bicimler baglaminda yeniden giincellik kazanmaktadir (Hamad & Khidir, 2025, ss. 492-495).

Bununla birlikte Durkheim’in yaklagimi, bireysellesmeyi sinirsiz bir 6znellesme olarak
yorumlamaz. Dinin ayirt edici 6zelligi yalnizca bireysel inanglardan olusmasi degil, ortak kutsal
seyler etrafinda sekillenen bir ahlaki topluluk olusturmasidir; bireysel dinsel deneyimler bu nedenle
biitiiniiyle bagimsiz sistemler olarak degil, daha genis bir kolektif gelenegin uzantilari olarak goriiliir
(Durkheim, 1995, ss. 43-44). Bu denge, Durkheim’in temel insan dogasi kavramina, “homo
duplex”’e dayanir. Shilling ve Mellor’un belirttigi gibi bu kavram, bireyin bencil diirtiileri ile bu
toplumsal olmayan tutkular1 agip toplumsal olarak paylasilan kavramsal diisiince ve ahlaki eylem
alanina ulagma kapasitesi arasinda boliinmiis oldugunu ifade eder; insanin tutkularini toplumun
sembolik diizenine baglayan sey, toplanmis gruplarin uyandirdigi kolektif coskudur (Shilling &
Mellor, 1998, ss. 195-196). Lukes’un belirttigi gibi bu yogun kolektif cogku anlari, en gii¢li bigcimde
toplumun yeni idealler iirettigi biiyiilk yaratict donemlerde ortaya ¢ikar ve ayni zamanda ahlaki
yenilenmenin temel kaynagidir (Lukes, 1972, ss. 421-422). Aym g¢ergevede Durkheim’in, bir
zamanlar din ve ailenin Ustlendigi ahlaki baglayicilik islevlerini modern kosullarda yerine
getirebilecek birlik bicimleri olarak meslek kuruluslarini savunmasi da anlam kazanir (Shilling &
Mellor, 1998, s. 197).

Lukes’a gore Durkheim’in biitiin diisiinsel sistemi boyunca degismeden kalan temel sorun,
birey ile toplum arasindaki iliskidir; egitim, ahlak, din ve kolektif biling {izerine gelistirilen biitiin
coziimlemeler, bireyin giderek 6zerklesirken ayni zamanda topluma bagimli kalmaya nasil devam
ettigini agiklama ¢abasimin farkli tezahiirleridir (Lukes, 1982, ss. 21-22). Bu ¢abanin merkezinde
Aron’un isaret ettigi gerilim yatar: Durkheim yasami boyunca toplumsal olgulari bir doga
bilimcisinin nesnelligiyle disaridan inceleyen bir pozitivist olarak kalmak istemistir; ama ayni
zamanda toplumu hem idealin kaynagi hem ahlaki ve dinsel inancin gercek nesnesi olarak gormiistiir
(Aron, 2019, s. 77).

Dolayisiyla bireysellesme, kutsalin kolektif kaynagini ortadan kaldirmaz; onu daha bilingli
ve icsellestirilmis bir kipe tasir. Durkheim’da ahlaki bireycilik, toplumsal olarak {iretilen
sembollerden, temsillerden ve kolektif ideallerden bagimsiz bir 6zne degildir; bizzat bir kolektif
temsildir. Din ve ahlakin modern bi¢imleri tam bu noktada dogar: Bireysel vicdani tanirken ayni
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zamanda ortak kutsallar ve ortak ahlaki idealler iiretmeye devam ederler. Bu da besinci boliimiin
sonucunu destekler: Modern kutsal, kolektif olmaya devam eder.

Sonug¢

Bu calisma, Durkheim’in kutsal anlayisin1t Moral Education’dan The Elementary Forms of
Religious Life’a uzanan hat {izerinde incelemis ve onun kutsalin modern toplumdaki gelecegine
iligkin metinlerinin, literatiirde ¢ogu kez birbirinin yerine kullanilan en az {i¢ okumaya agik oldugunu
gostermistir. Calisma bu ii¢ okumay1 — bigim degistirerek siireklilik, yeni kutsallarin iiretimi ve
islevsel esdeger — birbirinden ayristirmis, ilk ikisinin tek bir mekanizmanin iki betimi oldugunu
gostermis ve ti¢linciisiinii, dinin iglevini korurken kutsalligini bosalttig1 gerekgesiyle Durkheim’a en
az sadik okuma olarak nitelendirmistir.

