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Sunu

Spinoza’yr ikinci kez dosya konusu olarak ele aliyoruz. Kugkusuz Spinoza son yillarda
daha da 6nem kazanan bir filozof olarak karyimiza gikiyor. Onun diiiinceleri giiniimiiziin
sorunlarina cevap iiretmeye ¢alisicken 6nem kazaniyor. Cok sayida geng akademisyen
Spinoza galistyor. Spinoza nin bu artan 6nemi bizim de ona daha bir dikkatle yonelmemizi
sagliyor.

2012 yiiun mayss ayinda Kocaeli'nde “Spinoza: Kiltiirlerarasi Filozof™ baglikli bir
konferans diizenledik. Bu, Kocaelide araliksiz diizenledigimiz uluslararasi konferanslarin
onuncusuydu. Digerlerinden farkli olarak akademik ortagi olan bir konferanst.
Amsterdam Universitesi Felsefe Boliimii'yle birlikte diizenledik konferansi. Amsterdam
Universitesi nden ve Tiirkiyeden Spinoza galisan meslektaslanmuz degerli bildiriler sundu.
Her iki kentin belediyeleri de konferansin masraflarini kargilad:. Konferans yeni dostluklara
ve ibirliklerine de vesile oldu. “Spinoza: Kiltiirlerarast Filozof” baglikl: konferansta sunulan
bildirileri iki dilli olarak yayimliyoruz.
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Preface

In a second time we take the Spinoza as the subject of our journal. Of course recent years,
Spinoza emerges for us as a more and more important philosopher. His ideas are gaining
importance when we trying to answer presently problems. Large number of young scholars
working on Spinoza. The increasing importance of Spinoza, obligate us to move to him
more carefully.

We organized a conference entitled “Spinoza: Intercultural Philosopher” in May of 2012,
Kocaeli. This is tenth international conferences uninterrupted held in Kocaeli. Different
from the rest of the conferences we had an academic partner. We organized the conference
together with the University of Amsterdam Philosophy Department. Colleagues from the
University of Amsterdam and Turkey presented valuable papers about Spinoza. The costs
of the conference paid by the municipalities of both cities. The conference was the occasion
for the new friendships and collaborations. Now we publish papers as a bilingual presented
ata conference entitled “Spinoza: Intercultural Philosopher”
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Spinozada gogulcu uslamlamanin
tutkusal boyutu iizerine

Susan James

Spinozanin eserinin bagindan sonuna kadar irdeledigi can alici bir soru vardir: Her biri
kendi tutkularina ve arzulanna sahip olan siradan insanlarin kendilerine ve gevrelerine
dair anlays geligtirmeleri ve bu anlamanin 1giinda daha etker ve tatmin edici yasamlar
siirmelerini saglayacak toplumlar tegkil etmeleri nasil miimkiindiir? Soruyu Spinoza'nin
bagyapiunda, Etikada, oldugu gibi ortaya koymak gerekirse, siradan, tutkulu insanlar
felsefi anlikla gelen giig ve dzgiirliigii hig olmazsa bir derece elde edebilir mi? Spinoza igin
bu soruya verilecek tatmin edici yanit sadece felsefeyi degil siyaset ve dini de g6z 6niine
almalidir. Akil igin dgrenme felsefi oldugu kadar teolojik-politik bir tasaridir ve hayaun
ortaklaga bigimlerinin dini ve siyasi vegheleri bakimindan sonuglar: vardir.

Bu benim baslangic noktamdir ve bugiin Spinoza'min uslamlama yetimizi
gelistirmede tutkularin oynadig roliin analizine odaklanmak istiyorum. Sadece Etikada
Spinoza'nin bu konuda ne styledigine odaklanirsak tutkularin felsefi anlama icin sadece
engel oldugu kolayca goriilebilir. Ama Etikdda dahi hikiyenin tamaminin bundan
ibaret olmadigina dair bir uyar vardir. Spinozanin bize V. Bolimde haurlatug: gibi,
‘bir duygulanim sadece zihni diisiinmeden alikoymas: 6lgiisiinde kotii ya da zararhidir.”
O halde, dolayl: olarak, zihni diigiinmeden alikoymayan duygulanimlar zararhi degjldir.

1 Benedict de Spinoza Ethica. Edited by Carl Gebhardt. Opera (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1924)
vol. II, s. 286. Translated by Edwin Curley, The Collected Works of Spinoza (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1985), EVp9. Affectus eatenus tantum malus seu noxius est, quatenus mens ab
eo impeditur, quominus possit cogitare. (Bundan sonra Curley’in tiim terciimeleri ve referanslar
asagidakiyle standart bigimde yapilacaktir).
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Ama bu bir soruya yol acar: Hangi duygulansmlar nispeten zararls ya da zararsizdir ve nasil
olur da bazdlart zihni diigiinmeden alskoyarken digerleri alskoymaz? Spinoza'min bu sorulari,
uslamlamanin bizi daha 6zgiir kilma yollarina dair getirdigi agtklama igin her biri 6zse olan,
birbirini tamamlayici iki bigimde yamitladigin: iddia edecegim. Etikadan yararlanarak,
ortaya atmi§ oldugum soruya Spinozanin belki verdigi en agik yanitin taslagini gizmekle
baglayacagim. Bunun ardindan onun en agik bigimde Teolojik-Politik Incelemede ifade
ettigi ikinci yanut gizgisini incelemeye gegecegim.

I

O halde, tutkular ya da duygulanimlar zihni diginmekten nasi alikoyar’ Eikada,
hatirlarsaniz, Spinoza iki duygulanim tipi arasinda ayrima gider ve onlari imgelem ve
uslamlama diye adlandirdiy iki farkli diisiinme esidiyle birlikte siralar. Hayal ettigimizde,
digsal seylerin bizi etkileme yollarint diga vururuz. Bununla birlikee, sonugta olugan
diisiinceler ve fikirler kendimizin belirlemedigi duygulanimlanin iiriini oldugundan ve
onlart yorumlama ve etkileme yollanmiz bizim bityitk élgiide bilmedigimiz psikolojik
yasalarla yonetildiginden 6tiirii imgeleme diisiincenin edilgin bir bigimidir? Bu, onun
bizi aul kildig: anlamina gelmez. Aksine, duyulanimiz, anilarimiz ve hayallerimizin bize
sagladig fikirleri etkin bi¢imde yorumlariz. Kastedilen daha qok sudur: Digsal seylerin
uyarist olmadan imgelem olugamayacakur; 6yle ki biz imgelerken daima dogrudan ya da
dolaylari olarak etkileniriz.

Bununla birlikte, imgelemenin edilgin karakteri bizim tamamen farkinda
oldugumuz birsey degildir ve dolayistyla bu bilgikuramsal igerimler tagir. Algilanmuz,
anilarimizi ve benzerlerinidigsal seylerleilgili kismen ve rasgele diizenlemis duygulanimlarinin
bir kayd: olarak yorumlamak yerine, normalde onlart bizim ve diinyanin benzeri olan
guvenilir belirtiler olarak gpriiriiz* Spinoza'nin ifade ettigi gibi, onlari incelenmeyi ve
gerekegelendirilmeyi bekleyen ‘Gnciilsiiz sonuglar’ olarak gordiigiimiizde onlart eksiksiz
argiimanlar gibi diisiiniriiz.' Imgelemin is gordiigi fikirlerin karigtk ya da Spinoza'nin
genellikle ifade ettigi gibi yetersiz oldugu olgusunu bizden gizledigi igin bu egilim
sakincalidir. Bilgimiz imgelem araciligiyla 6grenebildigimiz seyle siirh oldugu zaman
o hakikat i¢in yetersiz kalir. Tutkularimiz ya da edilgin duygulanimlar —bagka seylerle
duygulanima girdigimizde, bu duygulanimlarin yaratugs tutkular ve arzularla birlikee
giiclerimizdeki azalma ve aruglani kaydeden Laetitia ve tristitia gesitleri- bu eksikligi tastyan

2 Algilarimiz, 1) “zihnimizde eksik, bulanik ve diizensiz bir tarzda temsil edilmis, bu nedenle bulanik
bir deneyimden gelen, bilgi demeye aligkin oldugumuz, tekil seylerden; 2) bazi kelimeleri duyunca
ya da okuyunca, seyleri anmsamamiz ve onlarin —onlara benzeyen ve onlar araciligiyla onlar hayal
ettigimiz- belirli fikirlerini teskil ettigimiz isaretler’ araciligiyla dogar. (Spinoza, Ethica, 5.40s2).

3 ‘Zihin seyleri doganin ortak diizeni noktasindan algiladig1, bagka bir deyisle bu ya da su bakimdan
seylerle rasgele kargilagsmalarla digsal olarak belirlendigi siirece kendisinin, kendi bedeninin ve
digsal seylerin yalnizca bulanik ve tahrip edilmis bir bilgisine sahiptir*(Spinoza, Ethica, s. 29s).

4 ‘Sadece insan zihniyle ilgili olduklar siirece duygulamimlarin fikirleri 6nciilsiz sonuglara
benzerler, bagka bir deyisle onlar bulanik fikirlerdir’ (Spinoza, Ethica Il 5.28 kanitlama).
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yetersiz fikirler arasindadir.’ Yetersiz fikirler olarak tutkularimiz kendilerini bize gergek
kiliklarinda sunmaz, boylece onlari kendi azalan ve gogalan giiciimiiziin isaretleri olarak
deneyimlemek yerine onlari digsal nesnelerin Gzelliklerine uygun yanilar olarak okuma
egilimindeyizdir. (Tiran nefret uyandiricidir ve ondan nefret etmemin sebebi budur;
sen sevimlisin ve bu nedenle seni severim) Dahasi, bu araglarla, bizler kendimiz ve digsal
seylerin, 6zyikici bir bigimde davranmamuza yol acan yaniluc fikirlerini olugtururuz.

Spinozaya gore, bu eksiklikler igin en etkili are ikinci tir diisinmede, yani
uslamlamada yatar. Uslamlama yaparken onun —arpitlmamug ve dogru olduklarin: agiga
vuran agiklik ve segiklige sahip— yeterli fikirler olarak tanimladig) seyi bicimlendirir ve
baglantlandiririz.® Bir fikir onun nedenlerini anladigimiz zaman yeterli oldugu icin, yetersiz
fikirlerimizi uslamlama icin uygun fikirlere déniigtiirmek onlarin ait olduklar nedensel
aplarin daha tam bir bigimde kavrayisini elde etme sorunudur. Bir fikrin 6nceki nedenlerine
ve onu izleyen duygulanimlara dair bilgi arunca ona dair kavrayis daha az yetersiz ya da
daha az karigik hale gelir, Ayni zamanda, onun nedenlerinin ve duygulanimlarinin bilgisi
is1ginda, onun hakkinda diisiinmeye gittikge daha fazla mukredir hale gelir ve buna karsilik
olarak ondan baslamis oldugu yetersiz ve hayali fikre daha az giivenir. Meseleyi baska bir
bigimde ifade etmek gerekirse, yeterli fikirler iizerine ne denli fazla diisiiniiliirse, diigiinme
o denli daha az edilgin ve daha ok etkin hale gelirken, eylemler de o denli gok etkin
anlamadan kaynaklanir’

Bu doniiiimiin ayni zamanda bir duygulanim boyutu vardir. Anlik, etkin
diisinme giicimiiziin artmastyla birlikte, uslamlama deneyimini hog kilan ve bizzat
duygulanim olarak siniflandirilabilecek haz bigimlerini iiretir. Seylerin bizi etkileme bigimi
edilgin duygulammlarimiza neden olurken bu duygulanimlar ise bizim kendi etkinligimizin
bir vechesidir ve bu nedenle etkin olarak tanimlanurlar.

O halde, Spinoza duygulanimlarin yalnizca zihni diiiinmeden alikoydugu olgiide
zararli oldugunu soylediginde ve boylece yalnizca baz: duygulanimlarin diisiinme igin zararls
oldugunu ima euiginde, imgelemden ayrilamaz olan edilgin duygulanimlar ve anlikla
gelen etkin duygulanimlar arasindaki farka isaret ediyor olmas: makul bir varsayimdur. Ve
tartigmanin bu noktasinda, az 6nce tammlanan anlamda uslamlamanin neye benzedigine
iligkin olarak bizi daha 6nceki iki Gnermeye geri donmeye sevketmesi gergegi bu varsayimi
destekler. Bir kez yeterli fikirlerle diisiinmeyi 6grendigimizde higbirgeyin anlik kadar hog ya
da giilendirici olmadigin1 gérmeye baglariz.

Dahasi yeterli bilgimizin artmastyla birlikte, anligin en biiyiik nimet oldugunu
farketmeye baglar ve yeterli fikirler stogunu arturmak icin elimizden geleni yapariz.
Ne var ki pratikte sinirliligimiz tiim yetersiz ya da edilgin fikirlerimizi yeterli olanlara
doniigtiirmemizi olanaksiz kilar. Bizler miidahil ve nispeten giigsiiz varliklar olarak digsal
seylerden etkilenmekten kaginamayiz ve zihinlerimizi bu siirecin yaratg) yetersiz fikirler
goklugunun tiim nedenlerini kavramaktan acizdir. Uslamlama ya da anlama o halde

5 Spinoza, Ethica 3, s. 11.
6 Spinoza, Ethica2 Tanim 4
7 Spinoza, Ethica 3 Tanim 2; Spinoza, Ethica 4. ss.3-4.
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kaginilmaz bir bigimde tedrici ve eksiktir — bu zihnimizin algiladig: yetersiz fikirlerin aksine
yeterli olanlarin oranint elimizden geldigince arturma ve boylece diisinmemizin edilgin
degil etkin oldugu alanini biiyiitmekle ilgili bir sorundur.? Etkin diisiinmeden alinan keyif
ayni tiirden daha ok haz igin bir arzu yaraur ve boylece kendi etkinliginden zevk alan zihin
anligini gelistirmek igin gabalar.

Spinoza, daha onceki bu argiimana isaret ederek, duygulanimlanin yalnizca
bizleri diisiinmeden alikoyduklani 6l¢iide zararli olduklarini stylerken aklindaki
disinme tiriinin imgelemden gok uslamlama oldugunu agiga kavugturur. Peki, ne
tir duygulanimlar uslamlamakean alikoyabilir? Agiksa etkin olanlar degil. O halde, bu
elendiginden otiirii, Spinozanin soziinii ettii edilgin duygulanimlar olmak zorundadur.
Eger duygulanimlar uslamlama icin zararli ise onlarin tutkular olmasi gerekir ve gergekee
izini siirmekte oldugumuz karsitliklarin yapist bunun nigin boyle olmast gerekeigini agik
kilar. Gérmiis oldugumuz gibi tutkular yetersiz fikirlerdir ve bu nedenle ikna etmenin
dogru tiirii degjldirler. Onlar en iyi ihtimalle uslamlama yoniinden yansiz kalacak olsalar
da Spinoza bu konuda ona engel olduklarini disiiniir. Digsal seylerin bizi etkileme yoluyla
edilgin kilinmamugsak, zihinlerimiz yetersiz hig bir fikir algilamayacak ve tiimiiyle etkin
olacakur. Bizler, imgelemenin yaratu; giiya tutkulu yaurimlar tarafindan ayarulmamg
ya da engellenmemigsek, yeterli diisiinceler bizim gergek gikanmizin bilgisini olugturan
nedenler ve duygulanimlara y6nelicektir. Bununla birlikee, edilgin duygulanimlar sanki
bizi geri geker. O halde insan zihnine uygun etkinligi gelistireceksek onlari agmak icin
elimizinden gelenenin en iyisini yapmamuz gerekir.”

Hig kusku yokeur ki Spinoza Etika'nin okuyucularindan bu sonucu kavramasini
ister. O, metnin argiimaninda can alici bir rol oynar ve metinde yolu agilan 6zgiirlesmenin
agtklamasi igin zemin haurlar. Bununla birlikee, edilgin duygulanimlar tammi geregi
uslamlamay tegkil etmese de uslamlama yetimizi gelistirmede bir rol oynayabilme ve bazi
tutkularin bu role digerlerinden daha uygun olabilme imkani devam eder. Spinoza, Etikada
okuyucusuna uslamlayan zihnin yeterli fikirler arayisina odaklandigini hatirlatmakea ve
imglemle felsefi diisiince arasindaki farka vurgu yapmaktadir. Ama bu nokealari anlamasini
salarken, tutkusal ve ussal diisiinme arasindaki iliskiye dair daha pozitif bir goriisii ayirr.
Bu sonraki gorils simdiye degin izini siirdiigiimiiz argiimana karsi gtkmaz. Ama yine de
tutkularin belirli tutku kiimelenmeleri olmadan uslamlama yetisini gelistiremeyecegimizi
ileri siirer. Simdji argiimaniminin bu bir sonraki asamasina gegmeme izin verin.

Spinoza, benim §imdi ele aldigim, diisiinme yetisinin gelisme siirecini inceledig;
Teolojik-Politik Incelemedeki felsefi rurumunun bakas agisini gelistirir, bu kez onu bireylerin
ugradif bir bagkalagim olarak degil daha gok kollektif bir goriingii olarak dikkate alir. Belirli
bir tutkunun bir bireyin uslamlama yetisini arturabilecegi ya da azaltabilecegi dogru olsa da
sosyal pratiklerle desteklendikleri ve halk gruplan tarafindan paylasildiklar zaman edilgin
duygulanimlar daha ¢ok 6nemlidir. Ornegin nefretim ve bana en yakin olanlar bana zarar
verebilse de bir toplum iiyelerinin ortak nefretinin dahayikici olma ihtimali vardir. Spinoza

8 Spinoza, Ethica 5, s20s.
9 Spinoza, Ethica 4, s. 27.
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Incelemede bazt duygulanim 6rneklerinin diisiinme giiciimiizi arturitken bazilarinin nasil
azaltugint aciklar. Bu nokraya deginirken biri negatif digeri pozitif iki belirli tutku grubu
izerine odaklantr. Negatif yanda, uslamlama aligkanliginin gelisimine engel olan kurumsal
destekli korku vardir. Pozitif yanda ise onu destekleyen ve zenginlestiren belirli bir tiirden
sevgi vardir. Bu iki 6rnek olay ¢alismasini sirastyla ele almama izin verin.

Spinoza hem Ftika hem de Incelemede iiyeleri zaten bilge olan bir toplumun
felsefi bilgilerini genisletecek bir projeye icten bagli olacaklarini kabul eder. Yeterli fikirlerine
bagvurarak ve etkin duygulanimlariyla harekete gecerek, anligin uyumlu arayisina uygun
yasamanin kendileri igin ne denli yerinde oldugunu anlamaya ¢aligacaklar ve buna uygun
yasam bigimleri gelistireceklerdir. Bununla birlikte, gercekte bu tiirden toplumlar, eger
varsa, agirt Olgiide azdir. Aligildik toplumlar, agirlikli olarak, fikirleri yeterli olmakean gok
yetersiz olan bireylerce teskil edilmistir. Bu toplumlar ortak iglerin nasil 6rgiitlenecegine
karar verirken, yetersiz fikirleri ve iglerinden gecen tutkular: isiinda kendilerini inceleyerek
kendi imgelemsel kaynaklarina bagvurmali ve kendilerini giiglendirme yollarini bulmak
icin elinden geleni yapmalidir. Bazen bu siires felsefi anligin gelismesi icin bir alanin
varoldugu nispeten kararli ve etker yasam bicimleriyle sonuglanir. Diger hallerde ise onun
yaratug; sosyal ve politik orgitlenme bigimleri uslamlamanin yolunu kapar.

Spinoza'nin bu fenomene ilikin kendi incelemesi, diiiinme yetisinin alistlmugin
disinda engelleyici bir korku bigimiyle ukandigt bir durum olarak anlagilan, boginangin
hakim oldugu bir yasam bigimine odaklanir. Boginang agiklamast, bir takim erken dénem
¢agdag yazarlarinin canlandirdig ve ayninulandiriedigy klasik bir gelenekten yararlanir ve tiim
bu yazarlar icin boginang temel olarak tipik bicimde kendisini uyku yitimi, karabasanlar,
hayaller ve sanrilar dahil olmak iizere gesitli kayg! bigimlerinde agiga vuran korkulardur.
Insanlar boginang kaynakli korkularini yaugtirma gabast icinde, adet oldugu iizere onlan
diinyaya yanstur, hayal giiclerine dayanarak ¢evrelerini cadilar ya da melekler, iyi ya da kotii
alametlerle donaur. Bu hayali bulusun onlarin beklentilerini boga ¢ikarmasinin muhtemel
oldugunu sdylemeye gerek yoktur ama 6yle olsalar bile bosinanglar onlarin bakis agisini
degistirme egiliminde degildir. Daha ok onlar, yetersiz bir goriisten bir digerine gegerek ve
yinelenen 1surabr gekerek, ayni icler acis: dongiiyii tekrar eder.

Spinoza, bu imgeyi kendi felsefi materyalleriyle yeniden yaratarak, boginancin
kokeninin izlerini insani amaglara hizmet eden ve insani arzulan kargilayan bir Tanrinin
insanbicimci imgelerini olusturmak gibi bir imgelemsel aliskanlikea arar.'® Tanriys, bizim
arzularimizi yerine getiren ya da engelleyen mutlak bir monark gibi, agint giiclii bir
varlik olarak temsil ederek onu bir korku nesnesi yapar ve boylece kendimizi boginancin

10 insanlar ilkin seyleri insan kullammina uyarlayan doganin bir ydneticisi ya da yoneticileri oldugu
¢ikarimina vanmigtir. “Ve bu yoneticlerin mizaci hakkinda hi¢bir sey isitmemis olduklarindan
onun hakkinda kendilerince hiikiim verirler. Bu yiizden Tanrinin, insanlarin onlara baglanmasi ve
insanlarin onlar tarafindan en yiiksek itibar gormesi igin, her seyi insanlarin kullanimina agtig) iddia
ettiler. Bunun sonucunda herbiri kendi tabiatindan yola gikarak Tanriya farkli tapinma bigimleri
tasarladi ve boylece Tanrinin kendilerini geri kalan herkesten daha gok sevebilecegini ve tiim dogay:
kendi kor arzulan ve doymak bilmez hasisliklerinin ihtiyaglarina gore yonettigini diiginmeye
baslamiglardir. O halde, bu 6nyarg! bosinanca doniismiis ve zihinlerine derin kokler salmigtir.™
(Spinoza, Ethica |, Ek (1.)
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dayandigr tutkunun kendisine tabi kilariz. Korku bir #ristitia ya da tziintii bigimi
oldugundan bir giig azalmasina yol agar ve kendinde zayiflaucidir ama onu daha da yikici
kilan daha 6re iki giigsiizlegtime biimi de gosterir. ' Birincisi, korku ve umut daima sirayla
birbirini izlediginden, ona her zaman az ¢ok ruhsal bocalama hali eglik eder. Bununla
birlikte, bocalama ve kugku da bizi herseye inanir hale getirir. Ne yapugimizdan ya da ne
diisindiigimiizden emin degilsek psikolojik olarak korkulardan gok umutlara daha gok
agirlik verme egiliminde oluruz, &yle ki, Spinozanin ifadesiyle ‘umut etttigimiz seylere
kolayca inanir... ve gereginden daha gok inaniriz.” Oysa bu temelde hareket etme, kolayca
yeniden ortaya gikan, bizi kararsizca bir sanidan bir digerine siiriikleyen kugkuyu kesinkes
gideremeyecekir.

leinci olarak, korkuya eslik eden kusku bizi gekingenlestirir ve asiri oldugu
hallerde bir eylem karari ya da planini goziime baglamamizi engelleyerek diisiinmeyi
kesintiye ugraur. Korku, 6nemli 6lgiide, umuttan agir basarsa bu ciddi bir psikolojik tehdit
degildir. Korktugumuz seylerden nefret ederek ona karsi elimizden gelen hergeyi yapariz.
Ama gelinen noktadan duyulan korku ve eger ona direnirsek olacak olan seyden duyulan
korku arasinda béliinmilg oldugumuz hallerde kendimizi eylemekten aciz oldugumuz
birbirinin almagif1 iki egilim arasinda boliinmiis bulabilirz.'* Spinoza, bu durumda
kendisi bir korkaklik bigimi olan gekingenlik tutkusunu deneyimledigimizi iddia eder.
Ve s6z konusu almagik kaygilar ok biiyiikse gekingenlik bir afallamaya, (consternatio)
Spinoza'nin deyisiyle, “bir insan: onu diigiiniirken, bu korilitkten kaginacagy diger seyleri
diisiinemeyecek denli sallantda birakan’ bir tutkuya déniigiic."” Bu en akut biciminde,
bosinangtan gelen korku kaygimizla ne yapacagimizi, onun iistesinden nasil gelecegimizi
goremez hale getirir.

Spinoza, bu duygulanimlart biraraya getirerek, umut ve korku arasinda bicare
bir bigimde bocalayan, herseye inanmaya hazir bir zihne sahip, bir o yana bir bu yana
savrulan ve 6zellikle umut ve korkuyla sarsildiklarinda etkisiz kalan bosinangl insanlarin
kararsizliginin ve bonliigiiniin agir bir kinamasina girisir."* “Korkuya yenik diigtiiklerinde
onlara gegmigteki bir hayir ya da serri haurlatan birseyin meydana geldigini goriirlerse
onun talihli ya da talihsiz bir akibete delalet ettigini diigiiniirler; bu nedenle, o kendilerini
yiizlerce kez aldatabilse de, onu hayirli ya da alehte bir alamet olarak adlandirilar. Yine,
bityiik bir hayretle, tuhaf bir seye tanik olurlarsa, onunTannlanin ya da kadri mudak
Tanninin 6fkesine isaret eden bir isaret olduguna inanirilar. Bog inanca kapilip dine karst
gelerek, kurbanlar ve dualarla felaketleri nlememeyi bir kiifiir olarak goriirler ve ‘sanki
doga da kendileri gibi gilginmis gibi, onu hayret verici bir bicimde yorumlarlar™."s

O halde burada boginangtan gelen korkunun entelektiiel bir yikim tiiriine yol
agugimi goriiriiz. Onun etrafindan inga edildigi kaygi dolu bocalama bizi asint duyarl
ve takinuli yapar ve bize yetersiz fikirler alanina girmeye tevik eder. Ayni zamanda,

11 Spinoza, Ethica 3, s.8s2.

12 Spinoza, Ethica 3, s. 39.

13 Spinoza, Ethica 3, 5.52s; E3 Duygulanimlarin Tanimi xlii; E3s. 39s.
14 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus 111/5.

15 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus 111/5.
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tutkulu durumumuz iizerine diigiiniimiimiize ya da elestirel bir bigimde onun etkilerini
degerlendirmemize ket vurur ve siradan hakikat arayis1 aligkanliklarini kesintiye ugratarak
uslamlamaya bir engel yaraur. Bu hususu daha genel terimlerle ifade etmek gerekirse, Etika
bosinangtan gelen inanglara ve yasam bigimlerine baglanan insanlarin (gergekre #istitia nin
zayiflatici bir bicimi olan) korkularini iyiye yorduklarina, giigziislestirmeyi giiglendirmeyle
karigurarak, serden kaginma araci olarak boginanca bagvurduklarina isaret eder. (‘Eger
alametlerin isaret ettig seyi hemen yaparsak Tanri bize 6fkelenmeyektir’ ya da ‘Bu mucizeci
tedavi dindarca istencin lanetlenmekten kurtulacagini gosterir'.) Anligin aksine boginang
erdemi sevmek yerine kotillikten kagmalari igin insanlarin korkuyla tahdit edilmesi
yoniinde zayiflatma stratejisini yiiriirliige gecirir.'®

O halde politik iktidan ele gegirmek igin boginanglarin kullamildigy toplumlar
ikili bir kolelik bicimine neden olur. Bir yandan, mutlakiyetsi yonetimlerin yaydig:
bosiang kaynakli pratikler insanlar iizerine o denli gok denetim elde eder ki insanlar ‘sanki
dzgiirliikleri icin savagir gibi kolelikler igin’ savasacak hale gelirler.” Ote yandan, Spinoza'nin
ifadesiyle, bosinang kaynakli pratikler, akla uslamlama icin hicbir alan birakmayacak denli,
‘yargtlanmiz ok sayida onyargiyla doldurur-hatta kusku icin bile alan kalmaz."” Boginang
sadece teolojik-politik bir patoloji degildir. Kendi kaygilarimiz karginda bizi giigsiizlestirerek
bizi diisiinmekren alikoydugundan 6tiirii de zararlidir.

v

Buraya kadar Spinoza'min uslamlama igin yikict olan bir tutkuya dair getirdigi agiklamay
takip etmis olduk Simdi ise tutkunun uslamlamay destekleyebilecegi bir durumu
incemeye gegecegim. Spinoza Tolojik-Politik Incelemede, boginancin politik ve entelekriiel
yoksunluklarinin hem politik hem de felsefi incelemeye agik olan hakiki bir dini yagam
bigimi dedigi seyle azalulabilecegini ileri siirer. Gergek din, bosinangtan gelen korkunun
yapug; gibi bizi diisiinmekten alikoymak yerine, diisiinme yetimizi gelistirir ve uslamlamay
ogrenme tasarisim engellemekren gok destekler.

Peki hakiki din nedir? Spinoza, /nceleme'nin biyiik bir kismini kaplayan uzun bir
teolojik tarugma temelinde hakiki dini bir sevgi bigimiyle 6zdeglegtirir. Hakiki bir dinsel
yasam biciminin bir ve tek akidesinin su oldugunu iddia eder: Onlara yardimsever, hiirmetli
ve adil bir bicimde davranarak komgularimizi herdaim sevmenmiz gereklidir. Bu davranig
modeli disinda higbirgeye ihtiyag olmadigindan ve o qok az 6zgiil inanca dayandigindan
otiiril, dindar insanlarin ayni fikirde olmast gereken ok az oreti vardir. Dahasi, dindar
insanlarin baglanmas: gereken gok az sayida akide bireysel yoruma agik olmalidur, Gyle
ki teolojik inanglar miisterek ve sevgi dolu bir tarzda yagamaktan alikoymaydi 6lgiide
kabul edilebilirdir. Bireyler ve gruplar, onlara dykiinecek erdem 6rnekleri sunarak ya da
ortak hedeflere varmak igin bir arzu yaratarak, komsularini sevmelerini saglayan imgeler ve
anlaular igsellestirmekee zgiirdiir. Bununla birlikte, imgeler ve anlaularin kendileri imler,

16 Spinoza Ethica 4, s. 63s; Ethica 4, EK, s. xxxi.
17 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, 111/7.
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dolayistyla imgelemsel diisiinmede i§ basinda olan bir fikirler sinifindan olduklarindan
hakiki din de imgelemin bir boyutudur.” Ayrica, imgelemden ayrilmayan duygulanimlar
edilgin olduklar igin hakiki dinin onun etrafinda diizenlendigi komsu sevgisi bir tutku,
digsal seyler tarafindan etkilenme bigiminin bir disavurumu olacakar. Komgulan sevmek
ve bir bagkasindan sevgi gérmek igin birbirlerinde seving, 6zellikle bize adil, yardimsever
ve hiirtmetli bir bigimde davranildiginda duydugumuz tiirden bir seving, doguracak bir
bicimde davranilmalidir.”

Bu tiir kargilik sevgi iki-yonlii bir siiregir. Ilk 6nce, komgularimi gogunlukla adil
olduklar: ve boyle kalacaklarina biitiiniiyle giivenildigi durumlarda ancak sevgiye yaragir
olarak gorebilmeliyim. Bu bakimdan, Spinoza hakiki bir dini yagam bigiminin, ayni
zamanda, bagkalarina giivenimizin ortaklaga davranislanmiza orak bir 6lgiic koyan bir
yasalar ve cezalar gergevesiyle korundugu politik bir yasam bicimi oldugunu iddia eder.
Béyle bir yasam bigimi komguya yakisir sevgiyi yaratmak ve korumak igin tasarlanmig
olmalidir ve bagarili oldugunda boginanca da kargi koyacakur. Hakiki dini cemaatler, hersey
goz oniine alindiginda bireylerin kendi yararlarina olan bigimlerde isbirligine gitmeye
zorlandi kogullani yaratarak, onlari kendi yararlan igin nasil davranmalari gerekrigini
gorebilecekleri bir konuma getirmeyi amaglar. Onlar derin kugku ve tereddiitten korunmug
olarak, ozellikle, bu kosullarin dogurdugu herseye inanirliga yatkin degildirler ve insanlar,
kendi gikarlaninin nasil siirdiiriilecegini gorerek, kotii bir tercihle kargilaguklarinda dogmasi
muhtemel tereddiit ya da sagkinliga maruz kalmazlar.

Ortaklaga yasam bigimi ayni zamanda bireylerden komgularini sevebilmelerini
—lbette onlarin kendi duygusal yapilan tarafindan engellenebilen bir yetiyi- gerekli
kilar. Ornegin, bogiananglar nedeniyle igi icini yiyen biri komsularini bir tehdit olarak
algilayabilecek ve onlardan nefret etmeye baslayacakur; olaganiistii derecede kibirli biri
komgularini kiigiimseyebilecektir, vb. Bu gibi tutkulardan dogan giigsiizlegtirici iligkilerden
kaginmak iin, bireyler ve gruplar bir bigimde sevme yetilerini harekete geirmek ve canls
tutmak icin imgelemsel kaynaklar kullanmak zorundadir ve Spinozaye gore bu, dini
imgelerin ve anlatilarin 6nemli olmaya basladig; yerdir. Bununla birlikee, yetersiz olabilseler
de, Tanrinin imgelemsel olarak temellenen fikirleri, digerlerine adil bir bigimde davranma
yetimize giig verir ve bu etkiye sahip olduklani yerde degerli bir islevi yerine getirirler.
Spinozaya gore her gercek dindar birey baskalariyla sevgi icinde yasamaya onlari motive
edecek teolojik inanglara kendini adama yiikiimliiliigiinii andiran birgeye baglidir. Hakiki
din sahip oldupu politik 6geyle birlikte teolojik bir boyuta sahiptir ve onun hakl: olarak
teolojik-politik olarak tanimlanmasinin nedeni de budur.

Tim bunlar, bununla birlikte, neyi ortaya koyar? Gergek din agik¢a boginancin
arturdig sosyal atgmalarini distedinden gelmek igin tasarlanmuguir. Buraya kadar iyi...

18 Ethica 2, 5.29s.

19 Tractatus Theologico-Politicus’ae eklenir. Yine: ‘Uyuma yol agan seyler adalet, hakkaniyet
ve onurlu olmakla ilgili olanlardor. Ciinkii insanlar simdi sadece adil ve hakkaniyetli olmayana
degil aym1 zamanda onursuz oldugu diisiiniilen seye de, yahut devletin kabul edilmis pratiklerini
ret edenlere de tahammiil etmeyi zor bulur. Ama insanlan sevgiyle biraraye getirmek igin 6zellikle
zorunlu olan, din ve ahlakla ilgili olan seylerdir.” Ethica 4, Ek, XV.
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Ama hakiki dini yagama bigiminin diigiinme yetimizi gelistirecegini ve komsuyu sevmenin
uslamlamaya yardsmer oldugunu varsaymak igin herhangi bir neden var mdw? Ik balagta
Spinoza'nin yanitinin hayir oldugu goriiliir. Gormii oldugumuz gibi, hakiki dini bir yasam
bigiminin amaci felsefi uslamlamanin yapug) gibi hakikatin ardina diigmek degjl yalnizca
insanlann barig ve uyum iginde birarada yasamasiigin imgelemlerini kullanabildikleri
kosullart yararmakur. Ornegin, dindar insanlar, bir baba, kral ya da yargi gibi Tanninin
hayli yetersiz insanbigimci imgeleriyle motive edilebilirler. Bununla birlikre, bu insanlar
birbirlerineadil ve onurlu bir bicimde davranmay: siirdiirdiikleri siirece onlarin inanglarinin
dogru olup olmadigini goziimlemek igin higbir dini neden yokwur. O halde goriinen odur
ki dini bir yagam bicimi boginang yasamindan ¢ok daha fazla uyumlu olacak olabilse bile,
felsefi diisiinmenin hakikat odakli taleplerine kayitsiz olacakur. Gergek dini cemaatler,
ortaklik adina, insanlanin dini inanglarin: onunla bigimlendirdigj araglan ve bu inanglann
sergiledigi kanigiklik derecesini ok yakindan incelemekten uzak duracaklar, onun yerine
bu inanglarin ifade edildigi davranis iizerine odaklanacaklar (‘Bu kisi komsularina sevgiyle
mi davranmaktadir?’) ve bireylerin son derece yetersiz fikirler temelinde ortaklaga yagam
siirebilmelerini kolayca kabul edeceklerdir.?®

O halde, gergek dinin filozoflarin bagvurdugu elestirel élgiitlerden kagindug,
onlar: gelistirmeye kayisiz kaldig1 ve yanlighiga hosgoriilii oldugu goriilir. Yine de bu
actklama hakiki dini bir yasam bigiminin bir yoniinii aydinlaurken diger yoniinii golgede
birakir. Daha yakindan incelendiginde, hakiki bir dini yagam bigimini olusturan komgu
sevgisinin bizim diigiinme yetimizi nasil gelistirdigini gosteren iki argiiman bulabilecegimizi
diisiiniiyorum.

Bu argiimanlardan ilki ve daha agik olan: gergekren dindar toplumlann insanlara
uslamlama finasni verdigi iddiasi etrafinda doner. Gergek dini cemaatler bireylerin ve
gruplarin kendi dini inanglanina ulagmalarina ve onlanin igginda yagamalarina imkan
tantyarak, insanlarin anliklannin gelisimiyle kanaatlarini incelemek ve onlan degistirmek
i¢in 6zgiir olduklar: kogullan yaraur. Gittikge daha kati onama olgiitlerine sokarak inanglarin
dogruluk ya da yanlighgini sinama bir segenek haline gelir ve ve bunun sonucunda felsefi-
kafa yapisina sahip insanlarin ellerinden geldigi kadar bu agiklama siirecini hizlandirmalan
ve miimkiin oldugu 6l¢iide fikirlerini yeterli kilmalari icin bir alan varolur. Filozoflar
komgularini sevmeye devam ettigj siirece, gergek din imgelemsel diigiinmenin sinurlarin:
asmalarina ve kendileri uslamlamaya hasretmelerine izin verir.

Bu dogru olsa bile bizi gok ileri tasimaz. Gergek dinin onun etrafinda déndiigii
duygulammin imgelemsel olarak temellenmig 6rnegi kugkusuz diisiinmeyi engellemez ve
bu 6lgiide o korkunun hakim oldugu bosinangl yasama bigiminden daha az zararlidur.
Ama gercek dinin etkin bir bicimde felsefi uslamlamaya tevik ettiginin hala hicbir kaniu
yoktur.

O, yeterli ve yetersiz fikirler icin egit derecede agtk oldugundan 6tiirii onun
insanlanin inanglaninin dogru olup olmadigindan kaygi duymalanini saglama almakla
higbir alakas: yoktur. Biraz daha ajama kaydetmek icin, komsu sevgisinin uslamlamadan

20 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, 111, s.176.
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ayrilmaz olan tavirlara katk: yapug ikinci ve daha asli bicime donmemiz gerekir.

Incelemeye gore, gergekten dindar insanlarin kaginmasi gereken giinahlardan
biri inatgiliktir — Giivenilmez oldugu pek iyi bilinen inang ve tavirlara dik bagl ve kararlt
bir bicimde baglilik. *' Spinoza'nin bu zihin aligkanligina saldirisi kismen Kutsal Kitabin
geserliligini yitirmis olan tefsirlerini muhafaza etmekee 1srar eden teologlart hedef alsa da
genel bir nokea iizerinde durur: Insanlanin fikirlerini ifade etmeleri gergek dinin bizden
sevgiyle kargilik vermemizi talep ettigi eylemler arsindadir. Grup ya da bireyler bizimkinden
farkli olan diigiincelerini seslendirdiklerinde din bizden onlarin inanglarina gereken 6nemi
vererek adil, yardimsever ve onurlu bir bicimde kargilik vermemizi ister. Komguya yakugtr
sevgi bizden diger insanlarin fikirlerine tahammiil etmemizi gerektirdigi gibi, fikirlerimize
tutkulu bir bigimde yatirim yapan ve diisiincelerimizi bir digerine ileterek bizi giiglendirmek
icin miicadale eden varliklar olarak birbirimize davranmamizi da talep eder. Insanlarin
onerdigi inanglari, baskalarina adil ve onurlu bir bigimde davranmak igin yetilerini onun
tizerine temellendirdikleri geyi goz 6niine almay: inatla ret etmek sonug olarak bir sevgi
yetersizligidir. Ornegin, ikna edici bulmadigimiz iddialant bile bile yanlis yorumlamak
dinsel yasam bigiminin sagladigi uslamlama 6zgirliiiine zarar verme egiliminde olan bir
haysrseverlik (charitas) eksikligidir. Bir goriisii elinin tersiyle bir kenara itmek, gercek dinin
tistesinden gelmeyi ve yaratmayi amagladify giivenligi tehlikeye sokan adaletsiz davranig
bigimini somutlagtiran bir adalet eksikligidir. Kasten bir goriisii alaya alma ya da onun
savunuculanni giiliing duruma diiiirmeye galigma onlara onursuz bir bigimde davrani
tarzidir ve bu nedenle hing ve catgma tohumlarini eker.

Entelekritel anlamda bu alicilik 6lgiiclerini tutkulu insanlarin yerine getirmesi
zordur ve Spinozanin kendisi de bazen ona uygun yasamada basarisiz olur. Bununla
birlikee, hakiki dini yasam bigiminin diger yonleri gibi, diger insanlarin inanglarina ve
tavirlarina sevgiyle kargilik verme yetisi neredeyse biitiiniiyle gerceklestirebilecek bir ideali
temsil eder.Bir toplumun taninir bir gekilde adil bir yagam bicimi siirdiirebilecek bir politik
yapty! yaratamadig! yerde onun yoneticileri, Machiavelli'nin isaret etmis oldugu gibi,
toplumun korkuyla yonetilmesini daha giivenli gorebilir. Oysa Spinoza bunun komguya
yaragir sevgiye uygun olmayan tehlikeli bir siyaset oldugu ve bosinangtan gelen kayginin
beslendigi kuskular: uyandirmakran kaginamayacag yorumunu yapar. O halde toplumlar
miimkiin oldugu dl¢iide barigt koruma araci olarak korkuya dayanmamali aksine sevgi
dolu bir yasam bicimi gelistirmeye ¢alismalidir.

Buna parallel bir argiiman gergek dinin iletisimsel yoniine uygulanir. Bireyleryada
gruplar onlara rahatsizlik veren bakug agilariyla yakin iliski kurmak icin gereken imgelemsel
kaynaklardan yoksun olduklar: ve birtakim yetersiz fikirlere inatla bagliliklarinin iistesinden
gelemedikleri yerde komguya yaragir sevginin bu boyutu zayif kalacakeir. Ama bunun béyle
oldugu yerde bile gercek dinin degerlendirici yapisi adalet ve onur élgiiderinin inang ve
gorily aligverisinde yayginlasug1 bir yasam bigimi imkéninda israr etmeyi siirdiirecek ve
daha giiglii elestirel 6z-diisiiniim ve adil degerlendirme aliskanliklari pekistirmek yoniinde

21 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, 1ll. ss.176-7.
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bir talebi dayatacakur. Ortaklasa bir bigimde ve sevgiyle yagama kismen ortaklasa bir
bigimde ve sevgiyle dsigiinmeyi 6grenme sorunu oldugundan otiirii gergekren dini bir tarzda
yasamayarzulayan toplumlar bu yetiyi gelistirmeye ugrasacaklardur. Politik olarak, ortaklasa
diisiinmeyi tegvik eden kurumlan hedefleyecek ve bireyler komsu sevgisini siirdiirmek
ve giiclendirmek igin imgeler ve anlaular aradiklari zaman bu yénii dikkate alacaklardir.
Béyle yaparak onlari, onlart bosinangtan gelen korkunun besledigi ve diisiinmenin onun
yziinden alcaluldp1 kuskuya ve ve safliga karst koruyan aliskanliklar gecirecekler ve
giiglendireceklerdir.

Izninizle bitireyim. Spinoza komsuya yaragir sevginin edilgin duygulaniminin
uslamlamanin dogurdugu etkin haz ve arzunun beklentilerini karyilamamast ve bu sevgi
bigiminin somutlagtigy yetersiz fikirlerin, felsefenin yararlandigr aciklik ve segiklikten
yoksunlugu kargisinda hoggbriisiizdiir.

Uslamlamanin dahil edilmedigi komsu sevgisi felsefi diisiincenin kurucusu
olamaz. Bununla birlikte, gormiis oldugumuz gibi, o yine de bireyler ve toplumlarin onun
icinde diisiinebildigj kosullarinin kurucudur. Komsu sevgisi etrafinda 6rgiitlenen bir yagam
bigimi olmadan, siradan hayal giicii kuvvetli insanlar uslama yetilerine ket vuran ama en
koriisii bu yetilerini yok eden, Spinoza nin boginang korkularini agiklamasinda 6rneklenmis
olan, yiprauct ve giigten dilsiiriicii tutkulara kargt savunmastzdir. Komgu sevgisi olmadan,
yeterli ve yetersiz fikirler aynmini tanima ¢abalanmiz gelismemis ve kinilgan olarak
kalacakur. Spinoza'nin gergek din tanimlamasina yanit olan sosyal orgiitlenme bigimleri bu
nedenle ussal anlamanin geli§imi iin esasur ve tutkulu olmay: siirdiirdiigiimiiz siirece onun
her zaman onu korunmaya ihtiyaci olacakur. $imdi, Spinoza'nin tutkularin yalnizca zihni
diisiinmekten alikoydugu siirece zararli oldugu yoniindeki iddiasini geri donersek, bazi
edilgin duygulanimlarin ussal anlamay devam ertirdiini gorebiliriz. Ozellikle komsuya
yaragir sevgiyi olusturan edilgin duygulanimlar takimi bizi diisiinmeden alikoymaz ve
zararli degildir. Aksine diisiinmemize yardim eder.”

