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Abstract

Potlatch defines the ceremonies where pre-market economy societies come together for celebration and exchange
gifts. This universal culture based on giving-accepting and giving back more than enough, aims to destroy the surplus
value and spend to the furthest extent. Although gift carries traces of potlatch culture today, it has evolved into gifting
consumer products as an expression of love on specific days that have become a ritual of capitalism. This study analyzes
the “gift” not with its function in the potlatch or consumer culture but with the dimension of transcendence of humans
in a philosophical sense. Therefore, the focus of this study is not Mauss and the anthropologists or sociologists who
are in this line, but Nietzsche, who defines the gift as giving oneself rather than giving what one has and interprets that
gifting type as one of the key concepts in the transition from human to superhuman. This research claims that in
Turkish cinema, the gift is included with the functions and meaning systems in potlatch culture. However, the movie
Kosmos deconstructs these systems and leads the audience to Nietzschean thoughts about gifts. In conclusion, an
alternative gift model to potlatch culture is presented in Koszzos.
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Tiirk Sinemasinda Potlag Kiiltiiriine Alternatif Olarak Nietzscheci Armagan Modeli:
Kosmos Filmi

Oz

Potlag pazar ekonomisi 6ncesi toplumlarin cesitli nedenlerle bir araya geldikleri térenleri ve bu torenlerdeki hediye
aligverisini tanimlayan terimdir. Vermek-kabul etmek ve fazlasiyla iade etmek esasina dayalt bu evrensel kiltarin temel
Ogesi, art1 degeri yok etmek, eldekini mimkiin oldugunca harcamaktir. Ginimiizde ise armagan, potla¢ kiltirine ait
izler tagimakla birlikte daha ¢ok kapitalizmin ritiieline déniisen 6zel glinlerde, sevginin ifadesi olarak titketim triinlerinin
hediye edilmesine evrilmistir. Bu ¢alisma armagani potlac ya da tiketim kiltirindeki isleviyle degil, felsefi anlamda
insanin kendisini asmast boyutuyla ele almakta dolayisiyla odagina Mauss ve onun cizgisinde eserler treten
antropolog/sosyologlatt degil, armagani elde olandan ¢ok kisinin kendini vermesi seklinde tanimlayan ve onu insandan
tistinsana gegiste kilit kavramlardan biri olarak yorumlayan Nietzsche’yi almaktadir. Iddia, Tiirk sinemasinda armagana
potlag kultiriindeki islev ve anlam dizgeleriyle yer verildigi ancak Kosnzos filminin bu dizgeleri yapisokiimiine ugratarak
seyirciyi armagan konusunda Nietzscheci dustinceye sevk ettigidir. Elde edilen sonug, Koszzos filminde potlag kiiltiriine
alternatif bir armagan modeli sunuldugudur.
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Introduction

Potlatch is the name given to the feasts in which gifts, what is available is given and what is not is taken,
are exchanged at certain intervals in societies where no trace of the market economy can be found (Schulte-
Tenckhoff, 2001, p. 178). However, whether responding/not responding to a potlatch or returning more
than the gift previously received determines the social status of an individual (Mauss, 2018, p. 148)potlatch
is depicted as a competition with gifts (Sedillot, 2005, p. 16) or a challenge against an opponent (Bataille,
2010, p. 28), symbolizing it with a knife attached to the end of the stick, it has even been likened to war
(Mauss, 2011, p. 260).

On the other hand, the gift, which forms the basis of the potlatch culture, has yet to find its place as a
central research subject within the system philosophies and in the world of science. It has been an ongoing
debate since the turn of the 20th century. During this period, most names "either thought of other things
besides the gift when they thought about the gift, or they tended to think about the gift when thinking about
other things" (Yurt & Yildiz, 2021, p. 8-9). Mauss, who examines the modes of exchange of societies in
which the commodity order is not yet seen to find a solution to the economic impasse of the century he
lived, and who has a nostalgic hope that communalism will be reborn in modern society with the gift formula
he has obtained (Shapiro, 2021, p. 118), Godbout (2003), who evaluates it as the third sociality next to the
market and the state with the same quest, or C. Eisenstein, who in his book Sacred Economics, aims to
examine the gift as "our fragmented communities, our relationships, our cultures... to show that we can gain
the power to imagine a reunification economy that will restore their integrity" (2012, p. 20), are some of the
names mentioned. Although the given examples express nostalgia and suggest that the gift serves the profit-
oriented logic of capitalism today, most sources claim that traces of potlatch culture and its specific gift
wortld are still found today (Adanir, 1997, p. 338); (Godbout, 2003, p. 33); (Eisenstein, 2012, p. 16); (Mauss,
2018, p. 235). This claim can be evaluated by analyzing Turkish cinema. However, just as in the world of
science and thought, the subject of gifts in Turkish cinema has always been accompanied by another motif,
such as migration, solidarity, and private property in social realist films; In the art films directed towards the
individual after 2000, themes such as gratitude, evil and prestige were processed by feeding on the
gift/potlatch culture. In commercial films, the gift, reproducing the dominant system, is often portrayed as
an expression of love or affection on special occasions such as marriages and birthdays.

This study considers the gift not in terms of its function in potlatch culture or in the context of the
commodity that turns into more of a consumer product in today's market conditions but in the dimension
of human transcendence in a philosophical sense and focuses not on Mauss or the
anthropologist/sociologists who produce works along his lines, but on Nietzsche, who considers the gift as
one of the key concepts in the transition from human to superhuman. The claim is that in Turkish Cinema,
the gift is included with the functions and meaning systems in the potlatch culture, but the film Koszzos (Reha
Erdem, 2009) deconstructs these systems and leads the audience to Nietzschean thinking about the gift,
depicting the concept with a meaning not encountered in our cinema and leading to a re-evaluation of
values. In order to address the issue from this point of view, it is necessary first to mention the potlatch-gift
culture and the reflection of this culture in Turkish cinema.