Calismanin temel bulgusu, Durkheim’da sekiiler ile kutsalin birbirini dislayan iki kategori
degil, tek bir kategorinin — kolektif kutsalin — iki kipi oldugudur. Her iki kipte de kutsalin kaynagi
toplumun kolektif varolusudur; degisen, bu kutsalin orgiitlendigi bigimdir. Mekanik dayanigmaya
dayali geleneksel toplumda kutsal, dinsel semboller ve ritlieller etrafinda; organik dayanigmaya
dayali modern toplumda ise rasyonel ve kolektif idealler etrafinda orgiitlenir. Kipler arasindaki bu
gecisi miimkiin kilan mekanizma, kolektif cosku, kolektif temsiller ve ahlaki ideal arasindaki bagdir.

Bu ¢er¢evede c¢alismanin katkisi {i¢ soruda Ozetlenebilir. Birincisi, ¢alisma Durkheim
yorumunu nasil ilerletmektedir? Yeni bir olgu kesfederek degil; yorum literatiiriinde ¢ogu kez
birbirinin yerine kullanilan {i¢ okumay1 ayristirarak ve bunlardan birini — iglevsel esdeger okumasini
— Durkheim’m kendi metinleri karsisinda tartarak. Ikincisi, 6zgiin kavramsal katki nedir? Sekiiler
ahlakin kutsalin iglevsel bir taklidi olarak degil, kutsalin modern bir kipi olarak okunmasi; bu okuma,
Durkheim kiilliyatindaki goriiniir bir gerilimi tek ve tutarli bir pozisyona déniistiiriir. Ugiinciisii,
hangi bosluk doldurulmaktadir? Literatiir, Durkheim’in kutsalin gelecegine iligkin farkli okumalarini
ayrigtirmamig ve bunlar1 metinsel sadakat bakimindan tartmamistir; ¢alisma bu ayristirma ve tartma
islemini gergeklestirmektedir.

Bu okumanin verimi yalnizca metin yorumuna iligkin degildir. Kutsalin modern toplumda
yok olmadigy, kip degistirdigi tezi; sivil din, kolektif bellek ve ulusal kimlik gibi olgularin ¢agdas
toplumlarda neden hala dinsel bir yogunluk tasidigini agiklamak i¢in verimli bir ¢ergeve sunar.
Aron’un &zetledigi gibi Durkheim, bilimin dini yeniden yaratamayacagini kabul etmekle birlikte,
bilimin, toplumun her ¢agda ihtiya¢ duydugu tanrilan iiretebilecegine dair bir giivence sagladigin
diisiiniiyordu (Aron, 2019, s. 36). Bu olgular, go¢ etmis kutsalin modern bicimleri olarak okunabilir.
Ornegin milli bayramlar ve anma torenleri tam da Durkheimer ritiieller gibi isler: Yurttaslari bayrak
ve mars gibi ortak semboller etrafinda periyodik olarak bir araya getirerek kolektif duygularn tazeler
ve toplulugun ideallerini yeniden kutsallastirir. Ayni sekilde anayasalar ve kurucu ilkeler, onlar
siradan siyasal nesnelerden ayiran bir dokunulmazlikla ¢evrilidir — kutsalin sekiiler bigimdeki klasik
alametidir bu.

Calisgmanin sinirlart da agiktir. Coéziimleme, Durkheim’in i¢ mantigiyla sinirli tutulmus,
sekiilerlesme kuramina iliskin genis tartisma bilingli olarak paranteze alinmistir; buradaki sonuglar
bu nedenle sekiilerlesme iizerine genel bir tez olarak degil, bir Durkheim yorumu olarak okunmalidir.
Gelecek aragtirmalar, iic okuma gercevesini sekiilerlesme kuramlariyla iligskilendirebilir ya da
Durkheim’in kutsal anlayisint Weber ve Simmel gibi klasik sosyologlarla karsilastirmali olarak
inceleyebilir. Calisma, lizerinde ¢okga calisilmis bir disiinlir hakkinda yeni bir kesif iddiasinda
degildir; daha miitevazi bigimde, yerlesik yorumlardaki bir kavram karmasasini ayristirmayi ve
Durkheim’in metinlerine daha sadik bir okuma 6nermeyi amaglamaktadir.
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Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; arastirma
bulgularinin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.
Yazar Katkisi
Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yiirlitmiistiir. Makalenin son hélini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.
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Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirlt 6l¢iide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zeka araglari
tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglart calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, aragtirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin igerigine iliskin tim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigimi ve ¢aligmanin
herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onayi
Makalenin son hélini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.

Turkish Studies - Comprative Religious Studies, 21(3)