Ceviri Tanzer Yakar
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Spinoza on the passionate dimension
of pluralist reasoning

Susan James

Throughout his work, Spinoza addresses a vital question: how is it possible for ordinary
people, each with their own passions and aspirations, to form communities that enable
them to improve their understanding of themselves and their environment and , in the
light of this understanding, to live more effective and fulfilling lives? To put the question in
the terms of Spinoza's magnum opus, the Ethics, can ordinary, passionate people acquire at
least a degree of the power and freedom that comes with philosophical understanding? For
Spinoza, a satisfactory answer to this question has to take account not just of philosophy,
but of politics and religion as well. Learning to reason is a theologico-political project as
well as a philosophical one, and has consequences for the religious and political aspects of
collective ways of life.

This is my starting point; and today Id like to focus on Spinoza’s analysis of the
role that our passions play in enhancing our capacity to reason. If we focus solely on what
Spinoza says about this issue in the Ethics, it can easily seem that the passions are simply
obstacles to philosophical understanding, In order to become more rational, and enjoy the
benefits that reasoning gives us, we have to overcome or offset our passions or affects. But
even in the Ethics theres a suggestion that this is not the whole story. As Spinoza remind us
in Part V, ‘an affect is only evil or harmful insofar as it prevents the mind from thinking.”

1 Benedict de Spinoza Ethica. Edited by Carl Gebhardt. Opera (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1924)
vol. I1, p. 286. Translated by Edwin Curley, The Collected Works of Spinoza (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1985), EVp9. Affectus eatenus tantum malus seu noxius est, quatenus mens ab eo
impeditur, quominus possit cogitare. (Henceforth all translations are Curley’s, and references follow
the standard form).
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By implication, then, affects that don't prevent the mind from thinking are not harmful.
And this raises a question. What affects are respectively harmful and harmless, and how is
it that some prevent the mind from thinking while others do not? 1 shall argue that Spinoza
answers these questions in two complementary ways, both of which are essential to his
account of the ways in which reasoning makes us more free. I'll begin by drawing on the
Ethics 1o sketch what is, perhaps, Spinoza’s most obvious response to the question I have
posed. After that I'll go on to explore a second line of reply that he articulates most clearly

in the Theologico-Political Treatise.

How, then, do passions or affects prevent the mind from thinking? In the Ethics, you
remember, Spinoza distinguishes two types of affect and aligns them with wo different
kinds of thinking, which he calls imagining and reasoning, When we imagine, we register
the ways in which external things act on us. However, because the resulting thoughts or
ideas are the fruit of interactions that we do not determine for ourselves, and because the
ways in which we interpret and act on them are governed by psychological laws of which
we are largely ignorant, imagining is a passive form of thinking.? This is not to say that it
renders us inert. On the contrary, we busily interpret the ideas that our senses, memories
and fantasies deliver to us. The point is rather that, without the stimulus of external things,
imagining would not occur, so that in imagining we are always directly or indirectly acted
on.

However, the passive character of imagining is not something that we are fully
aware of, and this in turn has epistemological implications. Rather than interpreting
our perceptions, memories and so forth as a record of partial and arbitrarily-ordered
interactions with external things, we normally regard them as reliable indications of what
we and the world are like.” As Spinoza puts it, we treat them like complete arguments
when we should view them as ‘conclusions without premises’, waiting to be examined and
justified.* This disposition is damaging because it conceals from us the fact that the ideas
imagination works with are confused, or as Spinoza usually puts it, inadequate. When our
knowledge is limited to what we can learn by means of imagination, it falls short of the
truth. And among the inadequate ideas that suffer from this shortcoming are out passions
or passive affects - the varieties of letitia and sristitia that register increases and decreases in

2 Our perceptions arise ‘1. from singular things that have been represented to us through the senses
in a way that is mutilated, confused and without order for the intellect: for that reason | have been
accustomed to call such perceptions knowledge from random experience: Il. from signs, e.g. from
the fact that, having heard or read certain words. we recolect things. and form certain ideas of them.
which are like them, and through which we imagine them" (E2p40s2).

3 ‘The mind has only a confused and mutilated knowledge of itsell. of its own body. and of external
things, as long as it perceives things from the common order of nature. i.e. as long as it is determined
extemnally, from fortuitous encounters with things, to regard this or that’ (E2p29s).

4 ‘The ideas of the affections. insofar as they arerelated only to the human mind. are like conclusions
without premises, i.e. ... they are confused ideas" (E1lp28dem).
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our power as we interact with other things, together with the appetites and desires that such
interactions generate.’ Being inadequate ideas, our passions do not present themselves to us
in their true guise, so that rather than experiencing them as marks of our own fluctuating
power, we tend to read them as appropriate response to the properties of external objects.
(The tyrant s hateful and that is why I hate him; you are lovable and that is why I love you.)
Moreover, by this means, we generate misleading ideas of ourselves and external things that
often prompt us to behave self-destructively.

According to Spinoza, the most powerful remedy for these deficiencies lies in
a second kind of thinking, namely reasoning. When we reason, we form and connect
what he describes as adequate ideas, which are not distorted, and possess a clarity and
distinctness that reveals them to be true.’ Since an idea is adequate when we understand
its causes, transforming our inadequate ideas into ideas fit for reasoning with is a matter of
gaining a fuller grasp of the causal networks to which they belong. As one extends one’s
knowledge of the antecedent causes of an idea and the effects that follow from it, one’s
conception of it becomes less inadequate or confused. At the same time, one becomes
progressively more able to think about it for oneself, in the light of one’s knowledge of its
causes and effects, and correspondingly less reliant on the inadequate, imaginative idea
from which one began. To put the point another way, the more one thinks with adequate
ideas, the less passive and more active one's thinking becomes and the more one's actions
flow from ones active understanding.’

This transformation also has an affective dimension. By increasing our power of
active thinking, understanding generates forms of joy that make the experience of reasoning
a pleasurable one and are themselves classified as affects. But whereas our passive affects are
caused by the way things act on us, these affects are an aspect of our own activity and are
consequently described as active.

So when Spinoza says that the affects are only harmful insofar as they prevent
the mind from thinking, thus implying that only some affects are harmful to thinking,
one plausible hypothesis is that he’s referring to the difference between the passive affects
that are integral to imagining and the active affects that come with understanding. And
this hypothesis gains support from the fact that, at this point in his argument, he refers us
back to two earlier propositions about what it is like to reason in the sense just described.
Once we have learned to think with adequate ideas and experienced the joy they arouse, we
come to see that nothing is as pleasurable or empowering as understanding. Moreover, as
our adequate knowledge increases, we come to recognize that understanding is our greatest
good, and do our best to enlarge our stock of adequate ideas. In practice, however, our
finitude makes it impossible for us to transform all our inadequate or passive ideas into
adequate ones. Embodied and relatively powerless as we are, we cant avoid being acted on
by external things, and our minds are incapable of grasping all the causes of the multitude of

SE3pll.
6 E2 Def. 4.
7 E3Def. 2; E4p3, p4.
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inadequate ideas that this process generates. Reasoning or understanding is thus inevitably
gradual and incomplete - a matter of increasing as far as we can the proportion of adequate
as opposed to inadequate ideas that our minds perceive, and thus increasing the extent
to which our thinking is active rather than passive The joy of active thinking generates
a desire for more pleasure of the same kind so that, rejoicing in its own activity, the mind
strives to increase its understanding

By referring back to this earlier argument, Spinoza makes it clear that, when he
says that the affects are only harmful insofar as they prevent us from thinking, the kind
of thinking he has in mind is reasoning rather than imagining. So what sort of affects
might impede reasoning’ Obviously not the active ones. By elimination, then, Spinoza
must be talking about the passive affects. If any affects are harmful to reasoning they must
be passions, and in fact, the structure of oppositions we have been tracing makes it clear
why this should be so. As we have seen, passions are inadequate ideas and are therefore not
of the right type to reason with. At best, they will be neutral with respect to reasoning; but
as Spinoza sees the matter they impede it. If we were not rendered passive by the way that
external things act on us, our minds would not perceive any inadequate ideas and would
be wholly active. If we were not led astray, as it were, by the passionate investments that
imagining creates, our unobstructed, adequate thoughts would home in on the causes and
effects that constitute knowledge of our true good. As it is, however, passive affects hold us
back, so that if we are to cultivate the activity proper to human minds we must do our best
to transcend them.’

There is no doubt that Spinoza wants the readers of his Ezhics to grasp this
conclusion. It plays a vital part in the argument of the text, and paves the way for the
account of liberation in which it culminates. However, although passive affects cannot by
definition constitute reasoning, there remains the possibility that they may have a part to
play in enhancing our ability to reason, and that some passions may be better suited to
this role than others. In the Ethics, Spinoza is reminding his audience that the reasoning
mind focuses on its pursuit of adequate ideas, and emphasizing the difference between
imagination and philosophical thought. But in driving these points home, he marginalizes
a more positive conception of the relationship between passionate and rational thinking,
This latter conception does not challenge the argument we have so far traced. But it
nevertheless contends that, without certain constellations of passion, we cannot cultivate
the capacity to reason. Let me now turn to this next stage of my argument, which will in
turn have two parts.

Spinoza develops the aspect of his philosophical position with which I'm now
concerned in the Theologico-Political Treatise, where he examines the process of increasing
one's power to think, this time considering it not so much as an alteration that individuals
undergo, but rather as a collective phenomenon. While it is true that a particular passion
may increase or diminish an individual’s capacity to reason, passive affects are more

8 ESp20s.
9 E4p27.
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consequential when they are upheld by social practices and shared by groups of people. My
hatred, for example, may harm me and those closest to me; but the common hatred of the
members of a community is liable to be more destructive. In the Treatise, Spinoza explains
how some patterns of affect increase our power to think, whereas others diminish it. To
make this point, he focuses on two particular constellations of passion, one negative, the
other positive. On the negative side, institutionally supported fear impedes the growth of
the habit of reasoning. On the positive side, a certain sort of love supports and enhances it.
Let me take these two case studies in turn.

As Spinozaacknowledges in both the Ezhics and the Tractatus, acommunity whose
members are already wise will be devoted to the project of extending their philosophical
knowledge. Appealing to their adequate ideas and motivated by their active affects, they
will strive to work out how it is optimal for them to live, and will develop ways of life geared
to the harmonious pursuit of understanding. In practice, however, communities of this
kind are extremely rare, if they exist at all. Ordinary societies are predominantly composed
of individuals whose ideas are more inadequate than adequate, and whose thinking is
more imaginative than rational. In deciding how to organize their collective affairs, these
communities have to rely on their imaginative resources, examining themselves in the light
of their inadequate ideas and the passions that run through them, and doing their best
to find ways of empowering themselves. Sometimes this process results in comparatively
stable and effective ways of life where there is room for philosophical understanding to
grow. In other cases, however, the forms of social and political organisation that it generates
stand in the way of reasoning. Spinoza’s own investigation of this phenomenon focuses on
away of life dominated by superstition, understood as a condition in which the ability to
think is choked by a peculiarly disabling form of fear. His account of superstition in turn
draws on a classical tradition, kept alive and elaborated by a string of early modern writers;
and for all these authorities superstition is fundamentally a fear of the gods that typically
manifests itself in various forms of anxiety, including insomnia, nightmares, fantasies and
hallucinations. In an effort to assuage their superstitious fears, people habitually project
them onto the world, imaginatively peopling the environment with witches or angels, good
omens or bad. Needless to say, these fantastical device are liable to let them down; but when
they do so, the superstitious are not inclined to alter their outlook. Instead, they desperately
repeat the same miserable cycle, shifting from one inadequate conception to another and
prey to recurrent distress.

Re-creating this image with his own philosophical materials, Spinoza traces the
origin of superstition to the imaginative habit of forming anthropomorphic images of a
God who serves human ends and satisfies human desires.® By representing the deity as an

10 People first inferred that there was a ruler or rulers of nature who adapted things to human use.
‘And since they had never heard anything about the tempereament of these rulers, thye had to judge
it from their own. Hence, they maintined that the Gods direct all things for the use of men in order
to bind men to them and be held by them in the highest honour. So it has happened that each of
them has thought up from one’s own temperament different ways of worshipping God, so that God
might love them above all the rest, and direct the whole of nature according to the needs of their

_7
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extremely powerful being who, like an absolute monarch, can arbitrarily satisfy or thwart
our desires, we make him an object of fear, thus subjecting ourselves to the very passion
on which superstition depends. Since fear is a form of #istitia or sadness, it regjsters a
diminution of power and is debilitating in itself; but it also introduces two further forms of
disempowerment that make it yet more destructive." First, because fear always alternates
with hope, it is invariably accompanied by some degree of mental vacillation. However,
vacillation and doubr also make us credulous. When we are not sure what to do or what
to think, we are psychologically disposed to give more weight to our hopes than our fears,
so that, as Spinoza puts it, we ‘easily believe the things we hope for and give the more
credence than is just.” However, acting on this basis cannot firmly dispel doubt, which
simply resurfaces, driving us inconstantly from one opinion to another.

Secondly, the doubt that accompanies fear makes us timid, and in extreme cases
brings thinking to a halt by preventing us from resolving on a decision or course of action.
When fear significandy outweighs hope, this is not a serious psychological threat. Hating
the things we fear, we do all we can to oppose them. But in cases where we are divided
between fear of a state of affairs and fear of what will happen if we resist it, we can find
ourselves so torn between two alternating inclinations that, we are unable to act.” In this
condition, Spinoza claims, we experience the passion of timidity, which is itself a form of
cowardice. And when the alternating anxieties in question are very great, timidity turns into
consternation (consternatio), a passion, so Spinoza tells us, that ‘keeps a man so suspended
in considering it that he cannot think of other things by which he could avoid that evil'."
In this most acute form, superstitious fear makes us incapable of seeing what to do or how
to deal with our anxiety.

Bringing these two afflictions together, Spinoza launches into a violent
denunciation of the inconstancy and credulity of superstitious people, who vacillate
wretchedly between hope and fear, have a mind ready to believe anything at all, are driven
this way or that, and, especially when shaken by hope and fear, are unable to act." If, while
they are tossing in fear, they see something happen which reminds them of some past good
or evil, they think it portends either a fortunate or an unfortunate outcome; so they call
it a favourable or unfavourable omen, even though it may deceive them a hundred times.
Again, if, with great wonder, they witness something strange, they believe it to be a portent,
which indicates the anger of the Gods or of the supreme Divinity. Prey to superstition and
contrary to religion, they consider it a sacrilege not to avert the disaster by sacrifices and
prayers, and, ‘as if nature were as insane as they are, interpret it in amazing ways."’

blind desire and insatiable greed. Thus, this prejudice was changed into superstition and struck deep
roots in the mind" (Ethics 1, Appendix (I.)

11 E3pl8s2.

12 E3p39.

13 E3p52s; E3 Dftn of the Affects xlii; E3p39s.

14 TTP 111/5.
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So here we see how superstitious fear produces a kind of intellectual degradation.
The anxious vacillation around which it is constructed makes us impressionable and
obsessive, and gives us an investment in a range of inadequate ideas. At the same time, it
blocks our ability to reflect on our passionate condition or critically assess its effects and,
by cutting us off from ordinary habits of truth-seeking, creates an obstacle to reasoning,
Expressing the point in more general terms, the Ethics notes that people attached to
superstitious beliefs and ways of life interpret their fear (which is really a debilitating
form of ¢ristitia) as a good, and, mistaking disempowerment for empowerment, appeal
to superstition as a means of avoiding evil. (If we just do what the omens prescribe, God
will not be angry with us’ or “This miraculous cure shows us that the pious will escape
damnation’.) By contrast with understanding, superstition enacts the debilitating strategy
of restraining people by fear, so that they flee evil rather than love virtue.'

Societies where superstition is used to uphold political power therefore engendera
double form of servitude. On the one hand, superstitious practices propagated by absolutist
governments can gain such a hold over the people that they will fight for slavery as they
would for their freedom’. On the other hand, as Spinoza puts it, superstitious practices fill
our judgment with so many prejudices that they leave no room in the mind for reasoning
—and even no room for doubt.”” Superstition is not only a theologjico-political pathology.
It is also harmful because, by rendering us impotent in the face of our own anxieties, it
prevents us from thinking,

v
So far, we've been following Spinoza’s account of a passion that's destructive of reasoning.
But I'm now going to turn to examine the way that passion can support reasoning, In his
Theologico-Political Treatise, Spinoza argues that the political and intellectual deprivations
of superstition can be mitigated by what he calls a #ruly religious way of life, hospitable both
to political cohesion and philosophical inquiry. Rather than preventing us from thinking,
as superstitious fear does, true religion enhances our capacity to think and supports rather
than hinders the project of learning to reason.

So what is true religion? On the basis of a long theological discussion occupying
much of the Treatise, Spinoza identifies true religion with a form of love. The one and only
tenet of a truly religious way of life, he claims, is that we should steadily love our neighbours
by treating them charitably, honourably and justly. Since nothing beyond this pattern of
behaviour is required, and since it depends on very few specific beliefs, there are hardly
any doctrines to which religious people must subscribe. Moreover, the small number of
tenets to which religious people must commit are open to individual interpretation, so
that, as long as one’s theological beliefs do not prevent one from living in a co-operative
or loving fashion, they are acceptable. Individuals and groups are free to internalize any
images and narratives that enable them to love their neighbours, whether by providing

16 E4p63s; E4 App. xxxi.
17 TTP, 111/7.
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them with exemplars of virtue to imitate or by generating a desire to attain co-operative
goals. However, since images and narratives are themselves signs, which are in tum one
of the classes of ideas at work in imaginative thinking, true religion is also an aspect of
the imagination.” And since the affects integral to imagining are passive, it follows that
the love of one’s neighbour around which true religion is organized will be a passion, a
manifestation of the way one is acted on by external things. To love and be loved by one
another, neighbours must act on one another in a way that generates some form of joy in
each of them, specifically the kind of joy that we take in being treated justly, charitably and
honourably."”

Mutual love of this sort is, however, a two-sided process. In the first place, I
shall only be able to experience my neighbours as lovable in circumstances where they
are for the most part just and can on the whole be relied on to remain so. In this respect,
Spinoza argues, a truly religious form of life is simultaneously a political one, in which our
confidence in others is sustained by a framework of laws and punishments that uphold
a common standard of co-operative behaviour. Such a way of life must be designed to
generate and sustain neighbourly love; and when it succeeds it will also counter superstition.
By creating conditions in which people are constrained to co-operate in ways that are on
balance advantageous to them, truly religious communities aim to put individuals in a
position where they can see how to act for their own good. Protected from deep doubtand
vacillation, they are not particularly vulnerable to the credulousness to which these states
give rise; and seeing how to pursue their advantage, they are not exposed to the timidity or
consternation that is liable to arise when people confront a choice of evils.

At the same time, a co-operative way of life requires individuals to be capable of
loving their neighbours, an ability that may of course be blocked by their own affective
constitutions. Someone who is eaten up by superstition, for example, may experience their
neighbours as a threat and come to hate them; someone who is exceptionally proud may
treat their neighbours with contempt; and so on. To avoid the dissmpowering relationships
that such passions breed, individuals and groups must somehow use their imaginative
resources to generate and sustain their capacity to love, and this, in Spinoza’s view, is where
religious images and narratives begin to be important. However inadequate they may be,
imaginatively grounded ideas of God can encourage and sustain our capacity to treat
others justly; and where they have this effect, they fulfil a valuable function. So much so,
in fact, that each truly religious individual is in Spinoza’s view under something resembling
an obligation to cultivate theological beliefs that will motivate them to live lovingly with
others. Alongside its political element, true religion therefore has a theological dimension,
and this is why it is properly described as theologico-political.

18 E2p29s.

19 Put in refs to TTP. Also: ‘The things that beget harmony are those that are related to justice,
faimess and being honourable. For men find it difficult to bear, now only what is unjust and unfair,
but also what is thought dishonourable, or that someone rejects the accepted practices of the state.
But especially necessary to bring people together in love are the things which concern religion and
morality.” E4 Appendix XV.
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Wha, though, does all this establish? True religion is clearly designed to overcome
the social conflicts that superstition promotes. So far so good. But is there any reason to
suppose that a truly religious way of life can enhance our capacity to think, and thus that love
of ones neighbour is an aid to reasoning’ At first glance, Spinoza’s answer seems to be no.
As we've seen, the goal of a truly religious life is not to pursue the truth, as philosophical
reasoning does, but simply to create circumstances in which people are able to employ
their imaginations to live together peacefully and harmoniously. Religious people may, for
example, be motivated to co-operate by deeply inadequate anthropomorphic images of
God, for example as a father, king or judge. However, as long as such people manage to treat
one another justly and honourably, there is no religious reason to work out whether their
beliefs are correct. It seems, then, that although a religious way of life will be much more
harmonious than a superstitious one, it will be indifferent to the truth-focused demands
of philosophical thinking, In the name of co-operation, truly religious communides will
refrain from enquiring too closely into the means by which people form their religious
beliefs or the degree of confusion that these beliefs exhibit. Instead, they will focus on the
behaviour in which such beliefs are expressed (‘Does this person treat their neighbours
lovingly?), and simply accept that individuals can lead co-operative lives on the basis of
profoundly inadequate ideas.?’

So far, then, true religion appears to be devoid of the critical standards to which
philosophers appeal, uninterested in developing them, and tolerant of falsehood. However,
while this account highlights one aspect of a religious way of life, it leaves another in shadow.
On closer inspection, we can I think find two arguments which show how theneighbourly
love that constitutes a truly religious way of life enhances our capacity to think

The first and more straightforward of these arguments revolves around the claim
that truly religious societies give people the gpportunity to reason. In allowing individuals
and groups to arrive at their own religious beliefs and live in the light of them, truly religious
communities create conditions in which people are free to examine their convictions and
alter them as their understanding grows. Testing the truth or falsehood of one’s beliefs by
subjecting them to increasingly rigorous standards of confirmation becomes an option,
and there is consequendy space for philosophically-minded people to press this process
of clarification as far as they can, and make their ideas as adequate as possible. As long as
philosophers continue to love their neighbours, true religion allows them to transcend the
limits of imaginative thinking and devote themselves to reasoning,

While chis is true, it doesn' get us very far. To be sure, theimaginatively grounded
pattern of affect around which true religion revolves does not prevent thinking, and to
this extent is less harmful than superstitious ways of life dominated by fear. But, we still
have no evidence that true religion actively encourages philosophical reasoning, Since it is
equally hospitable to adequate and inadequate ideas, it has no interest in making sure that
people care about whether their beliefs are true. To make further progress, we need to turn

20 TTP,111/176.
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to a second and more substantial way in which loving one’s neighbour promotes attitudes
integral to reasoning.

According to the Treatise, one of the vices that truly religious people must avoid
is stubbornness -an adamant and unyielding adherence to beliefs and attitudes that one
is sufficiently- well placed to recognize as discredited.”’ Spinoza’s attack on this habit of
mind is partly aimed at theologians who insist on upholding bankrupt interpretations
of Scripture, but he is also making a general point: that among the actions to which
true religion requires us to respond lovingly are people’s expressions of their ideas. When
groups or individuals voice opinions that differ from our own, religion calls on us to
respond justly, honourably and charitably by giving their beliefs due consideration. As
well as requiring us to put up with other people’s ideas, neighbourly love demands that we
treat one another as beings who are passionately invested in our ideas, and who strive to
empower ourselves by communicating our thoughts to one another. Stubbornly refusing
to consider the beliefs that people offer, and on which they ground their capacity to treat
others justly and honourably, is consequently a failure of love. Wilfully misinterpreting
claims that we find unpersuasive is, for instance, a failure of charitas, liable to damage the
freedom to reason that religious ways of life afford. Lazily dismissing an outlook is a failure
of justice, embodying the kind of unfair treatment that true religion aims to overcome and
jeopardizing the security that it aims to create. Deliberately ridiculing an opinion or trying
to humiliate its advocates is a way of treating them dishonourably, thereby sowing the seeds
of resentment and conflict.

These standards of intellectual receptivity are difficult for passionate people to
achieve, and Spinoza himself sometimes fails to live up to them. However, like other aspects
of a truly religious way of life, the capacity to respond lovingly to other people’s beliefs and
artitudes represents an ideal that may be more or less fully realised. Where a community is
unable to create a political structure capable of sustaining a recognizably just way of life, its
rulers may find, as Machiavelli had pointed out, that it is safer to rule by fear. Nevertheless,
Spinoza comments, this is a dangerous policy, inimical to neighbourly love, and cannot
avoid provoking the doubts on which superstitious anxiety feeds. As far as possible, then,,
communities should not rely on fear as a tool for maintaining peace, and should instead try
to develop loving ways of life.

A parallel argument applies to the communicative aspect of true religion. Where
individuals or groups lack the imaginative resources to engage with outooks that offend
them, or are incapable of overcoming their own stubborn attachmens to particular
inadequate ideas, this dimension of neighbourly love will remain weak. But even where
this is so, the evaluative structure of true religion will continue to hold out the possibility
of a way of life where standards of justice and honour extend to the exchange of beliefs and
opinions, and will impose a demand o cultivate stronger habits of critical self-reflection
and fair assessment. Because learning to /ive co-operatively or lovingly is pardy a matter
of learning to think co-operatively or lovingly, communities that aspire to live in a truly

21 TTP, 111/176-7.
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religious fashion will strive to develop this capacity. Politically, they will aim to build
institutions that promote co-operative thinking; and when individuals search for images
and narratives to susmin and strengthen their neighbourly love, they will take this aspect
of it into account. In doing so they will lay down and reinforce habits that protect them
against the credulousness and doubt on which superstitious fear thrives, and by which
thinking is degraded.

So let me conclude. Spinoza is adamant that the passive affect of neighbourly
love falls short of the active joy and desire that reasoning generates, and that the inadequate
ideas in which this form of love is embedded lack the clarity and distinctness on which
philosophising trades. Excluded from reasoning, neighbourly love cannot be constitutive
of philosophical thinking, However, as we have now seen, it is nevertheless constitutive of
the conditions in which individuals and communities are able to think. Without a way
of life organized around neighbourly love, ordinary imaginative people are vulnerable to
corrosive and disempowering passions that inhibit, and at worst destroy, their ability to
reason, exemplified in Spinoza’s account by superstitious fear. Without neighbourly love,
our attempts to recognize the distinction between inadequate and adequate ideas will
remain stunted and fragile. Forms of social organization answering to Spinoza’s description
of true religion are therefore essential to the development of rational understanding, and
as long as we remain passionate, will always be needed to sustain it. If we now return to
Spinozas claim that the passions are only harmful insofar as they prevent the mind from
thinking, we can see that some passive affects sustain rational understanding, In particular,
the constellation of passive affects that make up neighbourly love does not prevent us from
thinking and is not harmful. On the contrary, it helps us to think.*2

22 An initial draft of this paper was presented at a conference attended by the contributors to this
volume. | am extremely grateful to Sabrina Ebbersmeyer for inviting me to speak, and to the other
members of the group for their leamed and helpful comments on my talk. | am also indebted to
Quentin Skinner, who generously read a later version and helped me to improve it.
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Diinyaya inang ya da giiven: Deleuze’iin
Spinoza’sinin estetik bir okumast.

Josef Friichtl

Gilles Deleuze'tin Sinema isimli kitabinin ikinci cildinde su deginiler yer alir: “Bu diinyaya
artk inanmamamiz modern bir olgudur (....) Insan ve diinya baglanusi kopmugtur. Bundan
boyle, bu bagin inang konusu haline gelmesi gerekir: Onun sadece bir iman déhilinde
restore edilebilmesi imkénsizdir. Diinyaya inancimizi geri kazanma —modern sinemanin
gucii buradan gelir”] Aruk diinyaya inanmiyoruz, gerekte Platon’un ideolojisinden
itibaren, ozellikle iki diinya Ggretisini basarih bir bigimde tesis etmis Hiristiyanlkran
ve epistemolojik olarak varligin toplamini iki t6ze bolen -boylece bilgi yolunun, eger
miimkiinse, birinden, res cogizans, digerine, res extensa, goriirdiigii- Descartestan itibaren
inanmaz olduk. Ikinci Diinya Savagi, Bau diinyasinin temel ahlak yapisinin ¢okiisii bu
temel ontolojik iman yitimini biitiiniiyle agik hale getirdi, ya da Deleuzeun ileri siirdiigii
gibi, bu durumda modern film, Orson Wellesin sinemasi ve yeni gergeksilik dogdu,
neredeyse kurtarici, selamet verici bir otoriteyle diinyaya inancimizi, ‘ozne’ ve ‘nesne’
arasindaki baglantiya inancimizi tekrar geri kazindirds.

1 Gilles Deleuze, The Time-Image. Cinema 2, University of Minnesota Press 1989 (French orig.
1985), ss. 171.
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ligilendigim ana konu budur. Atkgasi, niyetim Spinoza iizerine bir konusma
yapmak degil; Spinoza'nin estetige ve dzellikle film felsefesindeki gagdas tarusmalarimiza
yapmus oldugu etki iizerine konugmakur.

FELSEFE VE SOSYOLOJIYE GUVEN

llk adimum, nigin inang yerine giivenden s6z etmeyi tercih ettigimi size agiklamak olacaker.
Giiven sosyal alan dahilinde igkin bir isleve sahiptir.? Felsefi olarak konusmak gerekirse, bu
politika felsefesinin, sosyal felsefenin ve ahlak felsefesinin bir temasidir. Thomas Hobbes
sozlesme kurami dahilinde bir gergeve izer. Onun icin de, iki taraf arasinda bir sozlesme
yapma giivene dayanir, yani degismesi gereken hizmetler ya da mallar kendiliginden
degismedigi zaman. Bununla birlike, Hobbes'a gore giiven taraflar bir digiincii, bagimsiz
yetkeyi yani devletin yetkesini tanimugsa ancak olanaklidir. Eger zorunlu ise, 6rnegin bir
sozlesme yapildiginda devlet yapurimlar getirme konumunda olacakur. Sézlesmeye dahil
olan taraflarin bu igiincii yetkeye nasil giivenecegi agk degildir. Olast bir cezalandirma
eyleminden korku onun adaletine giivenle aymi sey degildir. Buna ek olarak, elbette,
taraflarin daha dstiin bir Ggiincii yetkeden yararlanmak igin nasil anlasmaya vardiklari,
uygarlasma oncesinde birbirlerine duyduklar kurucu giivensizlikle nasil bas ettikleri
ve onu giivene nasil evirdikleri de agik degildir. Sozlesme kuraminin elegtirisi bu gibi
igsel sorunlarla sinirlt degildir. Esitlikgilige ve mallarin degisimine yonelimi nedeniyle
vaklagimin kendisi sorunsaldir. Annette Baier, giivenin yalnizca iki egit taraf arasindaki
iliskiyi nitelendirmedigine vurgu yapmugtir. Agiklar, arkadaglar, ebeveyn ve gocuklar, hasta
ve ona bakanlar arasindaki iliski salt kanuni agidan hic de yeterli bir bicimde tanimlanamaz.
Felsefi sozlesme kuramina bu digaridan gelen elegtiri Kantg1 evrenselcilikten yanadir. Carol
Gilligan'in 6nciiliik etig refah etigj slogan sadece genel yitkiimliliikler agisindan yeterince
incelenmeyen tiim ahlaki iligkileri irdeler.

Mevcut teori dihilinde ayire edici ve merkezi bir terim sosyoloji alaninda da
gozlemlenebilir. Georg Simmel ile baglamak gerekirse, yaygin anonimlik kogulu altinda
esglidiimlii eyleme olanak saglamak igin zorunlu olan (ne 6l¢iide olursa olsun) bir kaynak
olarak goriiniir. Eylerken ozneler, gerek kisiler olarak gerekse giidiileri bakimindan agina
olmadiklari bagkalariyla igbirliginin dogruluguna giivenmeli, ayrica giiven kategorisine
bagvurmalidirlar. Giiven duygusu bilginin iglevsel bir vekilidir. Niklas Luhmann’in diliyle,
bu 6l¢iide o karmagikligin azalulmasinin bir caresidir. Giiven kavrami, agikga, Jiirgen
Habermas'in sosyal teorisinde anahtar bir isleve sahip olmasa da dolayli bir bigimde
sahiptir. Tabiri caizse, o bir fenomen olarak erisilen ve iletigim teorisiyle yorumlanan yasam
diinyasi kavraminda saklidir. Yasam diinyas deneyimleyen 6zneye kuskusuz verili olandir,
6znenin givenebilecegi pratik giindelik anlamda ve sezgisel olarak agina olunan bir seydir.
Ve yasam diinyasi kavraminin iletiimsel eylemin tamamlayicisi olmasy, iletisimsel eylemin
aragsal eylem iizerinde bir 6ncelik varsaymasi dlciisiinde, giiven kavramu giiglii bir konum

elde eder.

2 Cf. Martin Hartmann, “Einleitung”, iginde: ibid/Claus Offe (ed.). Vertrauen. Die Grundlage des
sozialen Zusammenhalts. Frankfurt/New York 2001.s. 10.
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Luhmannin kavramsallagtrmasi temelinde, Anthony Giddens bazi ayrinular
goziimlemigtir. Bir sosyolog olarak da oncelikle giivenin modernist teoriye 6zgii yaniyla
ilgilenmigtir. Modern dncesi killtiirlerde yerel olarak kosullu olsa da, ‘yiize-bagli giiven can
alict bigimde 6nemliydi, modern kiiltiirlerde giiven -6zellikle para ya da bilirkisilik gibi-
soyut sitemlere gonderme yapar. Para kullaniminda insanlar en bagta birbirlerini tanimadan
etkilesim icine girebilir. Ama bu ancak genel olarak paranin bu tiirde bir dolayim ogesi
olarak taninmast olgusuna giiven nedeniyle ve bu giiven 6l¢iisiinde miimkiindiir.3 Bilirkisi
ayni yolla iglev goriir. Ornegin, bir dokrora ya da emlakiye danisirken, o onu kullananlarin
hepsinin eylemleri ve bilgisi icin 6nem tagir ve bir danisma ancak bu uzmanlara giivenmeleri
nedeniyle ve giivenmeleri 6lgiisinde miimkiindiir. Giddens'a gore, bu durum aym
zamanda “tiim giiven iliskilerinin 6ziini” agiga vurur ¢iinkii “giiven sadece bilgisizligin
oldugu yerde talep edilir ~bu ister teknik uzmanlarin bilgi iddialari ister yakinlarimin
disiinceleri ve niyetleri olsun.” “Giiven gereksinimlerinin ilk kosulu gii eksikligi degil, tam
enformasyonun eksikligidir.” Son olarak, giiven giiciin degil bilginin islevsel bir vekilidir.

ONTOLOJiK GUVEN: SOSYOLOJiK VE PSIKOLOJiK OLARAK

Giddens'in ilgilendigi modemlige 6zgii giiven tipi, finansal islemler ve teknik uzmanlik,
giderek artan uzamsal ve zamansal mesafelere koprii olan soyut sistemler olsa da, kiiltiirler
agur1 ve tarihsel olmayan bir anlama sahip goriinen giivenin veghelerine de yonelir. Burada
en bagta gelen ontolojik veshedir’ Bu varliga, kendi varligina, baskalarimin varligina,
seylere, diinyanin kendisine bir giivenle ilgilidir. “Gergekten var miyim,” “diin oldugumla
aym kisi miyim?”, “eger bagimu evirirsem oniimde olan var olmaya devam eder mi?”
gibi ortak felsefi sorularla alakalidir. Bu gibi sorular dznel olarak kaygi halleri biciminde
deneyimlendikleri zaman varolugsal bir gekime yol agar, bazen de patolojik halleri, ozellikle
sizofreniyi arturir. Bunun sira digt olmast, varolugsal bir tehdit olarak bu gibi sorulart nadiren

3 Bazi hallerde ya da durumlarda parayla ilgili kurumlara kargi giivensizlik dogmasinin yegane
nedeni budur. Bir bankaya giiven yitirilirse,

2007°deki Cokiig halinde oldugu gibi, tasarruf sahipleri panik halinde veznelere hiicum ederler. Eger
bankalar birbirine karg giivenini yitirirse, 6megin Amerika Birlesik Devletler emlak piyasasinda
tiimii az ok aymi zamanda spekiilasyon yaptigindan 6tiirii kaybetmiglerse,

normalde partner bankalara kisa vadeli olarak bor¢ vermeye istekli olduklan paray: biriktireye
baglar. Sonug, merkez bankasinin yardimiyla diizeltilmesi gereken bir ‘kredi krizi*dir. Son asama
devlet, bagka bir deyisle vergi yiikiimliileri tarafindan kurtarilmaktrr.

4 Giddens. The Consequences of Modernity, Stanford University Press 1990, s. 89 & s. 33. - Onora
O’Neill bu duruma benzer bir bigimde bakar: Kadim “koruyuculan kim koruyacak?" sorusuna
verilecek tam bir yanit yoktur. Aksine, tam da her giivence yetersiz oldugundan 6tiirii giiven gerekir.
(...) giivencelerimizin ya da kamtlanmizin oldugu yerde giiven telkini lizumsuzdur. ‘5x11%in ‘55’e
esit olduguna, hayatta oldugumuza, her birimizin insan bir anneden dogduguna, giinesin bu sabah
dogmus olduguna giivenmeye gerek duymayiz™(4 Question of Trust, The BBC Reith Lectures 2002,
Cambridge University Press 2002, s. 6.) O’Neill burada yine de 6zellikle ¢agdas bir sorun gérmez.
O sadece “bir siiphe tarzi”na isaret eder; bir ‘giiven krizi’ne degil.(s. 11).

5 Krs. Giddens, The Consequences of Modernity, l.c., s. 92. — O’Neill igin var olup oilmadigimiz
sorusu bir soru degildir. O halde, bu baglamda giivenin bilginin bir vekili olarak alinmasina gerek
yoktur. (krs.. A Question of Trust, l.c., s. 6)
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idrak etmemiz olgusu ruhbilimciler tarafindan kiigiikliigiimiizde ekillendirdigimiz bir
giivene atfedilir. Erik Erikson bunu “temel giiven™ diye adlandinir ve o hilihazirda belirli
bir kargihklilik icerir. Ciinkii bagkalarina (ebeveynlere yahut diger baglanma figjirlerine)
giiven duymay1 ogrenen sadece gocuk degildir diger insanlar da (onun kendi davraniginda
ondan bir giivenilirlik gelistirmesini umarak) gocuga giivenmeyi Ggrenir. Bu psikolojik
bakis agisindan, bir gerceklik bilinci pekistirilmis bir giiven bilincidir. Sevlerin bir gerceklik
duyusuna sahip olmak, istikrarlt bir olumlu etkilesimin triiniidiir. Gergeklik kaybi bir
giiven kaybidir ve bir giiven kaybi zedelenmis bir etkilesimsel baglama isaret eder.

Bu, Donald Winnicott'a bagvurularak da aika resmedilebilir. Winnicotta gore,
gocuk ve onun en 6nde gelen baglanma figiirii, geleneksel olarak anne, arasindaki baaril
bir etkilesim igindeki iki akt6rii hem ayiran hem de birlegtiren bir “potansiyel uzam, bir tiir
‘oyun sahast’ yaraur. Bu oyun sahasinda gocuk baglanma figiiriinden (uzamsal ve zamansal
olarak) ayriimakla basa gtkmay1 ogrenir. “Bu oyun sahasi dahili fiziki gergeklik degildir. O
bireyin distndadir ama o dis diinya degildir.”” O ara bir yerdedir, ‘ileri ve geri’ bir gegise
imkan tanir ve buna kargilik olarak sahip oldugu kavram, hem giindelik dilde hem de felsefi
teoride oyundur. Buna gore, bir gergeklik duyusu oyunun sonucudur. Winnicott'un buna
iliskin kitabt, Oyun ve Gergeklik, esasen baglikta belirsiz bir bicimde ima edilen “ve”yle daha
fazla ilgilidir. Konusmamin bitiminde estetik baglaminda bunu tekrar ele alacagim.

ONTOLOJiK GUVEN VE FILM FELSEFESI

Giddens'in tarihsel olmayan ve psikolojik bir nitelik olarak tarusug: ontolojik giivene,
Felsefe baglaminda da, her seyden once varolusculuk, yararcilik, fenomenoloji ve varlik
felsefe geleneginde iist bir statii varsaylmigtir. Bu nedenle, Kierkegaardn bir “iman
sicramast” formiilil, sGylem ve varolug biciminde etik séylemden dini soyleme bir degisime
-yasa ve prosediir yonelimli bicimsel bir ussallik 6rnegini izleyerek megrulagtirilamayan bir
degisime- damgasini vurur. Friedrich Niewzsche bu ana konuyu “yasamin olumlanmasi”
(Lebensbejahung) ve amor fati terimi alunda tarusmakeadir. William James'in 1896 daki
“Inanma Istenci” hakkindaki iinlii konugmasi dini iman haklunda oldugu kadar, (bilim
insanlarinin bir hipotezin dogrulanma olasiligina inandig1 yerde) bilimde ve (insanlarin bir
seye inandig, rnegin bir hedefe ulasma bakimindan kendi yetilerine inandig1 ama bunun
nedeni sadece onlarin -“kendini gergeklestiren” inanglar denilen- kendi inanglari olmadsgy,
gergekte hedefe ulasmanin nedeninin inanglar oldugu yerde) bireysel psikolojide “inancin”
statiisii hakkindadir. Martin Heidegger etkili bir sadelikle, ,Vincent van Gogh'un kiigiik bir
tablosundaki ayakkabilara dair pek bilindik analizinde, “arag” ya da “esya’nin (Zeug) Gzsel
bir karakreristigj olarak giivenilirlik (Verlasslichkeit) analizine girisir. Marice Merleau-Ponty
bizi bir diinyaya inandiran bedenle baglantili olan algtya vurgu yapar. Son olarak, Ludwig
Wittgenstein'in dilsel bir doniisle birlikte gelen pragmatizmi, kesinlik tizerine notlarinda
bize, biliminki de dahil olmak tizere bir “dil oyunu’nun yalnizca “bir geye giivenilirse”, —en

6 Erik H. Erikson, Childhood and Society, Norton 1950, s. 75.
7 Donald W. Winnicott, Playing and Reality, Routledge 1991 (ya da 1971), s. 51.
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aundan haklandirma ediminde- “kendi payina haklandinlamayan bir seye giivenilirse i
gordiigii olgusunu haurlaur.

Zaten en bagta soylendigi zere, inang terimini film felsefesinde 6ne gikaran
Deleuzedur. Ama onun okyanusun diger yaninda, Wittgentein'in dilsel yararcilik gelenegini
agtkea siirdiiren bir miittefike sahip oldugunu eklemek gerekir: Stanley Cavell. Deleuze’a
gore, diinyayla baglanumiz saglam bilgi degil sadece bir inang konusudur. Ama o bir bilgi
tiirii ise 0 zaman soru sudur: Ne tiirden? “Inang” szciigii Deleuze igin de farkli seyleri
ifade edebilir. Ayni sbzciik aikga dini bir anlam(Fr. foi / Ing, faith),, ama ayni zamanda
epistemolojik bir anlam (Fr. croyance / Ing, belief ) tagiyabilir. Deleuze, felsefede ilk anlam
bakimindan Pascal ve Kierkegaard gibi yazarlara, ikinci anlam bakimindan ise Hume ve
Nietzsche gibi yazarlara yaklagabilir. Kant'in @inlii ifadesinin, “imana yer agmak icin bilgiyi
yadstmamizin gerekliligi,” her iki anlama da, “iman”a da “inanca” da izin verir goriinr.
Yine de o ayni zamanda Deleuze igin o var oldugu gibi diinyaya inangur.® Bu nedenle o
dinsel bir anlami yadsir. Ama sinema s6z konusu oldugunda, (diinyaya) inangla, ontolojik
olumlamayla hangi anlamin varsayildig agik degildir. Bu baglamda Deleuze ii gelenegi
yeniden canlandinir: {1k olarak, Antonine Artaud’un beden kavramini: Diinyaya inanma,
~varolug¢u ifade bigiminde-, 6nkavramsal bir varlik olarak “yalin bir su’na inanmak
anlamina gelir. Ikinci olarak, Deleuze (Sartre, Camus'niin): sagma felsefesini canlandinir:
Diinyaya inanma yabanci diinya ve insani anlam arayigi ihtiyaci arasindaki gerilime
katlanma anlamina gelir. Usiincii olarak, Deleuze bir yanda kugkucu tavni canlandinirken
diger yandan fenomenolojiyi - temasa ya da sezgi ya da “askiya alma” “epoché” (Husserl)
tavnnt- canlandinr: Diinyaya inanmak, eylemlere ve yargilara karst kayisiz kalmak,
Deleuze'iin ifadesiyle bir “kahin”e doniigmektir.

ONTOLOJi VE SEZGISEL BILGI

Ontolojik onama, boylece, kuramsal bir kabul ya da “bir geyin” -varlik olgusunun, kuramsal
goziimlemenin diginda yatan bir geyin var oldugu y6niinde kuramsal 6nermenin (the pure
statement)- “ taninmast” (Cavell) anlamina gelir. Peki onun hakkinda nasil konugabiliriz?
Deleuze'un asla bir ontoloji tasarlamamasi olgusu bir zaten bir ihtilaf konusudur.” Burada
ontoloji terimi temel olarak dilbilimsel analiz anlamda degil -beklendigi tizere- Heideggerci
anlamda, olanin degil varligin (anlaminin) sorugturulmast olarak alinmalidir. Heidegger ve
Nietzsche'nin getirdigi ontoloji ve metafizik elegtirisinin dayatug1 kosullara bagli kalarak,
Deleuze kugkusuz onun anlamini degistirdiginden otiirii bu terimi sadece pozitif bir
bigimde degerlendirir. [lk olarak, ontoloji kesiflerle dolu kuramsal bir uzay degildir. O,
temel varliklarin 6ziinii kesfetmekle degil bilim ve kurgu arasinda salinan temel kogullarin
teskiliyle ilgilidir. Yontemsel olarak, bu ontoloji o halde zayif bir iddiadan dogmus olsa
da igerik bakimindan etkili bir iddiaya sahiptir. Ikincisi, ilkiyle de yakindan baglantil

olarak, 6zdeglik ve aynm, tanimlanabilir ve bu nedenle olanla teshis edilemeyen arasindaki

8 Deleuze, Cinema Il \.c., s. 176
9 Krs. Todd May, Gilles Deleuze. An Introduction, Cambridge University Press 2005, ss. 13.
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oranin tersine cevrilmesini ifade eder. Bu anlamda anlagilan, ontoloji olarak felsefe teshis
edilemeyenle ilgili olmalidir. Deleuze’iin buna kargilik kullandigs pozitif terim ‘sanal'dir,
¢linkii teshis edilebilen gey olanin (dogru bir sekilde, yani sanal olarak) bir giincellenmesidir
sadece.