Methodology

Philosophising through film can mean two different things: using film as a source for illuminating
philosophical ideas and using film itself as a philosophical tool (Aker, 2022, p. 350). In the traditional sense,
film philosophy focuses on the reflective study of the nature of film, aiming to explain what film is, its
relation to art, and its difference from other arts (Falzon, 2002, p. 5). On the other hand, according to
Herzoganrath (2017, pp. xi-xii), philosophy of cinema can be grouped under four categories: films about
philosophers, films as the embodiment of philosophical propositions, film philosophy and films as
philosophy. 'Films about philosophers' ate film versions of philosophical monologues, biographies or
dialogues. The 'films as embodiment of philosophical propositions' approach telates films to philosophical
questions and axioms such as freedom, justice, value, but leaves the disciplinary boundaries intact. In this
approach, film can show philosophical problems, but these problems belong to the field of philosophy. The
film (unwittingly) shows and responds to the problems of a field outside itself. What is essential in this
approach is the embodiment of philosophical issues in films. The third approach, 'philosophy of film',
consists of the two approaches mentioned above and deals with some of the basic questions of 'classical
film theory". In the last approach, 'film as philosophy', the films themselves philosophise and think.
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This study, which claims that the film Koszos deals with the gift with Nietzschean thought differently
from the potluck-specific representation in Turkish cinema, adopts the approach of 'films as the
embodiment of philosophical proposals', one of the prominent approaches within the philosophy of cinema.
Thus, while establishing the relationship between a film and philosophy, it becomes possible to both
interpret the concepts related to the content with philosophical approaches and to consider the film itself
as philosophy and to examine it as an act of thinking in itself. Because whether we focus on the subject and
characters of the film or consider the film as a film-thinking, both approaches will lead us to follow the
traces of a search for the relationship between human, philosophy, art, cinema and philosophy.

This study, which considers the relationship between films and philosophy as an encrypted relationship
and will carry out film analyses in the form of a deciphering activity with references to the approach of
"films as the embodiment of philosophical proposals", will subject the sampled film Koszos to textual
analysis.

Potlatch Culture and Its Reflection on Turkish Cinema

In his critique of the calculable life that he thought modernism had caused, in Notes from
Underground, Dostoevsky has the protagonist state the following: “The Underground Man states: [Man]
may even wish to do the opposite of his own interests, sometimes it is even necessary for this to be so [...]
Man's own free will, his will, his whims from the most fierce, sometimes his fantasies if he has madness |...]
That is what is the most useful forgotten side of personal interest” (2015, p. 34).  This statement, which is
contrary to rational thought, continues with the question: "And where did all those wise men deduce that
rational interests were necessary for man?" (Dostoevsky, 2015, p. 34). Mauss, who discussed the gift
comprehensively even though he wanted to reach a different conclusion, had similar thoughts on the natives
of Trobriand with this culture to Dostoevsky's views on interest:

In these civilizations, people pursue interests, but in a different way than in our time. Wealth is
accumulated but to spend [...] What is received is returned in multiples, but this [...] is meant to
humiliate the first gift-giver or the first exchanger. Interest is involved, but it is not like the interest
that drives us (2018, p. 252-253).

This quote highlights the idea that the basic principles specific to the potlatch-gift culture are included
in archaic societies; the gift is not an act performed without recompensation and without expectation of
benefit, as idealized or desired in our time, but a cultural system that serves a specific purpose, aims to win
and, as Malinowski points out, contains mutual duties and obligations (Malinowski, 1998, p. 19). What is
the reason that drives archaic societies to spend as opposed to today, and how can we relate spending to
earning? Ali Akay's answer to the question is as follows:

[...]JA system has been created in such a way that if he does not give what he receives, he has to
give because he believes that he will be cursed |[...] We are facing the opposite situation of today.
What the modern capitalism does today; taking more than giving. Turning the surplus value into
yourself [...| Here, the opposite is true. Not getting as much as possible anymore [...] even if there
is no longer [...] it is a terrible thing that this is in hand. It brings trouble to people” (1999, p. 38).

In other words, in atchaic societies, we encounter Max Webet's profile of the human being who gets
rich by distributing, spending, and acquiring symbolic capital in contrast to the rich man who amasses capital
by accumulating in the capitalist system. Because in these societies, the ceremonies in which things are
distributed (potlatch) are much more important than trade, and the prestige that faith-based distribution will
provide is much more important than the value of the goods (Sedillot, 2005, p. 15). Moreover, in an archaic
society, dignity is achieved not only by distribution by faith, but also by the fact that the individual shows
that he does not care about wealth in the present sense, declares his nobility, and puts the other tribe under
a debt to which he cannot answer with the potlatch he gives, thus dominating them (Benedict, 1999, p. 198).
Therefore, in the gift system or in the potlatch culture, the equation can be explained as follows:
Distribute/consume = wealth = prestige / authority / power. Distributing and consuming are peaceful and
warlike practices of gift-giving. The former aims to protect social relations by helping each other within the
tribe or between tribes, by giving-accepting and by returning in excess (Mauss, 2011, p. 221-224). The items
that a father presents at the feast he organizes for his son who has entered adulthood or the banquet given
by a fishing family to the other members of the village can be included in the peaceful application of the
gift, even if it compels those who attend the invitation to respond in excess (Benedict, 1999, p. 198).
However, although it reminds us of the idea of charity, what is essential in this peaceful practice is the
principle of reciprocity. Each guest who partticipates in the potlatch has to give a potlatch in return; in the
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future young people have to return excessively what they received from their fathers; otherwise, it can
discredit the person and even lead to suicide (Giiveng, 1999, p. 210). On the other hand, the peaceful practice
of the gift can also be included in what Mauss defines as 'hau’ (2018, p. 35-40), the belief that the gift bears
the soul of the giver. Items such as necklaces circulated in this way both strengthen the giver by transferring
the mystical power to the receiver and support the socio-economic balance as opposed to private property
by the recipient giving the gift to a third person (Sahlins, 2010, p. 149-167).

The combative practice of this culture (Hyde, 2008, p. 43-44), which, unlike commercial equivalence,
creates a constant obligation and thus ensures the continuity of social relations by excessively returning the
gift received, goes one step beyond distribution as a show of authority and power. "The personal prestige
of a chief and the prestige of that chief's clan," Mauss writes:

[...] nowhere else is it depended on spending and returning the accepted gifts with interest, as in
the case of the Native Americans [...] In some potholes, it is necessary to spend everything owned
not store anything [...] In some cases, it is not a question of giving and receiving, but only spending
and consuming (2011, p. 269).

The actors of this practice, what Ruth Benedict calls "megalo-maniacs with a sense of superiority”
(1999, p. 227), kill dogs and slaves, destroy functional hunting tools, and burn their villages to prove their
superiority over their rivals and expect more loss of life and property in the counter-potlatch (Akay, 1999,
p- 12). From this point of view, it can be concluded that the gift in potlatch culture is not only generosity
and altruism but also the search for superiority over the other, dignity and honor (Godbout, 2003, p. 11).
The main point that should not be forgotten is that the 'possessions' are abandoned through distribution or
destruction in the pot, and this brings it to the rank because the giver of the gift has the last word (Bataille,
2010, p. 806). Because in this culture, responding to the gift received in a short time is not welcomed by
society, and it is considered appropriate to pass a certain amount of time for the counter pot or gift. Thus,
the time elapsed corresponds to the period when the giver of the gift proved his superiority over the receiver
and established his authority (Bourdeiu, 2006, p. 116-167).

Therefore, the keywords in the gift system or potlatch culture are reciprocity-competition, prestige-
social status, altruism, and the spirit of the gift, and the equivalent of these words in Turkish cinema can be
mentioned. For example, in Zigirt Aga (Nesli Colgecen), a 1985 film that deals with changing values with
urbanization and thus touches on a social problem, data on the relationship of the gift system with social
status can be observed. The villagers of Haraptar, suffering from drought, are getting poorer day by day,
and the agha constantly reduced their share of the collected harvest. The agha, who is aware of the situation,
establishes his prestige by organizing festivities, wrestling and giving feasts to the peasant after each
opponent he defeats; in other words, distributes what he has, like the potlatch culture in archaic societies.
However, the drought and the poverty it caused forced the agha to kiss the hand of the imam for the prayer
of rain (loss of authority). When this solution was not available, he could not give anything to the peasant,
that is, he lost his prestige by abandoning the position of the giving hand. After the peasant stole his own
product and settled in Istanbul, the desperate agha left the village and migrated to Istanbul. Following the
parable of the person who has lost his prestige in archaic society (Mauss, 2018, p. 158), the agha begins to
live in shame in the house of a peasant whom once was his servant. Agha even attempts suicide because of
the symbolic capital and social status he has lost. That he has lost his authority is staged many times by the
director through the villagers who offer him a cigarette when they meet in Istanbul and offer him a job to
work with them.

In Susuz Yaz (Metin Erksan, 1963), traces of the circulation of the gift, one of the important features
of the potlatch culture, are encountered. Kocabas Osman, who for many years wanted to take possession
of the water that came out of his field and used jointly by all the peasants, is observed to be exclusivist by
the peasant, similar to the person who stops the circulation of the gift in archaic societies. In Egsksya (Yavuz
Turgul, 1996), just like necklaces and bracelets that societies with potlatch culture offer to each other as gifts
and believe that they carry the spirit of the giver, we encounter the amulet given to the bandit Baran by
Ceren Ana, the shaman woman of the village. During this presentation, Ceren Ana tells Baran, who plans
to go to Istanbul and kill her opponent, that the amulet she presents will protect him from bullets. Baran,
who has survived many troubles thanks to this amulet throughout the film, drops the amulet in the final
scene and is targeted by the bullets of the pursuing policemen, as the audience predicts.
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In the 2000s, films with social content that emphasized the themes of potlatch culture that strengthened
social relations cared about collective life and prioritized the spirit of the gift were replaced by productions
that emphasized the principle of reciprocity and the 'negative' aspect of the gift. It can be said that the film
Kabaday: (Omer Vargt, 2007) acts as a bridge between these two attitudes towards the gift in Turkish cinema.
The film portrays Ali Osman, a former bully who follows his traditions/customs, as both respectable and
benevolent, like the chief in archaic society, who allows children to play for free on the artificial football
pitch he owns and gives feasts similar to potlatch ceremonies to those around him. However, Ali Osman,
who is also the leader of the former bullies he befriended, starts to apply the principle of reciprocity when
the state-sponsored mafia leader Devran kidnaps his son Murat. In potlatch culture, responding to the
challenge that points to violence is the basic principle (Bataille, 2010, p. 80-95). Ali Osman fulfils the
demands of Devran, who can be considered as the chief of the opposite tribe, and instead of losing his
reputation, he risks death and goes to the place where Murat was kidnapped and responded to Devran's
challenge by killing him.

In Kor (Zeki Demirkubuz, 2016), Ziya pays for surgery to Emine, who cannot get her sick son treated
because her husband Cemal works in Romania. However, this is not a gift given without the expectation of
reciprocity. Ziya wants to take more than he gives; Emine is the character who wants to reciprocate what
she receives, and the result is Ziya and Emine's betrayal of Cemal. The frustration created by the principle
of reciprocity is also observed in Uz Maymun (Nuri B. Ceylan, 2008). Businessman Servet is a newcomer to
politics in preparation for the upcoming elections. However, he experiences an unexpected tragedy leading
to the death of someone due to a traffic accident. He asks his driver to take the blame. While Eytip accepts
the situation and is in prison, his wife Hacer, who thinks that there must be compensation for this, knocks
on Setvet's doot for a job for her son Ismail. However, receiving brings with it the expectation of giving,
and giving her body to Servet. On the other hand, Ismail, who wants to get paid for his father's
imprisonment (a job or a large amount of money), is aware of Hacer and Servet's relationship but remains
silent on this situation.

There are several films that justify the cliam that the principle of reciprocity specific to this culture is
valid today. The devastation caused by inability to return a debt in the film Catlak (Fikret Reyhan, 2020),
in Borg, the protagonist Tufan, who took catre of his neighbor who suddenly fell ill and bedridden (Vuslat
Saracoglu, 2018) for a long time but left him alone by giving the patient's salary to his daughter who did not
take care of him, evaluated the potlatch culture as a mental phenomenon rather than a food feast (Adanur,
1997, p. 337). Unlike these films, examples of which can be reproduced, Koszzos (2009) handled the giftin a
different way from its function, reflecting the potlatch culture in Turkish cinema or its commercial meaning
in box office films and adding a Nietzschean interpretation to it.

Findings
The concept of gift in Nietzsche's philosophy and its reflection in the film Kosmos

Ecce Homo's preface can be a good starting point to understand Nietzsche's thoughts on the gift: “In
my lifework, my Zarathustra holds a place apart. With it, I gave my fellow-men the greatest gift that has
ever been bestowed upon them” (Nietzsche, 2003, p. 9). The phrase is an alternative to the principle of
exchange and necessity, the orientation of the gift to a specific goal in potlatch culture. For Nietzsche does
not receive the gift he has given from another, nor does he want it to turn excessively, but to make the field
transcend itself, to enrich the self. In other words, unlike the Maussian understanding, the gift as mentioned
above does not contain the danger of domination, and it does not tutn to 'secking profit' such as prestige-
respectability, but it is one that criticizes the existing values/evaluation system. Unlike the potlatch culture
when its content is taken into consideration, and finally it seems to have abandoned the effort to maintain
the social relations in the potlatch culture because it does not determine its direction /goal (Lemm, 2018, p.
164). In other words, “this gift is for everyone and nobody,” which cannot be reduced to the category of
intersubjective objects and the form of exchange?.