Ama Deleuzeci bu 6z-kavraysg -6rnegin, Alain Badiou warafindan belirgin hale
gelen- muazzam kuskulari aglar. Varligin Feryads (La clameur de IEtre), Badiou'nun
Deleuze iizerine yazdig kitabina verdigi baglkur. Bu baglikta onun su felsefi betimlemesiyle
kelime oyunu oynar: “Bin-sesli goklugun tiimii igin tek ve aymu ses, tiim damlalar igin tek
bir okyanus, tiim varliklar igin Varligin tek bir Feryadi.” ' Bu sebepten Badio, Deleuze'iin
“temel kaygi"sini, “goklugun Gzgiirlesmesi” olarak degil de diisiincenin “yenilenmig bir
kavram1”, yeni bir “ bir metafizigi” iizerine egilmesi olarak goriir."" Ve Deleuzeiin buna
destek almak icin ihtiyag duydugu iki 6ncii filozof Spinoza ve Bergsondur. Spinoza bir
farklilik ontolojisini, ilkin, (disavurumcu) igkinlik kavramiyla saglar. Eger “farklilik” iki
6zdeslik arasindaki ayrimi ifade etmiyorsa (aksi halde bu farklilifs dzdeslige tabi kilmak
olacakur) ve o 6zdesligin olumsuzlanmas: anlamina da gelmiyorsa (giinkii bu farklihigin
yalnizca olumsuz bir kavrami olacakur); o daha gok tim varligin, tim Gzdesliklerin,
aynimlarin ve olumsuzlamlarin temelini ya da nedenini ifade ediyorsa, o halde varlik
toziinden 6tiirii ancak bir olabilir. Felsefe tarihinde, bu metafizik kuram Spinoza tarafindan
temsil edilir.

Sadece tek bir tz vardir ~Spinoza nin Tanr1 ya da Doga diye adlandirdigs (“deus
sive natura’) ve o tek anlamlidir, kendisini ilineklerde ve kiplerde ifada eder. Tiim ifadeler
ickinlik alani dihilinde kalir; agkinlik yoktur —6zellikle ne Tanri ve Onun yaratug; tiim
seyler ne de onun modern vekili Kartezyen ego-cogito ve maddi seyler arasinda. Ikinci
olarak, Spinoza, Deleuzecii ontolojiye uygun bilgi kuramsal anahtar sozciii, ‘sezgisel
bilgi'yi (scientia intuitiva) saglar.

Pek iyi bilindigi gibi, o Platoncu bilgi kuram: tarzinda, ilerleyen asamalarla
biitiinlegen i tiir bilgiyi ayirir. ? Ilkin, bireysel seylere isaret eden, sani ya da imgelem diye
anilan duyusal olarak uyandirilan, duygulanim temelli, diizensiz ve bu nedenle kangik bilgj;
ikinci olarak, ussal bilgi ya da us, yani seylerin ortak ozelliklerini ayirt eden, evrensel olarak
bilinen kavramlar ve ilkelere gore dizenlenen bilgj. Son olarak, bireysel olanin 6ziinii ayirt
eden sezgisel bilgi. O diger iki bilgi tiiriinii birlestiren en dist bilgi tiirii diye adlandirilabilir
¢iinkii o duyusal bilgi gibi bireysel bir geye (res) isaret ettigi gibi ussal bilgi gibi evrenselligi
de isaret eder.

Ama tikel seylerin yeterli bir bigimde ayirt edilmesini saglayan bilginin ikinci tiir
bilgi degil de sadece iigiincii tiir bilgi olup olmadig agk degildir.”” Ikinci olarak, bunun

10 Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, gev. P. Patton, New York 1994, s. 304.

11 Alain Badiou, Deleuze: The Clamor of Being, Univ of Minnesota Press, 2000, s. xiv.

12 Theo Kobusch, Art. “Intuition*, in: Historisches Warterbuch der Philosophie, Vol.. 4: I-K, ed. by.
Joachim Ritter & Karlfried Griinder, Basel/Stuttgart 1976, s. 529.

13 Steven Nadler ikinci alternatiften yanayken, geri kalan digerleri Spinoza’nin tiimiiyle bir
rasyonalist oldugunu savunurlar. (Spinoza’s Ethics. An Introduction, Cambridge University Press
2006, s. 178.
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“tekil bir seyin bireysel 6ziiniin” mii (bir bireyin bireysel 6ziiniin mii) yoksa bir “bireyin
6ziiniin” mi ayirt edilmesi oldugu da agik degildir."

1lk durumda, ayirt etme evrenselligi bakimindan tekil bir seyin ayirt edilmesine
isaret etse de bireyin bireyselligi iginde bir idraki gibi gériiniiste paradoksal bir basart saglar.
Ikinci durumda insan zihni, bir birey dihilinde ebedi ve tanrisal ynii ayrt eder; sub specie
aeternitatis bir bigimde tanur ~Nadler'in eklemesiyle, ayni zamanda amor Dei intellectualis
bigimde. Tiim bilgi tiirleri arasinda en gok ihtilafl yoruma yol agan bilgi tiirii Spinoza'nin
sundugu sezgisel bilgidir. Bu bilme bigiminin tam anlamint ayirt etmenin giig oldugu
konusunda bir anlagma vardir. O daha gok dini, gizemli bir bicimde anlagilabilecegi gibi
daha gok ussalcr bir bigimde de anlagilabilir. Ve bu bulaniklik Deleuze igin de gegerlidir.
Onun bu bulaniklktan kurtulmayr gergekten isteyip istemediginden emin degilim.
Ama emin oldugum sey, Eger Deleuze’ii ne derli gok estetigin yoluna sokarsak kuramsal
sikintilardan de o kadar gok kaginabiliriz. Ama bunu yapmadan 8nce, baska bir yolun
daha, yararciligin yolunun, var olduguna deginmek isterim. Richard Rorty, Ik kez1997de
Amsterdam Universitesi nde vcrdlgl Spinoza dersi miinasebetiyle sundugu, “Spinoza,
Yaracilik ve Bilgelik Sevgisi” tizerine makalesinde bu yolun bir betimlemesini vermigtir.
Rorty'nin diigiincesi, gogu kez oldugu gibi cezp edici oldugu kadar yalindir. Bir kez dogay
Tanr1ya da Tanriy: doga olarak disiindiigiimiizde, seylerin diizeniyle fikirlerinin diizeninin
6zdes oldugu yoniindeki metafiziksel iddiay: yeniden tasdik etmekle kalmaytz. Biz “ayn:
gergekligin alternatif ama egit derecede gegerli betimlemelerine” de sahip oluruz. Tanr ya
da doga “uzamin ve diisiincenin sifatlartyla ayn yeterlilikle” betimlenebilir. Ama bu, Kant's
izleyerek, “bunun ya da diger betimlemelerin yine de herhangi bir bigimde “kendinde
seylerle iliskili olup olmadigint” sorabilecegimizi ima eder. ® Deleuze boylece yararcilarin
yolunu izleyerek, birok bilgi kuramsal zahmetten kurtulma sansna sahip olacakur. Biz
sadece, onun Anglo-Sakson deneyciligi ve yararciligina sagiruci derecede deger verdiginin
veonun ilkeler ve tozler yerine baglasimlar, ilikiler ve birlikteliklere kendi yapugi vurgunun
daha gok alun gizecepjz.'

DELEUZE'UN SPINOZASINI ESTETIZE ETMEK

Son olarak estetik yolu takip etmeme izin verin. Deleuze'tin Spinozasini bu yolla okumak,
sadece, sezgisel bilgininin analitik bilgimizden, metafizik varligin bilimden iistiin oldugunu
ve ek olarak yine bu bilginin sanatgilarin imtiyazinda oldugunu bildiren bir Bergson &limi
olarak onun resmini gizmek degildir. '

14 Christof Ellsiepen, Die Erkenntnisarten”, iginde: Baruch de Spinoza, Ethik, ed. by Michael
Hampe & Robert Schnepf. Berlin 2006, s. 147. — Bu agikhk eksikligi, Deleuze’iin en ist bilgi
tiirii iizerine yorumunda da okunabilir. Bkz. Spinoza and the Problem of Expression in Philosophy
(boliim XVIII).

15 Richard Rorty, Spinoza, Pragmatism, and the Love to Wisdom*, in: ...

16 Krs. Gilles Deleuze, Dialoge, ve Claire Pamet, ¢ev. Bemnd Schwibs, Frankfurt/M. 1980, ss. 62.
17 Bkz. Henri Bergson, “Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik™, iginde: ders., Denken und schipferisches
Werden. Aufsdtze und Vortrdge, Hamburg 1993, s. 182, 192; “Die Wahmehmung der Verinderung”,
icinde: Denken und schopferisches Werden, l.c., ss. 154.
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Benim okumam Deleuze'iin profilini ayni zamanda felsefi olarak Schelling,
onun 1800deki sanat felsefesi ve Schopenhauer'in temsil ettigi romantik gelenegin bir
parcast olarak cizer. Burada sezgi ve temasa sadece estetik bir doniis araciligiyla metafiziksel
islevlerini yerine getirebilir. Bu yolu takip ederek, tutarlt bir bicimde onun estetize ederek
Deleuze'iin bagdasurici epistemolojisi etrafindaki bir yigin sikinudan kaginilabilecegini
ileri siirecegim.

Deleuze modern sinemaya diinyaya inancimizi onarma giicii bahsederken aslinda
kastettigi, zaten belirtmis oldugumuz gibi, Varliga inancimizdir. Simdiye degin kisaca
yeniden yapilandirmug oldugum gibi, ickinlik (Spinoza) ve onama (Nietzsche) kavramlan
ve ayni zamanda siire kavrami (Bergson) Varligin gevresinde gelisir.” Varlk, agkinlik,
Platoncu bir idealar gogii ya da 6te diinyaya ait Tanr1 olmaksizin vardir. Varlik aynmlari
tamimaz ve bu nedenle hiyerargileri de tamimaz.

O, sadece Birin, nihayetinde zamansal olarak goriilmesi gereken her geyi kusatan
toziin digavurum bigimlerini bili. Ama “zaman” uzlagimsal anlama dogrusal, sonsuza
kadar boliinebilir ve bitimsizce uzanan bir sey, degil Bergson’un, tiim gegmisin her an
edimsellestigi fikrine olanak taniyan, siiresini (durée) ifade eder; gegmis, o halde “bilkuvve”
vardur. Nieuzsche'nin ebedi doniig 6retisiyle birlikee bu bilkuvve varolusu gelecek boyutuna
uzatmak olasidir. Kuskusuz o, benzerin degil farklinin ebedi doniisii hakkindadir. O
Varligin olus olarak onanmast hakkindadbr.

Bu, yaklagik olarak, Deleuze'iin film teorisi igin bir cerceve olarak hizmet eden
metafiziksel teorinin kisalulmis halidir. Siirekli bu ereveye isaret ederek ancak, modern
yani yeni-gergekei, yeni miiphem ve yonetmen sinemasinin sundugu modern bir “zaman
imgesi”nden soz etmenin ne anlama gelebilecegini anlayabilir. Yalnizca sezgisel bilis tarz1
zaman bir imge olarak kaydedebilir. Bundan boyle zaman (klasik Hollywood filmlerinde)
“hareket imgesi” diye adlandinilan dolayh bir imge olarak degil bir imgesinin kendisi
gibi kavramsallagtirilabilir. Onceden film bagtanbasa “IMGE=HAREKET” eitligini
temsil ederse, aruk anlatisal olmayan modern film bundan boyle dogrusal degil dolaysiz
ve dogrudan bir bicimde zamanin stratigrafik bir sunumunu temsil eder.” (Bir imgenin)
simdisi, (ayn: imgenin) gegmis ve gelecegi eszamanli varolusa yerlesir.

Zamanda bagkasi yokrur.

Ontolojik 6nermenin nasl haklandirilacag biiyitk bir sorundur. Aralanndaki farki
gostermek tizere zamanin 6znel, bedensel deneyimiyle fiziksel olarak dl¢iilebilir olan zamani
mukayese etmekle, bedensel deneyimin bize zamanin “gergek” kavramini sagladigini iddia
etmek tamamen bagka bir seydir.

Bir ontoloji daha biiyiik bir haklandirma gerekcirir. Bu noktada Deleuze aslen ide
kavramina dayanir. © Zaman-imgesi Kant¢t anlamda bir ide, deneyim otesi bir kavramdir.

18 See May, Gilles Deleuze, l.c., p. 26. May Deleuze'iin disiincesinde bir “kutsal iigleme”den s6z
eder. Deleuze and Guattari’dan (“Spinoza filozoflarin isa'sidir) alinti v aparak, su iddiada bulunur:
“Deleuze’un filozoflan arasinda eger Spinoza Oul ise, Bergson Baba ve Nietzsche Kutsal Ruh’tur.”
19 Deleuze, Cinema |: The Movement-Image, University of Minnesota Press 2007, s. 58; krs. idem.,
The Time-Image, l.c., ss. 34.

20 Krs. Claire Colebrook, Gilles Deleuze, London/New York 2002, S. 52. Colebrook estetik ide
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Bir idenin deneyimlenmesi ya da ondan stz edilmesi Heideggerle miimkiin olabilir:
Yalnizca olay olarak estetik bigimde deneyimlenebilir. Bunu “estetik ide” olarak kavrayan
ilk kisi Kant'n, ardindan Sechelling ve Schopenhauer (Benin, iradenin, baska bir deyisle
kor bir sonsuz olusun) metafizigi iin onu agimlad:. Yalnizca sanatgt oldugumuz dlgiide, bir
ideye, 6rnegin zaman-imgesine bakabiliriz.

Boylece Deleuze'un diigiinceleri estetik bir bakig agisindan yorumlandiginda daha
tutarh goriiniir. Simdiki baglamda bu, onun disiincelerini estetik bir ide kavramana geri
gotiirerek baglanulandirmak anlamina gelir ve bu da Kant'in Yarg: Giicsinsin Elestirisinde
sunuldugu sekliyle oyun kavramini ima eder.

Oyuncu yapisindan 6tiirii ~bagka bir deyigle onun algilart (hatta etkilenimleri),
imgeleri ve kavrami heyecan verici bir bigimde dengelemesinden, duyusal algy, imgeleme
ve yorumu dengelemesinden 6tiirii— estetik bir inang tekrar diinyaya inang ya da —Gzgiin
terimime geri donersek- giiven duymamiz1 saglayabilir.

Estetik bir deneyim bilgi yetilerimizin uyumu duygusunu uyandirir (Almanca
“Zusammenstimmung” s6zciigiindeki “Stimme” “ses” ile “Stimmung” ise “duygu, akort”
ile karstlalanabilir, sozciik o halde miizikle ilgili, demokratik, duygusal bir anlam tagir) ve
bu uyum ayni zamanda ben ve diinya arasinda bir uyuma agri yapar. Kant'in daha 6nceki
distiniimlerinden birinde ifade ettigi: “Giizel seyler insanin diinyaya uydugunu/uygun
geldigini/eglestigini duyurur” (“Die schénen Dinge zeigen an, dass der Mensch in die Welt
passé.”) O halde giiven idesi, sanki bir tavirdan ne daha fazlasi ne de daha azidir.

Simdi bu, en nihayetinde, tiim gevsek ilmikleri baglamama olanak sagar.
Sosyolojik olarak konusmak gerekirse, giiven bilgi eksikligi agigini kapatma iglevi goriir.
Bu, hem psikolojinin (Erikson) hem de felsefenin bakit agisindan gegerli olan ontolojik
giivende de farkl degildir. Psikolojik yaklasim, ozellikle Winnicot'un bir gergeklik
duyusunun oyunla dogdugu yoniindeki yaklagimy, ilk kez Kant'n estetik oyun kavramina
yer vermemize izin verir. Deleuze'un kendisi de bize bunu déhil etmek icin iyi gerekgeler
sunar. Buna gore, estetik deneyimler ontolojik ya da varolugsal gergeksiligin donaularidr.
Biz onlar araciliftyla, kanita istinaden, diinyayla baglanumizin kopmadigini ya da daha
agik bir deyisle kopmus gériinmedigini kegfedebiliriz

Onlar sanki bu baglanu saglammug gibi bir davranig tarzini desteklerler.

Ceviri Tanzer Yakar

kavramuni ilgili gormez.Krs. Imnmanuel Kant, Critique of Judgement, § 49.

21 Reflexion 1820a, iginde Birgit Recki: Asthetik der Sitten. Die Affinitdt von dsthetischem Ge fiihl
und praktischer Vernunft bei Kant, Frankfurt/M. 2001, p. 135. Recki, teori lehinde, (“Ne bilebilirim?”
ve “Ne yapmaltyim?” sorularinin yant sira) Kant’in iinlii felsefe sorularindan igiinciisii olan “Ne
umut edebilirim?” sorunun da Yarg: Giiciiniin Elestirisi’nde bir yanit buldugunu ileri siirer. Krs. Odo
Marquard, “Kant und die Wende zur Asthetik”, in: ibid., Aesthetica und Anaesthetica, Paderborn
1989, ss. 28-30.
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Belief and trust in the world.
an aesthetic reading of Deleuze’s Spinoza

Josef Friichtl

In the second volume of his cinema book, Gilles Deleuze includes the following re-markable
sentences: “The modern fact is that we no longer believe in this world (...) The link between
man and the world is broken. Henceforth, this link must become an object of belief: it is
the impossible which can only be restored within a faith (...) Re-storing our belief in the
world — this is the power of modern cinema.™® We no longer believe in the world, have
not really done so since the ideology of Plato, but espe-cially since Christianity successfully
established a cultural doctrine of two worlds, and since Descartes epistemologically divided
the tomlity of being into two substances whereby the path of knowledge can only, if at
all, lead from the one, the res cogitans, to the other, the res extensa. The Second World
War, that devastation of the basic moral structure of the Western world, rendered this
fundamental ontological loss of faith fully evident, or so Deleuze suggests. And in this
situation modern film emerged, the cinema of Orson Welles and neorealism, and with
it a rescuing, almost salva-tional authority able to give us back our belief in the world,
our belief in the connec-tion between ‘subject’ and ‘object’. In other words, the modern,
non-narrative movie has the ability to reinstate ontological trust or, better, to dispel all-
encompassing exi-stential anxiety.

1 Gilles Deleuze, The Time-Image. Cinema 2. University of Minnesota Press 1989 (French orig.
1985), pp. 171.
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This is the subject-matter I am interested in. Obviously I do not intend to give
a lec-ture on Spinoza but on an effect Spinoza had upon our contemporary philosophical
discussion in aesthetics, and more specifically in philosophy of film.

TRUST IN PHILOSOPHY AND SOCIOLOGY

The first step I wish to make, is explaining to youwhy I prefer to speak about trust instead
of belief. Trust has an inherent function within the social sphere.? Philosophi-cally speaking,
this is a theme for political, social and moral philosophy. Thomas Hobbes establishes the
framework within contract theory. For him, too, the forming of a contract between two
parties may depend on trust, namely when the services or goods to be exchanged are not
exchanged simultaneously. According to Hobbes, such trust is only possible, however, if
the parties have accepted a third, independent authority, that of the state. If necessary, for
example when a contract is breached, the state will be in a position to impose sanctions.
It remains unclear how the parties en-tering into the contract come to trust this third
authority. Fearing a potential punitive act is not the same as trusting in its justice. In
addition it isalso, of course, unclear how the parties agreed to make use of a superior third
authority; how the subjects managed to take the constitutive mistrust with which they
encountered each other during a bellicose precivilization and turn it into trust. Critique
of contract theory is not limited to internal problems such as these. The approach itself
is problematic be-cause of its orientation to egalitarianism and the exchange of goods.
Annette Baier has stressed that trust does not only characterize the relationship between
two equal partners. The relationships between lovers, friends, parents and children, the
sick and those who nurse them, would all be insufficiently described in legal terms alone.
This external criticism of philosophical contract theory sides with that of Kantian uni-
versalism. Initiated by Carol Gilligan, the catchword welfare ethics addresses all the morally
relevant relationships which cannot be adequately viewed from the perspec-tive of general
obligations alone.

‘The promotion of trust to a distinct and central term within present theory can
also be observed in the field of sociology. Starting with Georg Simmel, here trust appears as
a resource which is necessary (to whatever extent) in order to facilitate coordinated action
under the condition of extensive anonymity. When acting subjects have to rely on the
cooperation of others with whom they are not familiar, either as persons or with regards
their motives, then they have to resort to the category of trust. The feel-ing of trust is a
functional substitute for knowledge. In the language of Niklas Luhmann, to this extent
it is a resource of complexity reduction. The concept of trust does not explicitly have a
key inherent function in the social theory of Jiirgen Haber-mas, but indirectly it does.
It is embedded, so to speak, in the concept of lifeworld, accessed as a phenomenon and

2 Cf. Martin Hartmann, “Einleitung™, in: ibid/Claus Offe (ed.). Vertrauen. Die Grundlage des
sozialen Zusammenhalts, Frankfurt/New York 2001, pp. 10
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interpreted by communication theory. Lifeworld is what is given to the experiencing
subject without question, what is familiar intuitively and in a practical everyday sense, in
which the subject can trust> And insofar as the concept of lifeworld complements that of
communicative action, and the latter as-sumes primacy over that of instrumental action,
then the concept of trust also ac-quires a consolidated status. On the basis of Luhmann’s
conceptualization, Anthony Giddens has worked out some details. Being a sociologist
as well, he is primarily interested in the aspect of trust specific to modernity theory.
Accordingly, while in premodern cultures locally conditioned, face-dependent’ trust was
crucially significant, trust in modern cultures refers to abstract systems, especially ones
such as money or expertise. By using money, people can interact without having to get to
know each other first. But this is only possible because and insofar as they can trust in the
fact that money is generally acknowledged as a medium of this kind.# Expertise functions
in the same way. It has consequences for the knowledge and actions of all those who make
use of it, for example in consulting a physician or a mortgage advisor, and a consultation
is only possible because and insofar as they trust these experts. According to Giddens,
this case even reveals the “core of all trust relations” for “trust is only demanded where
there is ignorance — either of the knowledge claims of technical experts or of the thoughts
and intentions of intimates”. The “prime condition of requirements for trust is not lack
of power but lack of full information”.> Once again, trust is a functional substitute for
knowledge, not power.

ONTOLOGICAL TRUST: SOCIOLOGICALLY AND PSYCHOLOGICALLY

Although Giddens is interested in the type of trust specific to modernity, in the abstract
systems of financial transactions and technical expertise bridging ever-increasing spatial
and temporal distances, he also addresses the aspects of trust which appear to have a

3 Cf. Jiirgen Habermas, Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns. Band 2: Zur Kritik der
funktionalistischen Vernunft, Frankfurt/M. 1981,pp. 182, esp. pp. 198.

4 It is only because of this that in certain cases or situations mistrust can arise towards institutions
which deal with money. If trust in a bank is lost, savers storm the counters in a state of panic, as
was the case in Fall 2007. If the banks lose trust in one another, for example because they have all
more or less at the same time speculated on the US American property market and lost, then they
start to stockpile the money which they would normally have been willing to lend to their partner
banks in the short-term. The result is a “credit crunch’ which has to be rectified with the aid of the
central banks. The final stage is a bail-out by the state, i.e. the taxpayer.

S5 Giddens, The Consequences of Modemity, Stanford University Press 1990, p. 89 & p. 33. -
Onora O’Neill views the situation similarly: “There is no complete answer to the old question:
*who will guard the guardians?’ On the contrary, trust is needed precisely because all guarantees are
incomplete (...) Where we have guarantees or proofs, placing trust is redundant. We don’t need to
take it on trust that 5x11= 55, or that we are alive, or that each of us was born of a human mother
or that the sun rose this morning™ (A Question of Trust, The BBC Reith Lectures 2002, Cambridge
University Press 2002, p. 6.) O'Neill does not see a specifically modern problem here, though. She
merely points out “a mood of suspicion™ (p. 11), not a crisis of trust.
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transcultural or ahistoric significance. Uppermost here is the ontological aspect* This is
concerned with a trust in being, in one’s own being, in the being of others, of things, of the
world itself. It is concerned with common philosophical questions like: Do I really exist?,
Am [ still the same person today that I was yesterday?’, ‘Do other people really exist?,
‘Does what is in front of me continue to exist if I turn around?’. Such questions assume
an existential gravity when they are experienced subjectively as states of anxiety, sometimes
increasing to pathological states, especially schizophrenia. The fact that this is unusual, that
we rarely graspsuch questions as an existential threat, is attributed by psychologists to a trust
we form in infancy. Erik Erikson calls this “basic trust™, and it already involves a certain
mutuality. For not only does the infant learn to rely on others (parents or other at-tachment
figures), but also these other people learn to rely on the infant (by expecting it to develop
trustworthiness in its own behavior). From this psychological spective, a consciousness of
reality is an entrenched consciousness of trust. Having a sense of the reality of things and
people is the product of a stable positive interaction. A lack of reality is a lack of trust, and
alack of trust indicates an impaired interactional context.

This can also be pointedly illustrated with recourse to Donald Winnicot.
According to Winnicott, successful interaction between the infant and its primary
attachment figure, traditionally the mother, gives rise to a ‘potential space, a type of
‘playground’ which both separates and unites the two interactors. In this playground the
infant learns to cope with (spatial and temporal) separation from its attachment figure.
“This area of playing is not inner psychic reality. It is outside the individual, but it is not the
external world.™ It is somewhere in between, permitting a transition ‘back and forth’, and
for this we have the concept of play, both in everyday language and in philosophical theory.
Accordingly, a sense of reality is the result of play. Playing and Reality, as the corresponding
book by Winnicott is called, are more intrinsically linked than the ‘and’ in the title non-
committally implies. I will come back to this in the context of aesthetics at the end of my

talk.
ONTOLOGICAL TRUST AND FILM PHILOSOPHY

The ontological trust which Giddens discusses as an ahistorical and psychological
quality has also assumed a lofty status within the context of Philosophy, above all within
the tradition of existentialism, pragmatism, phenomenology and philosophy of Being.
Thus, Kierkegaard's formula of a “leap into faith” labels a change in the form of discourse
and existence, namely from ethical to religious discourse and existence, a change which
cannot be legitimized following the pattern of a formal rationality oriented towards rule

6 Cf. Giddens, The Consequences of Modemity, l.c., p. 92. - For O’Neill the question of whether
we exist is not a question. Therefore, in this context trust does not need to be taken a substitute for
knowledge (cf. A Question of Trust, l.c., p. 6)

7 Erik H. Erikson, Childhood and Society, Norton 1950, p. 75.

8 Donald W. Winnicott, Playing and Reality, Routledge 1991 (or. 1971), p. 51.
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and procedure. Friedrich Niewzsche is debating that subject-matter under the term of
“affirmation of life” (Lebensbejahung) and amor fati. William James’ famous speech about
“The Will to Believe” from 1896 is about religious faith as well, but also about the swtus of
“belief” in science (where scientists believe in the possibility of verification of a hypothesis)
and in individual psychology (where human beings believe in something, for example in
their own capacities of reachinga goal, and in fact reach that goal because of their belief, even
though not only because of their belief, so-called “self-fulfilling beliefs”). With emphatic
frugality Martin Heidegger is devoted to the analysis of “reliability” (Verlisslichkeit) as an
essential characteristic of “equipment” or “stuff” (Zeug), best known in his analysis of shoes
in a small painting of Vincent van Gogh. Marice Merleau-Ponty emphasizes perception
connected to the body that makes us believe in a world. Finally, Ludwig Wittgenstein's
pragmatism with a linguistic turn reminds us in his notes on certainty to the fact that a
“language game” - also the one of science - only works “if one relies on something”, if
one trusts in something that cannot for his part be justified - at least not during an act of
justification.

As mentioned already at the beginning, it is Deleuze who makes the term of belief
prominent in film philosophy. Though one has to add immediately that he has an ally on
the other side of the ocean who explicitly is continuing the Wittgensteinian tradition of
linguistic pragmatism: Stanley Cavell. Concerning Deleuze, our link to the world it is only
a belief, not firm knowledge. But it is a kind of knowledge, and the question then is: which
kind? The word “belief” can mean different things, also for Deleuze. The same word can
have a clearly religious meaning (Fr. foi / Eng, faith), butalso an epistemological one (Fr.
croyance / Eng. belief ). Within philosophy Deleuze can draw on authors such as Pascal
and Kierkegaard for the first meaning and on authors such as Hume and Niewsche for the
second. Kant's famous statement that we have “to deny knowledge in order to make room
for faith™ allow both meanings, “faith” and “belief”. Yet for Deleuze it is also belief in the
world as it is.”® He thus rejects a religious significance. And yet in the case of cinema it is
not clear which significance is assumed by belief (in the world), by ontological affirmation.
In this context Deleuze refreshes three traditions, firstly, Antonine Artaud's concept of the
body: believing in the world means believing in the body as - in an existentialist way
of speaking - a “naked that”, as a preconceptual entity; secondly, Deleuze refreshes the
philosophy of the absurd (Sartre, Camus): believing in the world means bearing the tension
between the alien world and the human need to strive for meaning; and, thirdly, Deleuze
refreshes an atitude of skepticism on the one hand and phenomenology on the other
hand, an artitude of contemplation or intuition or “epoché” (Husserl): believing in the
world means ignoring actions and judgments and becoming, what Deleuze calls, a “seer”

9 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, transl. and ed. by Paul Guyer & Allen W. Wood,
Cambridge University Press 1998, p.117 (BXXX).
10 Deleuze, Cinema I, l.c., p. 176.
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ONTOLOGY AND INTUITIVE KNOWLEDGE

Ontological affirmation, thus, means a theoretical affirmation or “acknowledgment”
(Cavell) of something - the fact of being, the pure statement that there is something -
that lies beyond theoretical analysis. How can we talk about it, then, at all” A bone of
contention is already the fact that Deleuze devises an ontology at all' Here the term
ontology is fundamenmally meant not in the sense of linguistic analysis, but - not seems to
surprising - in the Heideggerian sense; as an examination not of what is, but of (the sense
of) being. Bound by the conditions imposed by a critique of ontology and metaphysics
driven by Heidegger and Nietzsche, Deleuze can of course only seize upon this term
positively because he changes its meaning, Firstly, ontology is not a theoretical space
filled by discoveries, but by inventions. It is concerned not with discovering the essence
of fundamental entities, but with the construction of basic conditions oscillating between
science and fiction. Methodically, this ontology therefore emerges with a weak claim, but
it has a strong, emphatic claim as regards content. Secondly, and closely connected to the
first point, it means a reversal of the ratio between identity and difference, between what
is identifiable and thus being, and what cannot be identified. Philosophy as an ontology
understood in this sense has to do with the non-identifiable. Deleuze’s positive term for this
is ‘the virtual’, for what can be identified is only an update of what is (truthfully, namely
virtually).

But this Deleuzean self~conception instils massive doubts, given prominence by
Alain Badiou, for example. The Clamour of Being (La clameur de I'Etre) is the title of
his book on Deleuze, playing on the lawer’s philosophical description: “a single and same
voice for the whole thousand-voiced multiple, a single and same ocean for all the drops, a
single Clamour of Being for all beings”.2 Badiou accordingly sees Deleuze’s “fundamental
concern” not as the “liberation of the multiple”, but as “the folding of thought on a
renewed concept of the one”, on a new “metaphysics of the one”.” And the two pioneering
philosophers whom Deleuze needs to back this up are Spinoza and Bergson.

Spinoza provides an ontology of difference with, firstly, the guiding concept of
(expressive) immanence. If “difference” does not mean the distinction between two identities
(since this would make difference subordinate to identity), and if it does not mean the
negation of an identity either (since this would only be a negative concept of difference);
if instead it means the reason or ground for all being, that is all identi-ties, distinctions
and negations, then being can, according to its substance, only be one. In the history of
philosophy, this metaphysical theory is represented by Spinoza. There is only one substance
— Spinoza calls it God or Nature (“deus sive natura”) — and it is univocal, expressing itself

11 Cf. Todd May, Gilles Deleuze. An Introduction, Cambridge University Press 2005, pp. 13

12 Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, transl. by P. Patton, New York 1994, p. 304. 13 Alain
Badiou, Deleuze: The Clamor of Being, Univ of Minnesota Press, 2000, p. xiv.

13 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, transl. and ed. by Paul Guyer & Allen W. Wood,
Cambridge University Press 1998, p.117 (BXXX).
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in attributes and modes. All expressions remain within a sphere of immanence; there is no
transcendence, and predominantly not that between God and all things created by Him,
nor that berween his modern substitute, the Cartesian ego-cogito, and material things.

Secondly, Spinoza provides this Deleuzean ontology with the corresponding
epistemological keyword, namely scientia intuitiva. As it is well known, he distinguishes
three types of knowledge which are integrated in a Platonian way in a theory of
knowledge by progressive stages': Firstly, sensually evoked, affection based, unordered,
and thus confused knowledge, called opinion or imagination, referring to individual
things; secondly, rational knowledge or reason, namely knowledge ordered according to
universally known concepts and principles that recognizes the common features of things;
and, finally, intuitive knowledge which recognizes the essence of an individual. One can
describe it as that supreme kind of knowledge which combines the two other kinds of
knowledge because like the sensual knowledge it refers to an individual thing (res), and like
the rational knowledge it refers to universality. But it remains unclear, firstly, whether it is
only the third kind, and not the second kind of knowledge as well, facilitates an adequate
recognition of particular things.”” remains unclear, secondly, whether this is a recognition
of “the individual essence of a singular thing” (the individual essence of an individual)
or a recognition of “the essence of an individual”.'® In the first case recognition refers to
a singular thing in its universality and provides the seemingly paradoxical achievement
of a cognition of the individual in its individuality. In the second case the human mind
recognizes the aspect of the eternal, the divinity within an individual; he recognizes sub
specie aeternitatis and — Nadler would add: at the same time - as amor De; intellectualis.

Among all the kinds of knowledge Spinoza is presenting, the intuitive one mostly
provokes controversial interpretations. There is agreement that it is difficult to specify
the exact meaning of this form of cognition. It can be understood more religiously and
mystically or more rationalistically. And this ambiguity returns with Deleuze. [ am not sure
whether he really wants to be saved from this ambiguity. But I am sure that we can avoid a
lot of theoretical trouble if we push Deleuze more on the track of aesthetics.

But before I do this I would like to remark that there would be another track,
namely the one of pragmatism. Richard Rorty has given a description of this track in his
article on “Spinoza, Pragmatism, and Love to Wisdom”, first presented, by the way, in his
Spinoza lecture at the University of Amsterdam in 1997. Rorty's idea, like so often, is as
simple as attractive. Once we think of nature as God or God as nature we not only do have a
reconfirmation of the metaphysical claim that the order of things is identical with the order

14 Theo Kobusch, Art. ,,Intuition®, in: Historisches Worterbuch der Philosophie, Vol.. 4: 1K, ed. by.
Joachim Ritter & Karlfried Griinder, Basel/Stuttgart 1976, p. 529.

15 Steven Nadler argues for the second side of the alternative and for the rest defends Spinoza as a
rationalist ,through and through“ (Spinoza’s Ethics. An Introduction, Cambridge University Press
2006, p. 178).

16 Christof Ellsiepen, ,,Die Erkenntnisarten®, in: Baruch de Spinoza, Ethik, ed. by Michael Hampe
& Robert Schnepf, Berlin 2006, p. 147. - This lack of clarity can also be read from Deleuze’s
comment on the supreme kind of knowledge, see his Spinoza and the Problem of Expression in
Philosophy (chapter X VIII).
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of ideas. We do have “alternative but equally valid descriptions of the same reality” as well.
God or nature can be described “with the same adequacy by the attribute of extension and
the attribute of thinking,” But this implies that we, following Kant, can ask, “whether the
one or the other description still has something to do atall with the things in themselves.”"”
Following the pragmatist track, thus, Deleuze would have the chance of getting rid of a
lot of epistemological and theoretical trouble as well. We just would have to put more
emphasis on his surprising appreciation of Anglo-Saxon empiricism and pragmatism, thus,
on his own emphasis for conjunctions, relations, and associations instead of principles and
substances.®

AESTHETICIZING DELEUZE'S SPINOZA

But let me finally approach the aesthetic track Reading Deleuze’s Spinoza on that track
profiles him not only as a scholar of Bergson who declares our intuitive knowledge to
be superior to our analytical one, metaphysics being superior to science, and in addition
again and again declares this knowledge to be a privilege of artists.'” My reading profiles
Deleuze also as a part of the romantic tradition represented philosophically by Schelling,
his philosophy of art from 1800, and Schopenhauer. Intuition and contemplation here are
able to fulfil their metaphysical function only through an aesthetic turn. Following that
line I would like to suggest that one can avoid the bunch of difficulties around Deleuze’s
syncretic epistemology by consistently aestheticizing it.

When Deleuze awards to modern cinema the power to restore our belief in the
world, he in fact means, as I already have pointed out, our belief in Being, Being is centred
around the concepts of immanence (Spinoza) and affirmation (Nietzsche), as I have briefly
reconstructed until now, but it iscentredaround the conceptof duration (Bergson) as well.
Being is without transcendence, without a Platonic heaven of ideas or a otherworldly God.
Beingdoes not know divisions and therefore hierarchies. It only knows forms of expression
of the One, the all encompassing substance which finally has to be seen as temporal. But
“time” is not meant in the conventional sense as linear, infinitely divisible, and endlessly
extended but in Bergsons sense of durée which allows the idea that the entire past is
actualized in every moment; that the past, thus, exists “virtually”. And in combination
with Nietzsche’s doctrine of an eternal return it is possible to extend that virtual existence

17 Richard Rorty, ,.Spinoza, Pragmatism, and the Love to Wisdom®, in: ...

18 Cf. Gilles Deleuze, Dialoge, with Claire Pamet, transl. into German by Bemnd Schwibs,
Frankfurt/M. 1980, pp. 62.

19 See Henri Bergson, ,.Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik®, in: ders., Denken und schopferisches
Werden. Aufsitze und Vortrage, Hamburg 1993, p. 182, 192; ,.Die Wahmehmung der Veranderung*,
in: Denken Und schopferisches Werden, l.c., pp. 154.

20 See May, Gilles Deleuze, l.c., p. 26. May speaks of a, holy trinity* in Deleuze’s thought. Quoting
Deleuze and Guattari (Spinoza is ,,the Christ of the philosophers“), he offers the statement: If
Spinoza ist he Christ amoing Deleuze’s philosophers, then Bergson ist he Father, and Nietzsche the
Holy Ghost.“
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to the dimension of the future. Admittedly it is not about the eternal return of thesame but
of the different. Itis about the affirmation of Beingas becoming, This is, approximately, the
abbreviated version of the metaphysical theory which serves as a framework for Deleuze’s
theory of film. Only by referring constantly to that framework we are able to understand
what it could mean to speak of a “time image” which is presented by modern, that means
neo-realistic, nouvelle vague, and directors cinema. Only the intuitive mode of cognition,
namely, is capable of recording time as an image. The time image is conceptualized as an
image of time itself, no longer an indirect image as in the so-called “movement image” (of
classical Hollywood movies). If overall film already stands for the equation “IMAGE =
MOVEMENT", then the modern, no longer narrative film stands for a no longer linear,
but strati-graphic presentation of time, in an immediate and direct way.”' Present (of an
image), past and future (of the same image) are located in instantaneous coexistence. For
time is none other.

The big question is how 10 justify this ontological statement. It is one thing
to contrast the subjective, bodily experience of time with the dme which is physically
measurable. It is a completely different thing to maintain that this bodily experience
provides us with the “true” concept of time. An ontology requires far greater justification.
Here Deleuze essentially relies upon the concept of the idea.? The time-image is an idea
in the Kantian sense, a concept beyond experience. An idea can only be experienced, or
spoken with Heidegger: can only be perceived as event aesthetically. Kant was the first to
conceive of this as the “aesthetic idea”, Schelling and Schopenhauer then elaborated upon
it for their metaphysics (of the Self and the will, ie. of blind infinite becoming). Only to
the extent that we are artists are we able to look at an idea, for example the idea of the time-
image.

Deleuze’s deliberations thus appear more consistent when interpreted from an
aesthetic perspective. In the present context, this means linking them backwards to the
concept of an aesthetic idea, and this implies the concept of play as presented in Kant's
Ciritique of Judgement. Accordingly, an aesthetic belief can give us back our belief or - to
return to my original term — trust in the world because in its playful structure, i.e. its exciting
balance of percepts (even affects), images and concepts, its balance of sensuous perception,
imagination, and interpretation. An aesthetic experience awakens a feeling of agreement
of our epistemic faculties (in the German word “Zusammenstimmung” one can here
“Stimme”/voice and “Stimmung"/sentiment, tune, it thus has a musical, democratic and
emotional meaning), and this agreement invites one also to conclude agreement between
the self and the world. As Kant once put it in an early reflection: “Beautiful things announce
that man matches/fits/suits the world.” (“Die schonen Dinge zeigen an, dass der Mensch

21 Deleuze, Cinema I: The Movement-Image, University of Minnesota Press 2007, p. 58; cf. idem.,
The Time-Image, l.c.. pp. 34. 22 Cf.

22 Claire Colebrook, Gilles Deleuze, London/New York 2002, S. 52. Colebrook does not see the
relevance of the concept of the aesthetic Idea. Cf. Inmanuel Kant, Critique of Judgement, § 49
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in die Welt passé.”)? idea of trust, then, is nothing more, but also nothing less than an as-if
atitude.

This permits me now, finally, to tie up all theloose threads. Sociologically speaking,
trust fulfills the function of compensating missing knowledge. This is no different when it s
ontological trust, true from both a psychological perspective (Erikson) and a philosophical
one. The psychological approach, especially from Winnicott, according to which a sense
of reality emerges through play, enables us for the first time to include Kant's concept of
aesthetic play. But Deleuze himself gives us good reasons for this inclusion as well. Aesthetic
experiences are, accordingly, reinforcements of ontological or existential realism. Through
them we discover, from evidence, that our link with the world is not broken, or more
precisely: does not appear to be broken. They endorse an attitude of behaving as if this link
were intact.

23 Reflexion 18204, cited in Birgit Recki: Asthetik der Sitten. Die Affinitat von asthetischem Gefiihl
und praktischer Vernunft bei Kant, Frankfurt/M. 2001, p. 135. Recki argues in favour of the theory
that Kant’s famous third philosophical question: “What may 1 hope?” (besides the questions: “What
can |1 know?” and “What should 1 do?”) also finds an answer in the Critique of Judgement; cf.
also Odo Marquard, “Kant und die Wende zur Asthetik™". in: ibid. Aesthetica und Anaesthetica,
Paderborn 1989, p. 28-30.
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Spinozada Seyh Bedreddin izleri
Miislim Akdemir

Spinoza diisiincesinde Seyh Bedreddin'in izlerini aramak ilk bakista anlamsiz gériinebilir.
Ciinkii her iki diiiniir de iki farkli kiiltiiriin mensubudur. Ayrica Bedrettin 14. yiizyilin
sonlarinda ve 15. yiizyllin baglarinda Anadolu'da, Misirda ve Rumelide yagamugtr.
Spinoza ise 17. yiizyilda Hollanda'da yasamug bir filozoftur. Ustelik Spinoza eserlerinin
hicbirinde Seyh Bedreddin'den de bahsetmemigtir. Yani her iki diigiiniir arasinda bir
tanigtklik yoktur. O zaman bizi bu aragtirmaya iten ne idi? Bir gazete makalesinde Hilmi
Yavuz, Spinoza Giinlerini degerlendirirken, Seyh Bedreddin'le bag kurmadan Spinoza'y:
anlamanin eksik olacagini ifade eden sozleri ile Hilmi Ziya Ulken'in Islam Felsefesi'nde
Seyh Bedreddin'le Spinoza baglantist kurmasidir. AyricaNazim Hikmet'in $eyh Bedreddin
Destan'ndan beri Tiirk Marksist entelektiiellerinin Seyh Bedreddin'e duyduklar: ilginin
“Varidat” okumalarindan sonra sikintiya diigmesi ve bu stkinunin Spinoza okumalan ile
agildig1 iddiast da bizim hareket noktamizi olugturdu. Baglangig olarak Seyh Bedrettin ve
Spinoza arasinda baglant kurmak gokta kolay degildi. Ancak hem Spinoza hem de Seyh
Bedreddin'in diigiince ve yasam miicadelelerini tanidikga bu iki diisiiniiriin ortak kaderi
paylastiklarint gérmeye bagladik. Zannederim bu ortak kader Spinoza'da Bedreddin izlerini
gormemize zemin teskil etmekredir.