Although Nietzsche presents Thus Spoke Zarahustra (1964), which talks about replacing good and
evil and producing a new morality as a gift to humanity, he also includes his views on direct gifts in his work.
The first example of this is the sun that Zarahustra, who went up to the mountains at the age of thirty, lived

2 The phrase is in the cover page of, Thus Spoke Zarahustra (Nietzsche, 1964).
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alone for ten years and woke up one morning with a changed heart, and whom he admired because he
always gave and never received but also spread his light everywhere. Thus Nietzsche's gift was with Thus
Spoke Zarahustra (1964); A similarity can be said between the sun's gift and light in the sense that they are
not directed towards a specific goal and are unrequited. However, this means expecting nothing in the face
of the gift given. For the sun that gives in abundance also provokes a response in the form of growth,
flowering and energy (Shapiro, 2021, p. 117), so Thus Spoke Zarahustra (1964) opens the way for the upper
human being by offering man the opportunity to re-evaluate values. To take advantage of the sun's light or
to leap towards the superhuman is left to the choice of those who receive the gift of the sun and Nietzsche.

In the same chapter, Zarahustra’s words to the sun take us one step further in understanding
Nietzsche's views on the gift: “Great star! What would your happiness be, if you had not those for whom
you shine! You have come up here to my cave for ten years: you would have grown weary of your light and
of this journey, without me... we have waited for you every morning, we have taken your surplus from you
a nd we haveblesse you for this” (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 27). It turns out that for Nietzsche, the gift is more to
be than to give, the abundance of the self like the sun, the overflow of self-sufficiency, to flow to another.
Zarahustra's decision to descend among people, inspired by the sun, confirms this idea: “Look! Like a bee
that has collected a lot of honey, I am tired of my wisdom; I need hands to reach out to pick it up. I would
like to give, to distribute, until the wise among the people rejoice again with their madness and the poor
with their riches (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 27). Zarahustra’s willingness to give and distribute suggests spending
in the Maussian gift model, but this points to "a self-expenditure in which the self reveals itself
simultaneously and sinks before anyone else," as opposed to self-preservation in archaic society” (Lemm,
2018, p. 161).

Just as the sun appears during the day and sets in the evening to illuminate the underworld and does
not distinguish between earth and man, so does Zarahustra, whose heart changes and goes beyond good
and evil. He wants to sink while descending among people that he does not know and illuminating them.
In Nietzsche's philosophy, virtue is the will to sink, and those who go to the other side or go on the way to
becoming a superhuman, those who spend what they have (property/slave) with the desire to gain prestige
and honot, are not individuals, but individuals who are destined to sink, carrying from their source, like the
sun, and flowing to someone else (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 32). In other words, for Nietzsche, giving a gift,
contrary to Maussian thought, "means giving oneself rather than what one has" (Lemm, 2018, p. 161).
However, one should not confuse sinking or giving oneself to the self-sacrifice of the person who is a
command of God and refers to good morality. The first is the individual who is overflowing with himself
and whose existence is, therefore, a gift in itself; the other is the person whose self is weak, and, therefore,
too poor to gift himself (Lemm, 2018, p. 162). Zarahustra's response to the advice of the hermit he met on
his way down from the mountains that he should give alms to people, not gifts, is an example of this view:
"I do not give alms. I am not that poot" (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 28). Therefore, in order to sink or give oneself,
it is necessary to first enrich the self, and for this to do so, by rejecting the evaluation system? of herd
morality, it is necessary to take what life gives without limiting it. “I love the one whose heart is overflowing,"
Zarahustra told the crowd gathered in the marketplace, "so that he forgets himself and everything is in him:
so that everything becomes his sinking” (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 32). Although he looks at those who ridicule
what he says, who are too poor to be a gift, he says "I am not a mouth according to these ears" (Nietzsche,
1964, p. 33). There are students around Zarahustra who understand him, who abundant his self in order to
overflow, but who cannot fully get rid of the herd morality and do conscience accounting. Zarahustra, who
hopes that they will not be students throughout their lives, but also wants them to come out of their dilemma
in a healthy way, calls out to them this time:

[...] Verily, I divine you well, my disciples: you strive like me for the bestowing virtue. [...]Itis your
thirst to become sacrifices and gifts yourselves: and therefore have ye the thirst to accumulate ail
riches in your soul. [..]Insatiably strive your soul for treasures and jewels, because your virtue is
insatiable in desiring to bestow [...]Ye constrain all things to flow towards you and into you, so that
they shall flow back again out of your fountain as the gifts of your ” ( (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 91-92).

At the end of his speech, Zarahustra gives place to what needs to be done for this and how he evaluates
this necessity: : “|...|Verily, an appropriator of all values must such bestowing love become; but healthy
and holy, call I this selfishness” (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 92).

3 The herd person is the type of person who adheres to nihilistic values, is unable to act, and from the lack of power makes
inaction seem to be a voluntary act. Herd morality is also a moral model that defends established values, starting with belief in god
and preventing the formation of new values due to belief in the 'beyond' (Diken, 2011, pp. 30-45).
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What Zarahustra is to Nietzschet, Kosmos is to Reha Erdem, the character of Kosmos with the same
name as the film:

Being as generous and simplifying as he does makes you a little bit of a tramp. Going that far with
our current rules is impossible, but this is a wish. The wish of the being [...] That's an ideal for me.
To be able to get this close [...] To be so smooth to get this close [...]| Here is a superhero! (Kaplan,
2010).

Just as Zarahustra descended among people after the period of wisdom, Kosmos, in his own words,
"who goes back and forth to the pole star, goes up and down seven floors", in other wotrds, "reaches the
source of life and reaches the secret of life" (Altntas, 2015, p. 43), comes to Kars, where traditional values
reign at the opening. The way he runs and cries looking behind him gives the audience the feeling that he
is running away from those who pay the price for having reached the secret of life where he came from. In
the opening scene, Kosmos notices a child about to drawn in the river and his sister cannot dare to jump
into the river to rescue him. Kosmos jumps into the river and takes the dead child out of the icy water and
hugs him tightly by screaming. He shakes the chikld and brings him back to life and he collapses on the
ground. Such an action, which interrupts the principle of self-presetvation, is involuntary in Nietzsche's
philosophy. It is like the natural movement of a river that erodes its own boundaries, and in the owner of
the act "the instinct of self-presetvation is suspended; the overwhelming pressure of the forces of the flood
forbid him to protect himself" (Nietzche, 2014, p. 104). This scene is the first step towards the miracles or
gifts that Kosmos will show to the audience.

In the next sequence, we see Kosmos interviewing local people, especially the father of the rescued
child. This meeting is reminiscent of Zarahustra's market place speech. His response to theose who said
“May Allah be pleased with you," was: "Everything happens to everyone in the same way. What happens to
the good and the bad, the generous and the stingy, is the same. Just as the good guy is, so is the one who
commits crimes. Like the one who swears and the one who fears the oath.” One of the flock, who had no
capacity to understand his words and looked at him in amazement, asked this mysterious stranger his name:
"Battal". "In other words, it is useless, 'garbage’, unemployed powetless" (Tabak, 2012, p. 12). Because of
these properties gold is the symbol of the greatest virtue in Nietzsche’s philosophy. “But tell me: how did
gold get to be the highest value? Because it is uncommon and useless [...]; it always gives itself. Only as an
image of the highest virtue did gold get to be the highest value. [...] Uncommon is the highest virtue and
useless, it is gleaming and gentle in its brilliance: a gift-giving virtue is the highest virtue” (Nietzsche, 1964,
p- 91). Battal is also unscathed and rare in everyday life and in the evaluation system of herd morality. He
doesn't work, for example, and he says to those around him, "I have already turned away from work so that
my heart does not expect anything in return for the labor it gives." However, as one of the herd said, "Allah
does not love those who do not work." Instead of spending time on ordinary affairs and dulling his soul,
Battal earns his bread out of theft (Tabak, 2012, p. 12) and tries to reverse the dominant values. What he
said to those in the café suggests a distance from herd morality, hence Nietzschean thought: “Allah created
man correctly, but they sought many orders." In Nietzsche's philosophy, the search for order corresponds
to nihilism, which is not to accept the wotld of being as it is, but to evaluate it with immutable meanings
and values (Nietzsche, 2002). To be a gift means, as Kosmos reflects, to deny the disorder of the universe
itself, to overcome the social fiction caused by man's effort to create his own ordet, to take the energy of
the cosmos that is hindered by the dominant values and to reflect it to his life (Kanbur, 209, p. 117).

The similarity of Kosmos with Nietzsche's definition of the superman and the gift continues later in
the film. The whole city, starting with the father of the child he rescued, wants to give more than what he
received to Kosmos with a Maussist understanding. Since they know that he is broke, they provide him with
a place to sleep, and a job in the coffee shop, their meeting point. However, in return, they expect him to
be more than him, to be like them: "This cannot be done with such help, you have to do a job that will feed
you like a human being; you have no paper, you do not have an identity |...] Come and work here. You open
the shop in the morning, you deliver the tea orders during the day, you eat all three meals." However,
Kosmos refuses the gift given in return, the working life, and steals the candies from the coffee shop. He
does not want to oblige others with the child he has 'involuntarily' saved, nor does he avoid being in debt
through the gift he will receive. Because such a gift, that is, a gift given in return and with reflection, leads
the receiver to be in debt and, therefore, to submission to the values and evaluation of the creditor (Nietzche,
2013, p. 87). Thus, in Nietzsche's philosophy, "those who are noble and virtuous do not give back because
they do not feel indebted or compelled by a debt. Rather, they give with almost innocence, for no reason at

4 Nietzsche considers Zarahustra to be the ideal person he wanted to achieve (Cestov, 2007, pp. 146-150).
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all" (Lemm, 2018, p. 155). They are the ones who neither thank you nor expect them to be thankful, they
always want to give (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 33). Moreover, it is conceivable that Komos rejected poverty in
the soul of the givers of the gift because it understood the absence of overflowing with life energy. With
this attitude, he is reminiscent of Zarahustra (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 84), who asked the snake that stung him
to take back his gift on the grounds that he was not rich enough to give it.

Rejecting the gift given in return, thus not becoming one of the herd, Kosmos was excluded from the
community by those who gave gifts in the Maussian thought exclude Kosmos. Among the gratuitous givings
of Kosmos, there is a session of healing of a tailor5, who is kneaded with dominant values and argues that
there is no evil in the city where he lives, that is, he denies the 'evil' in man and is therefore designed by the
director as a chronic asthma patient. Kosmos, who screams and hugs and shakes the tailor just as he did
when he saved the child, is taken away from the scene by those around him thinking that he has harmed the
man and that he has 'evil' with the language of the herd. However, the asthmatic tailor begins to breathe
easy after being battered by Kosmos. There is a striking similarity between the crying of the man who
regained his health accompanied by images of slaughtered animals, the way those who 'rescued' him looked
at the Kosmos and the Zarahustra who proposed a new morality instead of the good-evil morality. While
looking from a distance as the herd gathers in a house and enjoys themselves with music, Kosmos sees that
the female teacher, who came from another city and was exiled to Kars in her own words, was attacked by
stray dogs and rushed to help her.

As mentioned below, in Nietzsche's philosophy, he says that the animal, which is closely related to gift-
giving, is not a subordinate species than man, and takes the new guest's belongings to his home. He heals
the woman's (teacher) headache, which was persistent, and makes love with her. However, the gift given by
Kosmos is not that he heels woman’s headache, but that it guides her to abandon herd values, that it gives
her light. Whether or not to receive such a gift is a woman's choice. The dialogue between them when they
meet again confirms this idea. Kosmos: "I have come to hug you, mam".

Woman: "Get out". Kosmos: "Why don't you look at my face". Woman "Shut up." Kosmos: "This is
the harshest punishment that can be given to a man." Woman: "You Shameless. You seduced a woman of
this age. I'm so ashamed." Kosmos: "Isn't the will of our body the will of our soul?" Woman: "It's not.
Animals do what you say. Whete is the difference of man". Kosmos: "There's no difference!" Woman: "Shut
up, immoral savage". Kosmos: "I have come to love you with my soul and body, mam." Woman: "Get out."
The teacher who scolds Kosmos with the evaluation system of the dominant ethical understanding and she
does not realize that she has won when she thinks she has lost by abandoning herself to Kosmos, as Reha
Erdem states (Yicel, 2009, p. 18). In the later parts of the film, she undresses in front of the mirror and
looks at herself- recognizing and, therefore, understanding the artificiality of the values she has believed so
far. She realizes that she is not the person she has defined and evaluated in line with these values. With
Nietzsche’s words, we see that she is regretfull and has pangs of remorse not because she is free, but because
she thinks she is a free person (Nietzsche, 2021, p. 39).