Spinozada Bedreddin izini anlamak iin her iki diigiiniiriin yagam hikéyelerine ve
digiince yapilarina bakmamuz gerekir. Buamacimizi gergeklestirmek igin $eyh Bedreddin'in
“Varidat” ve Spinoza'nin “Etika’sini aragtirmamiza temel aldik. Ozellikle Tanri, evren ve
insan anlayislan arasindaki benzerlikler 6ne gikardigimiz sorunlardir.
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Yazili kaynaklarda yagami, dogumu ve 6liimii hakkinda farkli agiklamalar olan
Seyh Bedreddin, Edirne yakinlarinda Simavnada 1359'da Kadi Israil'in oglu olarak
diinyaya geldi. Annesi bir Hristiyandi. Annesinin sahip oldugu kiiltiir, bakss agisinda
onemli etki yapmugur. Hristiyan'lar konusunda diger Miislimanlardan farkl bir bilince
sahiptir. Bunun somut 6megj ise yasaminin sonraki donemlerinde Hristiyan miiritlerinin
olmasini gosterebiliriz. Bursa, Konyave Kahire'de egitim gormiis. Misirda 6grenim gordiigii
dénemde medrese egitimi siirecinde Islam diigiincesini 6zellikle Ibn-iil Arabi’nin “Vahdet-i
Viicud” anlayigint yakindan takip etmis ve kendi tasavvuf disiincesini olugturan “Varidat™
bu anlayss tizerine olugturmaya galigmigtr. Dogu mistisizmi, Yahudi Kabala felsefesi onun
sufibakisagisindaetkisi goriilen diigiincelerdir. Misirda bulundugu donemde $eyh Hiiseyin
Ahlat'n tarikauni segmis ve daha sonra eyhlik mertebesiyle kendisi bu yolun temsilcisi
olmugtur. Bedreddin Misir doniigii Anadolu'daki siyasi ¢alkanulari yakindan izlemis. Bir
bilgin olarak hem Timur'la hem de Beyazit'la goriisme olanag) bulmugtur. Osmanlilarda ki
Fetret Devri d6neminde Musa Celebi'nin tarafini tutmug bunun kargiligi olarak da Rumeli
de kazasker gorevinde bulunmugtur. Musa Celebi'nin miicadeleyi kaybetmesi ile Mehmet
Gelebi tarafindan Iznik'e siiriilmiigtiir. Burada bulundugu dénemde hem Osmanli siyas:
ve ekonomik yapisindaki bozulmalar: takip etmis hem de kurdugu tarikatla bolgedeki
insanlar y6nlendirmigtir. Bu yonlendirmeleri miiritleri olan Bérkliice Mustafa ve Torlak
Kemal tarafindan Aydin-Manisa bélgesindeki ayaklanmalan ortaya gikarmugnr. Daha
sonra tekrar Rumeli'ye gegmis buradaki halk hareketlerine de 6nciilik etmis ancak hareketi
basarisiz olunca yakalanmis 1420'de Serezde asilarak idam edilmistir. Seyh Bedreddin'in
asilmasna sebep olan ve 0 donem Osmanli ulemast tarafindan kendisine isnat edilen suglar
arasinda, hainlik, dinden gtkma, miilkiyet ortaklig: isteme, cennet ve cehennemi reddetme,
ahrete inanmama gibi birgok sug vardir ( Yalkaya, 2001 ), ( Golpinarl, 1966 ).

Baruch Spinoza, ispanya ve Portekizden gelerek Amsterdam’a siginan
Hristiyanlig1 zorlamalardan dolay: kabullenmis gibi gériinen ve Marranolar olarak bilinen
Yahudi bir ailenin gocugu olarak 1632de Amsterdam'da dogmustur. Ticaretle ugragan
babasi aynt zamanda Amsterdamdaki sinagogun ve Yahudi okulunun miidiirligiini
de yapmusu. Ailesi Spinoza'min Yahudi hahami olarak yetismesini istemis ve bunu
gergeklegtirmesi iinde onu kiigiik yagta sinagoga gondermigler. O burada Ibraniceyi
ogrenmis, Yahudi ve Islam teologlarinin diigiincelerini tammugtir. Ozellikle daha sonra
“Etika"y1 yazmasinda etkisi olan Musa Ibn Meymun (Maimonides) okumalari ile hem
Islam felsefesini hem de Ibn-i Riist’iin diigiinceleri aracilig ile Aristoteles ve Platon’u
ogrenmigti. Ayrica Spinoza egitimi sirasinda Talmur ve Yahudi Kabala disiincesini de
yakindan tanimigur. Daha sonra Descartes etkisiyle sekillenen disiincelerini ifade etmeye
basladiginda Yahudi cemaat mahkemesi tarafindan materyalist ve Tevrat't kiigik gormekle
suglanmugtir. 24 yagindaki geng Spinoza Amsterdam Sinagogu tarafindan diistincelerinin
sapkinlig1 ve ateizme yonelme suguyla afir bir sekilde suglanarak Yahudi cemaatinden
kovulmug. Katoliklerdeki aforoz benzeri bir gekilde cezasi asla affedilmez bir gekilde karara
baglanmisti. Bu durum karsisinda Amsterdam't terk etti. Bu sirada “Erika”sini yazmaya
baslad:. Bir ara Bazi arkadaslart dolayzyla politik kutuplagmalara sebep oldu diye tepki ald1.
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Bu tepkiler Fransizlarla yapug bir goriismeden sonra ajanlik suglamasina kadar uzand..
“Etika”y1 1675'de tamamlamasina ragmen iizerindeki tartugmalardan dolay1yayinlayamad:.
1677'de Lahey'de 6ldiikten sonra eserleri arkadaglar tarafindan yayinlandi (Fransez, 2004),
(Scruton, 2002).

Bu kisa yasam ykiileri gosteriyor ki Seyh Bedreddin ile Spinoza arasinda g6z
ard: edilemeyecek benzerlikler var. Oncelikle her iki diigiiniirde egemen giigler tarafindan
dislanmugur. Bedreddin Siinni gelenek, Spinoza ise Yahudi Sinolog'u tarafindan dinsizlikle
suglanmug, biri idam digeri aforoz edilmigtir. Digiincelerinin sekillenmesindeki etki
zannedildigi kadar kaynak itibariyle birbirinden gok uzak degil. Her ne kadar iki
farkh kiiltiriin temsilcisi olarak baglangigta zikretsek de Seyh Bedreddin’in kendini
sekillendirmesinde etkili olan Islam teolojisi, mistik felsefe ve kabala diisiincesinin
Spinozanin da diigiincelerini temellendirmesinde etkisi vardir. Bunun en 6nemli iki
érneginden biri Ibn Meymun'un fikirleri, digeri ise Spinoza her ne kadar elestirse de kabala
disiincesinin Tanrt'un igkinligi fikridir. Yani kaynak itibariyle Seyh Bedreddin’i etkileyen
disiinceler buna bali olarak da Bedrettin'in diisiince diinyast izlerini Spinoza’ya tagimigur
diyebiliriz.

Seyh Bedreddin ve Spinoza'nin Tanry, Evren ve Insan anlaysslanndaki benzerligi
“Varidat” ve “Etika” okumalarindan hareketle agmaya caligacagiz. Oncelikle Tanri nedir?
Sorusunun kargiligint aradigimizda Bedreddin bu soruyu soyle yanithyor: “Tanr, biitiin
iglerin 6ziinden dogmasi, olgunluk nitelikleriyle nitelenmig bulunmasi yiiziinden salt
(mutlak) varlikar, ona Tanr1 denmesi bundandir. .. Tanri biitiin varhk tiirlerinde goriinir,
o birdir.” (V. 28) Tanr’'min 6zii biitiin nesnelerden beridir, buna kargiik gene ne varsa
ondadr, o da biitiin nesnelerdedir. Tanridan bagka bir varlik yokrur. Binlerce goriintiiden
belirse bile o birdir.” (V. 31). Tann “... Ozii geregi tiimel ve tikel olugtan oncedir” (V. 38).
Tann mutlak varlikur o varlik olarak her agamanin iistiindedir,” biitiin nesneler ondan
var olmugtur, her sey odur, o her geydir” (V. 39). Mutlak varlik kendi icinde zorunlu olan
varlikur. Var olan yalniz Tanridur.

Spinozada ise “Etik “in Birinci Bolim'i Tanri hakkindadir. O, Tanri’'dan mutlak
olarak sonsuz bir varlig, yani, her biri sonsuz ve sinirsiz 6z yansttan sonsuz niteliklerden
olugan bir tozii (subtance) anlyorum” (E. I; Tamm VI) der. Onda “Herhangi sonsuz ve
sinirsiz 6z yansitan sonsuz niteliklerden kurulmug 6z ya da Tanri zorunlu olarak vardir”
(E. I; O. XI). “Tannidan bagka t6z olamaz ve tasarlanamaz” (E. I; O. XIV). “Var olan her
sey Tanri'da vardir ve Tanri olmadan higbir gey var olamaz ve tasarlanamaz” (E. I; 0. XV).
Spinoza Tanrr'y1 sonsuz ve sinursiz bir 6zii ifade eden t6z olarak tanimlar ve sunu savunur
boyle bir varligin var olusunu engelleyecek hicbir neden veya akil bahsedilmesi olanakl
olmadig; igin bundan Tanr’'nin zorunlu olarak var oldugu gikar (Scruton, 2002; 5.52).

Tanr1 evren iligkisine gelince; Seyh Bedreddin evreni Tanrt'nin gériiniis alanina
¢tkist olarak tanimlar. Onun var olugu goriiniis olmasidir. Evren tannsal bir varlikur. Varlik
olmast nedeniyle “evren soyu, tiirii bakumindan kesin olarak 6nszdiir (kadimdir, ezelidir),
oniine 6n yokrur, onun sonradan ortaya gikist 6zii geregidir, zaman yoniinden degildir” (V.
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15). Evren hangi anlamda alinirsa alinsin, yalniz tanruile vardur. Evrende bulunan, goriinen
ne varsa tanridir (Eyuboglu, 2010). “Her nesne gergekten tannidir. Oyleyse onlardan biri
‘ben tanryim’ derse dogrudur. Ciinkii her varlik tanridan gelmekeedir. Her nesnede varlik
6zii vardrr, higbir kogula baglanmaksizin her varliga tanri denmigtir... Gergekee her sey
birdir” (V. 28). “Tanrt biitiin varliklarda gbriinii alanina gikar; biitiin varliklarda onda
goriiniir” (V. 31). “Biitiin varliklar, 6z bakimindan birlik igindedir, her nesne her nesnede
vardir... biitiin evrenler 6zde gergeklesir. Biitiin evrenler bir tozanda (zerre de, atomda)
vardir (V. 4). Evren ve Tann ayrimi ise onda tek bir t6ziin ki yonidir. Bu durumsa
Bedreddin tarafindan soyle ifade edilir; “Mutlak varlik olan tanrinin her agamada iki yonii
vardir. Bunlardan biri etkilemektir, tanri bu durumdaetkileyendir. Oreki etki altinda kaliur,
tanr bu durumda da etkilenendir. ilk durumda varlik tanr, ikinci durumda evrendir” (V.
37). Bedreddin'in tannist evrendir. O, tanrisal giilerin aslinda doganin yasalarindan (deus
siva nature) bagka bir sey olmadigini savunmakeadir (Coban, 2011, 5.210).

Spinoza ise, tanri-evren iligkisini t6z kavramu iginde ele alir. O, evrende varligina
tanik oldugumuz seylerin bir tek temel varlik ya da t6ziin degjsik goriintiileri oldugunu
ve bu tdziinde zorunlu olarak sonsuz oldugu goriisiindedir. Dolayisiyla dogada baska toz
olmaz. Tann da dogadan ayrik degil, tersine doga ile dzdestir. Onun deyimi ile “ evrende
ayni dogast ya da ayni niteligi olan iki ya da bircok toz olamaz” (E.1; O. V). “Evrende
yayilmis olan biitiin tikel seyler Tanri’ nin niteliklerinin duygularuslarindan ve tavirlarindan
bagka bir sey degildirler” (E.I; O. X0KI). “Tanrinin bir niteliginin mutlak dogasindan gikan
biitiin seyler, hem sonsuzdurlar hem de her zaman vardirlar ve boyle olmalar: gerekir yani
onlar bagli olduklari sifata gore ezeli ve sonsuzdur” (E.I; O. XXI)

Gorildigi gibi Tann ile ayni sey olan Doga, kendi kendisinin ve her seyin
nedenidir. Ayni zamanda Tanr1, kendinde olan tiim seylerin iiretici dinamigidir. Tanri ayni
zamanda da hem iireten hem de iiretilendir (Fransez; 2004; 5.147). Bu durumu Spinoza'nin
tinli ikilemiyle soyleyecek olursak, Tanri ayn1 zamanda hem “Natura Naturans” (Yarauc
Doga) hem de “Natura Naturata” (Yaraulmig Doga) (E. I; S. 29)dir. Spinoza Tanr ile
evreni bir tutar. Tanrinin iki niteligine vurgu yapar diisiince ve uzam. “Diisence Tanrinin
bir niteligidir, yani Tann diigiinen varlikur” (E. II; O. I). “Uzam tanrinin bir niteligidir;
yani Tanri wzamli varlikur” (E.IL; O.1).

“Varidat” ve “Etika’yr merkeze almak koguluyla her iki disiiniiriin benzer
yonlerini aradigimiz diger bir sorusu ise; Tanri ve Evren anlayiglarina paralel olarak insanin
konumu nedir? sorusudur. eyh Bedreddinde insan 6zii ve wmsidig1 yetenekler bakimindan
tanrinin benzeridir. Tanrinin birtakim ozelliklerini tagyan yalniz insandir...”. Adem, yiice
tanrinin ornegi bigiminde yaraulmigur. Onun griis bigimi tanriyr yansiur. Bu tanriya
benzeyis 6zelligi yalniz insanda bulunur, bagka varliklarda bulunmaz” (V. 8).” insandaki
anlayis ve eylemler bagka varliklarda soyut ve daha iistiin varlklarda bulunmaz. insan
asamasindaki varlikea gorillen ululuklar, yiicelikler 6teki varliklarda yokeur. Ciinkii insan,
tanrinin en yiice goriiniisiiniin ortaya qikug bir varlik asamasidir” (V. 91). “... biitiin
isler Hak’tandir, goriintiiler onun araglaridir, kul gériiniimiinde yalniz Hak vardic” (V. 13).
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Bunun anlam ise insan tanridir, “Hak” tr, “Insanla oreki diriler arasinda varlig; olugturan
bilesim bakimuindan ayrilik vardir, bu ayrilik da 6zde degildir. .. hayvanda ‘hayvan’ olan 6z
neyse insanda da ‘insan’ olan 6z odur; aynilik yalniz yetenek bakimindandir” (V. 32).
Spinoza ise, “Etika’da insant Tanr'min iki niteligi olan uzam ve disiinceye karsilik olan
beden-ruh iligkisi agisindan degerlendirir. Onda “insan, can (ruh) ve ten (beden) den
ibarettic” (E. II; O.SXIII). “Insanin 6zii tanninin niteliklerinin bazi tavirlanyla yani
diisiinme tavriyla kurulmugtur” (E. I, O. K.XI). “Burada su sonug gikar ki, insan ruhu
Tanri'nin sonsuz zihnin bir pargasidir” (E. II; O. $.X1). Insan ruhunu tegkil eden fikrin
objesi cisimdir (beden), yani eylem halinde var olan uzamin bir tavrindan bagska bir sey
degildir” (E. II; O. XIII). Spinozada ruh bedenle birlesmistir, ciinkii beden ruhun objesidir
ve bu nedenle ruh fikri kendi objesiyle birlesmelidir. Ruh bedenle birlesmis oldugu gibi asil
ruh olan Tanrr’yla da birlesmis olmal: goriisiindedir. Yani “ asil ruh bedenle nasil birlegmigse,
bu ruh fikri de ruhla ayni suretle birlesmistic” (E. I1; O. XXJ).

Spinozada Seyh Bedreddin izlerini ararken vardigimiz sonuglari “Varidat™ ve
“Etika’dan yola gikarak 6rneklemeye calisuk, vardigimiz sonuglari soyle Gzetleye biliriz;
Spinoza'nun felsefe yapmaya baslarken kendine sordugu soru “Yagami kusursuz olarak nasil
yasanim” sorusudur. Bu sorusuyla o kendisini siirekli mutlu, dingin ve akilli bir yagam
bigimine gotiirecek bir var olug halini sorgulamugtir. Varmay1 umdugu en tistiin var olug hali
kalict ve sonsuz varligin bir tezahiiriinden bagka bir sey degildir. Bu soru Seyh Bedreddin’in
diigiincesinde sufinin yagam yoludur. Ayni zamanda Uzak Dogu mistisizminin felsefi
ogreti yolu da budur. Ciinki hepsinin amact insani ruhsal esenlige ulastirmakeir. Bu esenlik
tutkulardan Gzgiir, yasamu siirekli bir duygu haline getiren ebedi mutlulugun hikiim
siirdiigii bir var olug bigimidir. Bu var olug; Hinduizm de “Samadhi”, Budizmde “Nirvana”,
Zen'de “Sotari”, Spinozada “Beatituda™ya erigmedir (Fransez, 2004, 5.24-25). Bu aym
zamanda tasavvufta “fenafillah’uir. Yani Seyh Bedreddin “Vahdet-i Viicut” anlayisinin son
noktasidir. Bu ise Spinoza'nin hem Dogulu bilginlerle hem de Seyh Bedreddin'le sagiruci
bir benzerligini gosterir. Hemen belirtelim ki, bu benzerlik Spinoza'nin ne Bedreddin'den
ne de Dogu diisiincesinden etkilendigini dogrudan gormek anlaminda degildir. Zaten
elimizde Spinoza'nin Bedreddin'i tanidigina dair hicbir veri de yoktur. Ancak ortaya gikan
her diisiince bir bagka diisiincenin ortaya ¢ikmasina ya da kendinden 6nceki diigiincelerin
izlerini tagimasina dogal olarak yatkindir. Zaten bu durumun Spinozada farkindadur. O,

“Dogasindan belli bir etkinin dogmadig higbir sey yoktur” (E. I; O. 36), derken kendisinin
de bu kuralin diginda tutulamayacaginin da isaretini vermistir.

Spinoza'da Seyh Bedreddin'in izlerini gormemize 15tk tutan en 6nemli 6rneklerden
biride her iki diliiniiriin de Tanri, Evren ve Insanla ilgili metinlerinden aldigimiz pasajlarda
tek bir t6ziin biitiin varliklar olugturdugu fikridir. Bu t6z de Tanrr'dir. Tanrt ve doga birdir.
Insanda Tanr ve Dogadan bagimsiz bir varliga sahip degildir. Spinozada Tanr’'nin iki
niteligi olan uzam ve diisiince insanda beden-ruh iligkisine doniigmiigtiir. Onlar da tek bir
toz olan Tanri'dadur. Bedreddin'de ise insan Tanr’'min gériintiisiidiir. Her ikisinde de mutlak
ve zorunlu olan bu toze baglt olarak var olan her seye ickin (immanent) yasa egemendir.
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Diinyanin higbir agkin (tarascentendal) boyutu yoktur. Bunu kabul ve yagamina entegre
etmek insanin olgunlagmasinin baglangici ve 6n koguludur. Yani Tanri ve Evren birdir.
Seyh Bedreddin’in tannsi evrendir, tannsal giilerin aslinda doganin yasalarindan (devs
siva nature) bagka bir olmadigii savunmakradur. Evrenin ne baslangici ne de sonu vardir
(Goban, 2011, 5.15). Spinoza'nin sonradan akli bir ilke olarak kanitlamaya calisuy her ne
evrense o tanndur, her ne tanriysa o evrendir anlayis gibi. Bu anlamda Spinoza panteizmine
benzer. Ancak Bedreddin'in panteizmi; pankozmik bir panteizm olarak nitelendirilebilir
Ancak dikkat edilmesi gereken bir bagka nokta da Spinoza'nin felsefesini sunmak icin segtigi
yontemin Bedreddin'in y6ntemi ile iligkisidir. Spinoza “Etik”ini geometrici ve akilci bir
yontemle sunar. Seyh Bedreddin ise bu yonteme ok yabancidir. O, sezgisel yontemle varlik
anlayisini temellendirir. lhamla Tanr'nin géniillere ilettigi bilgi anlamindaki “Varidat”
zaten bu durumun agik ifadesidir. Demek ki benzerlik disiincenin sunug bigiminde degil
6ziindedir.

Evren, Tann ve Insan arasindaki bu iligkinin tek bir tézle izahi her iki diigiiniirde
bir baska benzerligin de ortaya gtkmasina neden olmugtur. O da varliklar arasindaki
hiyerarsinin olmamas! fikri. Bu ise ozellikle toplumsal yagamda her ikisini de d6neminin
yerlesik diizenleri ile gaugir hale getirmistir. Seyh Bedreddin bu anlayigindan hareketle
Osmanli siyasal ve ekonomik sistemindeki sinfsal farkliliklara kargi ¢ikmug, biitiin
insanlarin egitligini milkiyette ortakhk ve siyasal iktidar paylagimindaki tavirlanyla

Gstermitir. Bu ise onun daha sonraki dénemlerde devrimci yonii olarak dikkar gekmigtir.

Ogzellikle 20. yiizyilla birlikee sosyalist ve Marksist Tiirk aydinlar: iizerinde etkisi hala devam
etmektedir. Ayni sekilde Spinozada “dogal seylerin var oldugu ve eyledigi gii¢ Tanr'min
giicii oldugundan, dogal hakkin ne oldugunu kolaylikla anlarsz... giinkii her dogal seyin,
sayesinde varoldugu ve eyledigi giig, Tanr'min mutlak bigimde 6zgiir olan giiciinden bagka
bir sey degildir” (TP I1; 13). Ifadesi ile 6zgiirliik ve demokrasinin ingasinin éniinii agmugtur.
Ayrica Spinozanin evrenin tiimiinde egemen olan igkin yasasi fikri ManX'in toplumsal
goziimlemelerine kaynak olmugtur.
Son soz olarak diyebiliriz ki; Spinozada Seyh Bedreddin’in izlerini ararken sadece benzer
yonleri gormekle kalmadik aymi zamanda her ikisinin de bazi durumlarda ortak kaderi
de yasadiklanmi gorditk. Ornegin her ikisinin de eserleri 6zellikle “Varidat” ve “Erika”
olimlerinden sonra tine kavusmugtur. Her ikisi de egemen inan¢ tarafindan dinsizlikle
ve bozgunculukla suglanmig bunun sonucu olarak Seyh Bedreddin asilarak idam edilmis
Spinoza ise Yahudi cemaati tarafindan aforoz edilmigtir. Oysa her ikisi de farkli yontemden
hareket etse de giiglii bir TANRI inancina sahiptir.
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Traces of Seykh Bedrettin in Spinoza
Miislim Akdemir

It might seem pointless, at a first glance, to look for some traces of Sheikh Bedrettin in
Spinozan Though, for they belong to different cultures, while the former lived in Egypt
and Thrace by the end of the 14th century and at the beginning of the 15th century
and the latter lived Nedherland in 17th century.Also, Spinoza seems to have made no
reference to Sheikh Bederettin in his works. So, there seemed to be no affinity between the
wo philosophers. The motivation to find out the semblances between the two thinkers
emanates from Hilmi Yavuz’s assertion, in a daily news Article on “Spinoza Days” that a
full comprehension of Spinoza would be impossible without relating his thought to that
of Sheikh Bedrettin as well as from Hilmi Ziya Ulken's attempt to establish a connection
between the two in “Philosophy in Islam.” Another source of motivation was the remark of
Nazim Hikmet who claimed that the Turkish Marxist intellectuals overcame the difficulty
of comprehending Bedrettin's thought as expressed in his “Varidat"only after they had
become familiar with the Spinozan thought, though, initially, it was quite difficult to
establish a connection between them. However, when the thoughts of the two philosophers
aswell as their life stories have been closely examined, it turns out that they really did have
the same destinies and it is this common destiny that made us into seeing the traces of
Bedrettin in Spinozan thought.

One needs to look at the lives and mind sets of these thinkers to see the
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similarities between the two. Sheikh Bedrettin's “Varidat” and Spinoz's “Ethica” has been
taken, in this study, to be principal sources to establish the relations between them. The text
herein foregrounds principally the similarities between their concepts of god, universe and
humanity.

Having incongruties about his birth, life and death in written historical texts,
S. Bedrettin was born in Simavna, a town near Edirne, in 1359. His father was Kadi
Israil. His mother was a christian and her culture was said to influnce his outlook a great
deal. He surely had a different perspective on christianity as opposed to those of many
other muslims, hence he had many christians followers in his later years. Having being
educated in Bursa, Konya and Eygpt, S. Bedrettin was mostly influenced by the wahdat
al-wujud (Unity of Being) principle of Ibn-iil Arabi in Cairo and tried to base his sufism in
Varidat on his philosophy. Eastern Miysticism and Semitic Kabbala Philosophy are other
sources of impact on his sufistic thought. He choose to be a follower of Sheiykh Hiiseyin
Ahlat and became himself a sheikh of his creed. On his return from Eygpt he was deeply
concerned with the politicial fuctuations in Anatolia, hence he had interviews both with
Sultan Bayazid and Emperor Tamburlaine. Siding with Musa Celebi during Ottoman
Interregnum, he was appointed to be a Kazasker( Chief Military Judge) in Rumeli (Thrace)
and yet exiled thereafter by Mehmet Celebi to Iznik when Musa Celebi lost the war against
Mehmet over the throne. During his stay in Iznik, he kept his concerns over corruption
in Ottoman politics and economics and became a great manipulator of his followers in
the region. His manipulative attitude resulted in upheavals directed by two of his ardent
followers named Borkliice Mustafa and Torlak Kemal in Aydin- Manisa Regjon. Later he
shifted to Rumeli and became a leader of some public upheavals himself and he was hanged
in Serez in 1420, as his attempts against the crown failed. Among the crimes, attributed
to him by the Ottoman clerics and lead to his persecution, were betrayal, deviaton from
the orthodoxy, demanding share in property rights, rejection of the existence of hell and
heaven and disbelief in afterlife ( Yalkaya, 2001 and Gélpinarls, 1966).

Baruch Spinoza was born in Amsterdam in 1632 to an originally jewish family
who were known to be Marranos and who were converts to christianity under suppression
and who moved from Spain and Portugal to Nedherlands as asylum seekers. Being a
merchant, his father was the director of a synagogue and a Jewish school in Amsterdam.
He was sent by his family to a synagogue in expectation of his becoming a rabbi, where
he learned hebrew and became familiar with islamic and jewish theologians. Later he
learned islamic philosophy via texts from Musa Ibn Maimonides who was an influnce on
his Ethica and learned about Aristotle and Platon via Ibn-i Riigt. His education included
also the Talmud and Jewish Kabbalah. Yet when he started to expose his ideas influnced by
Descartes, he was accused of being a materialist looking down on Torah. He was expelled
out of Jewish community at the age of 24 by the Amsterdam Synaggogue authorities on
the ground of his heretical thoughts and his inclination towards atheism. His banishment
was similar to banishment in catholicism, irrevocable and heavy and caused him to leave
Amsterdam. After his leave, he started to write his Ethica. For a time he was accused of
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causing political polarizations due to his connections which turned into accusations of
being an agent on the ground of his getting into contact with the French. Even though
he completed Ethica in 1675 he shunned from printing it due to rumours over him. His
works were published by his friends after he died in Lahey in 1677 (Fransez, 2004 and
Scruton, 2002).

Theseshortaccountsare reflective of a considerable numberof similarities between
life stories of S. Bedrettin and Spinoza. Firstly, both thinkers were excommunicated by the
ruling powers. While Sunni orthodox tradition become the force behind Bedrettin’s exile
and persecution, the Synagogue become the power behind Spinoza’s expel and banishment.
The sources of their mind set are also not far from one another as some might claim.
Although they are of different cultures as specified in the beginning, the islam philosophy,
mysticism and kabbalah thought were also influential in some ways in shaping Spinozas
thought. Of the 2 examples one is the influence of Ibn Maimonides and the second is
kabbalah, although Spinoza is critical of the idea of an immanence of God. In other words,
it can be said that the ideas that influenced S. Bedrettin and the tenets of Bedrettin's world
view have some traces on Spinozan thought.

Readings of Varidat and the Ethica will be helpful in revealing the similarity
between the concepts of god, the universe and man.The question what is god is answered
by S. Bedrettin as follows: “God is the absolute being as all action emanates from him and
he is the manifest perfection, hence he is called god... He manifests himself in all beings,
and unique” (V. 28). He comprises all beings, he is in them and them are of him. There is
no being other than god. Though he appears in all he is one (V. 31). Due to his essence, he
is a prior to universal and partial being” (V. 38).

God is the absolute being above evrything. All the objects are of him everything
is him and him is everything (V. 39). Absolute being is a being of itself and cause of itself.
Whatever s is solely God.

The frst part of Ethics by Spinoza is about God. In defining god he says: “ I meana
being absolutely infinite--that is, a substance consisting in infinite attributes, of which each
expresses eternal and infinite essentiality (E. I; Def. V1), and “God, or substance, consisting
of infinite attributes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality, necessarily
exists and “Besides God no substance can be granted or conceived” (E. I; Prop. XIV) and
“Whatsoever is, is in God, and without God nothing can be, or be conceived.” (E. I; Prop..
XV). So, Spinoza defines God as infinite and unlimited essence of the substantial and
comes upwith the idea that God is not distinct from the universe but identical with it and
no cause or intellect could exist to prevent the existence of such a being and from which it
can be concluded that God necessarily exists (Scruton, 2002; pg. 52).

As for the relations of God and Universe, S. Bedrettin sees the universe as the
manifestation of God. Its existence is of apparance and it partakes of God; the God and the
universe are the “One” and the same thing such that God reflects himself as the universe.
Nothing precedes the universe, its emergence is not temporal but effect of its essence (V.
15). In any sense of the word universe can exist as part of God. Anything found or apparent
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in the universe is of God or God himself. (Eyuboglu, 2010). “Every single object is God
lierally. If one claims ‘ I am God', he is right. This is because all beings are of God. Every
object has essence which is of God. Every being is called God unconditionally. All is God
and God is all. All is one (V. 28). “ God manifests imelf in all beings, all beings are a
manifestation of God.” (V. 31). “All beings are of one essence. Everything is inherent in all.
All universes are of a singular essence or of a single dust or particule.”(V. 4). The universe
and God are the two attributes of essence. S. Bedrettin clarifes this as follows: God as an
absolute being has two attributes; one is actant. God acw upon, and the other is being acted
upon. In the latter case God is the universe being acted upon”. (V. 37). Bedrettin’s God is
the universe. According to him God’s power emanates from nothing but the laws of nature
(deus siva nature) (Coban, 2011, pg.210).

Spinoza, too, sees the relation of God and universe within the context of
essence. According to him everything observed or vitnessed to exist in the universe are of
a substantial and necessarily infinite essence and they are different manifestations of this
same essence. There can be no two essences in the nature. God is not a separate entity from
Nature but identical with it. In his own words: “There cannot exist in the universe two or
more substances having the same nature or attribute’(E.1; Prop. V). He also claims that:
“Whatsoever follows from any attribute of God, in so far as it is modified by a modification,
which exists necessarily and as infinite, through the said attribute, mustalso exist necessarily
and as infinite”(E.; Prop. XXII), and “All things which follow from the absolute nature of
any attribute of God must always exist and be infinite, or, in other words, are eternal and
infinite through the said attribute.” (E.I; Prop. XXI)

So, being identical with God, nature is the cause of itself and of everything. And
God is the productive dynamic in itself, both the producer and the product or creator and
the created. (Fransez; 2004; pg.147). In Spinoza’s famousdichotomy: God is both “Natura
Naturans” and “Natura Naturata” (E. I; pg. 29)". Spinoza, too, sees God as identical with
the universe. He emphasizes two attributes of God: thought and extension: “Thought is an
attribute of God, or God is a thinking thing. (E. II; prop. I) and “Extension is an attribute
of God, or God is an extended thing (E.IL; prop. II).

Apart from, and in line with their concepts of God and Universe, there appears to
be similarities on the thoughts of the two thinkers as to what man is in their works “Varidat”
and “Ethics”. According to S. Bedrettin man is a semblance of Ged in view of his essence
and capabilities. Man is the very being to have some artribuies of God. Adam is nothing but
a copy of God. His appearance is reflective of that of God: “Such semblance to God is an
attribute unique solely to man, not to other beings”(V. 8). Cognizznce and actions pertaining
to man cannot be found in other beings, superior or otherwise. This is because man is the
highest form of being to reflect the attributes of God. (V. 91'. All phenomenal experiences
are of God. The world of appearances are God’s means ard man “is the visual reflection of
God.” (V. 13).This certainly means man is God, the almighny according to S. Bedrettin and
he claims: “the substance of man and other living beings are ditferent from one another,
though the difference is not in essence but in capabilin™ V7 321,
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As for Spinoza, he sees man in a similar dichotomy of thought and extension
but expresses him to be a combination of body-mind dichotomy: “the object of the idea
constituting the human mind is the body, and the body as it actually exists.” (E. II; proof
to prop.XIII) and “The essence of man is constituted by certain modes of the attributes of
God, namely by the modes of thinking.” (E. I; prop.XI). It canbe inferred from this that
human mind is”part of the infinite intellect of God”(E. II; corollary to propXI) and the
object of the idea constituting the human mind is the body, in other words a certain mode
of extension which actually exists, and nothing else. (E. II; prop. XIII). So for Spinoza
mind units with the body, for the body is the object of the mind and since it ought to unite
with body it must be united with the Almighty, namely:  This idea of the mind is united
to the mind in the same way as the mind is united to the body.” (E. II; prop. XXJ).

The findings in search of the similarities between Spinoza and S. Bedrettin
can be summarized as follows: Spinoza’s philosophy begs the question how do I reach
perfection in life? By this he questioned the means of attaining a calm life of wisdom and
happiness. Perfection, for him, meant nothing but a permanent and infinite existence in
its highermost degree. This is almost exactly the way of the sufis in Bedrettin's philosophy.
Itis also the the teachings of many philosophies in the Far East, for all seek to reach a kind
of spiritula salvation. A salvation free from the passions in which eternal bliss reigns. This
state of blisfull existence is “Samadhi” in Hinduism, “Nirvana” in Budhism, “Sotari in
Zen, “Beatitude” in Spinoza (Fransez, 2004, 5.24-25). The same existence is “fenafillah”
(annihilation in God) in Sufism. In other words, it is Oneness in All in S. Bedrettin's
thought. So, Spinozas thought is similar to both that of Bedrettin and to those of Eastern
Miystics. It is not here proclaimed that he was influenced by them and there is no any
evidence at hand to the effect that Bdrettin has any influence on him. But all ideas in some
way or the other emanate, naturally from similar ideas or give way to emergence of other
ideas similar in nature. Spinoza himself attests to this fact saying “There is no cause from
whose nature some effect does not follow.”(E. I; prop. X0XXVI).

Form their texts on man and nature it is also seen that both Spinoza and S.
Bedrettin speaks of a unique essence that makes up all the physical entities and that essence
is God. God and Nature are one and the same in both philosophers. Man has no any
other unique quality that makes him any different from God or nature. Insanda Tanri ve
Dogadan bagimsiz bir varliga sahip deildir. Two aspects of God: extension and thought
appears in man as body and mind in Spinoza while in Bedrettin man is the physical
manifestation of God. Immanent rules, emanating from that essence, reign in all existent
beings according to both of them. The world has no transcentendal dimension to seek.
Acceptance of this and making this is a precondition to maturation of self. Namely, God
and universe are one. S. Bedrettin's God is the universe and Godss rules are identical with
the rules of nature (devs siva nature). The universe has no beginning and end (Coban,
2011, pg.15). Spinoza tries to prove that Whatsoever is, is in God and whatsoever God is,
is in nature. Spinoza seems to be pantheistic in this sense but the pantheism of S. Bedrettin
are rather seen to be a pancosmic pantheism. It should be noted that the means via which
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they reach their conclusions are a litde bir different from one another. While Spinoza
employs a geometrician’s logic and reasoning in Ethics, S. Bedrettin, being unfamiliar to it,
seems to be employing an intuistic approach, hence the title of his work, Varidat: Remarks
of God to the Souls via Inspiration. So, the similarity between them is not in the way they
express themselves but in what they express.

The idea of a unique essence to explain the relationships between God, Universe
and Man resuls in the emergence of a common ideology shared by both of the thinkers
which is idea that there is no hierarchy among the beings. And this in turn, made both
of them rebels in the eras and communities they lived in. S. Bedrettin fought against the
class based Ottoman sociopolitical schemes, claiming the equality of all people as well
as shared ownership of properties and rights of people to self-government. His views on
these issues cause him to be considered as a revolutionary thinker in later years. Especially,
Turkish socialist and Marxist intellectuals as of 20th century are influenced by his thoughts.
Likewise, in Spinoza, since the immanent power in all beings pertains to or is of God,
one can easily find out what natural right is. This is because the power in the nature of
all beings is nothing but the absolute volutional power of God. (TP, II; 13). It is with this
understanding righteousness Spinoza paves the way to freedom and democracy. And it
must be noted that the immanance of the rules in the universe was a source of inspiration
for the analyses of Marx on society.

Finally, it can be said that while searching for the traces of S. Bedrettin on Spinoza
it is seen that apart from the similarities in their thoughts, one can see their common
destiny as well. Both Varidat and Ethics become well known after their death. Both thinkers
were accused of being heathens or separatists/dissenters. S. Bedrettin was hanged by the
orthodox islam and Spinoza, excommunicated by the Jewish community. Nevertheless,
they were both faithful and ardent followers of God, though both having used different

ways to understand him, the universe, and man.
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Islami bir filozof olarak Spinoza
Michiel Leezenberg

Yirminci ylizyibn sonlarinda Spinoza’nin dikkar gekici bir bicimde yeniden canlandinldig
gorilmilgeiir. [lkin, ncelikle Fransiz siyaset fllozoflari arasinda, 1960’larin sonlarinda
doneminde hikim olan Hegel etkisine bir alternatif olarak dogdu. Bu dénemde boylesi
etkili okumalari Gilles Deleuze, Martial Guéroult, ve Pierre Macherey'e borgluyuz.
Daha yakin zamanlarda tarihgi Jonathan Israel, Spinoza'min -tarihsel olarak, genelde
diisiiniilmiis oldugundan gok daha fazla etkili olmakla kalmayip normatif olarak “gercek”
ve degerli Aydinlanmayi imleyen- tamamen modern “radikal Aydinlanma”nin merkezinde
durdugunu ileri siirmiigtiir. Lsrael'e gore, Spinoza sekiler, ateist, materyalist, demokratik,
feminist ve anti-kolonyal olan sistematik bir felsefe dgretisi gelistiren ilk biiyitk diisiiniirdir.
Bu okumaya saysiz itiraz getirilebilir. Ornegin, William Connolly, Spinoza hem bedeni
hem dezihni ieren nege (keyiflilik) nosyonuna dair getirdigi somutlagmig-tinsel (embodied-
spiritual) kavrayigla bir “kiiltiir etigi”ni savundugu igin onun aslasekiiler bir diiiniir olarak
goriilmemesi gerektigini ileri siirmiigtiir.' Oysa giiniimiizde Spinoza'nin sekiiler olmadigina
dair bugibi goriisler kiigiik bir azinligin goriisleridir. Israel'in goriigleri 6zellikle Hollanda'da,
bilhassa 11 Eyliil saldirilarinin ardindan coskuyla kabul gérdii ve Belgika, Liksemburg ve
Hollanda'y1 kapsayan cografi bélgede Islam ve Miisliiman gogmenlerle ilgili s6z dalagina yol
aguL. Israel’in okumasi, Aydinlanmanin ilk 6rnek olarak bir Felemenk fenomeni oldugunu
kanitlamakla kalmadi, “Islam’in hig bir Aydinlanma yasamamis” oldugu yéniinde sozde
uygarlikla ilgili bir gercegi — bayat (ve aslinda tamamen yanlhsa gotiiren) bir kliseyi tekrar
dile getirmeye baglad:.?

1 Spinoza, Ethics 111, P11.
2. Israel, Radical Enlightenment (Oxford University Press, 2001); Israel, Enlightenment Contested
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Oysa erken donem Hollanddnin Osmanli Imparatorlugu bagta olmak iizere Islam
diinyastyla arasindaki -modern diinyadaki iliskileri dile getirmeyen- kiiltiirel ve entelektiiel
iligkiler bu gibi indirgemeci ve polemiksel anlaularin imkin tanidigindan gok daha
karmagtkur. Burada iddia etmek istedigim sey, Spinoza’ nin diisiincesinin egi goriilmemis bir
bigimde modern olduguya da onun esasen Hollanda'nin erken dénem modern deneyimine
dayandig1 degildir; aksine onun bazi nosyon ve gretilerinin klasik Islam diisiincesinde
izlerinin siiriilebilecegini iddiasindayim. Bu nedenle Batili olmayan diinyanin deneyimi,
Avrupa Aydinlamasinin bu béliimii iizerine kurucu bir etkide bulunmugtur. Bagka bir
ifadeyle, Spinoza byle gok fazla “kiiltiirler arast bir ditgiinii” degildir; aksine, bu kiiltiirler
veonlardan dogan felsefi gelenekler muhtemelen baglangictan itibaren i¢ ice gecmigledir.

SPINOZA GCALISMALARINDA YAHUDILER VE MUSLUMANLIK

Simdi bir noktayr aiklamama izin verin: Spinoza'nin bir Islam filozofu oldugunu iddia
etmeyecegim: Agtkeasi, o itaatkdr bir Yahudiden daha fazla inangl bir Miisliiman degildi.
Kastettigim daha ok sudur: Spinoza kismen ozelikle Yahudi felsefe geleneginden gelmis
olsa da, onun felsefedeki Arap-Islam geleneginden gelen gok sayida fikirle sekillenmis
oldugu da sdylenebilir.

Son birkag on yil iginde, bu fikir Spinoza iizerine calisanlar arasindaki ok
ragbet gormemigtir. Gegmigte, sirastyla, H.A. Wolfson ve A. Affifi Spinozanin Arap-
Islam gelenegine borglu oldugunu ileri siirdii ve Ibn-i Arabinin varligin birligi yoniinde
monist mistik 6retisiyle (wahdat al-wujiid) yakinhklarini gosterdi. Ama her iki ¢aba da
yontembilimsel temellerde elestirildi.?

Bu nedenle, Wolf tek tek Islam diigiiniirleriyle somut baglantilar sapramaya
¢alismaz, genel ve ayirt edilmemis “dini felsefe’den soz eder; iddialarinin genel karakteri
onlar degerlendirmeyi zorlagurir. Ayni gekilde, Spinoza herhangi bir mistisizm bicimiyle
kanitlanabilir hi bir yakinliga sahip olmadigindan otiirii, Spinoza'nin t6z monizmini
Ibn-i Arabi’nin mistik panteizmiyle dzdeslegtirmesinden 6tiirii Affifi elestirilmistir; dahast
Ibn-i Arabi'nin, bir panteist oldugu iddiasi Islami ortodoksinin herhangi bir bicimiyle
anlagmazlik igindedir. Ay sekilde, Spinoza'nin Yahudi entelekriiel kokleri evrensel olarak
kabul edilmemigtir. Bu nedenle, Wiep van Bunge ikna edici bir bicimde, Yirmiyahu
Yovel'in iddia etmi oldugu gibi, Spinozanin diigiincesinde Marrano gevresinin izlerinin
degil daha gok 17. yiizyil Hollanda devletinin kogullarini ve gatgmalarini belirgin bir

(Oxford University Press, 2006), ozellikle ikinci eserinin 24. Bolimiine bkz. Belki, bu iddialarin
bizzat Israel tarafindan degil onun daha coskulu Hollandal izleyicileri tarafindan ileri siriildiigimii
eklemem gerek. Israel bir sonraki Enlightenment Contested (2006) isimli eserinde Batih olmayan
diinyanin Aydinlanma gériislerine ve degerlendirmelerine dikkat geker.

3 H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy ofSpinoza (2 Vols., Harvard University Press, 1934); A. Affifi, /bnul-
Arabi’s Mystical Philosophy (Cambridge 1939); Bir diger 6n ifade Spinoz ve Endiliis digiiniirii Ibn
Bécca arasindaki paralellige vurgu yapar, krg. R. Amaldez, ‘Spinoza et la pensée arabe’, Revue de
synthése 89-91 (1978), ss. 151-172. Bir diiiiniir olarak Spinoza dzellikle Yahudi gelenek iginde yer
alir, bkz. see S. Nadler, ‘Is Spinoza a Jewish Philosopher?’, Studia Spinozana 13 (1997), ss. 64-80..
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bigimde sergiledigini iddia etmigtir.* O, herhangi bir dinsel zulmiin Marrano gevresindeki
anlamindan ¢ok bu Hollandali cumhuriyetgi arkaplandan hareketle ve ona kargt su
gtkarimi yapar: Spinoza “Kartezyen bir cumhuriyergilik” gelistirmigtir. Agikca, bu Islami
bir bag igin neredeyse hig umu verici degildir: Felsefi olarak, elbette, klasik Islami felsefi
gelenekte ne Kartezyencilik ne de cumhuriyetgilik aranmalidir. Orada ne kugkuculuk ne de
bir t6z ditalizmi bulunur ve Islami politik diisiince, demokratik cumhuriyetciligin yapug:
gibi vatandaglik ya da 6zgiirlik nosyonlarini merkeze almaz; onun merkeze aldig: daha gok
krallikur.

Yine de, asagida, Spinozada (dini ya da kiiltiirel) etkinin (aksine) Islami felsefi
etkinin agik izlerinin bulunabilecegini iddia edecegim. Ne var ki, Spinoza'min felsefi
olgunluga erisinceye kadar herhangi bir Islam diisiiniiriinii okumus oldugu kanilanmamg
oldugundan bu etki dogrudan degjldir. Dogrudan bir etkinin izleri agik¢a, Spinoza'nin
Ibranice terciimesinin bir kopyasini elinde bulundurdugu Moses Maimonides'in Sagémlar
Klavuzu isimli eserinde kismen siiriilebilir. Bu eser aslen Arapca yazilmig oldugundan étiirii
o asil itibariyle Arap-Islami felsefi gelenegi digarida birakilarak diigiiniilemez. Spinoza'nin,
ornegin Maimonides'in peygamberlik ve felsefe iliskisiyle alakali kavramlarindan ve
sorularindan hareket ettiginde onun aym zamanda Islami felsefi gelenek icinde durdugu
da soylenebilir; bununla birlikte onun bu sorulara verdigi yanitlar Yahudi ve Islami felsefi
onciillerinden genellikle farklidur.

HOLLANDALI SPINOZA CEVRESINDE iSLAM

Ik olarak, Amsterdam Spinoza gevresinin Islamiyetle ilgili seylere karsi gésterdigi
dikkar gekici ilgiye deginmek istiyorum. 1957 yilinda Jan Rieuwertsz Kuran'in Fransizca
edisyonunun Felemenkge bir terciimesini yayinladi. Tercimanin, Jan Hendrik Glazemaker,
ayni zamanda René Descartes'in eserlerini Felemenkgeye ilk terciime eden kisi olmasi
onemlidir. Diger erken dénem terciimeler Iranli sair Saadi iizerinedir. Onun Gilistan'
Latin alfabesinde 1651'de terciime edildi. Eserde gegen devletin ahlaklili: {izerine kapsaml
tartismalara vurgu yapma y6niinde agikea bir cabayla, bu esere Rosarium politicum bashiginin
verilmesi manidardir.