Visual 1. Screenshot of the scene where the teacher looks at herself in the mirror

5 In Reha Erdem's films, characters who defend established values are portrayed as patients.
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The role that Kosmos plays here announced to the reader by Nietzsche as "we immoralists prefer not
to believe in 'crime' [...] we want him to regain the innocence of being" (2002: 134, p. 372), and Zarahustra
tells his followers in 'On the Virtue of Gifting' as follows:

And the spirit what is it to the body? Its fights and victories’ herald, its companion and echo...
Similes, are all names of good and evil; they do not speakout, they only hint. A fool who sought
knowledge from them! Give heed, my brethren, to every hour when your spirit would speak in
similes: there is the origin of your virtue. Elevated is then your body, and raised up; with its delight,
enraptured it the spirit; so that it became creator, and valuer, and lover, and everything benefactor.
When your heart overflowed broad and full like the river, a blessing and a danger to the lowlanders:
there is the origin of your virtue. (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 92-93).

Zarahustra relates the communication between the soul and the body and the relationship of the
overflowing of the heart with the gift in the continuation of his speech:

Remain true to the earth, my brethren, with the power of your virtue! Let your bestowing love and
your knowledge be devoted to be the meaning of the earth!. . . Let it not fly away from the earthly
and beat against eternal walls with its wings. . . . Lead, like me, the flown-away virtue back to the
earth—yes, back to body and life: that it may give to the earth its meaning, a human meaning! A
hundred times hitherto had spirit as well as virtue flew away and blundered. Alas! in our body
dwelled still all this delusion and blundering: body and will have it there become (Nietzsche, 1964,
p. 93).

Zarahustra’s discourse, as Lemm mentions (Lemm, 2018, p. 168), is not to impose his thought on those
around him. In other words, it is not to force him to receive his gift, but to inspire by showing how he
elevates himself, to present an exemplary image of a way of life: “Physician, heal thyself: then wilt thou also
heal thy patient. Let it be his best cure to see with his eyes him who maketh himself whole” (Nietzsche,
1964, p. 94). Kosmos' help to the 'sick' reflects through its behavior that it has been stripped of slave
morality and the life of the herd-end man, that the prevailing values are not the truth, and that these values
impoverish life instead of enriching it. He does this by having relationships with many women, stealing,
believing that man and animal are equal, tearing down old plates. In other words, "Battal's life energy is not
bound by the laws of nature or by the laws of society such as morality and honor; He is a hero who gives
miracles and lives life like a miracle" (Aluntas, 2015, p. 43). Howevet, in order to understand his life and,
therefore, to receive his gifts, it is necessary to have 'seeing eyes.' Although there is no local person and
teacher who commits suicide, there is someone in the film who understands the life energy of Kosmos and
benefits from the light he emits: Neptune.

Neptune is the older sister of the child saved by Kosmos in the opening sequence, and there is
communication between her and Kosmos based on screams that goes out of the language. The only scene
between the two that remains within the confines of language is the moment when they meet. Since the girl
imagines another world away from girl identities, cultural codes and given life, she calls herself Neptune, the
planet most related to the afterlife, known as the planet of deep desires, imagination and fantasy to become
one with the universe (Tabak, 2012, p. 13). Battal, who has already realized this dream, says that his name
should be Kosmos. Realizing that he has met the only person who has the eye to see the gifts he wants to
give, Kosmos tells Neptune about the overflowing emotions inside him: “The most beautiful, my heart will
now drip from my fingers. Now look, my active innerwortld, it's going to blow the wind out of me." Reha
Erdem conveys the enthusiasm of Kosmos, which overflows from its source, to the audience through his
climbing trees, screaming like an animal. When he meets Neptune, the letters are thrown into the air, that
is, the written language is invalid, and instead she communicates with the "bone that represents the raw
material of life" (Tabak, 2012, p. 13) in most pre-civilizational societies. Because in Nietzsche's philosophy,
language is the biggest obstacle to offering or being a gift. To develop the virtue of gift-giving, Zarahustra
surrounded himself with animals for this reason (Lemm, 2018, p. 152): “[...] I have to be the light! And
thirsty for the nocturnals! [...] Oh, of all those who forgive solitude! Oh, of all those whose silence shines!"
(Nietzsche, 1964, p. 124). The gift that Kosmos offers by going beyond civilization and language creates
freedom in Neptune, not dependence in the Maussian sense. Because Kosmos "does not feel the need to
compromise with any social rules. The events through which this primary-instinctive man goes are also
meaningless [...] in the established world Battal has only one concern; to discharge that enormous life energy
that rises and overflows from within" (Gulsoy, 2010).
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Visual 2. Screenshot of the scene Kosmos screams making animalistic noises

In Nietzsche's philosophy, this way of life is the basic meaning of gift: "Those who are virtuous and
noble understand life as a gift and understand their own life as a response to life and responsibility " (Lemm,
2018, p. 155). Such a gift, which departed from the Maussist line, is the translation of Zarahustra: "It is the
will of noble souls: they do not want anything for free, much less life. The one who is free of the pile wants
to live; Yet we—life has given itself to us—we always think about what we can best give in return! Yes, it is
a noble saying: what life devotes to us, we keep it for life" (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 217-248). Reha Erdem's
interpretation of the character of Kosmos parallels to this idea: "This is a loyal man. Loyal to animals, to all
people. Someone who wants to give back for what he receives [...] is something that is in all of us but maybe
we do not use" (Yicel, 2009, p. 177). However, in order for this to happen, it is necessary to reach the
animal forgetting that civilization wants to forget, to use the pain of the past to shape the future life and to
overcome the feeling of revenge (Nietzche, 2013). Zarahustra's views on the subject are as follows:

Willing emancipates: but what is that called which still puts the emancipator in chains? "It was":
thus is the Will s teeth-gnashing and lonesomest tribulation called. Impotent towards what had
been done it is a malicious spectator of all that is past. [...] All "It was" is a fragment, a riddle, a
fearful chance until the creating Will said thereto: "But thus would I have it!" (Nietzsche, 1964, p.
157-158).

In this respect, it can be argued that there is a similarity between Nietzsche's seeing the virtue of giving
gifts and Reha Erdem's placing Kosmos somewhere between man and animal (Tuncer, 2009, p. 100)
through the affirmation of bestiality and underlining the absence of orientation, consciousness or reason in
such a gift (Lemm, 2018, p. 151). Just like Nietzsche, for whom the recovery of bestiality or animal forgetting
does not mean a return, but rather a transcendence of civilization, the attainment of the superhuman (Lemm,
2018, p. 170), for Erdem, the animality or animal forgetting attributed to Kosmos is not considered a longing
for return: “I don't think there's a place to go back. At best, thete is a place to go. However, a small number
of individuals may be awate of these" (Yicel, 2009, p. 181). It can be inferred that Kosmos has animal
forgetting as well as its bestiality because he visits those who no longer want him among them since he steals
from the community. He speaks in public of his exuberant feelings for Neptune; he does not interrupt his
dialogue with her father even though Neptue’s father puts out a cigarette in his hand. Most importantly,
because of the way he continues the same way of life in this city for which he came from by running away
probably because she has experienced the same things and is punished. In this respect another similarity can
be mentioned between him and the Zarahustra, who scattered away the gift he received from life, not from
a particular person: "What to sacrifice! I squander what is given me, a squanderer with a thousand hands:
how could I call that sacri ficing?” (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 258).
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Visual 3. Screenshot of the scene where Kosmos and Neptune mafke love without tonching each other

Kosmos has another common point with Zarahustra about gifts. Zarahustra does not want to give any
more gifts where he comes to give his gifts: " Ah, my friends! I should have something more to say unto
you! I should have something more to give unto you! Why do I not give it? Am I then a niggard?" (Nietzsche,
1964, p. 166). However, Zarahustra's unwillingness to give does not come from his stinginess: "As yet had
my wotrd not removed mountains, and what I have spoken had not reached man. I went, indeed, unto men,
but not yet have I attained unto them" (Nietzsche, 1964, p. 164). Seeking to present a new gift in the finale,
in an old town hall allocated to him, Kosmos wants to heal the garrison commander’s sister who is disabled
and maintains her life with medications and whose life has been determined by others. During this session,
which resembles a sensual lovemaking scene, he is caught by the commander who is after him due to the
unrest he has caused in the city. Eventually he, being perceived differently just like Zarahustra who “cannot
reach the people,” is forced to leave the city of Kars crying as he came crying.

“They mocked me when I found and walked in mine own path; and certainly did my feet then tremble,”
says Zarahustra and “Now have you heard all, and why I have to return into my solitude” (Nietzsche, 1964,
p. 164-165). It turns out that, like Zarahutra, the issue for Kosmos is not stinginess, but that the time has
not yet come to give.

Conclusion

On the general front, the conclusion is that Koszos gives a different interpretation to the gift than other
films of its period. When we look at Turkish cinema, the gift has a structure that serves the profit-oriented
logic of capitalism in commercial films and is reduced to gifts offered on special occasions. In social realist
films, on the other hand, the gift is mostly dealt with with themes related to the peaceful implementation of
potlatch culture, solidarity and criticism of private property. The archaic belief that Mauss defines as 'hau’,
that the given item-gift carries to the soul of the giver and protects the space from dangers, is also among
the principles specific to the potlatch culture we encounter in our cinema.

Although there were productions in the 2000s that focused more on the individual, the gift culture
remained present in these films, but in contrast to the positive aspects of it that provide social
unity/solidarity, the principle of reciprocity, which can be defined as the evil side of the potlatch culture
was emphasized. Kor, U¢ Maymun, Catlak and Borg¢ are among the films in which the principle of
reciprocity is at the forefront. In each of these films, the characters have given the gift with reciprocity in
mind, aiming to receive more than what is given in the Maussian sense. In addition to defining the gift with
the principles specific to the potlatch culture, the aforementioned films also meet a common denominator
with the messages of this understanding, which is based on giving-accepting and returning excessively, that
the giver dominates the space.

The 2009 film Kosmos removed the concept of the gift from its malevolent meaning, but provided
Nietzschean arguments outside of the Maussian lines. In Nietzsche's philosophy, the gift is something that,
unlike the potlatch culture, cannot be reduced to the category of intersubjective objects and the form of
exchange, and is not about one's giving but about one's being. Thefore, the principle of reciprocity in the
Nietzschean gift has weakened and evolved into the return to life of what has been taken from life. The key
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words chosen to realize this purpose are animal forgetting, sinking, superhuman, and abondoning the herd
morality. When we analyze the lifestyle of the character Kosmos in the film, it is seen that he encourages
those around him to free themelves from the moral model that reduces the life force, and he proposes a
new model. It is observed that he acieves this not with an imposition but with his presence and actions. In
other words, Kosmos, in contrast to the films that focus on the gift with the principles specific to the potlatch
culture, depicted the gift as giving oneself rather than what one has, thus developing an alternative gift model
to the potlatch culture.
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TURKCE GENIS OZET