Belki en onemlisi, Ibn-i, Tufeylin felsefi Sykiisii Hay bin Yakzanin® 1671'de
Felemenkgeye kazandinimastyds. Ilk basimda ismi gesmeyen terciimanlarin isimlerinin
bas harfleri ikinci basimda ‘S.D.B. olarak verilir ve Baruch de Spinoza isminin tersten
okunugunu simgeliyor olarak okunabilir; hatta bu terciimenin bizzat Spinoza'nin istegi
tizerine yapildig1 da ileri siirilmiigtiir. Bu sonuncu, acayip hipotez ister dogru ister yanhg

4 Wiep van Bunge, ‘Baruch or Benedictus? Spinoza en de ‘Marranen’. Mededelingen vanwege het
Spinozahuis 81 (Delft 2001); cf. Y. Yovel 1991-2 Spinoza and Other Heretics (Princeton UP).

5 Mahomets Alkoran, door den heer Du Ryer uit d’Arabische in de Fransche taal gestelt; beneffens
een tweevoudige beschryving van Mahomets leven. Alle van nieus door J.H. Glazemaker vertaalt, en
te zamen gebracht (Amsterdam: Houthaak, 1657).

6* ¢.n. Tirkge’de: ibn-i, Tufeyl, Hay bin Yakzan, ¢ev. M. Serafeddin Yaltkaya/ Babanzade Resid,
Yapi Kredi Yayinlan, 2012.
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olsun Spinoza'min, zamaninda kendi diigiincesinin ana ilkelerinde zaten formiile etmis
oldugu gibi, bu eserin herhangi bir sekillendirici felsefi etkisi altuna girmemis oldugu agiker.

Islamiyet’e gosterilen bu ilgi, elbette, Spinozanin ya da onun ait oldugu
sosyal aglarin iiyelerinin zorunlu olarak Islam dinine, peygamberi Muhammed'e ya
da kendi gaglarinin Islam devletlerine (en dikkar gekeni, Osmanl Imparatorlugu’na)
duygudasliklarini ima etmez. Bu nedenle, Spinoza 1671 yilinda Jacob Ostens’a yazdig
bir mektupta, kendi felsefi ogretileri geregi, “bize dogal ve peygamberce 151kla vahyedilen”
dinin olanak sapladig ozgiirliigii ortadan kaldirdig ic;in Muhammed'in bir diizenbaz
oldugunu one sirer. Aym mektubunda, Spinoza “Tiirkler"in [yani Osmanhlarin],
komjularina adilane ve sevgiyle davranarak Tanriya hiirmet ettikleri siirece [sanin ruhunu
ugidiklarint kabul eder.” Daha onemlisi bagka bir yerde, Tractatus politicus (1677) isimli
eserinde, Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nun istikrarini, kélelik toplumunu genis élgiide bir
“kolelik, barbarlik ve yalnizlik” devletine indirgeyen bir mutlak monarsiyonetimine borglu
oldugunu ileri siirer. Spinoza, Osmanli Imparatorlugu iizerine bu ve diger gozlemlerinin
gogunu, Jan ve Pieter de la Court'un Consideratien van staat, genelde Polityke weegschaal
ya da Political Scales (1661) diye anilan eserinde bu iilkeye ayrilan kapsamli tarusmalara
borgludur; oysa taruglan genelde Gzgiirlitk temelli Bat cumhuriyeiligin  retoriksel
kargit1 ya da Oreki olarak Oryantal despotizm kligesidir. Spinozanin hem De la Court'un
Polityke weegschaal hem de Franciscus van den Enden'in Vrije politijke stellingen (1665)
isimli eserlerinden istifade ettiginden sz edilmisti; ama donemin Spinoza gevresinin
cumhuriyetgi yazilarinda okga yeralan, bir din olarak Islamiyet’e ve gagin Islam diinyasi
imgesine ilgi heniiz agimlanmad1.® De la Court ve Spinoza gibi Hollandali iki onyedinci
yiizyl yazaninin, bir monarsi 6rnegi olarak II. Philip'in Ispanyast ya da XTV.Louisnin
Fransa'simi degil de Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nu ele almasini dikkate deger goriiyorum.
Kitap Holland2'da yazilmus oldugundan ériirii bu segimin Fransiz ya da Ispanyol sansiirii
korkusuyla agiklanmas: zordur.

SPINOZA'NIN FELSEFESINDE ISLAMI NOSYONLAR

Spinoza agikga hem Islam dinini hem de siyasetini elegtirmesine ragmen Islami kaynaklara
ilk bakugta goriindigiinden daha ok sey borgludur. Ozellikle Maimonides araciligiyla,
Spinoza nin, kismen de olsa kendi felsefi 6n-kavramlarin: en bagta Farabi olmak iizere Arap-

7 Epistle 44.11, iginde B. de Spinoza, Briefwisseling (Amsterdam 1977); Spinoza, Tractatus
Theologico-Politicus V1.4.

8 Wim Klever’e gore, http://www.fogliospinoziano.it/articl 7b.htm (last accessed July 21, 2009),
Spinoza bu eserin ikinci ediyonunu iizerinde gahsti. Batih 6zgiirliik ve oryantel despotism arasindaki
retoriksel kargitlik igin dregin bkz. P. Springborg, Western Republicanism and the Oriental Prince
(Polity Press 1992). Van den Enden’in Vrije politijke stellingen isimli eseri 1990’lann baginda
yeniden kesfedildi ve 1992 yilinda Wim Klever tarafindan yaynlandi. Spinoza ve cumhuriyetgilik
tartismalan igin bkz. E.G.O. Haitsma Mulier, The Myth of Venice and Dutch Republican Thought
in the Seventeenth Century (Assen 1980) ve daha yakin zamanlara ait R. Prolhovnik, Spinoza and
Dutch Republicanism (Palgrave MacMillan 2004).
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Islam disiiniirlerinden dolayl: olarak sagladig soylenebilir.” Burada kendi goriisiimii kesin
olarak ortaya koymak yerine, bu sorusturma yollarin: kegfetmenin verimliligini gostermek
maksadiyla, hazirhk niteliginden birkag noktadan soz edebilirim sadece. Ilkin bilgi ve
anlama; ikincisi, peygamberlik sorunu ve iiiinciisii yigin ve seckin arasindaki iliskiyi
tartigacagim. Spinoza nin tiim bu sayulanlar bakimindan Maimonides ve onun araciligryla
dolayl olarak Farabi'ye agikga borglu oldugu goriiliir.

Birinci nokta bakimindan, Spinoza felsefi bilginin temeli olarak cogito’yu ret
etmekle kalmaz, Yahudi bir felsefe gelenegi adina, res cogitans olarak zihin ve res extensa
olarak madde arasindaki Kartezyen ikiligi de ret eder. “Diisiinen t6z ve uzamli t6z... bir bu
bir su sifatla kavranan bir ve ayni t6zdiir. Bazi Yahudiler, Tanrinin, Tanrinin entelektinin
ve Onun tarafindan anlaglan seylerin bir ve ayn: oldugunu iddia ettiklerinde sanki belli
belirsiz bunu gormiis gibidirler.”*°

Burada Spinoza'min aklindaki filozoflarin kimler oldugu acik degildir; dahasy;
toze dair metafiziksel bir argiimana (tannsal) bilgiye dair goriiniiede epistemolojik bir
iddiayla karg: cikmak tuhaf gériiniir. Ama epistemolojinin ve ontolojinin daha az keskin
bir bigimde aynldig1 yerde, yeni Platoncu bir arka plana kargi Spinoza nin argiiman ¢izgisi
daha az inandiric hale gelir."

Dedigimiz gibi, Spinoza igin kugkuculuk Descartesta oldugu bigimde temel
bir sorun degildir.'> Ona gore, hatali ya da eksik bilgi epistemolojik bir sorundan ¢ok
etik bir sorun olarak gorilliir: Eksik fikirlerin erdemli bir bigimde davranmaya engel
oldugunu ileri siirer.”* Dahasy, bu gibi hatalarin kokeni genellikle duyular ya da anliktan
¢ok imgelemdedir. Burada Farabi ile olan paralellikler yakin oldugu kadar yol gostericidir:
Kuskuculuk onun igin de dnemsiz bir sorundur ve dogru felsefi bilgi erdemli bir kent igin
bir on gerekliliktir; 0 hem kesinlige hem de dogruya ya da erdeme gotiiren felsefeye ( kendi
goriisiince, geometrik yontemlerden ok tanitlamali yontemlere) vurgu yapar. Yine de
aymi derecede bariz bazi farkliliklar vardir: Spinoza en yiiksek insan eregi olarak mutluluk
yerine Gzgjirliigii alir; Farabi'ye gore filozoflar dogru eylem bigiminin dogrudan ve kugku
gotiirmez bilgisine sahip olduklarindan oriirii yasaya gerek duymazken Spinoza kentteki

9 Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed (tr. S. Pines); Chicago 1963. Farabi’nin temel
Farabi on the Perfect State (Clarendon Press, 1985).

10 Spinoza, Ethics, 11, P7 schol

11 Maimonides’in entelekt agiklamastyla ilgili olarak fazlasi igin 6megin bkz. Josef Stem,
‘Maimonides’ epistemology’, iginde K. Seeskin (ed). The Cambridge Companion to Maimonides
(Cambridge 2005), ss. 105-133.

12 Bu noktanin, Rorty'nin, Descartes'tan itibaren temel olarak temsillerimizin yeterliligine dair
bilgikuramsal sorularla belirlenen gagdag Bati felsefesi iizerine etkili okumasinda ne gibi sonuglara
sahip oldugu goriilmeye devam etmektedir. Spinoza agikga Rorty’nin Philosophy and the Mirror
of Nature isimli eserindeki anlatiya tam uymaz. Rorty nin 6grencisi Robert Brandom, Spinoza’nin
Descartes’tan farkl: olarak temsilleri temel agiklayict nosyonlar saymadigini, onlari gikarimsalci
6nemi bakimindan ele aldigini iddia etmigtir. (‘Adequacy and the individuation of ideas in Spinoza’s
Ethics.’ Journal of the History of Philosophy 14 (1976): 147-162). Bu gibi iddialann tartisiimasina
simdilik girilmeyecektir.

13 Spinoza, Ethics, IV P25.
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filozofun ya da akil insaninin “daha 6zgiirce yasamak icin, devletin ortak yasasina (jura)
uydugunu”*, ve insan ozgiirliigiiniin tanrisal yasaya karsit olmadigin ileri siirer."”

Tim bunlar, [srael ve digerlerinin yapug: gibi, Spinoza'nin bir ateist oldugunu
iddia etmeyi gilestirir. Onun sekiiler bir diisiiniir olarak adlandirilabileceginden ben
de emin degilim. Aslinda Farabi ile yapilacak bir kargilagtirma, hem Maimonides hem
de Spinozanin argiimantasyonlarinin nciillerine nazaran daha gok teolojik temelli,
dolayisiyla dahaaz sekiiler oldugunu agik kilar. Ikincisi, a/-madina al-fidildda herhangi bir
yerde Kuran'a ya da Muhammed peygambere agik¢a gonderme yapmaz. Dahasi, 6nemli
bigimde, farkli dinlere dayanan farkli erdemlere sahip kentlerin var olabilecegini iddia
eder." Maimonides ve Spinozada boyle degildir: Her ikisi siklikla agiklamaya caligtiklar:
hususlarda yetkin bir kaynak olarak Eski Ahit’in vahyedilmis metinlerine génderme yapar.
Hatta ikincisi, hem Ezik'te hem de Tractatus theologico-politicusda Musa peygambere ait
vahyin 6zel statiisii oldugunu ileri siirer.

Vahiyle ilgili Maimonidesde oldugu gibi Spinozada ve Farabide benzer olan
ikinci kavugsma nokeasi, onun, egitimsiz yiginlar icin anlagilabilir olan bir dille yasalarin
retoriksel ve basit bir formiilasyonu olarak goriilmesidir. Burada, her ikisinin de dini esasen
vahyedilmig yasalar olarak gormesi bakimindan, Yahudi ve Islami gelenekler arasinda
Yeni Ahit'te dile gelen Hiristiyanliga nazaran daha yakin bir benzerligin oldugu goriiliir.
Daha da carpict olan Spinoza'nin yasalan bilgi alaninn biitiiniiyle disina koymasidir. O,
Maimonides'in aksine vahyin herhangi bir felsefi hakikat icermedigini aksine sadece basit
bir dilde ifade edilen buyruklan icerdigini ileri siirer. Farabi de Spinoza’ya gok benzer bir
bigimde, dinin felsefi gretiler ve argiimanlardan ok yasalar igerdigini ve onun bu haliyle
cahil ya da egitimsiz yginlara yonelik oldugunu diisiinir.

Dini vahyin, o da dihil olabilmesine kargin anlama yetisinden ¢ok, aslen insan
imgelemi {izerinde etkili olan insan-iistii etkin anlama yetisinden dogdugu gériisii hem
Farabi hem de Maimonides'de ortakur. Vahiy dininin kutsal metinlerinin daha ¢ok soyut
felsefi hakikatin retoriksel bir formulasyonunu icerdigi iddiast bu epistemolojik dgretinin
dogal sonucudur."” Ne var ki, vahiy anlausina Farabiden daha yakin duran Maimonides
Tanrinin aracisiz konugtugu tek peygamber olarak Musa’yrayri tutar; digerleri vahyi sadece
aract bir melek araciligryla alir. Bu aynim Farabi'de goriilmez; aslinda daha sonraki eserinde,
al-madina al-fidila, Islami vahye ya da Muhammed'in vahyine herhangi bir agik referansin
olmamas: dikkat ekicidir. Farabi bu eserin higbir yerinde Islami vahyin nitelike diger
vahiylerden ayr ya da istiin oldugunu ileri siirmez. Aksine, tiim vahyedilmis dinlerin
soyut bir felsefi hakikatin salt retoriksel formiilasyonlar: oldugu ogretisini bulmakla kalmaz

14 Spinoza, Ethics, 1V, P73 Dem.

15 Spinoza, Ethics, V, P41 schol

16 R. Walzer, Al-Farabi on the Perfect State,Clarendon Press, 1985, béliim. 16.

17 al-Farabi, al-madina al-fidila, Bélim 9, 15; krs. Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed, 11.36:
“Peygamberlik, hakikaten ve gergekten, lahi Varligin, etkin anlik aracihgiyla ilkin insanin ussal
yetisine, ardindan imgelemle ilgili yetisine negrettigi bir sudurdur; o, insanin edinebilecegi en iist
derecede ve en biiyiik yetkinliktir: imgelem yetisinin en Yetkin gelisimi onda igerilir.”
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farkl dinlere mensup kentlerin de pekéli erdemli olabilecegi iddiasim da buluruz." Tipks
Spinoza gibi Farabi ve Maimonides de, peygamber araciligiyla iletilen dinsel vahyi yasalarin
bir konusu olarak goriir.

Farabi ve Maimonides'in Spinozadan temel farkliliklar, retoriksel bir argiiman
formu olarak goriilen dinsel vahyi epistemolojik olarak felsefenin kantlayici delillerinden
kokeen farkl: bir bigimde ele almamalaridir; onlar hakikatin (yegane) alani olarak felsefe ile
tammi gerei yanhshgin alani olarak retorik arasinda kati bir aynma gitmemiglerdir. Oysa
Spinoza igin retorik, tammi geregj, bog inanglarin da kaynag olarak gordiigii imgelem
ve tutkular alanina aittir; bu yiizden retorigi bilgiye ait olan alandan diglar. Bu nokrada,
Spinoza, Descartes ve Hobbes gibi cagdaslarina benzer bir bigimde retorige karst duyulan
genel giivensizligi paylagir.

Yigin ve segkinle ilgili tigiincii nokta ikincisinden tiirer: Spinoza’ya gore vahyin
ortak ozelligi genel ve soyut felsefi terimlerden ziyade basit ve somut dilde formiile
edilmesidir. Bu dilbilimsel 6gretinin sosyo-politik sonucu, felsefi dgretilerden ziyade yasalar
bigimindeki dinsel vahyin egjtim gormiis segkinlerden (Arapga khdssa) gok egitimsiz yiginlar
(vlgus, Arapca ‘@mmal) igin ve onlara yonelik oldugu fikridir. Spinoza, buna, inanilmakran
ok itaat edilmesi gerekliligi bakimindan yasalarin farkh bir dilbilimsel statiiye sahip oldugu
eklemesini yapar.

Yakin zamanlarda, birgok yazar, en bilindikleri Michael Hardt ve Toni Negri,
hem akil hem de ttku aracihgryla “mutlak 6zgiirlitk” yaratmasi bakimindan, halkean,
yigindan ya da giiruhtan ayn tutwklari, Spinoza'nin gogunluk kavramini geligtirdiler.” Ne
var ki benim burada ilgilendigim bu nosyondan gok, Spinoza'nin diigiincesi ve yazilan
hakkinda da bilgilendirici olan, egitimli seckinlerin (Arapcada khdssa) aksine egitimsiz
yiginlar (sulgus, Arapcada ‘dmma) hakkindaki Ortagag nosyonudur.”

Spinozanin felsefeyle ilgili olmayan diger alanlardaki eserleri de yigin ve segkin
hakkinda bilgilendiricidir ve burada ortagagin Arap Islami ve Yahudi felsefe gelenegi ve
erken dénem Bau diisiincesi arasindaki ikircikli tutum gok ilging bir bigimde agik hale gelir.
En 6nemlisi, Spinoza, anlaulanlara gore nil volentibus arduum sianyla kusal dil tzerine
gahsmak isteyen bir arkadaglarinin ricasiyla (Piet Steenbakkers'in armagan kitabindan
baska bir yerde tarugilan), Ibranice bir gramer kitabi, Compendium grammatices linguae
hebraeae, yazmugur. Muhtemelen 1670’li yillarda baglanilan bu gramer kitabi Spinoza'nin
1677 de 6limiine kadar hala bitmemi; sonrasinda Opera posthumada basilmigtir* Bu eser

18 R. Walzer, Al-Farabi on the Perfect State,Clarendon Press, 1985, boliim. 16.

19 Hardt & Negri, 2004: ss. 99-100; krs. Spinoza, TP 111.2.

20 iginde Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, 11.17, Spinoza devlet egemenligini ‘counlugun giicii'yle
(multitudinis potentia) belirlenmis olarak tanimlar; ama bu egemen ¢ogunluga kimin ait oldugunu,
daha da 6nemlisi onun egitimsiz halktan, vu/gus, ne denli farkli oldugunu agmaz. Kesin olmamakla
birlikte, en makul olani, Spinoza i¢in ¢ogunlugun yéresinin yerlisi, ekonomik olarak bagimsiz ve
muteber erkek vatandaslardan olugmasidir (krs. X1.3).

21 inglizce bir gevirisi igin 5megin bkz. M.J. Bloom, Hebrew Grammar (Compendium Grammatices
Linguae Hebraeae (New York, 1962). Kry. Z. Levy, ‘Normativity in Spinoza’s Hebrew Grammar’,
Studia Spinozana 3 (1985), 351-390. Krs. A.J. Klijnsmit, ‘Spinoza and the Grammatical Tradition’,
Mededelingen vanwege het Spinozahuis 49 (1986).
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Latince yazilmakla kalmamu | atinceyi Ibranice'nin bir modeli olarak da almisur; Omegin,
Ibranicede isimlerin gekimsiz olduguna ve Latincede gramatik halin, hal takilanndan
qok “sozde isimler” ile ifade edildigine dair deginisinde goriildiigii gibi? Spinoza icin
Ibranice biitiiniiyle, bayag bir dil (‘plebeian vernacular’) ya da klasik bir kutsal dil olarak
nitelendirilemez. Eski Ahit'in kutsal dilini degil Ibrani dilinin gramerini ortaya koydugunu
agikca ifade eder. Dolayisiyla bu aligtirmanin, klasik {branice'nin bir anadillegtirmesinden
gok diinyevilegtirilmesini igetdigini aika ileri siirer. Dahasy, bu eseri “sadece ilahi soylemek
icin degil Ibraniceyi konusmak isteyenler igin,™ yazdigim belirtir. {lle de vrdgusiun ya da
egitimsiz halkin egitimi igin ugrasmadan gramer bilgisi aracihigiyla ogrenilen klasik bir
dilden istifade etmek istedigini belirtir.

Son alint Compendium'daki temel kaygiya isaret eder: Dilin normatif ve kurala
dayali karakreri sorunu. O, dogru dilbilimsel kullanim igin Eski Ahit'in nonnatif bir 6lgiic
saglamadigyn ileri siirer; giinkii bu 6lgiit icin agik ve sistematik bir gramer zorunludur.
Ama Spinoza min kendi grameri gramer kurallarimi belirlemekle kalmaz, onun felsefi agidan
onemli bircakim nokelan da yansitug ya da ima etigi goriiliir. Bu nedenle, Spinoza'nin,
Rabbi David Kimchi (1 160-1235) ve Johannes Buxtorf (1564-1629) gibi 6nciilleri filden
yola gikarken, Compendium'un isme merkezi bir yer vermesi hem dilbilimsel hem de felsefi
agidan onemlidir. Spinoza, Ibranice ve diger Sami dillerinde ortak olan fiil ve il sessiz
harf igeren fiil kokiine yapilan vurgudan uzaklaarak, Ibraniceyi isim-temelli bir dil olarak
tanimlar. Kimi yorumeular, Spinoza'min isimle bu megguliyetinin onun felsefi 6gretilerinde
varolan t6ziin merkeziliginin bir yansimasi olarak okur.

Yine de Spinoza'min gramer ogretilerine sadece felsefi goriislerinden esinlenmis
bir sey olarak bakmamali, bilakis onun dilbilimsel inanglannin felsefi ogretileri icin ne
ol¢iide bilgilendirici oldugunu da aragurmaliyiz. Stuare Hampshire, Spinozamin Etik'inin
geometrik yonteminin imgelemin dilini 6zgiir kilma gabasi anlamina geldigini ve boylece
ona felsefi hakikati agikca ve dogrudan bir bicimde ifade etme olanag) sagladigin ileri siirer.
Bunun aksine, D. Savan ise Spinoza'ya gore, sézciklerin- felsefe ve geometrinin sozciikleri
de dahil- felsefi hakikati yeterince ifade edemedigi yoniinde radikal bir okuma énerir. Buna
kargilk Parkinson, Spinoza'in dil iizerine kendi 6gretilerinin yol agacagi kangikhklann
farkinda olmadigim ve bu nedenle sozcitklerin nasi hakikar tagiyabilecegini agiklama
geregini bile duymamig goriindigiinii ileri siirerek, Savan'in okumasini gok radikal diye
yadsir. Parkinsonin agiklamasinda “evrensel soaciikler”in kullammlannin mmamina
olmasa da bir kismina itiraz edilebilir. Agik¢a, Spinozamin dil Gizerine goriigleri hakkinda
son soz heniiz soylenmemigtir.*

Spinozanin dilbilimsel pratikleri ve ideolojileri de yukanda tartugilmis olan
anadillegtirme siireciyle ve halkin felsefe ve bilimsel dgretime uygun oldugu yoniinde yavas
yavag degisen goriislerle ilgilidir. Simdiki tarngmamiz aisindan en 6nemli olan Spinozanin

22 Spinoza, Compendium, BSI0m 9.

23 Compendium. BS1om 4

24 S. Hampshire, Spinoza (Pelican Books 1951), ss, 18-20; D. Savan, *Spinoza and l.anguage’,
Philasophical Review 67 (1958).ss.212-225; G.H.R. Parkinson, *Language and Knowledge in
Spinoza’, Inquiry 12. ss.15-40.
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temel felsefi eserlerini Latince yazmug olmast olgusudur. Eger Spinoza yukarida tarugilan
Ibranice bir gramer kitabi da dahil olmak iizere Felemenkge daha kisa birkag deneme
yazmamus olsayd: bu dikkate almaya deger goriinmeyebilirdi. Onun Latinceyi yeglemesi
Felemenkgeyeyeterincealistk olmamasina ya da, Hollanda disinda yasayan, kendileriigin en
agik iletisim dilinin Latincenin oldugu Respublica literaria tiyeleriyle iletisim kurma istegine
atfedilebilir. Diisiincelerini daha iyi ifade edebilmek igin, felsefi diisiincelerini “yetistirildigi
dilde” yazmaisteginden soz eutigi, Felemenkge yazilmus erken doneme ait bir mektubunda
bunun dogrulandif goriiliir; muhtemelen bu anadil Portekizcedir.” Bununla birlikte
olgunluk dénemi felsefe yazilar tamamen farkl bir nedende 6tiirii Felemenkge, Portekizce
ya da Ibranice yerine kasith olarak Latince yazilmisur. Spinozanin Felemenkge yazma-—
daha 6nemlisi yaymn yapma- isteksizligi, otoritelere bakilirsa kismen sagduyudan gelir:
Latince eserler, gok daha genis bir okuyucuya erisebilecek olan Felemenkge yayinlara gore
sansiirciilerin dikkatini daha az ceker, hatta daha az adli takibata ugrar. Digerleri, Franciscus
van den Enden (1612-1674) ve Adriaan Koerbagh (1632-1669) gibi bu agidan daha az
sagduyulu olan arkadaglari, daha radikal fikirlerini Felemenkge yayinlamiglardir. Koerbagh,
boylece, Spinoza'min fikirlerinin esaslarini sade Felemenkge Een bloemhof van allerley
lieflijkheydve Een ligt schijnende in duystere plaatsende (her ikisi 1668'de basilmistir) formiile
etmistir; bunun sonucunda tutuklanmig ve 1669 yilinda 6ldiigii Amsterdam Rasphuisda
hapsedilmigtir. Kugkusuz bu olaylarla baglanuli olarak (Felemenkge Descartesin Felsefesine
Giris bir yana birakilacak olursa) Spinoza kendi 6gretilerinin Felemenkgede yayilmasina
engel olmaya kararlyd:. 1671'de Tractatus theologico-politicusun Felemenkge bir gevirisinin
tasarlandigint igitmis ve dostu Jarig Jellese (yaklastk 1620-1683) basimin engellenmesi
icin elinden geleni yapmasin istemistir; bu eserin Felemenkge yayinlanmasinin eserin
yasaklanmasindan bagka bir sonucu olamayacagini yazmgtir.

Bununla birlikte Spinoza'yr goriislerini Felemenkge yayinlamaktan alikoyan
sadece otoritelerden degil aynt zamanda yignlardan korkusuydu; en azindan, onlara
kolayca anlayabilecekleri bir dilde felsefi hakikatleri iletmeye galismanin yararsiz oldugu
kansstydi. Bu bakimdan Spinoza kamusal alanla ilgili modern goriislerden gok yigin
ve seckin arasindaki modern Gncesi ayrima daha yakin durur. Yiginlarin egitilmeye
uygun olmadig yoniindeki bu goriis, en basta Tractatus theologico-politicus olmak {izere,
Spinoza'min felsefi Ggretilerini de sekillendirir. Bu nedenle Spinoza Onsoziinde din, ahlak
ve mutlulukla ilgili olarak onlar egitmenin yararsiz oldugunu ima ederek, insanligin biiyiik
gogunlugunun irrasyonel korkularla giidildiigiinii yazar. Tractatus theologico-politicus un

25 “Tk wenschte wel dat ik in de taal, waar mee ik op gebrocht ben, mocht schryven. ik sow mogelyk
myn gedaghte beeter konnen uytdrukke™ (Epistle 19, Ocak 5, 1665); iginde Spinoza, Briefwisseling,
s.163.

26 “Tractatus theologico-politicus™ isimli eserimin Felemenkgeye terciime edilmis oldugunu ve
birilerinin onu yayinlamay) tasarladigini [isittim]. Bu nedenle senden bir an once bunu arastirmaya
soyunmani ve eger miimkiinse onun bastimasini engellemeni rica ediyorum. Bu sadece benim ricam
degil kitabin yasaklandigim gormek istemeyen —~ Felemenkge basilirsa bunun olacag muhakkaktir-
birgok dostumun ve tanidigimin da ricasidir.” (Epistle 44, Subat 17, 1671); iginde Spinoza,
Briefwisseling, s.292.
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girisinde sunlar yazilidir: “Yiginlar [...] korkulan kadar bog inanglarindan uzaklagurmak
esit Olgiide imkénsizdir. Bu nedenle, egitimsiz yiginlan ve onlarla aymi duygulanimi
paylasanlarin higbirini bunu okumaya davet etmiyorum. Esas itibariyle bu eserdeki eksik
olan seyler yiginlarin egitim araciliiyla irrasyonel korkularindan kurtulabilecegi yoniinde
daha sonraki aydinlanma inanct ya da umudu ve ekonomik bagimsizliktan ¢ok egitimin
vatandagligin temel bir 6ngerekliligi oldugu yoniinde liberal diigiincedir. Bu, diger seylerin
yani sira, klasik cumhuriyetciligin liberalizminkinden farkh egitim gériisleri icermekle
kalmayip ayni zamanda farkls bir dil ideolojisi de icerdigini akla getir.

Oriik bir bigimde Spinoza Latinceyi felsefi ve rasyonel diisiinceye agik egitimli
seckinlerin dili olarak goriirken Felemenkgeyi, onlar icin sadece vahiy dininin kanunlar
biitiinii olarak formiile edilmesinin uygun diistiigii yiginlarin dili olarak goriir. Spinoza
i¢in ne ontolojik aynicalikli kutsal bir dil - ya da bir egitim dili- ne de Felemenkge gibi
halka ya da anadile ait aract olmayan Ibranice bu ikisi arasinda stkintili bir konumda durur.
Bu nedenle, Spinoza'min, kati ve tiim pratik amaglar bakimindan baglanusiz olan yigin ve
seckin arasindaki kargitlig sadece Arap-Islami felsefe geleneginden gelen Maimonides, Ibn-i
Tufeyl, Ibn-i Bacca, Ibn-i Riigd (Averroes) ve Farabi gibi diigiiniirlere gen gotiiriilebilmekle
kalmaz ayni zamanda anadillegtirme siirecinde ayri ve erken bir evreyi de yansir.

SONUC

Kisaca, Spinozada aliglmamig ve egsiz olan gey ozellikle onun dil hakkindaki ikircikli
goriigiddiir. Yukarida belirtildigi gibi Spinoza retorige karsi, Farabi, Maimonides ya da
genellikle skolistik gelenegin gosterdiginden daha olumsuz bir tutum sergiler. Aslinda
Spinoza'nin (ve digerlerinin) retorik elegtirileri, dilin sistemli bir hale getirilmesinin, yazin
dilinin ve hakikatin alanlari olarak felsefe ve bilimi arilagtirma y6niinde yeni gabalarin ve
beraberinde simgeselin yani yanlishigin ve tutkularin alan: olarak retorigi reddetmenin bir
gostergesidir. Bdylece Spinoza'nin konugmay: imgelemden ve tutkulardan aritma ve boylece
duygusal ya da retorikle ilgili amaglardan ok éncelikle safi olgusal ve betimleyici amaglara
hizmet eden “dil” denilen tamamen yeni bir varlik teskil etme gabasinda oldugu goriiliir.
(apdaglari Hobbes ve Locke'un benzer gabalari olmugtur; onlarin ¢abalarindaki geligkiler
tam da bu anlagtirma siirecinin heniiz zamaninin tereddiiclii bir baglangg evresinde oldugu
izlenimini verir.

Caginin diger yazarlan gibi, Spinoza da egitimin bir dolayim araci olarak
anadillerin dogusuna ilgi duysa da onun bu siirece kargt tutumu y1gin ve seckin arasindaki
modern 6ncesi bir ayrimi yansiur. Bu agidan Spinoza, Jonathan Israel ve benzerlerinin
savunduklarindan daha az ‘modern’ sayilabilir. Bu nedenle, Spinoza ve cevresi anadillegtirme
siirecinin otomatik olarak, hiimanist ve diger egitim tiirlerinin halka yaydimina yol

27 “Novi deinde aeque impossibile esse vulgo superstitionem adimere quam metum [...] Vulgus ergo
et omnes, qui cum vulgo iisdem affectibus conflictantur, ad haec legenda non invito.” Krs. Y. Yovel,
‘Spinoza: The Psychology of the Multitude and the Uses of Language’, Studia Spinozana 1 (1985),
55.305-333.
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agmayacagini aksine bu siirecin dilin igerdigi ideolojilerin yavay yavas degismesiyle daha
karmagik hale geldigini ileri siirer. Her haliikarda, Spinoza'nin felsefesine atfedilen egsiz bir
bigimde modern, sekiiler ve Batili karakeer Islami diinyanin entelekriiel ve kiiltiirel rarihi ve
Bau felsefe tarihindeki izleri 151ginda yeniden diigiiniilmelidir.
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Spinoza as an islamic philosopher
Michiel Leezenberg

In the late twentieth century, Spinoza has seen a remarkable revival. First, primarily among
French political philosophers, he emerged in the late 1960s as an alternative to the then-
dominant influence of Hegel. It is to this period that we owe such influential readings as
those of Gilles Deleuze, Martial Guéroult, and Pierre Macherey. More recenty, historian
Jonathan Israel has argued that Spinoza stands at the core of a fully modern ‘radical
Enlightenment’, which not only was historically much more influential than has often been
thought, but also normatively marks the ‘true’, and valuable, Enlightenment. According to
Israel, Spinoza is the first major thinker who develops a systematic philosophical doctrine
that is secularist, atheist, materialist, democratic, feminist, and anti-colonial. Numerous
objections can be raised against this reading. For example, William Connolly has argued
that Spinoza should not be seen as a secular thinker at all, because he defends an ‘ethic
of cultivation’ through his embodied-spiritual understanding of the notion of hilaritas
(cheerfulness) that involves both body and mind (E#hics III P11). At present, however, such
non-secularist views of Spinoza are those of a small minority. Especially in the Netherlands,
Israel’s views were enthusiastically received, in particular in the wake of the September 11
assaults and the ensuing polemics concerning Islam and Muslim immigrants in the Low
Countries. Israel’s reading was welcomed as not only demonstrating that the Enlightenment
was a prototypically Dutch phenomenon, but also as rubbing in the alleged civilizational
truth that Tslam has never experienced an Enlightenment’,- a stale (and, in fact, wholly
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misleading) cliché.'

However, the cultural and intellectual relations between the early modern
Netherlands and the Islamic world, notably the Ottoman empire, not to mention those
in the modern world, are rather more complex than such reductionist and polemical
narratives allow for. Here, I would like to argue that Spinozas thought is not uniquely
modern or primarily rooted in an exclusively Dutch early modern experience; rather, I will
argue that some of his notions and doctrines may be traced to classical Islamic thought.
Thus, the experience of the non-Western world exerted a constitutive influence on this part
of the European Enlightenment. In other words, Spinoza s not so much a ‘thinker between
cultures’: rather, these cultures and the philosophical traditions emerging from them are
arguably implicated in each other from the start.

JEWRY AND ISLAM IN SPINOZA SCHOLARSHIP

Let mestart atonce with a point of clarification: I will not argue that Spinoza was a Muslim
philosopher: obviously, he was no more a believing Muslim than he was an observant Jew.
Rather, my point will be that, just as Spinoza emerges in part from a specifically Jewish
philosophical radition, he may also said to have been shaped by a number of ideas from the
Arabic-Islamic tradition in philosophy.

In recent decades, this suggestion has not been very popular among Spinoza
scholars. In the past, H.A. Wolfson and A. Affifi have argued, respectively, that Spinoza
is indebted to the Arabic-Islamic tradition and that he shows affinities with Ibn ‘Arabi’s
mystical monistic doctrine of the unity of being (wahdat al-wujid); but both attempts
have been criticized on methodological grounds.? Thus, Wolfson does not try to identify
any concrete links to individual Islamic thinkers, but rather talk of a generic and
undifferentiated ‘eligious philosophy’; the sweeping character of his claims makes them
difficult to evaluate. Likewise, Affifi has been criticized for identifying Spinoza's monism
of substance with Ibn ‘Arabi’s mystical pantheism, as Spinoza has no demonstrable affinity
with any form of mysticism; moreover, the claim that Ibn ‘Arabi is a pantheist radically at
odds with any form of Islamic orthodoxy has also been challenged.

Likewise, Spinoza's Jewish intellectual roots have not universally been accepted.
Thus, Wiep van Bunge has convincingly argued that Spinoza’s thought displays no clear

1J. Israel, Radical Enlightenment (Oxford University Press, 2001); Israel, Enlightenment Contested
(Oxford University Press, 2006), esp. Chapter 24 of the latter work. Perhaps I should add that such
claims were not made by Israel himself, but only by his more ardent Dutch followers. In his later
Enlightenment Contested (2006), Israel calls attention to Enlightenment views on, and appreciation
of, the non-Western world.

2 H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy ofSpinoza (2 Vols., Harvard University Press, 1934); A. Affifi, /bnul-
Arabi's Mystical Philosophy (Cambridge 1939); for another preliminary statement emphasizing the
parallels between Spinoza and the Andalusian thinker Ibn Béjja, cf. R. Amaldez, ‘Spinoza et la
pensée arabe’, Revue de synthése 89-91 (1978), 151-172. For Spinoza as a thinker standing in a
specifically Jewish tradition, see S. Nadler, ‘Is Spinoza a Jewish Philosopher?, Studia Spinozana
13 (1997), 64-80.
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races of the Marrano environment from which he hailed, as had been argued by Yirmiyahu
Yovel, but much more clearly reflects the circumstances and conflicts of the 17th-century
Dutch republic.’ He concludes that from and against this Dutch republican background,
rather than from any Marrano sense of religious persecution, Spinoza developed a ‘cartesian
republicanism’. Clearly, this is hardly promising for any Islamic link: philosophically, of
course, neither cartesianism nor republicanism are to be found in the classical Islamic
philosophical tradition. Neither scepticism nor a dualism of substances is to be found there;
and Islamic political thought centers around the notion of kingship rather than that of
:itizenship and freedom as does democratic republicanism.

Yet, 1 will argue below, clear traces of Islamic philosophical (as opposed to
religious or cultural) influence can be found in Spinoza. This influence, however, was not
direct, as Spinoza has not been proven to have read any Islamic thinker before reaching
philosophical maturity. An indirect influence can be clearly traced through, in particular,
Moses Maimonides, a copy of whose Guide for the Perplexed Spinoza owned in a Hebrew
wanslation. Now the Guide was originally written in Arabic, and as such, it is literally
anthinkable without its Arabic-Islamic philosophical background. In so far as Spinoza
proceeds from Maimonides's concepts and questions concerning, for example, the relation
between prophecy and philosophy, he also may be said to stand in an Islamic philosophical
wradition; his answers to those questions, however, are generally different from those of his
Jewish and Islamic philosophical predecessors.

ISLAM IN THE DUTCH SPINOZA CIRCLE

First, I would like to call attention to the remarkable interest in things Islamic displayed
oy the circle around Spinoza in Amsterdam. Thus, in 1657 Jan Rieuwertsz published a
Dutch translation of the Qur'an based on the French version; remarkably, the translator,
Tan Hendrik Glazemaker, was also the first to have translated the works of René Descartes
into Dutch.* Other early translations concerned the Persian poet Saadi, whose Golestan
was rendered in Latin in 1651. This work was significantly titled Rosarium politicum,
in an apparent attempt to emphasize the work’s extensive discussions of the morality of
government, and published in Dutch in 1654.

Perhaps most importantly, Ibn Tufayls philosophical tale, Hayy ibn Yaqzin,
was rendered in Dutch in 1671. The initials of the - initially anonymous — translator
are given in the second edition as ‘S.D.B.’, and have been read as standing for Baruch de
Spinozas name in reverse; it has even been suggested that this translation was undertaken
at the request of Spinoza himself. Whether this latter, and somewhat fanciful, hypothesis
is true or not, it is clear that Spinoza cannot have undergone any formative philosophical

3 Wiep van Bunge, ‘Baruch or Benedictus? Spinoza en de ‘Marranen’. Mededelingen vanwege het
Spinozahuis 81 (Delft 2001); cf. Y. Yovel 1991-2 Spinoza and Other Heretics (Princeton UP).

4 Mahomets Alkoran, door den heer Du Ryer uit d’Arabische in de Fransche taal gestelt; beneffens
een tweevoudige beschryving van Mahomets leven. Alle van nieus door J.H. Glazemaker vertaall, en
te zamen gebracht (Amsterdam: Houthaak, 1657).
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influence from this work, as he had already formulared the main tenets of his own thought
by that time.

This interest in Islam does not imply, of course, that Spinoza or the members of
the social networks he belonged to were necessarily sympathetic to the religion of Islam, the
prophet Muhammad, or the Islamic powers of their own era (most notably, the Ottoman
empire). Thus, in a 1671 letter to Jacob Ostens, Spinoza argues that his philosophical
doctrines imply that Muhammad is an impostor because he abolishes the freedom allowed
by the religion “revealed to us by natural and prophetic light”. In the same letter, Spinoza
admits that the “Turks’ [i.e. the Otwtomans] possess the spirit of Christ in so far as they
honor God by practicing justice and love towards one’s neighbours.> Elsewhere, however,
most importantly in the Tractatus politicus (1677), he suggests that the Ottoman empire
owes its stability to an absolute monarchical rule that reduces the population of slavery
at large 1o a state of “slavery, barbarism, and solitude”. Spinoza owes much of these and
other observations on the Ottoman empire to the extensive discussion of this country
in Jan and Pieter de ka Court’s Consideratien van staat, more usually called the Polityke
weegschaal or Political Scales (1661); but the stereotype of Oriental despotism and slavery
as the rhetorical opposite, or Other, of Western republicanism based on liberty was much
more widespread.33 Spinozas indebtedness to both De la Court’s Polityke weegschaal and
Franciscus van den Enden's Vrije politsjke stellingen (1665) has been noted before; but the
concern with Islam as a religion, and with the image of the Islamic world of the age, that
is very much present in the republican writings of the wider Spinoza circle of the time, has
not yet been explored® I do find it remarkable, however, that two seventeenth—century
Dutch authors like De la Court and Spinoza would take the Ottoman empire, rather
than, say Philip II's Spain or Louis XIV’s France as an example of a monarchy. This choice
can hardly be explained from any fear for French or Spanish censorship, as the book was
written in Dutch.

ISLAMIC NOTIONS IN SPINOZA'S PHILOSOPHY

Despite this open criticism of both the religion and politics of Islam, Spinoza is rather
more indebted to Islamic sources than might appear at first sight. In particular through
Maimonides, Spinoza may be said to derive at least part of his own philosophical
preconceptions indirecdy from Arabic-Islamic thinkers such as, most importantly,

SEpistle 44.11, in B. de Spinoza, Briefwisseling (Amsterdam 1977); Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-
Politicus V1.4.

6 According to Wim Klever, http://www.fogliospinoziano.it/artic1 7b.htm (last accessed July 21,
2009), Spinoza employed the second edition of this work. For the rhetorical opposition between
Western liberty and oriental despotism, see e.g. P. Springborg, Western Republicanism and the
Oriental Prince (Polity Press 1992). Van den Enden’s Vrije politijke stellingen were rediscovered in
theearly 1990s and published in 1992 by Wim Klever. For discussions of Spinoza and republicanism,
see E.G.O. Haitsma Mulier, The Myth of Venice and Dutch Republican Thought in the Seventeenth
Century (Assen 1980), and more recently R. Prolhovnik, Spinoza and Dutch Republicanism
(Palgrave MacMillan 2004).
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al-Firabi.” Here, I can mention only a few preliminary points, intended to suggest the
fruitfulness of exploring these lines of investigation rather than to conclusively establish
my case. | will discuss, first, the topic of knowledge and intellection; second, the question
of prophecy, and third, the relation between mass and elite. On all these counts, Spinoza
appears clearly indebted to Maimonides, and through him, indirectly to al-Farébi.

Regarding the first point, Spinoza not only rejects the cogito as the foundation
of philosophical knowledge; he also rejects cartesian dualism between mind as 7es cogitans
and matter as res extensa in the name of a Jewish philosophical tradition. “The thinking
substance and the extended substance are one and the same substance, which is now
comprehended under this atribute, now under that... Some of the Hebrews seem to have
seen this, as if through a cloud, when they maintained that God, God'’s intellect, and
the things understood by Him are one and the same” (E II P7 schol.). It is not clear
which philosophers Spinoza has in mind here; moreover, it seems strange to counter a
metaphysical argument about substance with an apparently epistemological claim about
(divine) knowledge; but Spinoza's line of argument becomes less implausible against a
neoplatonist background, where questions of epistemology and ontology are less strictly
separated’

As said, skepticism is not a major challenge for Spinoza in the way it is for
Descartes.” For him, the possibility of erroneous or inadequate knowledge seems to be an
ethical rather than an epistemological challenge: inadequate ideas, he argues, prevent one
from acting virtuously (£'TV P25); moreover, such errors generally have their origin in the
imagination, rather than in either the senses or the intellect. The parallels with al-Farabi
are close and instructive here: for the latter, too, skepticism is a minor issue, and correct
philosophical knowledge is a prerequisite for the virtuous city; he further emphasizes that
philosophy (in his case, demonstrative rather than geomerical methods) as leading to
both certainty and correct or virtuous action. There are some equally obvious differences,
however: Spinoza takes freedom rather than happiness as the highest human aim; and
whereas al-Farabi holds that philosophers have a direct and indubitable knowledge of

the right course of action, and hence have no need for the law, Spinoza argues that the

7 Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed (tr. S. Pines); Chicago 1963. For an edition and
translation of al-Farabi’s main work, al-madina al-fadila (The Virtuous City), see R. Walzer, Al-
Farabi on the Perfect State (Clarendon Press, 1985).

8 For more on Maimonides’s account of the intellect, see e.g., Josef Stern, ‘Maimonides’
epistemology’, in K. Seeskin (ed). The Cambridge Companion to Maimonides (Cambridge 2005),
pp. 105-133.

9 It remains to be seen what consequences this point has for Rorty’s influential reading of modern
Western philosophy since Descartes as basically defined by epistemological questions of the adequacy
of our representations. Spinoza clearly does not fit in well within the narrative of Rorty’s Philosophy
and the Mirror of Nature, as Rorty (1980: ...) appears to note. Rorty’s pupil Robert Brandom has
argued that Spinoza, unlike Descartes. does not take representations as basic explanatory notions,
but accounts for them in terms of their inferentialist significance. ("Adequacy and the individuation
of ideas in Spinoza’s Ethics." Journal of the History of Philosophy 14 (1976): 147-162). Discussion
of such claims will have to await another occasion.
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philosopher in the city, or the man of reason, “desires, in order to live more freely, to keep
the common law (jura) of the state” (£ IV, P73 Dem), and that human freedom is not
opposed to the divine law (EV, P41 schol).

All this makes it difficult, as Israel and others do, to maintain that Spinoza was
an atheist. ] am not even sure he can be called a secular thinker. In fact, a comparison with
al-Faribi makes clear that the argumentation of both Maimonides and Spinoza is rather
more theologically based, and thus less secular, than that of their predecessor. The latter,
remarkably, does not explicitly refer to the Quran or the prophet Muhammad at any
point of his al-madina al-fidila, moreover, he asserts that different virtuous cites, based
on different religions, may exist (ME ch. 16). Not so Maimonides and Spinoza: both
repeatedly refer to the revealed text of the Old Testament as a authoritative source for the
points they are trying to make. The latter even adduces the special status of the Mosaic
prophecy both in his Ezhics and in the Tractatus theologico-politicus.

The second point of convergence concerns prophecy, which in Spinoza as in
Maimonides and al-Faribi alike is seen as a rhetorical and simple formulation of laws in
a language that is understandable for the uneducated masses. There seems to be a closer
affinity between the Jewish and Islamic traditions here, both of which look at religion
primarily in terms of revealed laws, than with the Christianity articulated in the New
Testament. More strictly than either, however, Spinoza places laws outside the sphere of
knowledge altogether: against Maimonides, he argues that revelation does not contain any
philosophical truths, but only commands stated in a simple language. Much like Spinoza,
al-Faribi sees religion as involving laws rather than philosophical doctrines and arguments,
and as such it is intended for the illiterate or uneducated masses.

Common to both al-Firibi and Maimonides is the conviction that religious
prophecy is an emanation from the supra-human active intellect that primarily works
on the human imagination rather than on the intellect, even though the latter may be
involved as well. Concomitant to this epistemological doctrine is the claim that the sacred
texts of revealed religion contain a rhetorical formulation of abstract philosophical truth.”
Maimonides, however, staying rather closer to the narrative of revelation than al-Farébi
does, singles out Moses as the only prophet to whom God spoke directly, the others
receiving their prophesies merely through an intermediary angel. This distinction does
not appear in al-Firabi; in fact, the latter’s book al-madina al-fidila is remarkable for the
absence of any explicit reference to Islamic revelation or Muhammad's prophecy. Nowhere
in this work does al-Farabi suggest that Islamic revelation is qualitatively distinct from, or
superior to, any other prophecy; instead, we find not only the doctrine that all revealed
religions are mere rhetorical formulations of an abstract philosophical truth, but also the

10 al-Férabi, al-madina al-fidila, Chapter 9, 15; cf. Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed 11.36:
“Prophecy is, in truth and reality, an emanation sent forth by the Divine Being through the medium
of the Active Intellect, in the first instance to man’s rational faculty. and then to his imaginative
facultyj; it is the highest degree and greatest perfection man can attain: it consists in the most Perfect
development of the imaginative faculty.”
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claim that cities with different religions may all be virtuous (ME, ch. 16). Like Spinoza, al-
Firabi and Maimonides also see religious revelation, as communicated through prophecy,
as a matter of laws.

The main difference with Spinoza is thatal-Fardbi and Maimonides treat religious
revelation, seen as a form of rhetorical argument, as epistemologically not radically different
from the demonstrative proofs of philosophy; they do not maintain a strict distinction
between philosophy as (sole) domain of truth, and rhetoric as, by definition, the domain
of falsehood. For Spinoza, however, rhetoric by definition belongs to the domain of the
imagination and the passions, which he sees as also the sources of superstition; hence, he
excludes rhetoric from the domain of knowledge proper. On this point, Spinoza shares the
generic distrust of rhetoric that also emerges in contemporaries like Descartes and Hobbes.
The third point, concerning massand elite, follows from the second one: a common feature
of prophecy, according to Spinoza, is that it is formulated in simple and concrete language
rather than in general and abstract philosophical terms. A social-political corollary of this
linguistic doctrine is the idea that religious revelation is intended for, or addressed to, the
uneducated masses (v#/gus, in Arabic ‘4mma) rather than the schooled elite (Arabic khdssa),
and in the form of laws rather than philosophical doctrines. To this, Spinoza adds that laws
have a different linguistic status, in that they are to be obeyed rather than believed.

Recently, a number of authors, most famously Michael Hardt and Toni Negri,
have promoted Spinoza, notion of the multitude, as distinct from the people, the masses,
or the mob, which they see as creating ‘absolute freedom’ through both reason and passion
(Hardt 8 Negri 2004: 99-100; cf. Spinoza, TP 111.2). Here, however, it is not this notion
with which I am concerned, but rather the medieval notion of the uneducated masses
(vulgus, Ar. ‘dmmay) as opposed to the literate elites (Ar. khdssa), which also informs Spinoza’s
thought and writing,"

Spinoza’s articulation of mass and elite is also informed by his work in areas other
than philosophy proper; and here, his ambivalent position between the medieval Arabic
Islamic and Jewish philosophical tradition and early modern Western thought becomes
most interestingly visible. Most importantly, Spinoza also wrote a Hebrew grammar, the
Compendium grammatices linguae hebraeae, reportedly at the request of his friends from
Nil volentibus arduum who wished to study the holy language (discussed elsewhere in the
present book by Piet Steenbakkers). Presumably started around 1670, this grammar was
still unfinished at the time of Spinoza’s death in 1677; it was subsequently published in
the Opera posthuma.' This work is not only written in Latin; it also uses Latin as a model

11 In TP IL.17, Spinoza describes state sovereignty as defined by the ‘power of the multitude’
(multitudinis potentia); but he does not elaborate who belongs to this sovereign multitude, or in
how far it differs, most importantly, from the uneducated population or vuigus. Most plausibly, for
Spinoza the multitude consists of the locally born, economically independent and honourable male
citizens (cf. X1.3); butthis is not certain.

12 For an English translation, see e.g. M.J. Bloom, Hebrew Grammar (Compendium Grammatices
Linguae Hebraeae (New York, 1962). Cf. Z. Levy, ‘Normativity in Spinoza’s Hebrew Grammar’,
Studia Spinozana 3 (1985), 351-390. Cf. A.J. Klijnsmit, ‘Spinoza and the Grammatical Tradition’,
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for Hebrew, as appears for instance from his remark that Hebrew nouns are indeclinable
and that grammatical case is expressed by “so-called nouns” rather than by case endings as
in Latin (Compendsum, Chapter 9). For Spinoza, Hebrew does not quite qualify as either
a ‘plebeian vernacular’ or a classical sacred language: he explicitly states that he sets out
to present the grammar of the Hebrew language, not of the sacred language of the Bible,
thus suggesting that this exercise involves less a vernacularization than a secularization of
classical Hebrew. Moreover, he notes that he has written this work “for those who want
to speak the Hebrew language, not just chant it”(Compendium , Chapter 4), suggesting
that he wants the use of a classical language to be informed by knowledge of its grammar,
without necessarily striving for the education of the vugus, or the uneducated people.

The latter quote points to a central concern in the Compendium: the problem
of the normative and rule-governed character of language. The Bible, he argues, does not
supply normative criteria for correct linguistic usage; for those criteria, an explicit and
systematic grammar is necessary. But Spinoza’s own grammar does not only specify rules of
grammar; it also appears to reflect, or imply, points of philosophical import. Thus, itis both
linguistically and philosophically significant that the Compendium gives a central place to
the noun whereas Spinoza’s predecessors, such as Rabbi David Kimchi (1160-1235) and
Johannes Buxtorf (1564-1629), proceeded from the verb. Departing from the emphasis
on the verb and on the verbal root consisting of three consonants, which Hebrew shares
with the other Semitic languages, Spinoza describes Hebrew as a noun-based language.
Some commentators have read this preoccupation with the noun as a projection from the
centrality of substance in Spinoza’s philosophical doctrines.

But we may not only see Spinoza’s grammatical doctrines as inspired by
philosophical conceptions; we may also conversely explore to what extent his philosophical
doctrines were informed by his linguistic beliefs. Stuart Hampshire argues that the geometric
method of Spinozas Ethics amounts to an attempt to free language of the imagination,
thus enabling it to express philosophical truth clearly and distinctly; against this, D. Savan
proposes the radical reading that according to Spinoza, words - including philosophical
or geometrical ones — cannot adequately express philosophical truth. Parkinson in trn
rejects Savan's reading as too radical, arguing that Spinoza himself appears unaware of the
complications of his own doctrines on language and thus does not even try to explain how
words can convey truth. On Parkinson’s account, only some, but not all, uses of ‘universal
words' are objectionable. Clearly, the last word on Spinozas views on language has not yet
been said."

Spinozas linguistic practices and ideologies are also relevant to the processes of
vernacularization discussed above, and to the slowly changing conceptions of the appropriate
public for philosophical and scientific learning. Most important to our present discussion
is the fact that Spinoza wrote his main philosophical works in Latin. This might not seem

Mededelingen vanwege he! Spinozahuis 49 (1986).

13 S. Hampshire, Spinoza (Pelican Books 1951), pp. 18-20; D. Savan, *Spinoza and Language’,
Philosophical Review 67 (1958), 212-225; G.H.R. Parkinson, ‘Language and Knowledge in
Spinoza’, Inquiry 12, 15-40.
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worthy of attention if Spinoza had notalso written several shorter treatises in Dutch, as well
as a grammar of Hebrew as discussed above, Initially, one might ascribe his predilection for
Latin to a lack of familiarity with Dutch, or a wish to communicate with members of the
Republic of Letters living outside of Holland for whom Latin was the obvious language
of communication. This seems to be confirmed in an early letter written in Dutch, where
he expresses a wish to write down his philosophical thoughts “in the language with which
[he] was brought up” so that he would be better able to express his thoughts; presumably,
this native language is Portuguese." His mature philosophical writings, however, were
intentionally written in Latin instead of Dutch, Portuguese, or Hebrew also for quite
another reason. Spinoza’s unwillingness to write — or more importanty, publish - in Dutch
resulted in part from prudence vis-a-vis the authorities: works in Latin were less likely
to attract attention of the censors, or even to lead to prosecution, than Dutch-language
publications, which could reach a much wider audience. Others, like his friends Franciscus
van den Enden (1612-1674) and Adriaan Koerbagh (1632-1669), were less prudent in this
respect and published their more radical ideas in Dutch. Thus, Koerbagh formulated the
essentials of Spinoza’s ideas in plain Dutch in Een bloemhof van allerley lieflijkheyd and Een
ligt schijnende in duystere plaatsen (both published in 1668); as a result, he was arrested and
locked up in the Amsterdam Rasphuis, where he died in 1669. Undoubtedly in connection
with these events, Spinoza was adamant in opposing the spread of his own doctrines (as
distinct from, say, his Dutch-language introduction to the philosophy of Descartes) in
Dutch: when, in 1671, he heard of plans to publish a Dutch translation of the Tractatus
theologico-politicus, he urged his friend Jarig Jelles (approx. 1620-1683) to do whatever
he could to prevent its publication; publishing that work in Dutch, he writes, could only
result in its being banned.”

Apparently, however, it was not only fear of the authorities that prevented
Spinoza from disseminating his views in Dutch, but also fear of the masses, or at the
very least the conviction that it is useless to try to communicate philosophical truths to
them in a language they can easily understand. In this respect, Spinoza stands closer to
the premodern distinction between mass and elite than to modern conceptions of the
public sphere. This view of the masses as unfit for being educated also shapes and informs
Spinozas philosophical doctrines, most notably in the Tractatus theologico-politicus. Thus,
in his preface, Spinoza writes that the bulk of humanity will always be driven by irrational
fears, implying that it is useless to try to educate them concerning religion, morality, and
happiness. In the introduction to the TTDP he writes: “ know that it is equally impossible

14 “Ik wenschte wel dat ik in de taal, waar mee ik op gebrocht ben, mocht schryven. ik sow mogelyk
myn gedaghte beeter konnen uytdrukke” (Epistle 19, January 5, 1665); in Spinoza, Briefwisseling,
163.

15 “[1 heard] that my Tractatus theologico-politicus had been translated into Dutch, and that someone
planned to have it printed. I therefore ask you urgently to take the effort of inquiring about this, and if
possible to prevent its being printed. This is not only my request, but also that of many of my friends
and acquaintances, who would not like to see the book being banned, as will undoubtedly happen
when it is published in Dutch™ (Epistle 44, February 17, 1671); in Spinoza, Briefwisseling, 292.
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to take away the masses’ superstition as their fear [...] Hence, I do not invite the uneducated
masses, and all those who share the same affects with them, to read this.” Virtually absent
in thisworkare the later Enlightenment belief or hope that the masses can be liberated from
their irrational fears through education, and the later liberal idea that education, rather
than economic independence, is a main prerequisite for citizenship. This suggests, among
other things, that classical republicanism involves not only views on education different
from those of liberalism, but also a distinct ideology of language.

Implicitly, Spinoza treats Latin as the language of the educated elite that is open
to philosophical and rational thinking, and Dutch as the language of the masses for whom
only revealed religion formulated as a body of laws is suitable. Hebrew takes up an uneasy
position between these two, being for Spinoza neither an ontologically privileged sacred
language - or a language of learning - like Latin, nor a vulgar or vernacular medium
like Dutch. Thus, Spinoza’s strict, and for all practical purposes unbridgeable, opposition
between mass and elite can not only be traced back to thinkers from the Arabic-Islamic
philosophical tradition, such as Maimonides, Ibn Tufayl, Ibn Béjja, Ibn Rushd (Averroes),
and al-Farabi; italso reflects a distinct, and early, phase in the process of vernacularization.

CONCLUSION

In short, what is novel, and perhaps unique, in Spinoza, is especially his ambivalent view
of language. As noted above, Spinoza displays a far more negative attitude to rhetoric than
al- Farabi, Maimonides, or the scholastic tradition more generally do. In fact, Spinozas
(and others)) strictures against rhetoric are indicative of new attempts at the regimentation
of language and of new attempts to purify philosophy and science, as domains of literal
language and truth, and concomitantly to dismiss rheroric as a domain of the figurative,
that is, of falsehood and the passions. Spinoza thus appears to be engaged in an attempt to
purify speech from the imagination and the passions, and thereby to constitute an entirely
novel entity called ‘language’ that primarily serves purely factual and descriptive rather
than emotional or rhetorical purposes. Similar attempts were made by his contemporaries
Hobbes and Locke; the very contradictions in their attempts suggest that this process of
purification was only in a hesitant initial stage at the time.

Like other authors of his age, Spinoza displays a concern with the emergence of
the vernacular languages as a medium of learning; but his attitude to this process clearly
reflects a premodern distinction between mass and elite. In this respect, Spinoza may be
less ‘modern’ than he is held to be by the likes of Jonathan Israel. Thus, the case of Spinoza
and his circle suggests that the process of vernacularization did not automatically lead to
an expansion of the intended public for humanistic and other learning; rather, this process

16 “Novi deinde aeque impossibile esse vulgo superstitionem adimere quam metum [...] Vulgus ergo
et omnes, qui cum vulgo iisdem affectibus conflictantur, ad haec legenda non invito.” Cf. Y. Yovel,
‘Spinoza: The Psychology ofthe Multitude and the Uses of Language’, Studia Spinozana 1 (1985),
305-333.
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was rendered more complex by the slowly changing ideologies of language involved. In any
case, the uniquely modern, secular, and Western character claimed for Spinoza’s philosophy
should be rethought in the light of the intellectual and culrural history of the Islamic world,
and of its traces in the history of Western philosophy.
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Liberalizmin 6tesi: Spinoza ve demokrasi
Robin Celikates

S1YASI GERCEKCILIK VE SIYASI AHLAKCILIK

Bernard Williams'in “Siyaset Kuraminda Gergekgilik ve Ahlakeilik™ bashikl makalesinde'
onerdigi (Raymond Geussun da destekledigi) bir aynmi izleyerek iki tiir siyasi
kuramsallagtirma bigimini birbirinden ayirt etmekle ise baglamak istiyorum.

* Uygulamal: etik olarak siyaset kuramu.

* Siyasi eylemin amag ve simirlar getiren normatif ilkeleri (6rnegin, adalet ilkeleri).

* Ozerk bir eylem alani olarak siyaset analizi seklinde siyaset kuramu.

* Jeremy Waldron'in “siyasetin kogullar”

*(siyaseti hem zorunlu hem de olas: kilan kosullar) diye adlandirdigy; normarifligin degil
ama ahlakgiligin aksine ¢ausma, giic, duygulanim ve Spinoza'nin gergekgiligi tizerine
odaklanan; 6zel olarak, siyaseti bir iktidar ya da gikar elde etme miicadelesine indirgemeyen
siyasetin (ve demokrasinin) siyasi kuramu.

Spinoza'mun Tractatus Politicus isimli eserinden bilindik alinuilarla bu kargitlik resmedilebilir.

1 Bernard Williams, In the Beginning Was the Deed: Realism and Moralism in Political Argument,
ed. Geoffrey Hawthom, Princeton University Press, 2005.
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“Gergekte onlar [filozoflar] insanlari var olduklari gibi degil var olmasini istedikleri gibi
kavrarlar. Bunun bir sonucu olarak, yazmug olduklar: bityiik dliide etik degil yergidir.
Ve hayal egiliminde olan ya da dogal olarak bdyle bir ihtiyacn olmadigi Utopyada ya da
sairlerin altn aginda uygulama bulabilecek bir kuram diginda, asla pratikte bir uygulamaya
sahip olabilecek bir siyaset kurami tiretmemiglerdir. Bu nedenle, tim uygulamali bilimlerde
kuramin gesitlilik gosterecegine inamlmakla birlikte siyaset kuraminda bu zellikle
geserlidir ve bir devleti yénetmek igin kuramcilar ya da filozoflar kadar uygunsuz kimseler
olmadif kabul edilir

“[Dlevletin nedenleri ve dogal temelleri akil 6gretisinde aranmamali aksine genel olarak
insanlarin dogasi ve kosullarindan ¢ikarim yapilmalidir.™

“experientia sive praxis™®
“[I]nsan eylemlerinialaya almamak, hayilanmamakya da nefret duymamak amaanlamak™

Ne varki bu gekilde elde edinilen bilgi politik bir toplumda vatandaslarin karmagik yapidaki
bir arada yasamlarunin denetimini saglamak ve 6ngoriide bulunmak icin yeterli degildir.
Spinoza, bu yiizden, politikanin yerine nihai olarak bir toplum mithendisligi ve idaresi
bigimini gegiren gergeksilikteki baskin egilime karst cikar. Demokrasinin 6zellikle politik
boyutunu sadece ona 6zgii, hem ahlakgilik hem de indirgemeci gergekgilikten kaginan
gergekgilik tirii kavrayabilir. En azindan ben boyle oldugunu kanitlamaya ¢alisacagim.

Bu temel yontembilimsel fark en agik hale, esasa iliskin bir soru bakimindan,
Spinoza nun liberal teorinin en merkezi kavramlarinin —denetim (ya da anayasa) araciligiyla,
hem iktidarin hem de tabalarinin hak ve 6devlerini belirleyen iktidari eszamanlt olarak
kuran, sinirlayan ve megrulagtiran yasa kavraminin— elegtirisiyle gelir. Pekiyi bilindigi gibi,
Spinoza'nin bu iligkiyi tersine gevirmesiyle birlikte yasayr (jus) teskil eden ve sinirlayan
sey olarak iktidar (potentia) goriilir. Bu alternatif yontembilimsel yaklagimin ve yasa
anlayisinin alternatif bir demokrasi anlayistyla nasil baglanuli oldugunu biraz sonra
gostermeye ¢alisacagim. Spinoza'nin alternatifi —(anayasal degjil aksine) demokratik bir
Cumbhuriyetsilikdiyeadlandiracagim- ahlakgilik ve gergekgilik icin oldugu kadar liberalizm
ve komiiniteryanizm icin de bir alternatiftir.

DEMOKRASI VE COGUNLUGUN IKTIDARI

Spinoza, demokrasi, aristokrasi ve monarsiyi wruga da devler bigimlerinin klask aynmiyla
lgilendigi zaman sanki bu klasik sdylemin digina gikar. Onun kuramsal yeniligi su iddiada igerilir.

2 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, I, 1.
3 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, 1, 7.
4 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus I, 3.

5 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, I, 4.
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*Cogunlugun iktidar (potentia mulsitudinis), yasal ve politik bir bicimde kurumsallagtirilmg
iktidar (potestas) bigimlerinin temelidir.

*Demokrasi, orgiitleyici politik toplumun “ontolojik olarak ayricalikli” bir bigimidir.
*Monarsinin sinirh karakeeri: “Kralin yetkisi ya da hakk, gerekte halkin ya da onun en
giiclii béliimiin iradesidir.’

*Demokrasinin mutlak karakreri: “Mutlak egemenlik (smperium absolutum) diye bir sey
varsa, gergekte o bir biitiin olarak halka (integra multituds)” aittir.

Demokrasi normatif bakis acisindan da ayricaliklidir:

“En dogal [devlet bigimine] ve herkese bahsedilen 6zgiirliigiin dogasina en gok yaklaganin
demokratik devlet [...] oldugu goriiliir. Bir demokraside hig kimse kendi dogal hakkin,
aruk itibar edilmeyecek bir bicimde, bir bagkasina devredemez; bir bicimw“Demokrasi
actkea gogunlugun iktidarina dayanir derken, gogunlukla “halkin soyutlamasini degil
devinim halindeki yiginlarin ve kitlelerin tarihsel ve politik gercekligini” anlamamiz
gerektigini ammsamaliyiz®

Spinoza gogunlugu potansiyel olarak isyankir olarak sunsa da o —demokrasi karit
diigiincede gogu kez oldugu gibi- politik diizen sorununun kayna olarak goriilmez. “En
iyi devlet insanlarin uyum icinde yagadig1 ve yasalarin ¢ignenmedigi bir devlettir. Devletin
yanlis orgiitlenmesi nedeniyle isyanlar, savaglar ve yasalara itaatsizlik ya da ihlaller tabalarinin
kériiliigiine ok fazla atfedilemez. Insanlar vatandaglar olarak dogmaz; vatandag yapilirlar.”

Demokratik bir devletin —/ibera republica®~ dayanagy yalmizca bir multituds
libera degl ayni zamanda demokratik “kiiltiir” diye adlandinilabilecek bir seydir. Boyle bir
kiiltiiriin geligimi, demokratik olmayan devlet bicimlerine bagimls hale gelerek sekillenmis
olan ve giiniimiizde bir kimsenin kendi elegtirel ve reflekdif yetilerinin gelisimi ve
uygulanmasi 6niinde biligsel ve duygusal engeller olarak islev goren “kadim kéleligimizin™
ortadan kaldirilmasini gerektirir. Susan James'in bog inan iizerine galismasinda isaret ettigi
gibi, bu biligsel yetiler sosyal ve tarihsel olarak kogulludur ve pleblere karst kiigiimseyici ya
da ataerkil bir tavri gart kogmaz:

“Tiim insanlar bir ve ayni dogay: paylagir; bizi yanlisa siiriikleyen iktidar ve kiiltiirdiir
[...] “siradan insanlarda hakikatin ya da muhakemenin olmamasi” sagirtict degildir giinkii
onemli devlet meselelerinde onlarin bilgilerine bagvurulmaz.”*

6 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus VII, 25

7 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus VIII, 3

8 Balibar, E. (1994) Spinoza, ‘the Anti-Orwell’, iginde Masses, Classes, Ideas:Studies on Politics
and Philosophy Before and After Marx , London:Routledge, s.16.

9 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, V, 2

10 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, 6nséz

11 (ibid.)

12 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus VII, 27.
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Bagka bir deyigle: Bir demokraside —politik iktidarin bagka bir bigimi alunda, uygun
egitim firsatlant d3hilinde- “siradan halk”in “hakikat ve muhakeme” dogrultusunda biligsel
yetilerini geligtirmesi ve bdylece bir multitudo libera haline gelmesi biitiiniiyle olasidur.

DEVLET BICIMI YA DA YASAM BICIMI OLARAK DEMOKRASI

Spinoza igin demokrasi, salt bir devlet bigimi degil, aynr zamanda ve daha onemlisi,
bir yasam bigimidir: Politik kurumlar sosyal kurumlara, pratiklere, aligkanliklara ve
duygulanimlara niifuz etmigse ancak var olabilir ve varligini siirdiirebilir.

*Spinoza nin “cumhuriyetgialternatifi” ohalde “devletinhertiirhukukigizemsellestirilmesinin
bir elegtirisi” temelli “gizemsellegtirilmemis bir demokrasi bigimimde” igerilir.”
*Demokratik, megrutiyetsi ve komiiniter cumhuriyergilik.

Bir yandan, devlet bigimi ne olursa olsun, gergek egemen bir toplum anlaminda
gogunluk olsa da, o gogunluk tarafindan megru olarak kabul edilirse ancak uzun vadede var
olabilir; ote yandan, bu olgu igin yeterli olan tek politik toplum bigimi demokrasidir.

Vatandaslar yalnizca demokraside hem kanunun muhataplart hem de kanunun
yazaridir ve demokrasi boylelikle ortaklaga 6z-belirlenimli bir yasama yonlendirir. Ex
communi consensu, boyle bir toplumun ilkesidir: Tum toplum (eger bu miimkiinse) iktidar
birlikte, egit oradan elinde bulundurmalidir, dyle ki herkes kendi kendine tabi olsun ve hig
kimse esitine kulluk etmesin [...}: Hitkiimetin herkesin elinde oldugu ve yasalarin ortak
riza (ex communi consensu)” ile yapildig1 bir toplum.

“Ex communi consensu” formiilii Spinoza nin demokerasi hakkindaki siyaset teorisinde ikili
bir anlam tagir: Ilk olarak, bir demokraside, yasama siireci tiim vatandalarin esitler olarak
kauldig) toplumun z-yasama siirecidir; ikincisi, bu konsensiis yaraum usullerine ek olarak
« o = . o fowe ”» . . . . 0 15

zihinlerin birligi ve uyumu” bigiminde bir konsensiis de olmalidur.

Ne var ki, bu konsensiis komiiniteryanizmin aksine, demokratik siireg icin asli
bir 6n kabul olarak anlagilmamalidir. O ortak bir “tavir” olarak ne duragandir ne de harici
olarak dayatilir; 0 ancak 6z-y6netim ve ona kargilik gelen yasam bigimine kaulim siirecinde
gelisebilir.

Spinoza tam da demokrasi nosyonundaki (ve onun pratik olarak
gergeklesmesindeki) gerilimlerin —bilhassa gogunlugun kurucu giicii ve gogunlugun giiciinii
yonlendirmek igin gerekli olan politik kurumlarin kurulmus giicii arasindaki gerilimin-
farkina varmamuz: saglayarak ahlakgihigin ve indirmeci gergeksiligin ikili tehlikelerine

13 Antonio Negri, The Savage Anomaly: The Power Of Spinoza’s Metaphysics and Politics, Trans.
by Michael Hardt, University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis Oxford, 2000, Onsdz, xviii.

14 Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus V, 9

15 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus VI, 4
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diismekten kaginir. Geng Marx, Spinozaci bir aninda hala ondan 6grenebilecek oldugumuz
bir seyi formiile etmistir:

“‘Demokraside yapinin kendisi yalmizca bir belirlenim, halkin 6z-belirlenimi olarak
gorilir. [H]alk: yaratan anayasa degildir aksine halk anayasay: yaratr. [D]emokrasi tim
anayasalarin ¢6ziilmils bulmacasidir. [T]iim devlet bigimleri hakikatini demokrasiden alir
ve bu nedenler demokrasi olmadiklar: siireci hakikatsizdirler."

Bu, demokratik teorinin hala 6ziimsemesi gereken bir hakikaruir.

Ceviri Tanzer Yakar
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Beyond liberalism. Spinoza on democracy
Robin Celikates

OVERVIEW
1.Political Realism vs. Political Moralism
2.Democracy and the Power of the Multitude
3.Democracy as Form of Government and as Form of Life

POLITICAL REALISM VS. POLITICAL MORALISM
Following a distinction Bernard Williams suggested in an article with the title ,Realism and
Moralism in Political Theory” (also taken up by Raymond Geuss) I would like to start by

distinguishing two modes of political theorizing;

political moralism:



spinoza on democracy  gelikates

*political theory as applied ethics

*normative principles (e.g. principles of justice) provide the aims and constraints of political
action vs. political realism:

spolitical theory as the analysis of politics as an autonomous sphere of action

*focus on what Jeremy Waldron called ‘the circumstances of politics’ (i.e. those conditions
that make politics both necessary and possible): conflict, power, affectivity

Spinoza’s realism: against moralism, not against normativity: a specifically political theory
of politics (and of democracy) but not one that reduces it to a struggle for power or the
realization of oneS interests

Here are some well-known quotes from Spinozas Political Treatise/Tractatus Politicus to
illustrate this opposition:

“The fact is that they [philosophers] conceive men not as they are, but as they would like
them to be. As a result, for the most part it is not ethics they have written, but satire; and
they have never worked out a political theory that can have practical application, only one
that borders on fantasy or could be put into effect in Utopia or in that golden age of the
poets where there would naturally be no need of such. Therefore, while theory is believed
to be at variance with practice in all practical sciences, this is particularly so in the case of
political theory, and no men are regarded as less fit for governing a state than theoreticians

or philosophers.” (TP I, 1)

“one should not look for the causes and natural foundations of the state in the teachings
of reason, but deduce them from the nature and condition of men in general” (TP , 7)

“experientia sive praxis” (TP , 3)
“not to deride, bewail, or execrate human actions, but to understand” (TP, , 4)

The knowledge thus obtained is, however, not sufficient to enable the prediction
and control of the complex coexistence of citizens in a political community. Spinoza
thereby resists the dominant tendency in realism to ultimately replace politics by some
form of social engineering and management. Only his specific kind of realism that avoids
both moralism and reductivist realism is able to capture the specifically political dimension
of democracy, or so I will argue.

This fundamental methodological difference comes out clearest with regard to a
substantive question, namely Spinoza’s critique of one the most central notions of liberal
political theory: the notion of law as simultaneously constituting, limiting and legitimizing
power (by means of a contract (or constitution) that fixes the rights and duties of both the
sovereign and its subjects). As is well known, Spinoza turns this relationship around so
that power (potentia) is seen as what constitutes and limits the law (jus). In what follows |
will try to indicate how this alternative methodological approach and conception of law is
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bound up with analternative understanding of democracy. Spinoza's alternative — which I'll
call a democratic (in contrast to a constitutional) Republicanism - is an alternative to both
to liberalism and to communitarianism as well as to moralism and to realism.

DEMOCRACY AND THE POWER OF THE MULTITUDE

Although Spinoza discusses democracy, aristocracy and monarchy as if he was interested in
the classical division of forms of government, his central idea breaks completely with this
classical discourse. His theoretical innovation consist in the claim that

sthe power of the multitude (potentia multitudinis) is the foundation of all legally and
politically instituted forms of power (pozestas)

*democracy is an ‘ontologically privileged' form of organizing the political community
sthe limited character of monarchy: “the king’s sword or right is in reality the will of the
people or of its stronger part” (TP VII, 25)

sthe absolute character of democracy: “If there is such a thing as absolute sovereignty
(imperium absolutum), it is really that which is held by the people as a whole (inszgra

multitudo)” (TP VIII, 3)
Democracy is privileged in a normative perspective as well:

“the democratic republic [...] seems to be the most natural [form of state] and to be

that which approaches most closely to the freedom nature bestows on every person. In a

democracy no one transfers their natural right to another in such a way that they are not

thereafter consulted but rather to the majority of the whole society of which they are a
. . . . »

part. In this way all remain equal as they had been previously, in the state of nature.” (TTP

XVI, 11)

When we say that democracy is explicitly based on the power of the multitude,
however, we have to remember to understand the multitude “not as the abstraction of the
people, but as the historical and political reality of the mass and of crowds in movement”
(Balibar).

Although Spinoza does present the multitude as potentially unruly, it is not
regarded —as in so much anti-democratic thought — as the source of the problem of political
order: “the best state is one where men live together in harmony and where the laws are
preserved unbroken. For it is certain that rebellions, wars, and contempt for or violation
of the laws are to be attributed not so much to the wickedness of subjects as to the faulty
organisation of the state. Men are not born to be citizens, but are made so.” (TP V, 2)

A democratic polity - ,/ibera republica“ (TTD, preface) — does not only depend
on a multitudo libera, however, but also on what one could call a democratic “culture”. The
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development of such a culture involves the removal of the “vestiges of our ancient servitude”
(ibid.), which have been formed by becoming habitualized to non-democratic forms of
government and now function as cognitive and emotional obstacles to the development
and exercise of one’s own critical and reflective capacities. As Susan James points out in her
work on superstition, these cognitive incapacities are socially and historically conditioned
and do not mandate a condescending or paternalistic attitude to the plebs:

“all men share in one and the same nature; it is powerand culture that mislead us [...]. that
‘there is no truth or judgment in the common people’ is not surprising, since the important
affairs of state are conducted without their knowledge” (TP VII, 27) In other words:
In a democracy - that is, under another form of political power and with appropriate
educational opportunities - it is quite conceivable that the "common people” develop their
cognitive abilities in the direction of “truth and judgment” and thus become a multituds

libera.
DEMOCRACY AS FORM OF GOVERNMENT AND AS FORM OF LIFE

Democracy, for Spinoza, is not just a form of government or state, but also, and crucially,
aform of life: i.e. it can only exist and sustain itself if political institutions are anchored in
social institutions, practices, habits and affects.

*Spinoza’s “republican alternative” thus consists in a “nonmystified form of democracy”
based in “a critique of every juridical mystification of the State” (Negri)

*democratic vs. constitutionalist and communitarian republicanism

On the one hand, the multitude is the true sovereign, in the sense that a
community, whatever form its state has, can only exist in the long run, if it is accepted as
legitimate by the multitude; on the other hand the only form of a political community
that is adequate to that fact is democracy. Only in a democracy, the addressees of the law
are as citizens also its authors and do thereby lead a self-determined life in common. The
principle of such a community is ex communi consensu: “the whole of society (if this is
possible) should hold power together, collegially, so that all are subject to themselves and
nobody must serve their equal [...]: a society whose government is in the hands of all and
where laws are made by common consent (ex communi consensu)” (TPT V, 9).

The formula “ex communi consensu” has a a two-fold significance in Spinoza’s
political theory of democracy: first, in a democracy, the legislative process is a process of
selflegislation of the community, in which all citizens participate as equals; second, in
addition to these procedures of generating consensus and at the same time there has to
be consensus in the form of a “union or harmony of minds.” (TP VI, 4). This consensus,
however, is in opposition to communitarianism, not to be understood as a substantive
presupposition of the democratic process. As a shared “attitude” it is neither static nor
externally imposed but only developsin the process of participation in self-government and
the corresponding form of life.
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By making us aware of the tensions within the very notion of democracy (and its practical

realization) — especially the tension between the constitutive power of the multitude and
the constituted power of political institutions that are needed to channel the power of the
multitude — Spinoza avoids falling back into the twin dangers of moralism and a reductive
realism. What we can still learn from him is what the early Marx has formulated as follows
in one of his Spinozist moments:

“In democracy the constitution itself appears only as one determination, that is, the
self-determination of the people. [...] it is not the constitution which creates the people
but the people which creates the constitution [...] Democracy is the solved riddle of all
constitutions. [...] all forms of state have democracy for their truth and that they are
therefore untrue insofar as they are not democracy.” (Marx)

This is a truth democratic theory still has to absorb.
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Ekolojide anti-teleolojik bir ontoloji
Seving Tiirkmen

“bir at bir bicege doniigse de
bozulur, insana dinsigse de”
Spinoza

Bu metin ekoloji aragurmasina felsefi boyutunu verecek yeni bir doga kavrayigina
deginmek amaciyla olugturulmugtur. Burada ekolojiden kasit, bu yeni doga felsefesinin
aluna yerlegtirilebilecek yeni bir oikos kavramsallagurmasi olarak da goriilebilir.

Spinoza'nin felsefesi her ne kadar 17. yy. felsefesinin kartezyen egilimini -ozellikle
metodolojik olarak- temsil etse de onun varlik anlayist, hem 17. yy/in genel varlik
anlayisinin diginda konumlanir hem de Bau felsefesindeki varligin ereksel boyutunun
kesin bir olumsuzlamasini temsil eder. Spinoza'nin ereksel nedeni reddi, bir yandan Bau
felsefesinin neden kavrayiginin koklii bir elestirisi iken, diger taraftan giincel ekolojik bir
yaklagimin dayanag olabilecek bir doga felsefesi agisindan kullanugli-elverisli bir argiiman
olarak diistiniilebilir.

Bilindigi iizere Bau felsefesininvarlik sorunu aragtirmasindaele alinan sorunlardan
birisi ereksel neden sorunudur. Platon ve Aristoteles'in varlik kavrayiglarinda kogulsuz bir
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kuruculuga sahip olan telos kavraminin, aragtirmanin gizgisini 6nemli oranda belirledigi
soylenebilir. Platon’un eidosu kavrama ya da eidosu “gorme” olanag: ve esas olarak da
ondan pay alma vurgusu teleolojik bir yonelimi duyurur. Bu teleolojik y6nelimi, onun
gorme ile ilgili diigiincelerinde izlemek miimkiindiir:

Platon gorme ile ilgili s6yle der:

“gorme, bizim icin en bilyitk nimettir, gtinki gok cisimlerini, giinesi, gogi
gormemis olsaydik bugiin evren hakkinda ortaya aulan agiklamalarin bir
kelimesi bile agzimizdan gtkamazdi. Ama bize zaman bilgisini, biitiiniin
6ziinii incelemek imk4nlarini vermis olan saywy1 bulduran, gergekre,
geceyle giindiiziin, aylarin, biteviye giden mevsim degisikliklerinin, gece-
gin esitliginin, gin durumunun goriilmesidir. Felsefeyi, insanlign,
tanrilarin comertligi sayesinde kavugtugu ve bir esine daha hicbir zaman
kavusamayacag; o en degerli nimeti gormeye borgluyuz... Biz bu nimetin
nedeni sudur diyelim: Tanri gormeyi, zekanin gokreki devirlerini seyrederek
onlan diizensiz olmakla beraber gogiin degismez devirleriyle aymi soydan
olan kendi 6z diisiincemizin devirlerine uyduralim diye icat edip bize verdi;
boylece gokeeki bu hareketleri iyiden iyiye inceleyip diisiiniislerin tabii
dogrulugundan pay aldiktan sonra, tanrinin hig degismeyen hareketlerini
taklit ederek yanls yola sapmakran geri kalmayan kendi hareketlerimizi
dogru yola sokmamiz miimkiin olacakur™.

Burada duyular birer arag islevi goriirken, ruh ise bu duyulara amacini veren
olarak belirlenir. Platona gore, “ruh biitiin bu araglan kullanarak ve tannsal akilla igbirligi
icinde, aslinda kendisi de tanr oldugu igin her seyi dogru ve mutlu kilar”2 Yine Aristoteles,
erekselligi dogrudan dogaya adfederek bu teleolojik ynelimi siirdiiriir. Ona gére “doganin
ereksel neden anlaminda bir neden oldugu agik™ur. Devinim halindeki nesnelerin bir erege
gore devindiklerini soyleyen Aristoteles, bu erekselci yonelimini iyi ya da etik kavrayssla
birlegtirir: “ereksel neden ‘en iyi' ve otekilerin amaci olmak demek. ‘Iyinin kendisi ya
da ‘iyi goriinen’ diyerek bir aynm yapilmamal™, Bu noktada su soru sorulabilir: Iyi’yi
ya da ahlaki olan: arasurirken herhangi bir erege gonderme yapmak ya da dogay: insan
etkinliginin eregine uyarlamak, insanin dogayla iliskisinde nasil bir etik-ontolojik boyutla
temellendirilebilir?

-Spinozanin cagdag olan Leibniz, ereksel nedeni felsefesinin kurucu bir
ilkesi olarak teghir eder ve §6yle der: “tiim varliklarin ve tiim yasalarin ilkelerini ereksel
nedenlerde aramaly, ciinkii Tanri her zaman en iyiyi ve en yetkini ongoriir™. Ereksel neden

1 Timaios, Platon, gev: Erol Giiney-Liitfi Ay, Sosyal Yayinlan, 47-b,c

2 Yasalar, Platon, gev: Candan Sentuna, Saffet Babiir, Kabalci Yayinlan, 897b

3 Fizik, Aristoteles, cev: Saffet Babiir, YKY, 199b

4 Fizik, 195a

5 Metafizik Uzerine Konusma, Leibniz,, ¢ev: Atakan Altinors, Dogubati Yayinlan, 1. Bask,
Ankara: 2011, s. 64 108
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aragurmasinda her ne kadar teolojik ve teleolojik aragtirmanin i ie gegtigi goriilse de bu
arasurma alanlarint ayni zamanda birbirinden bagimsiz incelemekte yarar goziikmekredir.
Ancak bu iki aragtirma alaninin birbirini 5nemli oranda kogulladig: sdylenebilir. Spinoza ise
hem doga aragurmast agisindan hem de teoloji aragtirmast agisindan ereksel nedeni kokten
bir olumsuzlamaya tabi tutar. Spinoza'nin doga felsefesindeki bu olumsuzlamanin, ekoloji
felsefesinin kurucu bir boyutunu imledigi soylenebilir.

INSAN EREGININ TASARRUF NESNESI OLARAK DOGA

Buradan itibaren insanin dogay kendi tasarrufunun nesnesi olarak kavramasinda ereksel
nedenin etkisine deginmeye ¢alisacagim.

Insanin dogayy, kendi digindaki dogal varolanlari kendi tasarrufunun konusu
olarak “deger’lendirmesine bilim, teknoloji, din ya da tarihsel iiretim tarzi yoluyla agiklik
getirilebilecegi gibi, Bau felsefesinin bu “deger’lendirmenin kuramsal mesrulugunu
olusturmasi agisindan katkistnin azimsanmayacak diizeyde oldugu soylenebilir. Bu
“deger’lendirmenin aksi yoniinde doga arasurmalar da olmakla birlikte genel egilimin
dolayli ya da dolaysiz olarak bu tarzda siirdiiriildiigi soylenebilir. Spinoza'nin hem doga
arastirmast, hem de bu doga aragtirmasina ickin olarak gelistirilen anti-teleolojik tutumu,
insanin dogayla iliskisinde 6nceden belirlenmig-varsayilmis bir tamamlanma ya da
eregin olmadigint duyurur. Dolayisiyla insan-doga iligkisi, herhangi bir erege dogru degil
nedensellik ilkesiyle belirlenmis sonsuz bir yonde form kazanir. Burada (6zellikle Aristoteles
ve Platon’un) bilindiginin aksine sonsuzluk, ereksellik ilkesi ile degil, nedensellik ilkesi ile
kurulur.

Spinoza doganinereksel nedene gore belirlenmedigini ancak boylevarsayilmasinin
nedenini §6yle ifade eder: “doga higbir zaman ereksel bir nedene gore hareket etmez. Ciinkii
bizim Tanry, yani Doga dedigimiz o ezeli-ebedi ve sinirsiz Varlik, nasil zorunlu olarak varsa,
zorunlu olarak da hareket eder. .. Oyleyse doga ereksel bir nedenle varolmadig gibi, ereksel
bir nedene gore de hareket etmez; tersine, doganin varolmasinin ve hareket etmesinin
higbir ereksel nedeni yoktur. Zaten ereksel neden dedigimiz neden, bir seyin temel nedeni
yada ilk nedeni olarak gériilen insani istahtan (appetitus-arzu-istek) baska bir sey degildir.”
Doga, insanin tasarrufunun konusu oldugu oranda, insan, dogaya bu tasarrufun konusu
olabilecek bir ilkesellik atfederek bu tasarrufu megrulagtirma yoluna gitmistir. Spinozaya
gore bu gaba, bir varsayimdan ibarettir ve doganin gergek bilgisinin yoksunlugundan ileri
gelir.

Insan dogayla iliskisinde, hem ihtiyaglarini kargilarken, hem de kendinde dogay1
izlerken karstlastigs araglan ve seyleri, kendi yaran icin kullandig: dlgiide, dogadaki bu
seylerin kendisi icin, kendisi ugruna yarauldigin diisiiniir. Diger taraftan bu digiinceye,
dogadaki bu araglarin ve seylerin kendisinin yararlanmasi icin birisinin yaratug) disiincesi
eslik eder. Spinozaya gore, bu ikinci diigiince birincisinden tiiremigtir: kendi ¢ikart igin

6 Ethika, Spjnoza, cev: Cigdem Diiriisken, Kabalci Yayinevi, istanbul, 2011, I. Béliim, Onerme [11
Béliim IV, Ons6z
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yaraulmus olan dogadaki nesneler, bir yonetici-yarauc tarafindan yaratlmig olmalidir.
Doganin gergek bilgisinin yoksunlugu, insanin dogaya dair teolojik ve teleolojik yonelimini
birlikte agiklar. Spinoza bu yonelimin kendinde bir yonelim olarak degil, insanin dogay:
kendi ¢ikar: igin kullandi@ 6lgiide yani bir anlamda tarihsel olarak ortaya gikugini ifade
eder. Bundan daha da 6nemlisi, dogada varolanlara dair bu yonelim doganin kendisine
iyi, giizel, uyum, diizen gibi nitelikleri atferme neticesini de beraberinde getirmigtir. Bu
niteliklerle birlikte insan dogal varliklara hilkmetme megruiyetini edinmig olur. Oysa
Spinoza'ya gore, “tamlsk ve eksiklik gergekte sadece birer diisinme bicimi, yani belli bir
tiiriin ya da cinsin bireylerini birbiriyle kiyaslayarak uydurdugumuz kavramlar™dir.