Potlag, pazar ekonomisinin izine rastlanmayan toplumlarda elde olanin verilip, olmayanin alindigi, belirli
zaman araliklariyla karsilikli hediye degis tokusunun yapildigt sdlenlere verilen addir (Schulte-Tenckhoff,
2001, s. 178). Ancak bir potlaca karsilik verme(me)nin ya da cevap niteligindeki potlagta énceden alinan
armagandan daha fazlasini iade etme(me)nin bireyin toplumsal statlsiinii belitlemesi (Mauss, 2018, s. 148),
potla¢in armaganlarla yapilmus bir yarisma (Sedillot, 2005, s. 16) ya da rakibe karsi meydan okuma (Bataille,
2010, s. 28) seklinde betimlenmesine, sopanin ucuna takilmis bir bicakla sembolize edilmesine, hatta savasa
benzetilmesine (Mauss, 2011, s. 266) yol agmistir. Arkaik toplumlarda Max Weber’in kapitalist sistemde
biriktirerek sermaye edinen zengin insanin aksine dagitarak, harcayarak zenginlesen, simgesel sermaye edinen
insan profiliyle karsilagiriz. Zira bu toplumlarda seylerin dagitildig: térenler (potlag) ticaretten, inanca dayalt
dagitimin saglayacag: sayginlik da mallarin degerinden ¢ok daha énemlidir (Sedillot, 2005, s. 15). Ustelik
arkaik toplumda sayginlik, yalnizca inang geregi dagitimla degil, bireyin glinimuzdeki anlamiyla zenginlige
6nem vermedigini géstermesi, soylulugunu ilan etmesi ve verdigi potlagla karst kabileyi cevap veremeyecegi
bir borcun altina sokmasi, dolaysiyla onlarin tizerinde tahakkiim kurmasiyla da elde edilir (Benedict, 1999,
s. 198). O halde armagan sisteminde ya da potla¢ kiltiriinde denklem s6yle izah -edilebilir:
Dagitmak/tiketmek= zenginlik=prestij/otorite/giic. Dagitmak ve tiiketmek armagan vermenin barisct ve
savasct uygulamalaridir. Tlki (dagitmak) kabile ici ya da kabileler arasinda yardimlasmayt, vermek-kabul etmek
ve fazlastyla iade etmek yoluyla sosyal iliskileri korumayr amag edinir (Mauss, 2011, s. 212-224). Ancak her
ne kadar bagis-sadaka fikrini hatirlatsa da bu baris¢t uygulamada esas olan, karsiliklilik ilkesidir. Potlaca
katilan her konuk, karsiliginda bir potla¢ vermek zorunda, gencler babalarindan aldiklarini ileride fazlasiyla
iade etmek zorundadir, aksi bir durum kisiyi itibarsizlastirmakta hatta intihara stirtikleyebilmektedir (Giivenc,
1999, s. 210). Alinan armagant fazlasiyla iade etme yoluyla, ticari esdegerliligin aksine siirekli bir yiikiimlilik
yaratan dolayisiyla toplumsal iligkilerin devamhligini saglayan bu kiltirin (Hyde, 2008, s. 43-44) savagct
uygulamast, otorite ve gli¢ gosterisi olarak dagitimin bir adim Stesine gecer. “Bir sefin kisisel prestiji ve o
sefin klaninin prestiji” diye yazar Mauss, “bagska hicbir yerde, Kizilderililer’de oldugu gibi harcamaya ve kabul
edilen hediyeleri faizli olarak geri vermeye bagl degildir |...] Bazt potlaglarda sahip olunan her seyi harcamak
ve higbir seyi saklamamak gerekir [...] Hatta bazt durumlarda alip vermek degil de sadece harcamak ve
tiketmek s6z konusudur” (2011, s. 269). Oyleyse armagan sistemi ya da potlag kiiltiirindeki anahtar
kelimelerin kargiliklilik-rekabet, prestij-toplumsal statd, digerkamlik, armaganin ruhu oldugu séylenebilir ve
bu kelimelerin Tirk sinemasindaki karsiligindan bahsedilebilir. Zzgiirt Aga (Nesli Colgecen, 1985), Susuz Yaz
(Metin Erksan, 1963), Eskiya (Yavuz Turgul, 1996), Kabaday: (Omer Vargi, 2007), Kor (Zeki Demirkubuz,
2016), U¢ Maymun (Nuri Bilge Ceylan, 2008) Bore (Vuslat Saragoglu, 2018), Catlak (Fikret Reyhan, 2020) Tiirk
sinemasinda amaganin potlaga zgil icerikle temsiline yonelik filmlerden bir kagidir. Ancak bu filmlerin
aksine Kosmos (Reha Erdem, 2009), armagant Tirk sinemasinda potlag kiiltiiriinii yansitan islevinden ya da
gise filmlerindeki ticari anlamindan farkll bir sekilde ele almig, ona Nietzscheci bir yorum katmustir.
Nietzsche felsefesinde armagan, potlag kiiltiiriiniin aksine 6zneler arast nesne kategorisine ve miibadele
formuna indirgenemeyen, kisinin verdikleriyle degil varligiyla ilgili bir seydir. Armagana iligkin bu yonli bir
yaklasim, Mausscu dustincenin ters kutbunda “kisinin sahip oldugu seyden ziyade kendisini vermesi
anlamina gelir” (Lemm, 2018, s. 161). Dolaysiyla Nietzscheci armaganda karsilikhilik ilkesi zayiflamis,
hayattan alinanin hayata geri verilmesine evrilmistir. Bunun gerceklesmesi icin secilen anahtar kelimler de
hayvan unutmasi, batma, tst insan, stirti ahlakini terk etmektir. Filmde Kosmos karakterinin yasam bicimine
bakildiginda, cevresindekileri icinde bulunduklart yasam giiciini diigtiren ahlak modelinden kurtarmaya
tesvik ettigi, yeni bir ahlak modeli 6nerdigi ve bunu bir dayatmayla degil, varligt ve eylemleriyle
gerceklestirdigi gorillmektedir. Zerdtstin bilgelik déneminden sonra insanlarin arasina inmesi gibi, kendi
ifadesiyle “ta kutup yildizina gidip gelen, yedi kat ¢ikip inen”, es deyisle “yasamin kaynagina varip, hayatin

350



MANAS Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi - MANAS Journal of Social Studies

sirrina eren” (Altintas, 2015, s. 43) Kosmos da acilista geleneksel degerlerin hitkiim stirdiigi Kars’a gelir.
Onun arkasina bakarak kosmasi ve aglamasi, geldigi yerde hayatin sirrina ermis olmasinin bedelini
Odetenlerden kactig1 hissi verir seyirciye. Zira ilk sahnede derede bogulmak tizere olan bir ¢ocugu ve onu
kurtarmaya cesaret edemeyen ablasint géren Kosmos, diisinmeden dereye atiip 6lmus cocugu cikarir,
cigliklar atarak ona sikica sarilir, sarsilir ve cocugu hayata dondurtp kendisi yere yigilir. Yani onun siradan
insandan farkli bir yasam enerjisi vardir. Nietzsche felsefesinde 6zkorunum ilkesini sekteye ugratan béyle
bir eylem, kendi sinirlarint asindiran irmagin dogal hareketi gibi istemsizdir, eylemin sahibinde de “kendini
koruma i¢giidiisii askidan indirilmis; taskin glclerin ezici baskist ona kendini korumay: yasak” etmistir
(Nietzsche, 2014, s. 104). Bu sahne, Kosmos’un seyirciye gOsterecegi mucizelerine ya da armaganlarina
yonelik ilk adimdir. Kosmos’un ‘karsiliksiz’ verdikleri arasinda, egemen degerlerle yogrulup yasadigt kentte
kotilik olmadigint savunan yani insanin igindeki ‘k6ti’yli yadstyan ve bu nedenle yonetmen tarafindan
kronik astim hastast olarak tasarlanan bir terziyi iyilestirme seansi, Kars’a 6gretmen olarak atanan ve
geleneksel degerleri savunan 6gretmen kadinin kendini sorgulmasina imkan tanimast, sehrin yiiksek riitbeli
komutaninin engelli kiz kardesine care olmast gibi bir ¢ok ‘mucizesi’ vardir. Dolayistyla Kosmos filminde
armag@an, potlag kiiltirine 6zgi ilkelerle degil, kisinin sahip oldugu seyden ziyade kendisini vermesi seklinde
betimlenmis, potlag killtiiriine alternatif bir armagan modeli gelistirilmistir.

351