Dogadaya da insan ediminde herhangi bir tamamlanmaya gonderme yapmaksizin
bir ontoloji gelistirebilmek Bau felsefesinin ontolojik diizleminin bir anlamda dibini
oymaklaaym anlama gelmekeedir. Insanin yaptiginin bir erege gore formkazanmigoldugunu
soylemek, Spinoza'ya gore eregi, olusturulmug genel bir kavram olarak diisiindiigiimiizde
ve bu genel kavramlara “seylerin ideal érnekleri” olma niteligi adettigimizde doganin da
ereksel olarak bu fikirleri 6rnek aldigin: varsayariz. Dahasi dogada olanlari bu erege uygun
gergeklesmedigi siirece kusurlu, bagarisiz ya da hatali addederiz.

Ereksel bir nedene gore hareket etmeyen dogada, tek bir ilke gegerlidir:
zorunluluk ilkesi. Spinozaya gore ereksel neden ise “insani istah”tan bagka bir ey degldir.
Dogada ereksellik ilkesi oldugu ya da doganin ereksel ilkeye gore hareket ettigi yanilgisinin
nedenlerinden digeri ise insanin dilgiincesinin varolanlar: tek bir kavram ya da tek bir cins
aluna yerlestirme egilimidir. Dogayla iliskimizde ve doga yoluyla olusturdugumuz genel
kavramlara dogadan bagimsiz bir gergeklik adfetmek ve tekil-bireysel varolanlar bu genel
kavramlara istinaden agiklama yoluna gitmek varolanlar kendinde anlama oniinde bir
engele doniisiir: Spinoza Ethica'nin 4. Boliimiiniin 6nsoziinde soyle der: “Ciinkii bizler
dogadaki biitiin bireyleri en iistiin cins olan tek bir cinse indirgeyerek diigiinmeye, yani
dogadaki biitiin bireyleri mutlak anlamda ait olduklan: Varlik kavrami alunda diigiinmeye
abskiniz. Dogadaki bireyleri boyle tek bir cinse indirgedigimiz ve bu temelde birbirleriyle
kiyasladigimiz siirece de, bazilarini bazilariyla kargilagtirip varliktan ya da gergeklikten daha
fazla pay aldigini ve bu oranda da bazlarinin bazlarina gére daha mitkemmel oldugunu
soylityoruz; bunlara sinir, son, acizlik gibi olumsuzlama igeren nitelikler yiikledigimiz siirece
de eksik olduklarini dile getiriyoruz; bu durum bunlarin zihnimizi mitkemmel dedigimiz
seyler kadar etkilememelerinden kaynaklaniyor, yoksa kendilerine 6zgii bir seyden yoksun
olmalarindan ya da doganin hatali davranmig olmasindan degil. Ciinkii seyin etkin
nedeninin dogasindan zorunlu olarak gikan diginda higbir sey, seyin dogasina ait degildir
ve seyin etkin nedeninin dogasindan zorunlu olarak ne ¢tkmigsa, zorunlu olarak olur”.
Spinoza'nin bu elegtirisi, sarih bigimde ve herhangi bir géndermeye ihtiyag duymaksizin
ortaya konulmus bir Platon elestirisi gibidir.

Teleolojinin ve dogadan baska bir ontolojik dayanagin varsayilmasinin, insanin
dogayla iliskisinde aragsal bir egilimi nasil gelistirdigini ortaya koyan Spinoza, Bau
felsefesinin temel sorunlarindan biri olan sonsuzluk ve dliimsiizlik kavramlarina vurgu

7 Ethika, IV, Onsoz
108



felsefelogos « R012/4

yaparak erekselci yaklasima doniik elestirisini iyiden iyiye ilerletir. Spinoza, bir seyin sonsuz
olmasinin ona mitkemmellik atfedilecegi yoniindeki anlayst hitkiimsiiz kilarak yine Bau
felsefesindeki sonsuzluk araygini tersyiiz eder: “mitkemmelden genel anlamda gergekligi
anltyorum, yani su ya da bu gekilde varolan ve etki eden herhangi bir varligin 6ziini; ve
onun mitkemmelliginin yasam siiresiyle hicbir baglantisinin olmadigini. Ciinkii higbir
bireye varolugunu daha uzun siirdiirdii diye daha mitkemmel diyemezsiniz; seylerin 6zii
sabit ve belirli bir varolug tarz1 igermediginden siireleri de 6zleri tarafindan belirlenemez.
Ister daha yetkin isterse daha 2z yetkin olsun, her sey daima varolmaya basladi) andaki
giiciine esit bir giigle varolugunu siirdiirebilir; iste bu bakimdan her sey esittir.” Ons6z-IV
Bu ontolojik esitlik, erekselligin ve sonsuzluk arayiginin kokli bir elestirisi olmakla birlikte
yeni bir toz kavrayiginin tezahiiriidiir. Bu ontolojik diizlem itibariyle gergekligi diisinmek
de herhangi bir eree, bir ideaya ya da maksime gore diisiinmek degil, nedensellik ilkesiyle
belirlenmis olan doganin igbaginularina gore diisiinmektir.

Telos ya da teleoloji tamamlanma, belli bir forma ulasma gibi sonal bir durumu
varsaymas! nedeniyle, dogast olan-olusmakra olan bir varlkla bagdagir gézilkmemektedir.
Oysa Bati felsefesinde “oluga tabilik”, “olusmakta olmak” gibi kategoriler maddi ve gegici
olana gonderme yapiyor olmasi ve sonsuzlugu hitkiimsiiz kilmast nedeniyle agilmas
gereken kategoriler olarak goriildii. Sonsuzluk ve 6liimsiizlik arayisinin olanaklarindan
biri olarak kabul goren teleolojik egilim, hem ontolojinin hem de teolojinin temel
argiimanlarindan birisi haline geldi. Oysa dogast itibariyle olusmakta olan bir varlik, neden
tamamlanma egilimi isinde olsun? Diger taraftan olug, neden 6zgiirliigiin bir olanag
olarak disiiniilemesin? Dahasi Spinozanin sonsuzluk konusundaki su belirlemesi de yine
Bau felsefesinin koklii bir elestirisini temsil etmekredir: “hi¢ anlamiyorum neden irade
yetimiz sinirsiz olsun da, bagka herhangi bir duyu yetimiz sinisiz olmasin. Ciinkii biz
irade yetimizle sonsuz sayida seyi olumlayabildigimiz gibi (tabii teker teker, ciinkii sonsuz
seyiayni anda olumlayamayrz), hissetme yetimizle de sonsuz sayida sey hissedebiliriz, yani
algilayabiliriz™,

Hem insan-doga iligkisini hem de insan-insan iliskisini herhangi bir erege
gonderme yapmaksizin ele almak, insanlik tarihi ve bireyler agisindan sonsuz bir etkinlikler
imkani kurmanin ontolojik dayanag olarak goriilebilir. Teolojik ya da ontolojik olarak
bir erege gore beliflenmemis olmak, insan agisindan her tiirlii amagsiz ve gorece bir
etkinlik tiirii Gnerisi degildir. Insan eyleminde mutlak olarak belirlenmis herhangi bir erege
gondermede bulunmamak dzgjirliige yer agmanin olmazsa olmaz kogullarindan biri olarak
da degerlendirilebilir. Ancak Spinoza'nin 6zgiirliikle iliskilendirecegi ilke zorunluluk ilkesi
olacakur. Spinoza, ozellikle Platon ve Aristoreles'in etik agidan konumlandirldigs bigimiyle
ereksel nedeni hitkiimsiiz kildig: gibi yine bu filozoflarin “kurtulmaya” gabaladiklar: doga,
zorunluluk ve beden gibi kavramlar: ahlak ve Gzgiirlik kuramina dahil eder, tstelik bu
kavramlary, ahlak ve 6zgiirlik kuraminin 6zsel bilegenleri olarak kabul eder ve olumlar.

Giincel bir felsefi aragtirma alam olan Ekoloji Felsefesi, gerisin geriye doga

8 Ethica, Bolim I, Onerme XLIX Sonucu, Not
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kavrayislarina donerek ve bu doga kavrayislariyla hesaplagarak yeni bir doga kavrayisini
tesekkiil edebilir. Elbette bu tesekkill, felsefe tarihindeki ontolojik arastirmalardan bagimsiz
goriilmemelidir. Doga aragurmas ile ontolojik aragtirmasini Gzdeglestiren Spinoza, bu
terkibe istinaden gelistirdigi anti-teleolojik tutumuyla hem ekoloji felsefesi agisindan,
tozsel bir olanak tesis etmekte hem de bu ontolojik yaklagim itibariyle Bau felsefesinin
insanmerkezci egilimini hiikiimsiiz kilmakradir.
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An anti-teleological ontology in ecology
Seving Tiirkmen

“a horse would be as completely destroyed by
being changed into a man, as by being changed into an insect”
Spinoza

This essay is written for the purpose of addressing a new conception of nature that
could add philosophical dimensions to ecological studies. The concept of ecology could
be understood as an oskos conceptualization that gives a different ground for this new
philosophy of nature.

Although Spinozas philosophy reflects the Cartesian tendency of 17th-century
philosophy — particularly in a methodological way -, it stands in a different position in
comparison with the conception of essence in given century; and it also represents the
rigorous negation of teleology of essence in Western philosophy. The rejection of ‘final
cause’ by Spinoza could be seen both as a radical critique against the conceptualization of
cause in Western philosophy; and as a practical argument for the development of a new
philosophy of nature which might comprise a basis for a modern ecological approach.

As it is known, the question of final cause is one of several issues which are
taken into consideration in philosophical studies conducted on the problem of essence in
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Western philosophy. It may be asserted that the concept of ‘telos’ which was a founding
and absolute principle in both Plato’s and Aristo's concept of essence have been still playing
a decisive role in relating studies. The possibility of comprehension or sight of eidos in
Plato’s philosophy and his emphasis on having a share from eidos proclaim a teleological
intention. This teleological intention could be follow up in his thoughts regarding sight
and seeing,

Plato explains sight as follows:

“Sight is the source of the greatest benefits to us; for if our eyes had never
seen the sun, stars, and heavens, the words which we have spoken would
not have been uttered. The sight of them and their revolutions has gjven us
the knowledge of number and time, the power of enquiry, and philosophy,
which is the great blessing of human life... God gave us the faculty of sight
that we might behold the order of the heavens and create a corresponding
order in our own erring minds. To the like end the gifts of speech and
hearing were bestowed upon us; not for the sake of irrational pleasure, but
inorder that we might harmonize the courses of the soul by sympathy with
the harmony of sound, and cure ourselves of our irregular and graceless

1

ways .

In this framework senses are merely means or tools whereas soul is the element
giving a cause to these senses. According to Plato, “all those other qualities which the soul
uses, herself a goddess, when truly receiving the divine mind she disciplines all things
rightly to their happiness™. Once again, Aristo continues this same teleologjcal intention
by attributing finality directly to nature. For him, “it is plain then that nature is a cause, a
cause that operates for a purpose™. Aristo asserts that objects in motion act upon finality
and combines this approach with his concept of ethics: “That for the sake of which’ means
what is best and the end of things that lead up to it. Whether we say the ‘good itself’ or
the ‘apparent good' makes no difference™. At this point, this question might be asked:
How making references to a specific cause in the inquisition of ‘good’ or ethic/moral, or
adjusting nature according to the cause of human action can be grounded in an ethical/
ontological dimension for the relationship between human and nature?

Leibniz, Spinoza’s contemporary, presenss final cause as a founding principle of
philosophy and adds following statement: “it is just in this that the principle of all existences
and of the laws of nature must be sought, hence God always proposes the best and most
perfect”™. Although theological and teleological studies intertwine with each other in the
inquisition of final cause, it is useful to analyse these fields of study independently of each

1 Timaios, Plato, 47-b,c

2 On Justice, Plato, 897b
3 Physics, Aristotle, 199b
4 Physics, 195a

5 Discourse on Metaphysics, Leibniz, s. 64 12
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other. However, it could be said that these twofields condition themselves in agreat extent.
Spinoza put final cause through a radical negation in terms of both studies of nature
and teleological studies. This negation in Spinoza’s philosophy of nature indicates one of
founding dimensions of philosophy of ecology.

NATURE AS AN OBJECT OF POSSESSION OF HUMAN PURPOSE

At this point the impact of final cause upon the conceptualization of nature asan object of
possession in human mind will be put under the scope.

The valuation of nature as an object of human possession could be explained
from several points of view including science, technology, religion or historical modes
of production; however, it might be argued that Western philosophy gave a theoretical
legitimacy for this valuation and made a considerable contribution to the development of
this idea. Although there are some natural studies opposing this valuation, general tendency
in this subject has been maintained in this direction either in direct or indirect ways.
Spinoza’s study of nature and his anti-teleological attitude that immanently emerged in the
same study proclaim that there is no final cause or a predetermined/supposed perfection
in the relationship between human and nature. Therefore the relation between human and
nature takes shape not in a direction of purpose but in an infinite direction defined by the
principle of causality. Here, contrary to popular opinion (particularly Aristo and Plato’s
opinions), infinity grounds on not the principle of finality but the principle of causality.

Spinoza points out that nature is not determined by final cause and explains why
nature is assumed in this way: “That nature does not work with an end in view. For the
eternal and infinite Being, which we call God or Nature, acts by the same necessity as that
whereby itexists. .. Therefore, as he does not exist for the sake of an end, so neither does he
act for the sake of an end; of his existence and of his action there is neither origin nor end.
Wherefore, a cause which is called final is nothing else but human desire, in so far as it is
considered as the origin or cause of anything.”6 In so far as nature s the subject of human
possession, people try to legitimate this possession by appointing a principal character to
nature. For Spinoza, this attempt is merely an assumption and it arises out of people’s
ignorance regarding true cognition of nature.

In their relationship with nature, men come across some tools and things when
they are meeting their own needs and looking on nature; as long as they use these tools
and things, they suppose that all these objects in nature were created for the sake of human
beings. On theother hand, another thought assuming the presence of a creator that creates
those things for the sake of human beings accompanies previous assumption. According
to Spinoza, second assumption derives from the first one; natural objects that were created
for human possession must be created by a ruler-creator. The ignorance regarding true
cognition of nature explains people’s theological and teleological intentions about nature.
Spinoza states that these intentions do not emerge as a thing in itself, but they emerge as

6 Ethics, Spinoza, Section 1, Proposition 111
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long as human beings exploit nature. Therefore these intentions, in a sense, come forward
in a historical way. More importantly, people tend to appoint some qualides such as good,
beautiful, harmony and order to nature as a result of this kind of imagination of nature.
With these qualities, human beings get legitimacy for their domination over natural
entities. Though for Spinoza, “perfection and imperfection, then, are in reality merely
modes of thinking, or notions which we form from a comparison among one another of
individuals of the same species.”

Developing ontology without making references to any perfection in nature
or human behaviour is somehow undermining the ontological structure of Western
philosophy. When we claim that human behaviour forms according to a finality and as
long as we imagine final cause as a constituted, general concept and appoint the quality
of “ideal types of things” to these conceps, we assume that nature also imitate these ideas
and concepts in a relationship of finality. Moreover we imagine nature as an imperfect,
ineffective and erroneous thing in certain circumstances where nature does not act in
accordance with these final causes.

In fact, there is only one valid principle in nature which does not act in accordance
with a final cause: The principle of necessity. For Spinoza, final cause is nothing short of
“human desire”. The fact that people tend to categorize entities and things under one
concept or type is the other reason why they appoint the principle of finality to nature.
Appointing a reality independent from nature to general notions that we develop in our
relationship with nature poses an obstacle against understanding beings in themselves: In
the preface of [V'th chapter of Ethica, he states as follows: “For we are wont to referall the
individual things in nature to one genus, which is called the highest genus, namely, to the
category of Being, whereto absolutely all individuals in nature belong. Thus, in so far as
we refer the individuals in nature to this category, and comparing them one with another,
find that some possess more of being or reality than others, we, to this extent, say that some
are more perfect than others. Again, in so far as we atribute to them anything implying
negation-as term, end infirmity, etc., we, to this extent, call them imperfect, because they
do not affect our mind so much as the things which we call perfect, not because they
have any intrinsic deficiency, or because Nature has blundered. For nothing lies within
the scope of a thing’s nature, save that which follows from the necessity of the nature of its
efficient cause, and whatsoever follows from the necessity of the nature of its efficient cause
necessarily comes to pass.” Spinozas critique is a clear and self-evident criticism against
Plato.

Spinoza explains how teleology and ontological foundations besides nature make
contributions to this instrumental tendency in the relationship between human and nature;
and he develops his critique against the finality approach further more by focusing on
some primary questions of Western philosophy such as infinity and immorality. Spinoza
reverses the pursuit of infinity in Western philosophy by proving the fact that infinite
things are not necessarily perfect things: “Lastly, by perfection in general I shall, as I have

7 Ethics, IV, preface
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said, mean reality-in other words, each thing’s essence, in so far as it exists, and operates
in a particular manner, and without paying any regard to its duration. For no given thing
can be said to more perfect, because it has passed a longer time in existence. The duration
of things cannot be determined by their essence, for the essence of things involves no
fixed and definite period of existence; but everything, whether it be more perfect or less
perfect, will always be able to persist in existence with the same force wherewith it began
to exist; wherefore, in this respect, all things are equal.” Preface IV This ontological equity
is both a radical critique of the pursuit of finality and infinity and the manifestation of a
new conceptualization of essence. In this ontological framework, considering reality is not
thinking in accordance with any final cause, idea or maxim but thinking in accordance
with inner relations of nature that is determined by the principle of causality.

Since telos or teleology assumes an imaginary condition like perfection and
formation, they do not comply with the entity having or developing its own nature. In
fact, categories like “being dependent to existence” and “being in existence” were seen as
categories need exceeding, since they refer to material and temporary things and invalidate
infinity. Teleological intention which is accepted as one of possibilities of the pursuit of
infinity and immortality has become one of the main arguments of theology and ontology.
Yet why is an entity in a state of existence in a tendency to perfection? On the other hand
why the existence can' be seen as the possibility of freedom? Once again, Spinoza’s following
definition of infinity reflects a radical critique of Western philosophy: “Nor do I see why
the faculty of volition should be called infinite, any more than the faculty of feeling; for, as
we are able by the same faculty of volition to affirm an infinite number of things (one after
the other, for we cannot affirm an infinite number simultaneously), so also can we, by the
same faculty of feeling, feel or perceive (in succession) an infinite number of bodies.™

Taking both the relationship between nature and human and the relationship
between human beings without making a reference to a final cause, could be seen as an
ontological foundation which helps us to establish infinite possibilities of activities from
the point of history of humanity and individuals. In theological and ontological ways,
not being determined with a final cause does not mean a purposeless and relative type of
activity. Understanding human activity without making references to a final cause that
is predetermined in an absolute manner might be interpreted as one of indispensable
conditions of freedom. However, the principle which Spinoza connects with freedom
would be the principle of necessity. Spinoza invalidates final cause that was positioned
in terms of ethics by particularly Plato and Aristo; then he includes notions like nature,
necessity, body - which these philosophers tried to “evade” — in theories of ethics and
freedom. Furthermore he accepts these notions as essential components of his theories
regarding ethics and freedom.

The philosophy of ecology as a modern research area can establish a new
conceptualization of nature by turning its face to these realisations of nature and by
reckoning with it. For sure, this formation should not be taken into consideration without

8 Ethics, 11, XLIX, note




an antiteleological ontology in ecology e tiirkmen

ontological studies in the history of philosophy. Spinoza, who identifies his natural studies
with his ontological studies, institutes an essential possibility in the sense of the philosophy
of ecology with his anti-teleological attitude and invalidates anthropocentric intention of
Western philosophy by virtue of his ontological approach.

Translated by Akin Emre Pilgir
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Spinozada ‘bilgeligin zor yolw’
Lokman Cilingér

Spinoza igin felsefe siradan bir entelektitel etkinlik olmadan te bir yagam tarzidir. O,
felsefede adeta kaybettigi ‘huzuru’ artyordu. O, siirgiin bir Yahudi cemaatin tyesi idi ama
Yahudiler tarafindan lanetlenmigti; Hiristiyan bir toplulukra yastyordu fakat Hiristiyanlar
tarafindan kovugturmaya tabi tutulmugtu ve 8mrii boyunca 6liimciil bir hastalik yakasini
birakmamugti. $imdi bu sikintilara muhatap bir insan muslu olmak igin nasil bir yasam
siirmeliydi?

Servet’, ‘onur’ ve ‘duyusal zevkler' insanlarin ¢ogunun mutluluk denildiginde
pesinden kostuklari degerleri olusturur. Spinoza'nin mutluluga yonelik tutkusu Gylesine
gigliydii ki, sradan insanlarin hedefledigi mutlulugun onun arzusunu dindirmesi
miimkiin degildi. Bu anlamda Spinoza bir Epikiiryen idi. Ciinkii onun felsefesi mutluluga
yonelik arayigin ifadesidir. Aruk o, diglanmus, yalniz ve mutsuz bir insan olarak teselliyi
felsefede arayacakur. Epikiir ve Stoalilarda oldugu gibi, onun igin de felsefenin asli iglevi
‘ruhsal tedavidir. Aklin [slahs lgin Incelemelerde nihai amacin sdyle dile geririr: “Karar
verdim [...] sonsuzluk araciligryla kesintisiz yiice mutluluga erisme yetenegini kesfedip bu
yetenegi kazanma olasiligini aragurmaya karar verdim”.'

Spinoza mutlulugun adresi olarak ‘diiiinme’yi gésteriyor. O diisinmede ilkin,
diisiinmenin huzur veren olumlu etkisini kesfediyor. Diigiinme, mutlulugun 6niindeki
engelleri enazindan g6zler oniine serip, asikir kilmaklaaci ve sikinulari azaltabilir. Teolojiden

1 Spinoza, Aklin Islah: f¢in incelemeler. aktaran: Roger Scruton, Spinoza, Altin Kitaplar Yayinlari,
Istanbul 2002, s. 28.
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filolojiye, matematikten siyasete degin gok genis bir ilgi alani olan Spinoza bazen iki iig ay
kadar hig evden disari adim atmayacak kadar kendini okumaya veren bir kitap kurdu idi.
Dogal olarak filozofumuz, mutlulugu okumada bilmede, bilimde, tek kelimeyle ‘bilgelik'te
arayacaku1. Bu arayista ana parolasi, gogu dini cemaatten aforoz edilmesine nispet olacak bir
sekilde, “Tanr Sevgisi’ (amor dei) idi.

Dogrusu Spinoza, bir yandan kendisine bir tiirlii aman vermeyen Yahudi ve
Hiristiyan fanatikler ile siradan halkin “Tanrr’ algisimin dogurdugu dini sorunlar, bir
yandan da biiyik bir ivme kazanan doga arasurmalarinin degistirdigi evren algisinin
yaratugi giiglikleri agmaya yarayacak bir sistem olusturmanin pegindeydi. Onun Tanrisi
ne her seye miidahale eden bir ‘agkin yaratici Tanridir ne de tiimiiyle evrenin digina itilmis
bir ‘mimar Tanrrdir; O, Evrenle bir ve biitiin olan ve bu haliyle de sevgi ve bilginin konusu
olan biricik toz, ‘Tanr-Evrendir.

Tanri sorunu yalnizca Spinoza'nin kendi gegmisi ve kisiligiyle degil, ayni zamanda
icinde yasadig1 donem ve felsefe gelenegiyle de yakindan alakalidir. Ciinkii Tanri, Spinoza
felsefesinde oncelikli olarak, Aristotelesten Descartes'a degin devam eden ‘t6z' kavraminin
veya ‘gerekligin’ izahi sorunuyla ilgilidir. O, Spinoza felsefesinin temel kavramu oldugu
kadar en sorunlu kavramidir da. Her ne kadar Spinoza, Descartes gibi insandan baglamay1p
yani diigiinen ben'i Tanrimin varliginin temeli yapmay1p, dogrudan Tanridan baglamus olsa
da bu kabul pek ok sorunu beraberinde getirmistir. Ancak, ¢ogu Spinoza yorumcusunun
da belirttigi gibi, Spinoza iizerinde daha sonralan ilgisini yonelttigi Descartes gibi filozoflar
kadar hatta onlardan daha gok, Maimonidos, Ibn Riist gibi Ortagag Yahudi ve Miisliiman
distiniirlerin etkisi vardir? Spinoznin “Tanri sevgisi’ ve ‘bilgece mutluluk’ anlays
hakkinda acele karar vermeden onun felsefi sisteminin diisiince tarihi ierisindeki yerini
kisaca hanrlamaya ¢aligalim.

Felsefe tarihinde Spinoza panteizmin temsilcisi olarak gosterilir. Daha dogru
bir adlandirma ile ‘Spinoza panteizmi’. Panteizm stzciigiiniin gagristirdigt yanls algilar
6nlemek igin de gogu zaman ‘Spinozacilik’ deyimi kullanilmakradir.

Dini agidan bakildiginda panteizm, felsefi bir teoloji olarak, Tanrive Evrenin toasel
6zdegligidir. Panteizm biitiin var olanlar ‘bir biitiin olarak’ kavrama gabasidir. Buna uygun
dindarlik ise (genelde kigésel olmayan) ‘seylerin-birligi-mistisizmidir. Mistigin beklentisi,
bu Gzdeglesim siirecinin igsel bir tecriibeyi ve buna uygun bir bilgiyi miimkiin kilmasidir.
Ote yandan deizmdeki agkin ve evrene miidahale ermeyen Tanri erigilmez bir uzaklikea
kalirken, panteizmde diinya ickinlesiyor ve Tanriyla Gzdeglesiyor. Tanrt denildiginde hep
merkezde yer alan klasik zeizm agisindan panteizm, daha dogrusu ‘teizmden panteizme
gesis’, bilinmeyen ve diiiiniilmesi giig olandan ‘anlaglmaz’ olana, ‘sagma’ olana bir gegistir.’
Bu anlayiga gore panteizm bir kagigur, mutlak giic ve bilgi sahibi bir Tanridan kagis, giinah
ve sevaptan, iyi ve kotiden uzaklagmadir. Feuerbach'in ifadesiyle panteizm, “teolojik

2 Bkz. Roger Scruton, Spinoza, Altin Kitaplar Yayinlari, istanbul 2002. s. 29.
3 Bkz. Siegfried Wollgast, “Deus sive natura: Zum Pantheismus in der europdischen Philosophie-
und Religionsgeschichte ”, www2.hu-berlin.de/.../01_wollgast.
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temelden hareketle teolojinin olumsuzlanmasi”dir.# Bagka bir aidan ise panteizm, teizmin
oteki diinya anlayisina kars1 bir antizezdir.

Fritz Mauthner panteizm ile panenteizmi’ ‘tannisiz’ mistik olarak goriiyor, ciinkii
ona gore, “Tann Huristiyan mistiklerin diisiincesinde ve materyalistlerde yavag yavas nihayet
bir maddenin, biricik asli maddenin adi oldu”. Ona gore panteizm, “eski Tanriy1 yeni daga
bilimlerinin saldinsindan korumak icin girisilen mental ve diiriist bir denemedir™. Fakat
bu iyi niyetli girisim tam tersinden, ‘her seyi bilen, irade eden ve yarauci Tanriyr’ pasifize
etme sonucunu da beraberinde getirir.

Modern bilim veya fizik agisindan bakildiginda bu anlayis ancak Newton'un
‘madde’si, Einstein’in ‘enerji’sine kargilik gelir” Hakikaten sormak lazim, béyle bir Tann,
insanin bio-psisisik ve sosyal yonleri dikkate alindiginda mutlulugun ‘nesnesi’ olabilir mi?
Tarihsel agidan panteist diisiincenin iig periyotta etkili oldugunu gériiyoruz: Ilépagda
Elealilarda, Ortagagda dini-mistik anlaysslarda ve Yemigagda Spinozacilik’a. Ilkcagda daha
Ksenophanes'te belirgin bir sekilde panteist diisiincelere rastlariz. Devaminda Kiniklerde ve
Stoacilar Zenon, Seneca ve Marc Auerel'de benzer egilimleri buluruz. Ortagagda Huristiyan
diinyasinda J. Skotus Eriugena'dan Meister Eckart’a, Islam diinyasinda Hallac-1Mansur'dan
Muhyiddin Ibn Arabi'ye agrlikli olarak mistik anlaysslarda panteizmin giiclii bir temsiline
sahit oluruz. Ancak kovusturma kaygisindan Ortagagin panteist goriisleri saglikli bir gekilde
bize intikal edebilmis degildir. Ornegin, Amalrich von Bena aslinda materyalist panteizmi
savunuyor. Nikolaus von Kuesten sonra [talyada panteistik mistisizm yaninda az qok
panteizmden etkilenen bir doga felsefesi ortaya gikiyor ve akabinde panteizm toplumsal
goriislere degin genis bir etki alanina sahip oluyor.

Panteizmin tarihinde oldukga etkili olan Yeni-Platonculuk, 6ziinde panteist bir
sistem degildir. Onun panteizmin gelismesine sagladsg1 katki, Bir', ilk ilkeyi kisisel olmayan
tarzda kavramasidir. Eger monoteist dinlerin yaratma kavrami metafizik diisiincenin en
son ifadesi olarak goriiliirse, o zaman Yeni-Platoncu ‘tasma’ diigiincesi mistik bir form
icinde diyalektik bir egilimi barindinir. Biitiin kozmik organizmalarin ruhlagmast yeryiizii
ve yildizlarin ruhlagmasidir; boylece bitkisel, hayvansal ve insani organizmalar 6liimsiiz bir
ruha kavugurlar,

Ortagagda panteizmin yapilanma siirecinde Plotinusqu goriis etkili olmaya devam
eder (6rn. Skotus Eriugena'da). Miiteakipzamanlarda Stoanin tesiriyle mistiklegtirilen ‘goksel
evren’ once aklilegtirildi sonra da Tanriyla dzdegdestirildi. Ancak mistik anlayistaki, heterodoks
ve ortodoks yon birbirinden ayirt edilmelidir. Panteizmin 6zellikle heterodoks mistisizmde
gelistigini belirtmemiz gerekir. Bu cergevede kendi kiiltiir ve diisiince tarihimizde etkin olan
mistik ekolleri veya tasavvufi tarikatlari ciddi bir aragtirmanin konusu yapmak kaginilmaz

4 Wollgast, a.g.m.

5 Genel bir betimlemeyle deizm Tanny, “ezeli olan ve sadece kendi 6ziinii bilen varhk™; klasik
tezim, “‘ezeli, suurlu ve alemi bilen varhk™; klasik panteizm, “‘ezeli, suurlu, alemi bilen ve onu ihtiva
eden varlik” olarak kabul ediyor (Mehmet Aydin, Din Felsefesi, Seluk Yayinlan (Baski, istanbul
Kent Basimevi), Ankara 1992, ss. 170-171).

6 Wollgast, a.g.m.

7 Bkz. Scruton (2002),s. 61.
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bir 6dev olarak karsimizda durmakeadir. Ozellikle ‘vahdet-i viicud' anlayigint panteizmin
genel tarihi icerisinde saglikli bir yere oturtma zorunlulugu vardir. Her ne kadar mistik
anlayiglar esasta bir yasantiya, yajam pratigine dayaniyor ve kuramsalliga soguk bakiyor
olsalar da, onlarin ortaya koyduklan iddia ve séylemleri felsefi bir yoruma tabi kilmanin
oniinde birengel yokrur ve bu felsefe agisindan bir gerekliliktir.

Ortagagdan itibaren doga arasuricilan ‘Tanri’ ile ‘Dogayr esitlemekle,
zamanlaninin da ruhuna uygun bir gekilde, aragurmalarini giiglendirdiklerini diigiindiiler;
her ne kadar buyoldagogu zaman ateizme toslasalar da. Daha sonralari, Islam felsefesinden
de etkilenen (basta Ibn Sina ve Ibn Riigt olmak iizere) Bauli diigiiniirler panteizmi sosyal
sahaya yansitular. Hiristiyanligin panteizmle ik ciddi kargilasmasi ]. Skotus Eriugena ile
s6z konusu oldu. Panteist akimlarin yiizyillarca Kilisenin dogma ve teolojisine eslik ettigini
goriiyoruz. ‘Insanlarin Tanrinin gocuklart olmas’ metaforik bir izah olmakla birlikee
panteist diigiincenin nesnellesmesinden bagka bir sey degildir. Islam diinyasinda, yukarida
da belirtildigi gibi, Yeni-Platonculuk ve ‘vahdet-i viicud” kuramu ile birlikte panteist
anlayigin giiniimiizde de devam eden yaygin izleri mevcuttur. Ancak panteizm ilkin
Yenicagda Spinoza ile sistemli bir yapiya kavustu. Devaminda onun, Alman Idealizmini
veya Aydinlanmasini etkiledigini goriiyoruz. Bu etkiye Schleichermacher'de, Novalisde,
Schellingin ilk, Fichte'nin ikinci evresinde ve kismen Hegel'de rastlamak miimkiindir.
Hegel, kendi felsefesinin panteist yorumlara imkin vermesine ragmen, o panteizm ve
Spinoza ile arasina net bir mesafe koyar. Hegel panteizmin hergeyi Tanri ile 6zdeglegtirerek,
Tann diginda bir varlk kabul etmeyerek ashnda bizzat Tanrr'ya giden yollari ukadigini
diisliniir.®

Panteizmde iki esasli istikamet mevcuttur: 7/ Tann ile tiim varligi dzdeglegtirir;
ikincisi ise Tanriyi, evrenin nedeni ve evrensel igerigi olarak wsawvur eder. Ilki doganin
yliceltilmis bir duygusundan bagka bir sey degildir; biiyiik diinya makinesi kargisinda icten
gelen bir boyun egme ile ve bu diinyayt ilahlagtirmadir. Ikinci tiirii daha ziyade ‘panenteizm’
olarak adlandirilir ve daha ziyade diinyay: Tanrida yiiceltmedir; biitiin sonlu nesneleri
kaldirip sonsuzlugun giileriyle donatmadir. Son istikameti kisa formu iginde idealist
panteizm olarak adlandirabiliriz. 1dealist panteizm diinyay: tanridan hareketle olugturuyor.
Tanri ve evreni mutak olarak degil 7zaff olarak Gzdes kilyor. Buna karsin materyalist
panteizm Tanr ve evreni mutlak olarak dzdeglegtiriyor. Materyalist panteizm, evrenin Tanri
aracilgyla yarauldigini reddederek ateizme kapi araliyor. Ancak digiiniirler agisindan
keskin gizgiler olusturmak yaniluct olabilir. S6z gelimi, gogu kez kendisini panteist olarak
adlandiran Goethe'nin bir defasinda, “Doga arasuricist olarak panteist, sair olarak politesst,
ahlaken monoteistiz” dedigi rivayet olunur.’

Panteizmin arka planina dair bu kisa haurlatmadan sonra, tebligimizin ana
temastnt olusturan Spinoza panteizminin Tanri, bilgelik ve mutluluga iligkin kabullerine
yonelik belli bagl itirazlarimizi dile getirebiliriz.

8 Krs. Arslan Topakkaya, “Hegel Panteist Bir Filozof mudur? (Spinoza’nin Panteist Felsefesinin
Elestirisi Baglaminda)”, Uluslararas: Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi The Journal of International
Social Research, Volume 1/5 Fall 2008, ss. 825-826.

9 Rudolf Steiner, Goethes Weltanschauung, http://anthroposophie.byu.edu/schriften/006.pdf.
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Spinoza bes boliimden olugan ana eseri £tica'nin ilk béliimiinii “Tanrr'ya son bolimiinii de
‘ozgiirliige” hasreder ama onun ne Tanrist bilinen Tanridir ne de ortaya koydugu 6zgiirlitk
kavrami beklentileri kargilayacak nitelikeedir. Tanr ona gore biricik t6zdiir, ‘causa suidir.
O, boliinemez sinirlanamaz, sonsuz bir varlikur ve “Var olan her sey Tanrida vardir ve
O olmadan hicbir sey var olamaz ve kavranamaz”.' Ancak bu Tanrt digince oldugu
kadar yaydsmdsr da. Bu ise ‘Deus sive Natura (Tann veya Doga)’ demekdir. Yani “Tann
Dagadir’ veya ‘Doga Tanrr'dir. Boyle bir Tanri da ne yaraur ne 6ldiiriir ne mitkifatlandirir
ne de cezalandirir! Iste tam da bu tespit bizim Spinoza'nin ‘Tanrr’, ‘bilgelik’ ve ‘mutluluk’
kavrayisina yonelik sorgulamamuzin gikig nokeasidir. Nasil oluyor da boylesi, 4iisel olmayan
bir Tanrs benim mutluluk talebimin muhatab: sayiliyor?

Spinozaya gore Tanrt her seyin yarauaist degil, yalniza ‘nedenidir ve O yaratug)
bu diinyanin iginde yer alir, dtesinde degil. Diinyada olup biten her sey de zorunlu
olarak yasanmakradur. Diisiince diinyasinda oldugu gibi duyusal diinyada da ‘Gegiirlik’
aramak bogunadir. Seylerin baska tiirli olmast, ancak Tanri veya Doganin bagka tiirlii
olmastyla miimkiindiir. Tanrt her seyin nedenidir ama ‘sonsuz’ nedenidir. Yalnizca Tann
‘biricik 6zgiir nedendir’, ¢iinkii yalnizca O, “kendi dogastnin zorunluluklartyla var olan ve
eylemlerinde yalnizca kendi tarafindan belirlenen seydir”." Bir tek O kendini yaratandr,
‘natura naturansur; ote yandan bu diinya tek bir #zéin sonsuz ve sonlu goriiniimleri olarak
‘natura naturatadir. Simdi biz, siirekli olarak mutlak ile izafi, metaforik ile gergek anlaum
tarzlarinin ig ie girdigi bu tespitleri nasil anlayacagiz. Bu kabullere eglik eden nasil bir
Tann sevgisi veya Gzgiirlitk soz konusu olabilir? Keza bireysel bazda ozgiirlitk ne anlama
gelmekredir?

Diinyada yaganan olaylar zorunlu olarak yaganiyorsa; diisiince diinyasinda oldugu
gibi fiziksel diinyada da sinirh bir ozgiirlik var demektir. Buna karsin kutsal dogadan
kaynaklanan insan eylemleri ‘gerekririlmigtir’. Bu ana kabule ragmen Spinoza, insanin
ancak kendi eylemlerinin ‘yeterli nedeni oldugu siirece, eylemlerinin yaraucisi 6zgiir
bir insan oldugunu sdylemekten de geri kalmaz. Bunu da nedenselligi farkl anlamlarda
kullanarak yapar. Varolan her sey kesin bir karstlikl: bagimlilik icinde tek bir toziin agilimlan
oldugundan bireysel insan gergek anlamda bir birey degildir. Mutlak t6ziin, Tanrinin ne
bireyselligi ne de kendine bagimliliga sahip olmayan kisa siireli bir goriiniimii olan ‘ben’in
gerekte bir sey yapip ettigi ve bir tercih hakkinin oldugu soylenebilir mi> Spinoza'min
felsefesinde en dnemli eksik ilahi bazda da begeri bazda da kisi ya da dznedir. Spinoza
haya, ben tizerinden degil tanrisal nitelikler ve degismez yasalar tizerinden salt manuiksal-
matematiksel olarak kavriyor.'? Ahlak da bu ben'siz ve kisiliksiz hayaun varlif iizerine bina
edilir, sonra da sonsuzluga erisilerek entelekriiel 6zgiirlik ve kurtulug yakalanmug olur.
Kisiligin yoklugunda ve iyilik ile kotilik disiincelerinin 6znelliginde, her seyin yetkin
toziin iiriind oldugu bir diinyadabagka tirden nesnel bir 6neri soz konusu olamazd: zaten.
Iyilikle yararlinun, 6zgiirliikle muclulugun bir tiir 62deg kilinmast soz konusudur.

10 Spinoza, Etika 1. 15. Onerme, 42. Hilmi Ziva Ulken (gev.), Glken Yayinlan.
11 Spinoza, Etikal, 7. Tanim.
12 Bkz. Scruton (2002), s. 83.
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Aslinda Spinozada askin degerlere yonelik olan ‘ahlak’in yerini; ickin varolu kiplerini
yani iyi ve kotiiniin niteliksel farkliligini irdeleyen ‘etik’ alir.”> Ona gore ahlak yasasinin
itaatten bagka amaci ve sonucu yokuur. Yasa (ahlaki veya dini) bize higbir bilgi saglamaz.
Bilgi ile ahlak arasinda siirekli bir doga farki vardir. ‘Ahlaksizhk’ ve ‘kotiilik' Spinoza’ya
gore dogamizla karsitlik iginde oldugu ve bizi caresiz kildis igin istenmezdir, yoksa Tanri
tarafindan odiillendirildigi ve cezalandinldig icin degil. Ancak yeterli diiince bizi pasif
durumdan akuf duruma getirebilir. Aklin etkinlikleri yeterli diisiincelerden, tutkular
ise yetersiz diigiincelerden dogar. Yeterli diisiince giic demektir buna gore. Zevk, aklin
daha yiiksek bir mitkemmellik diizeyine erigmesini saglayan tutku; aci, aklin daha az bir
mitkemmellik seviyesine inmesini saglayan tutkudur. Sezgi digsal bir neden duygusunun
eslik ettigi zevk; nefret ise digsal bir neden duygusunun eslik ettigiaci olarak yasanir. Elbette
kendi eylemlerimizin yeterli nedenleri oldugumuz siirece. Giicimiizii devamli arturmak
dogamizda vardir. Ahlakin yerine gegen etik boylece Spinozada bir ‘duygu etimolojisi
oluverir.

Oxgiirliik, diyor Spinoza, zorunlulukean ézgiirlesme degil, tersine zorunluluk
bilgisine sahip olmadir. Imgelerin peginden gitme, tutkulari gereklestirme anlaminda
ozgiirlitk, kolelesmenin Gteki adidir. Ancak “eylemlerinde yalnizca kendi tarafindan
belirlenen” ozgiir olabileceginden bir tek Tanrt zgiirdiir; oysa insan doganin yasalariyla
uyumlu bir gekilde varolma ve bu yasalar dogrultusunda hareket ettigi siirece Gzgiirdiir.
Simdi, kendisine ‘dayaulan’ zorunlulugu kavrayan insan ozgiir insandir demek ne derece
anlamli ve tutarhdir. Ancak bu akil yiiriitmeyi bir mistik veya dindar kendi ilke veya kutsal
yasalarina baglilik anlaminda ileri siirerse, hayir onlara tabi olmak 6zgiirliik degil, bilakis
bagimlilikur diye nasil olumsuz cevaplayabiliriz.

Simdi insan Spinozaya gore kavrama seviyesine gore bir yeterlilik ve mutluluga
sahip olacagina gore, kavramasi veya bilgisi i/ yani imgelem seviyesinde olan insanlar
icin tiim disiinceler muglik ve yetersiz oldugundan onlarin mutlulugu soz konusu
olamaz. Zkinci seviyede yani genel nosyonlarin oldugu kavrama diizeyinde, akil yiiriitme
ve temellendirme 6nemlidir ve bu zeminde doga bilimleri olusturulur. Bu seviyeye bilim
insanlar ve salam akul ve mantik sahipleri erigebilir ancak. Upiincii ve son seviyede sezgi
iizerine bina edilen bir saf kavrama ve seylerin 6ziine iliskin yeterli bilgi yer alir." Simdi bu
kaba ayrimdan hareketle yalmizca ikinci ve tigiincii dereceye erigen insanlarin mutluluktan
pay alabildiklerini soyleyebiliriz. Oysa halkin ¢ogunlugu ne bilim insansidir ne de saf
kuramsal temaga seviyesine erigmis bilgedir. Oyleyse gogunluk yani ilk seviyedekiler,
Spinoza nin tabiriyle, tiimiiyle samilariyla hareket eden yanilgi igindeki insanlardir ve bunlar
mutluluktan uzakurlar. Maalesef Spinozamin bu insanlara mutluluk namina sunacag
hicbir recetesi yoktur.

Oysa Spinozanin ahlaki kurallanyla ve Tanni inanglariyla neredeyse toptan
reddettigi dinler daha demokratik davranip, siradan inang sahiplerini, anlay1s ve kavrama

13 Gilles Delueze, Spinoza. Pratik Felsefe, Ulus Baker (gev.), Norgunk Yayincilik istanbul 2005,
s.31.
14 Krs. Somaz Zelyiit, Spinoza, Dost K. Yayinlari, Ankara 2011, s. 62.
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agisindanenaltseviyedeolan insanlari dahi mutlu kilacak bir yagam tarziortaya koymuglardir.
Din geneli mutlu kiliyorsa bir gekilde geneli bilgilendirmeyi de basariyor demekir. Her
siradan insanin sahip olaca1 bu inang ve bilgi onun kurtulugu igin yeterli olduguna gore
bu bilgi sagduyu iizerine bina edilmekredir. Ore yandan bu bilgi ve inang ayn: zamanda
kolay ayarulabilecek bir yapiya sahiptir; eger bir insan bugiin masum yarin giinahkar ve
bugiin cennetlik ve yarin cehennemlik olarak dinen yargilanabiliyorsa. Ancak bizim igin
onemli olan dini bilgi ve hakikatin bu erigebilirligi ve mutlu kilma imkanidir. Spinoza
stradan insanin elindeki bu mutluluk formiiliini, ahlak bilimi araciligtyla ayartmalardan
kurtarip saglam bir zemine oturtmaya caligacagina; o iyi ve kotiiyle ilgisi olmayan yepyeni
bir etik 6nerir. Ancak onun ahlak: yalnizca ikinci ve iiiincii derecelerden bir kavrayiga
sahip olanlara mutlulugun kapisini aralar yani bilgin ve bilgeler icin. Halkin gogunlugu
ilk seviyedeki alg: seviyesinde kaldigindan, dolayisiyla muglik ve yetersiz bilgilere sahip
oldugundan her tiir bagar: ve iyilikten, dolayistyla mutluluktan uzakur.

Panteist kavrayigina uygun olarak ‘ebedi ve sonsuz geylere sevgi'yi mutlulugun
kaynag; olarak gosteriyor. Oysa bu ebedi seylerin, bitkiden goksel cisimlere degin bir siir
olmadi igin belli bir resminin cizilmesi de miimkiin olmuyor. Hakikatte Spinoza'nin
‘Tannist” bir ad (substantiv) degil bir fiildir (predikat), her sey ilahi niteliktedir.” Ancak
bu sozcitk nasil bir kapsama sahiptir? Insan boylesi bir kapsayici Tanriyr nasil sevebilir?
Daha da 6nemlisi bu mutluluk igeriksel mi yoksa formel midir? Evvela diyelim ki, ‘ever.
Insan Onu sevebilir; daima kendi ben'ini daha da biiyiiterek yani her seyi igine alacak
sekilde besleyip, genisleterek; digaridaki her seyi gonliine sigdirarak; biitiin ayrimlari, biitiin
otekilestirmeleri bir kenara atarak sevebilir. Boyle bir doniisiim de Spinozaigin ‘diisiinme'de
miimkiindiir. Diisiinme burada dogal olarak algrlama ve hissetme ve tahayyil etme olarak
kullaniliyor. Ditiinmede ben bagkasyla, disiiniilenle kargilagtyorum, kaynagtyorum. Bana
yakin olmayanla yakinlagtyor, onunla adeta igten bir diyaloga giriyorum. Insan bu yolla
bitkilerle, hayvanlarla, maddi cisimlerle arasinda yakinlik, tnsiyet tesis ediyor. En genel
anlamuyla varlik ile varlik arasindaki mesafe ortadan kalkiyor ve biitiin bunlarin hepsi ‘Tanri
sevgisi nde bir anlam buluyor. Bu kendini tiim varliga agis, ‘mutluluk’ olarak adlandiriliyor.
Ancak burada salt manuksal veya bilimsel diigiincenin temelde odlugu bir kavrays ve
bilme stz konusu degildir. Yani teselliyi aramanin temelindeki ‘diigiinme’ manssksal degil
de tabayyidli ise boyle bir disiince mutlulugun nedeni olarak belirtilen upuygun bilgiye
kaynaklik edebilir mi?

Mutluluk gabasinda bir an i¢in Spinoza'nin Tanrisint (onun Evrenini tanrisiz bir
sekilde alarak) yok sayalim! Bu haliyle Spinoza'nin yalin evreni bizim sevgimizin objesi
olabilir mi? Cevap ‘evet ise, Spinoza nin tanrisal evreninin sevginin objesi olmasinin ayirici
ozelligi nedir? Her ne kadar Spinoza, Descartes’ta oldugu gibi, insandan degil Tanridan
baglamug olsa da onun Tanris: da sonugta Evren'in iginde eriyip gitmiyor mu?

Maalesef bu kisisel olmayan Tann kargisinda ondan daha silik durumdaki
‘insan’ veya ‘insani ben” durmaktadir. Onun ne gergek bir kisilige ne de bagimsiz bir

15 Bkz. Ludwig Marcuse, Philosophie des Gliicks, Diogenes Verlag, Ziirich 1972; aynca bkz. Zelyut
(2011),s. 61.
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varliga sahip oldugu iddia edilebilir. Boyle bir varligin ne yapip ettiginin, mutlu olup
olmadiginin gergekten bir anlam olabilir mi? Yahut Spinozamin bizzat itiraf ettigi gibi,
Tanrinin bu nitelikteki bir ben'in ‘giinahiyla, sevabiyla ilgilenmemesinden daha dogal ne
olabilir? O zaman, ‘benliksiz’ bir insanin boylesi bir ‘pasif Tanrr’ sevgisiyle ylice mutluluga
erigmesini nasil bekleyebiliriz? Bu haliyle Spinozacilik dini tecriibenin anlagilmasini da
zorlagurmaktadir. Eger, Tanr bir sahus veya zat degilse, sayg1 ve ibadetin ne anlami olabilir?
Dini tecriibe bir bakima Tanr1 ile insanin kargilikli diyalogunu gerekirir; Tanri ile insanin
6zdesligini degil. Biitiin bu tablo ortadayken Spinoza’'nin, “Ruh bu tanrisal sevgide ya da bu
ylice mutlulukta ne kadar haz alirsa o kadar bilici olur” ve “kétii olan duygulara o kadar az
maruz kalir” *® demesi ne derece inandiric1 veya anlamlidir? Amiyane bir ifadeyle, Spinoza
‘bilme arzusu’'nda kendisini frenleyemeyip topyekun varlikla ask yasamaya kalkisyor sanki.
Geleneksel olarak felsefede ‘sevgi’ bilgeligi elde etmede temel motiftir; bilgelik ise var
olusun amaci olarak kabul edilen ‘mutluluga’ varmanin biricik aracidir. Spinoza'da sevginin
bilgelige vardiran konumu kabul edilse de, ‘bilgelik’ burada sanki kendi bagina amagmg
gibi goriiniiyor; daha dogrusu ‘amagsiz amag’. Aynen, Spinoza'nin su temel kabuliinde
oldugu gibi, “Tanrr'nin, ya da Tabiaun nigin etki yapug: (isledigi) ve nigin var oldugunun
sebebi, ya da nedeni daima bir ve aym: geydir. Higbir gaye igin var olmadigindan, 6yle
ise hibir gayeye gore tesir ve icra etmez; ve varoluu gibi etkisinin de ne ilkesi, ne gayesi
vardir”.” Tanrinin varliginin ‘teistik’ sifatlarindan soyutlanmasi gibi sevgi ve mutluluk
da insanin varolugsal biitiinliigiinden soyutlanmugtir. Béyle bir insana da amag olarak
varlgn, Tanri-evrenin (ashnda ‘Evren-tanri’min) upuygun bilgisini elde etmekten baska
bir hedef kalmiyor. Aslinda bu, hicbir iddias ve amact olmayan insanin, Schopenhauer’in
tabiriyle, dugar oldugu ‘can sikintisin’” defetmek icin girismis oldugu bir ugrastan baska
bir sey degildir. Baz1 yazarlarin iddia ettigi gibi, onun ‘sonsuz (eternal) mutluluk’ arayigina
cevap bulmak igin felsefe yapugini séylemek yaniluct olabilir.18 Ciinkii onun ne kendi
cemaatinden ne icinde yasadig1 Hiristiyan topluluktan ne de geleneksel olarak bagli oldugu
Tanridan fazla beklentisi olmugtur. Onun asil gabasi bu soziinii ettigimiz mercilerin
zehir ettigi hayau katlanilir kilmaya yoneliktir; mutluluk uzak bir hedeftir, Kaf daginin
arkasindadir. Dogrusu Spinoza'nin bu siradan huzur arayigini veya sikintilar hafifletme
¢abasini ‘sonsuz mutluluk’ talebi olarak kavramak zorlayici bir yorumdur. Buradan giksa
giksa negatif bir mutluluk anlayisi gikar.

Ancak bu noktada asil sormamiz gereken insan gergek anlamda bu Tanri-evreni
bilebilir mi, yani insanin tozii upuygun bilme iddiast ne derece miimkiin ve dogrudur;
eger Spinoza'ya gore bilmek, bir seyin adequat idesine sahip olmak yani konusunun nedeni
ile beraber kavrayan bilgi ise.”” Simdi mutlak t6z (“varolmast ve nedeni kendinde olan”)
kavramini temele aldigimizda, sinirh ontolojik yapist ve akliyla insan bu tozii (‘her tiir
nedenselligi iceren veya sinirsiz olarak her seyin ickin nedeni olan’) upuygun veya yeterli

16 Spinoza, Etika V, 42. Onerme.

17 Spinoza, Etika IV, Onsoz.

18 Bkz. Zelyut (2011), s. 25.

19 Bkz. Spinoza, Etika 1, 34 ve 35. Onermeler.
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olarak kavrayabilir mi? $imdi insan akli neyi kavrayabilir ve bu kavrayigin sonunda dogan
mutluluk nedir diye bakalim. Spinoza bu noktada sorun gérmiiyor, ¢iinkii ona gore akil
bilingli bir gekilde kendi varligin: siirdiirmeye gabalar, dahas: “Tanr’'nin ezeli ve sonsuz 6zii
hakkinda insan Ruhunun upuygun bir bilgisi vardir”* Bu bilgiyle biz kutsal ve sonsuz
olani anlama seviyesine erigiriz. Kurtulusumuz diinyay: sub specia aeternitais olarak gormek
ve boylece zamanin boyundurugundan ozgiirlesmekle olur. Yukarida da vurgulandig gibi,
Spinoza'nin yeni-bilimin madde anlayigini kabul etmek istemeyigi, onun maddi evreni
toz-tann igerisinde konumlandirmasina yol agmustr. Oysa toz ‘bireysel bir nesne’ veya
normal bir diigiince konusu degildir. Buna ragmen Spinoza insan aklinda bir siniclihk veya
yetersizligi kabule yaklagmiyor ve yanilmayr aklimizin eksikligine degil de bilgisizligimize
bagliyor. Bilmek yolunda miitevaz: bir gaba ise esas olan, insanin bununla teselli bulmas:
miimkiin ve makuldiir. Yok eger ‘bilmek’, bir seyi nedeni ile birlikte kavramaksa ve bu ‘bir
sey’ de ayni zamanda ‘her gey’ ise ‘tam’, ‘upuygun’ bir bilgi ne derece miimkiindiir. Daha
dogrusu mutlulugumuzu boylesi ‘zor’ bir bilgiye vahut ‘bilgelige’ baglamak anlamli veya
islevsel midir?

Maalesef Spinoza determinist ve zorunlu olusun hakim oldugu bir evrenden
heniiz insan igin bir ozgiirlik alani olugturmak durumunda degildir. Ona gore yalnizca
Tanri veya Doga (62 olarak) kendi dogasinin zoruriluluguyla etkide bulunur, tiim 6tekiler
miidahaleden muaf degil veya ozgiir degildir. Ancak Spinozamin hem Tanrisi (“Gzgiir
irade ile etkide bulunmadigindan”) hem de insanmi Gzgiir degildir. Spinoza'nin diinyasinda
oegiirliige yer yoktur, dahadogrusu o da felsefedeki selefleri gibi 6zgirliigii ahlak agisindan
esash bir problem olarak algilamaz heniiz. Bu yiizden onda insani bir sorumluluktan stz
etme imk4n: yoktur. Sorumlugu olmayan insanin sevabi ve giinahi olmayaca; gibi, ne
ahlaka gereksinim duyar ne de dine. Acaba sevapsiz ve giinahsiz bir hayat ne denli insanca
ve yasamaya degerdir? Yahut Spinoza biitiin bu tespitlerden sonra kalkip elimizden
tutsa ve bize, “Hadi ‘Tanri-evren’ sevgisi ugruna, bilgeligin bu zor ama o 6lciide hedefiiz
yolunda demir canklariniz: giyin ve bana eslik edin!” dese, hangimiz yerimizden kipirdanz?
I¢imizden biri bir an icin bu bag dondiiriicii davetin biiyiisiinden siyrilip cevap verme
cesaretini gosterse, “lahi diinyan ve bilgeligin senin olsun, ben kendi diinyamda sradan bir
insan olarak huzurlu bir sekilde yagamay tercih ederim.” demez mi?

20 Spinoza, Etika II, 47. Onenne.
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The difficult path of wisdom in
Spinoza’s philosophy

Lokman Cilingir

According to Spinoza, philosophy is a lifestyle rather than an ordinary intellectual activity.
In a sense, in philosophy Spinoza was looking for the peace that he lost. For he was the
member of an exile Jewish society but was cursed by the same society; he was living in a
Christian society but was subjected to prosecution by Christians, and lastly he suffered
from a fatal disease all through his life. The question was what type of a life should such a
person pursue in order to be Aappy’

Wealth, honour and sensual pleasure are the primary values after which most
people run for the sake of happiness. However, Spinoza’s passion for happiness was so strong
that the kind of happiness that ordinary people aimed at could not satisfy his ardour. In
this sense Spinoza could be regarded as an Epicurean, because his philosophy is a search for
happiness. As an excluded, lonely and unhappy person, he would look for consolation in
philosophy. As is the case with Epicureans and Stoics the essential function of philosophy is
“spiritual treatment” for Spinoza. He formulates his ultimate goal in On the Improvement of
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the Understanding as follows: ‘I finally resolved to inquire ... whether, in fact, there might
be anything of which the discovery and attainment would enable me to enjoy continuous,
supreme, and unending happiness.”

Spinoza addresses “understanding” as the way to happiness. What he discovers in
understanding is first of all its positive and peaceful influence on the one who understands.
Understanding can at least alleviate pain and problems by laying bare the hindrances for
happiness, that is, by making the thinker aware of them. Spinoza’s fields of interest ranged
from theology to philology, from mathematics to politics and he was a bookworm who
devoted himself to reading to the extent that he did not step outside of his house for
months long. As a natural consequence of this it could be argued that he would search for
happiness in reading, knowing, science, all in all, in wisdom. In this pursuit his motto was
amor dei (love of God), which would lead to his excommunication from the Jewish society

Spinoza was in pursuit of establishing a system which would enable him to
overcome the theological problems created by Christian and Jewish fanatics' and ordinary
people’s perception of God on the one hand and the difficulties which had emerged due to
the new perception of universe arising recently and strongly with the rise of natural sciences
on the other hand. Spinoza’s God is neither a “transcendent creator” who constantly
intervenes in the universe nor an “architect” who is driven outside of the universe. On the
contrary, God is the unique substance which is one and the same as the universe and in this
sense God is the object of love and knowledge, namely the “God-Nature”.

The problem of God has something to do not only with Spinoza’s character and
personal background but also with the tradition of thought that was dominant in his life
time. More specifically, the problem of God is related, first of all, with the problem of
the explication of the concept of “substance” or of “reality” which has been pursued since
Aristotle and until Descartes. God is both the most fundamental and the most problematic
concept in Spinozas philosophy. Unlike Descartes’, Spinoza’s thought commences with
God and not with the thinking subject as the ground of existence. However, this postulation
is not devoid of bringing about problems either.

As most scholars state, Spinoza has been influenced by Descartes and even to a
greater extent by medieval Jewish and Muslim thinkers such as Maimonides and Averroes.2
Before proceeding into Spinoza’s understanding of “love of God™ and “wise happiness” it
would be useful to remind ourselves of the status of his philosophical system in the history
of thought briefly.

Spinoza’s system is often regarded as the representative of pantheism. It is more
precisely referred to as “Spinozist pantheism”. However, in order to eliminate the incorrect
connotations suggested by pantheism it is mostly denoted by the term Spinozism.

From a theological perspective, pantheism refers to the identity of God and
universe. It is the endeavour to conceive everything that exists as a whole. The pious

1 Spinoza, On the Improvement of the Understanding, http://www.gutenberg.org/cache/epub/1016/
pel0l6.txt
2 Roger Scruton, Spinoza, Altin Kitaplar Yayinlar, istanbul, 2002, p. 29.
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attitude which corresponds to such thought is the belief in mystical union, which is usually
not personal. The expectation of the mystic is that the process of identification makes
possible some inner experience and some piece of knowledge which corresponds to this
experience. Whereas the transcendent God who does not intervene in the universe remains
at a distance from the universe in deism, according to pantheistic way of thinking the
universe is rendered immanent and identical with God. From the perspective of classical
theism, pantheism, or rather the passage from theism to pantheism, is a passage from what
is hard to think and prove to what is absurd.* According to this thought, pantheism is an
escape from a God who is omnipotent (all-powerful) and omniscient (all-knowing) and at
the same time it is a distancing from sin and good deed, from good and bad. In Feuerbach's
terms, pantheism is the negation of theology from the standpoint of theology.! Yet from
another perspective, pantheism is an antithesis against the thought of otherworldliness in
theism.

Friz Mauthner regards pantheism and panentheism’ as “godless mysticism”,
because he thinks that “God has gradually become the name for a matter, for the unique
fundamental matter in Christian mysticism and materialism.” He considers pantheism
“the mental and honest attempt to protect the old God from the attack of new natural
sciences.” However, this well-meant endeavour brings about quite the contrary outcome
of deactivating the all-knowing, all-willing creator God.

From the perspective of modern science or physics such an understanding of God
corresponds to Newton’s conception of “matter” or to Einstein’s conception of “energy.™
Yet it remains to be asked whether such a God could be the object of happiness when bio-
psychic and social aspects of human life are taken into consideration.

It is observed that the pantheist thought has been effective in three periods
throughout history: among Eleatics in Antiquity, in theological-mystical notions in the
Middle Ages and in Spinozism in the early modern period. In Antiquity pantheistic ideas
have been markedly expressed in philosophies as early as that of Xenophanes. At later times
one finds similar tendencies in the thoughts of Cynics, Stoics, Xenon, Seneca and Marcus
Aurelius. Pantheism has been strongly represented in the Middles Ages both in Christian
and Islamic traditions, especially among mystical thinkers: these Christian thinkers range
from Johannes Scotus Eriugena to Meister Eckart and Islamic thinkers range from Mansur
Al-Hallaj o Ibn Arabi. However, it should be borne in mind that the pantheistic views

3 Siegfried Wollgast, “Deus sive natura: Zum Pantheismus in der europdischen Philosophie- und
Religionsgeschichte ", www2.hu-berlin.de/../01_wollgast.

4 Ibid.

5 In general terms, God is regarded in deism as “the primoridal being who knows his essense”,
in classical theism as “the primordial and conscious being who knows the universe”, in classical
pantheism as “the primordial and conscious being who knows and contains the universe” (Mehmet
Aydin, Din Felsefesi, Selguk Yayinlari, Ankara, 1992, pp. 170-171).

6 Siegfried Wollgast, “Deus sive natura: Zum Pantheismus in der europiischen Philosophie- und
Religionsgeschichte ", www2.hu-berlin.de/.../01_wollgast.

7 Ibid.

8 Scruton (2002), p. 61.
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of the Middle Ages were not able to be passed to our day due to widespread worries of
prosecution. For instance, Amalric of Bena was indeed a defender of materialist pantheism.
In Italy there emerged studies on natural sciences which were influenced by pantheistic
mysticism and to a certain degree by pantheism following the doctrines of Nicholas of
Kues, and pantheistic views obtained a wide sphere of influence extending to social realm

Neo-Platonism, which had a quite big influence on the history of pantheism,
cannot be said to be essentially pantheistic. The contribution of Neo-Platonism to
the development of pantheism is that in Neo-Platonism the One, in other words, the
primeval Source of Being, is considered in an impersonal manner. If we regard the notion
of “creation” in monotheistic beliefs as the utmost expression of metaphysics, then we
can argue that neo-Platonistic thought of “emanation” embraces a dialectical tendency
in a mystical form. In neo-Platonism the spiritualisation of all cosmic organisms means
spiritualisation of heavens and earth, whereby the souls of all plants, animals and human
beings gain an immortal status,

In the Middle Ages the ideas of Plotinus continue to have an influence on the
development of pantheism in such philosophical thoughts as that of Johannes Scotus
Eriugena. In the following periods the thought of “heavenly universe”, which had gained
a mystical content with the influence of Stoics, first became rationalised and was later
rendered identical with the thought of God. But the heterodox and the orthodox aspects
of mysticism should be distinguished from one another and it should be kept in mind that
the thought of pantheism flourished especially within the scope of heterodox mysticism.
In this context, making an in-depth investigation into the mystical schools and sufi sects
pertaining to our own culture stand as a crucial task right in front of us. Particularly the
though of the unity of existence (vahdet-i viicud) needs to be evaluated in the right context
in the general history of pantheism. Despite the facts that mystical views are based on a
certain way of living and practice and that they are not in close relation with theory, there
cannot be any objection to subjecting their claims to a philosophical interpretation. It can
even be argued that such an endeavour is a philosophical necessity.

With the beginning of the Middle Ages natural scientist thought that by equating
God and nature they have improved their investigations — in a fashion that suits well to the
spirit of their times — although they mostly bumped on atheism in this way. Later, Western
thinkers who were influenced by Islamic thinkers such as Avicenna and Averroes, carried
pantheistic understanding to the social realm. The first serious encounter of Christianity
with pantheism can be observed in the philosophy of Johannes Scotus Eriugena. Following
this we see that pantheistic tendencies accompany the theology and dogma of the Church.
For instance, the allegory that human beings are the children of God is a metaphorical
explanation but at the same time it is nothing but the objectification of pantheistic
thought. In the Islamic world, too, pantheism still has its touch today to a considerable
degree which can be traced back to such thoughts as vahdet-i viicud and neo-Platonism as
mentioned above. Yet it must be said that pantheism obtained its first systematic structure
in the early modern period with Spinoza. It is seen that it later had an influence on
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German Idealism and Enlightenment. This influence can be observed in the philosophies
of Friedrich Schleiermacher, Novalis, early Schelling, later Fichte and to a cerain extent
in Hegel's thought. Although Hegel's philosophy allows for pantheistic interpretations, he
clearly distanced his thought from that of Spinoza and from pantheism. Hegel thinks that
exactly by equating all existence with God and admitting of no real existence except God
pantheism closes the way that leads one to God”?

There are two essential tracks in pantheism: the first one equates all existence
with God while the second regards God as the cause and content of the universe. The
first one is nothing but a glorified feeling of nature; a sincere submission in front of the
grand mechanism of the world and the deification of this world. On the other hand, the
second track, which is generally referred to as panentheism, can rather be described as the
glorification of nature in God, that is, deification of nature. In panentheism the thought of
finitude is eliminated so s to provide all “finite” things with the power of infinity. This way
of thinking can be called “idealist pantheism” in the sense that according to it God and the
world are not absolutely but rather relatively equated and constructs the world depending
on God and not vice versa. On the other hand, materialist pantheism identifies the world
with God in an absolute sense and leaves some possibility for atheism by denying that the
universe is created by God. However, it might be misleading to consider the thinkers on
the scale of pantheism in a mutually exclusive manner. For instance, Goethe, who declares
himself as a pantheist, is claimed to state that he is a polytheist as a poet and artist and a
pantheist as a natural scientist.'®

After having reminded ourselves briefly of the background of pantheism, we can
now turn to the basic theme of this essay, which can be formulated as our objections to the
assumptions of Spinozist pantheism regarding God, wisdom and happiness.

Spinoza devotes the first part of his most fundamental work Ezhics (which consists
of five parts) to God and the final part to freedom. However, neither the concept of God
in this book corresponds to the usual understanding of God, nor is the concept of freedom
able to meet our expectations. According to Spinoza, God is the unique substance and
causa sui. God has no limits and is the indivisible and infinite being. “Whatever exists exists
in God, and nothing can exist or be conceived without God.”"" God is both thought and
extension, which finds its expression in the term “Deus sive Natura (God i.e. Nature)™. In
other words, God is Nature and Nature is God. Such a God neither creates, nor kills' He
neither rewards nor punishes! Now, this is the point which leads us to question Spinoza’s
conceptions of God, wisdom and happiness. How come is it possible that my demand of
happiness is directed to such a God, an impersonal God?

9 C.f. Arslan Topakkaya, “Hegel Panteist Bir Filozof mudur? (Spinoza’nin Panteist Felsefesinin
Elestirisi Baglaminda)”, The Journal of International Social Research, Volume 1/5, Fall 2008, pp.
825-826.

10 Rudolf Steiner, Goethes Weltanschauung, http://anthroposophie.byu.edw/schriften/006.pdf

11 Spinoza, Ethics. tr.G. H. R. Parkinson, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2000. Part I, Proposition
15.

12 [bid., Part 1V, Preface.
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Spinoza thinks that God is not the creator of the world of beings but only the
cause of them and that he is immanent to this world and not transcending it. Whatever
exists and happens in this world is necessary. As in the conceptual world, it is in vain to look
for freedom in the material world. In order for things to be otherwise, God or Nature has to
beotherwise. God is the infinite cause of everything. God is the “unique free cause”, because
God “exists solely by the necessity of its own nature and determined to action by itself
alone.™ God is the only being that creates itself, he is “natura naturans” (naturing nature).
On the other hand, the whole world is “natura nasurata” (natured nature) consisting of
the finite and infinite modes of the unique substance. Now, how should we understand
these postulations where one observes both absolute and relative, both metaphorical and
real statements? What type of a love of God or concept of freedom can accompany these
postulations? What does individual freedom mean in this system of thought?

The fact that whatever happens in the world happens necessarily means that
there can only be a limited freedom in the realm of extension as well as in the realm of
thought. Besides, human actions are all necessary for they arise out of the necessity of
Nature. Despite this fundamental concept of limited freedom, Spinoza argues that human
beings can be considered to be free only on the condition that they are the adequate causes
of their actions. But it should be taken into consideration that different meanings of the
term “cause” underlie these arguments. Since Spinoza regards everything as the modes of
the unique substance in a mutually dependent way, the individual human being in his
system is not an individual in the realistic sense. Now, can the “I” in Spinoza’s thought,
which is an ephemeral mode of God and has neither individuality nor self-dependence,
claimed to have any right to choose? From our point of view, the basic missing element in
Spinoza’s philosophy is the individual or the subject both in the realm of human beings
and in that of the divine being. Spinoza conceives life in terms of divine attributes and
unchangeable laws in a purely logical and mathematical manner and not in terms of an
“I"." His understanding of morality is based on this life which is without an “I” and any
subject at all, and intellectual freedom and redemption is attained by access to infinity. No
other kind of an objective proposition about freedom would be possible in such a system of
thought where human being is postulated as the product of the unique substance and not
asa subject. What takes place here is the identification of what is good with what useful on
the one hand and identification of freedom with happiness on the other hand.

In fact, in Spinoza’s philosophy morality which is based on transcendent values
is replaced by ethics which is characterised by immanent modes of existence, in other
words, by the qualitative difference of good and bad.” In this system ethics has no other
aim and outcome than obedience. Law, whether it is ethical or religious, provides us with
no knowledge at all. There is always a difference in kind between knowledge and ethics.
According to Spinoza, immorality and vice are undesirable because they are against our

13 /bid., Part 1, Definition 7.

14 Scruton (2002), p. 83.

15 Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza: Pratik Felsefe, tr. Ulus Baker. Norgunk Yayincilik, istanbul, 2005, p.
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nature and they drive us helpless, not because they are decreed to be punished by God.
However, adequate ideas can take us from a passive state to an active one. Activities of mind
arise out of adequate ideas whereas passions arise out of inadequate ideas. Adequate ideas
mean power in this context. Pleasure is the kind of passion which enables mind to artain
a higher degree of perfection, while pain is the kind of passion which causes a decrease in
mind’s degree of perfection. Love is experienced as pleasure accompanied by an external
feeling of cause, whereas hatred is experienced as pain accompanied by an external fecling
of pain. These are possible only on the condition thatwe are adequate causes of our actions,
as mentioned previously. The motivation for increasing our power comes from our nature.
In this way morality which is replaced by ethics in Spinoza’s thought turns out to be an
etymology of feelings.

Spinoza argues that freedom is not freedom from necessity but rather possessing
the knowledge of what is necessary. Freedom in the sense of running after images and
realising one’s passions is just another name for slavery. In this system only God is free,
because freedom is reserved for the one whose actions are self-determined. On the other
hand, human beings are regarded as free only on the condition that they exist and act in
accordance with the laws of Nature. Now, this is to say that only those human beings are
free who conceive the necessity that is “imposed” upon them. But what sense does it make
to claim that? Let us think of a pious person who argues in this way so as to demonstrate
adherence to the principles of their belief which they regard as holy and unchangeable. In
this case, are we allowed to oppose them by arguing that they are not free insofar as their
actionsare determined by external principles?

According to Spinoza, the degree of happiness and adequacy of human beings
depend on the level of their knowledge. For those human beings whose knowledge is at
the most primitive level, that is, at the level of imagination, all ideas will be uncertain and
inadequate, making happiness impossible in their case. This level denotes the “knowledge
of the first kind.”"”In terms of the “knowledge of the second kind,”'® which is characterized
by the existence of common notions, reasoning and justification are the important elements
and natural sciences are founded on this basis. Only scientists and strong-minded people
can ateain this level of knowledge. Third and the last level concerns pure understanding
and adequate knowledge regarding the essence of things obrained through intuition.”
According to this rough classification of the levels of knowledge, it can be argued that from
Spinozas perspective only those who can reach the second and third levels are able to be
happy. But majority of people are neither scientists nor wise people who have reached the
level of purely conceptual contemplation. Thus, for Spinoza, the majority, that is those
people who have remained at the most primitive level of knowledge, are deeply mistaken
and they act according to presumptions. Therefore, they are far away from happiness.

16 Spinoza (2000), Part 1, Definition 7.

17 Ibid., Part 1, Proposition 40, Scholium 2.

18 /bid.

19 C.f. Solmaz Zelyut, Spinoza, Dost Kitabevi Yayinlari, Ankara, 2011, p. 62.
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Unfortunately there is no formula for happiness which Spinozist philosophy can provide
for such people.

However, those religions and their moral laws and theistic beliefs which are almost
absolutely rejected by the Spinozist philosophy can be regarded as more democratic in the
sense that they envision a lifestyle which is able to make happy even those ordinary people
possessing the most primitive level of knowledge. It can be argued that if religion is able to
render ordinary people happy, this means that it succeeds in making them knowledgeable
as well. Thinking that the belief and knowledge provided by religion for each and every
ordinary individual is enough for their redemption, it can be argued that this knowledge
is based on commonsense. It should also be kept in mind that this knowledge is open to
manipulation, especially if a person can be judged by religion as innocent one day and as
sinful the other day. However, what is important for us within the context of this essay
is the possibility of happiness and access to truth that is offered by religion. Instead of
saving from manipulation the formula for happiness already presented to ordinary people
by religion by reference to the science of morality and thereby forming a firm ground for
this formula, Spinoza offers a totally new ethics which is not based on conceptions of good
and bad. Spinozist ethics makes happiness available only for those who have attained the
knowledge of the first and second kinds, that s, for scientists and wise people. This is only
a distant possibility for the majority of people since they have remained at the first level of
knowledge, thus have only uncertain and inadequate knowledge.

In accordance with the pantheistic view, Spinoza points at the “love for eternal
and infinite things” as the source of happiness. However, it is impossible to portray these
“eternal and infinite things” in a concrete manner, since they range from plants to heavenly
bodies in an unrestricted way. In fact, God is not a noun (substantive) but a verb (predicate)
in Spinoza’s philosophy. Everything is of divine character there.”* But what is the content
of the concept of God? How can welove this God? More importandy, is this love a formal
one or does it have anything to do with the content of the concept of God?

As an answer to these questions, it can be said, first of all, that it is possible to
love this God. From our point of view, this can be possible by incorporating in one’s heart
everything that is external to oneself, by putting aside all distinctions, all others, briefly,
by accepting everything that is different from and alien to oneself. In Spinoza's view, such
a transformation is possible in understanding (in this context understanding refers to
perceiving, feeling and imagination). In thinking one meets with and is blended with the
other, that is, with the thing that is being thought. One gets closer with the thing that has
not been close to oneself, one enters into dialogue with it. In this way one becomes familiar
with plants, animals and material bodies. In the most general sense, the distance between
being and being is eliminated and this finds its expression in the concept of “love of God”.
This opening of oneself to all beings is called happiness. However, it should be noted that
what is at stake here is not the kind of understanding which is based on purely logical or

20 Ludwig Marcuse, Philosophie des Gliicks, Diogenes Verlag, Zurich, 1972. Also see Zelyut
(2011), p. 61.
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scientific thinking. The question that must be asked is whether this thinking which is not
logical and scientific but intuitive could really be the source of adequate knowledge which
is the cause of happiness.

In this pursuit of happiness let us once assume that God does not exist in Spinoza’s
system. In other words, let us consider the universe as postulated by him except for the fact
that God exists. Next, let us ask whether this universe could be the object of our love. If the
answer to this question is positive, then one cannot help asking what is distinctive about
the fact that Spinoza’s divine universe is the object of happiness. Although Spinoza pus
God at the foundation of his system (contrary to Descartes for whom the firm ground
is provided by the thinking subject) it seems that God dissolves and is lost in Spinoza’s
universe.

In Spinoza’s system, over against God stands the human being or the “I” who is
even less distinct than God. However, this “I” cannot be claimed to have a real personality
or independent existence. Now, does it make any sense whether such a being is happy or
not? Does it make any difference whether this being chooses this or that way of action?
Or as Spinoza himself states, what is more natural than the fact that God has 0 interest in
either sinfulness or virtuousness of the human being of this character? In this case can it be
expected that this “I” attains divine happiness through a love of “passive God”™? In thissense
Spinozism makes it more difficult to come to an understanding of religious experience.
If God is not a person, what is the meaning of reverence for him and of worshipping
him? Religious experience requires dialogue between human being and God and not the
identification of human being with God. This being the case, how meaningful is it for
Spinoza to claim that “the more the mind enjoys this divine love, i.e. blessedness, the more
it understands” and “the less it is acted on by emotions which are bad™?* It seems that
Spinozist desire for knowledge knows no bounds and Spinoza attempts to love the entire
universe.

Traditionally love is regarded as the basic motive to attain wisdom and wisdom
as the unique instrument for obtaining happiness which is accepted as the purpose of
existence. Even if it is admitted that love leads to wisdom in Spinoza’s thought, wisdom
seems to be an end in itself or rather a “purposeless purpose” there. For “the reason, ie. the
cause, why God or in other words Nature acts, and the reason why he exists, is one and the
same. Therefore, just as he does not exist for the sake of any purpose, neither does he act
for the sake of any purpose, but just as he has no principle or end of existing, so he has no
principle or end of acting.” As the existence of God is rid of theistic attributes, love and
happiness are detached from the integrity of human being’s existence. For such a human
being remains only the task of obtaining adequate knowledge of God or Nature. In fact,
this is nothing but the endeavour undertaken by the human being, who has no purposes
in existence, in order to get rid of the boredom to which it is subject, in Schopenhauer’s
terms. Some claim that Spinoza philosophises in order to find a solution for his search for

21 Spinoza (2000), Part V, Proposition 42.
22 bid., Part IV, Preface.
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eternal happiness.”> However, we believe that this is a misleading view, because Spinoza
did not expect much either from the Jewish and Christian communities in which he
lived or from God to whom he was traditionally attached. His endeavour was rather
directed towards making his life bearable which was complicated to a considerable extent
by the abovementioned communities. Happiness was a target far away, in an unknown
destination for him. From our perspective, regarding Spinoza’s ordinary search for peace
and endeavour to alleviate life’s difficulties as a demand for “infinite happiness” involves
too much interpretation. Only a negative conception of happiness can follow from such
argumentation.

The vital question to be asked at this stage is whether human being could arain
true knowledge of God or Nature, in other words, whether human being’s claim to know
the unique substance properly is realizable or not (in this context, knowing something
means having an adequate idea of it, that is, knowing it through its causes according to
Spinoza)* Now, if the concept of absolute substance (“that whose existence and cause
is itself”) is taken into consideration, is it possible for the human being to know this
substance (involving all types of causality and is itself the immanent cause of everything in
an infinite manner) adequately or properly with its limited ontological nature and limited
mind? Let us try to see firstly what the human mind is able to know and secondly the type
of happiness that arises due to this knowledge. For Spinoza there are no problems at this
point, because the “human mind has an adequate knowledge of the eternal and infinite
essence of God.”” With this knowledge one attains the status of understanding the divine
and the infinite. Human being’s redemption is possible through viewing the world su6
specia aeternitatis and thereby breaking free of the dependence upon temporality. As has
been emphasized above, Spinoza’s reluctance to accept the new scientific understanding of
matter led him to position the material world within substance-God. However, substance
is not “an individual object” or an ordinary object of thought. Despite this fact, Spinoza
does not admit the limited and inadequate nature of the human mind and thinks that error
or falsity arises not due to this limited nature of the mind but to human being’s privation
of knowledge. At this point, if what is important for Spinoza is only a humble attempt to
attain knowledge, then human being can find consolation in this. However, if the target
is knowing something with its causes and if this “thing” in question is everything (that i,
God-Nature), then s it possible to have exact and proper knowledge of everything? More
importantly, is it meaningful and practical to say that happiness depends on such a difficult
knowledge or wisdom?

To sum up, it should be said that Spinoza is unable to open a space of freedom for
the human being within the boundaries ofhis deterministic universe. In hissystem, God or
Nature (as substance) acts in accordance with the necessity of his nature. Besides, none of

23 Zelyut (2011), p. 25.

24 C.f. Spinoza (2000), Part 11, Proposition 34.
25 Ibid., Part 11, Proposition 47.

26 /bid., Part 11, Proposition 35.
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the other beings are exempt from being acted upon, hence they are not free. Thus neither
God nor human beings are free in Spinoza’s understanding (God is not free because God
does not act out of free will). As his predecessors, Spinoza, t0o, is far away from regarding
freedom as a fundamental problem in terms of morality. Therefore, there is no possibility
for talking about moral responsibility in Spinoza’s philosophy. A human being without
responsibility can have neither sins nor good deeds and needs no religion and no moral
law. Can we say that a life without sin and good deed is worth living? If Spinoza invited us
to accompany him in his difficult and aimless path of wisdom for the sake of the love of
God or Nature, would we follow him? Would not we decline his invitation and say that “let
your divine world and wisdom be yours. We would like to live in peace in our own world
as ordinary people”
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Ulussuz bedenler: Spinoza’nin solculuguoc
Johan E. Hartle

1915de Birinci Diinya Savaginin ortalarinda alman Yeni Kantgi diisiiniir Hermann Cohen,
Spinozanin politik felsefesini elestiren polemik bir yazi kaleme alir. Onun elegtirisinin
ana yonii Spinozanin devlet hakkini kétiilemesine yonelir. Cohen’e gore Spinoza devlet
hakkini salt gikara ve bireylerin giiciiniin salt bir toplamina indirger. Cohen, “Fakat, eger o
ancak ortak pratikee iglerlikteyse boyle bir birligin evrenselligi nasil hakls kilinabilir?”(342)
diye sorar. Daha 6nceki gogu elestiride oldugu gibi Spinoza kinik bir islevselci olarak
gosterilir. Fakat iglevsellik Spinozanin politikasinin evrenselci yanlariyla bir iligkiye dayanir
ve dolayssiyla da salt kinik olmaktan daha fazla sey ifade eder. Ben Spinoza’nin, politigin
ideolojik ve kurumsal sonlaniglarla bozulmasina karsi olarak, onun ontolojik tabakalar:
tizerinde durdugunu 6ne siiriiyorum.

Bunu tarusmak igin iki buguk adimda ilerleyecegim.Once (1) Hermann Cohen'in
Spinoza'nin politik felsefesini elegtirisinin bazi ana hatlarini yeniden yapilandiracagim.
Felsefi evrenselciligin zemini olarak yasal bigimde olugturulmug bir beden politikasi
tizerindeki vurgusuyla Cohen, bir dlciide emperyalist agin 6rnek bir diiiiniiriidiic. O
ornekleyici olarak Spinoza icin de dnemli olan bir felsefi ikilem ortaya atar: Bedensiz
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evrensel yasa ve tarihsel olarak bedenlesmis politik failler ve kurumlar arasinda arac olacak
evrenselcilik, somut (bedenli, maddi temelli) pratiklerle nasil baglanacakur?

Bir ikinci adimda (2) Spinoza'nin devlet ontolojisini bu kargt gikislar 1s1ginda
diizeltmeye calisacagim. Bana Gyle goriiniiyor ki Cohen'in elegtirisi bir dlgiide tersine
gevrilebilir. Zira Spinoza, Cohen'in ileri siirdiigii gibi bir evrensellik kavrayisindan yoksun
degildir. Dahasi, Spinozanin evrenselciligi, zaten olugturulmug olan politik kurumlarin
kenarlar iizerine yerlestirilir ve dolayistyla da bir felsefi emperyalizm siiphesi tagimast daha
az muhtemeldir.

1) Hermann Cohen'in Spinoza elegtirisinin kisa bir taslag ili baslayalim. Cohen’in 1915
tarihli “Devlet ve Din, Yahudilik ve Hiristiyanlik tizerine Spinoza” adli kiigik metni
Spinozaya kargt baglica iig kargigikis gelistirir. Birincisi, CohenSpinozay: mesiyanik Yahudilik
diisiincesiyle herhangi bir iligkisi olmayan dének bir Yahudi olarak gosterir. Ayrica ve
bununla yakindan iligkili olarak Cohen, Spinoza'nin normatif ve evrensel devlet ve yasa
wlepleri kavrayis olmadigini one siirer. Son olarak da Spinoza, kamu'ya akil adfetmeyen
fakat din ve politikays, iginde ancak aydinlanmug birkag kisinin gerekten 6zgiir olabileceg
zorunlu bir yanilsama alani olarak kavrayan bir seckinci olarak sunulur.

Bu iig kargt ¢ikisin her biri bir 6lgiide makuldiir. Spinoza'nin tarih kurgusu,
tamamen farkli bir diinyanin ortaya gikacag mesiyanik vaadine aslinda ¢ok fazla yer
birakmaz. Spinoza'nin dine adfettii islevler bundan gok daha bayagidir: Spinozaya gore
din salt adanmuglik ve itaat amacina hizmet eder. O siiphesiz, Aklin “dogal i1 igin niifuz
edilemeyecek olan —olabildigince gizli- daha yitksek bir hakikat alanini agmaz.

Ve aslinda Spinozaya gore devler hakki daha ziyade olumsal giig iliskileri,
feshedilebilir olan ve islevsel olduklari oranda makul olan sozlesmeler iizerinde
temellendirilir. Devletin kendi giiciinden daha dteye giden higbir hakka sahip degildir. O
halde evrensellik bir nitelik olmadi; gibi hatta giiciin somut kurumlarinin bir talebi bile
degildir.

Stphesiz, Tractatus Theologico-Politicusdaki din kurgusu adanmughgn yasalarini
tek bagina Akil araciligiyla yakalamayan siradan insanlar igin anlam tagir ve boylece de
kurumlagunlmig “imgelem” e gereksinim duyar — Kutsal kitaplardaki ve dini 6ykiilerdeki.

Bu ii kargt gikisin Spinoza nin felsefesinin belirli ugraklar iizerinde vurgu yapug
yadsinamaz. Onlar aslinda Spinozaya iliskin birsey soylerler. Fakat olumsuz olarak da aym
zamanda Hermann Cohen'in kendi projesini de agiklarlar.

Ashinda dini, sabit ve banggil bir politik diizeni organize etmedeki ilevsellig
agisindan ele alan Spinozadan ayri olarak Cohen hem devlet hakkint hem de dinin politik
icerimlerini evrenselligin kogullart sayar. Tam da bu noktada Spinoza ve Cohen'in felsefi
¢abalar birbiriyle ¢atgir.

Cohen'e gore evrenselcilik sorosunun bir yandan askinsal diger yandan da kiiltiirel
olarak yanitlanmasi gerekir. Cohen igin politik olarak olugturulmus beden —askinsal yasada
temellendirilen - diizgiiselligin kaynagidir. Michael Zank'in isaret ettigi gibi : “Spinozaya
kargit olarak Cohen, politik yasa iinde, biitiin dogal kogullar: agan ereksel yarg tiiriiniin
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bir tezahiiriinii bulur.”

Tarihsel agidan daha da somut olarak, Cohen’in devlet olma kavraminin ii¢
esin kaynag vardur. Birincisi, o ahlakliliga iliskin agkmsal idealar iizerinde temellendirilir,
ikincisi. Alman ulusalciliginin 6zel tarihi ve digiinciisii de Yahudiligin kaynaklari. Boylece
0, kendi somut tagtyicilarini iki 6zel devlette: Alman ve Yahudi devletinde bulan bir Kantgi
ya da daha tam olarak bir Yeni-Kant¢i ve Musevice bir evrensellik kurgusudur.

Bu kaynaklardan ilki olan agkmsal, agkinsal akildan ya da bir Safsteng Etigi'nden
elde edilen bir yasallik fikrini isaret ederken tamamen Kantgidir. Cohen’in 1914 yilina ait
Vom ewigen Frieden adli metninde ortaya koydugu gibi : “Idea”, doganin herhangi bir gergek
var olusundan ve herhangi bir tarihsel deneyimden ayri wrulmalidir.”

Evrensellik kendi koklerini saf aklin idealarinda ama tezahiirlerini yasada bulur.
Robert Gibbs'in Jurisprudence is the Organon of Ethics etkili baglgiyla yazdigi metinden
akrartyorum “ Evrensellik empirik bir etki degildir tamamen akla dayanur. Yasa, bagkalarinin
ahlaksal ozgiirliigiine iliskin evrensel bir yargiyla olugturulur.” Yasain bu evrensellig,
ozgiirliigiin tiik insan 6znelere afedilmesi tizerinde temellendirilir. Devlet tam da yasada
tezahiir eden boyle bir evrensel 6zgiirliigiin failidir. Yine Robert Gibbsden aktarirsak
Bu anlamda, YASALAR yalnizca bir kurgu olmayip evrensel ve olumludurlar yani devlet
tarafindan akilsal olarak bigimlendirilmis ve icra edilmiglerdir”. Béyle bir yasa diisiincesi bir
ulusun (bir Halk'in) da digiincesidir. Devlet ulusa “ gergekren ideal birlik” verir."

Ve boyle bir idea, Cohen’in vurguladigi gibi “etkin gercekligin yonetimini
istlenirken kendine 6zgii anlamini saptamug olur”. — Kendi evrensel talebine ragmen bu
idea’nin 6zel uluslar iginde ve onlar araciigryla gerceklestirilmesi gerekir. Burada Cohen'i
tamamen Yeni-Kantg! bir tarzda yorumlayabiliriz : Bu askinsal idea'nin, tarihsel olarak
somut bir bigimde, belirli tarihsel pratikler ve gelenekler tarafindan gergeklestirilmis ve
yerine getirilmis olarak anlagilmast gerekir.

Daha once de 6ne siiriildiigii gibi Cohen bu evrensel icerigin iki tastyicis:
oldugunu bulgular; a) devletin laik ve rasyonel bigimini (bir katolik devlet iistii fikrinden
ayri olarak) olanakl: kilan, reformasyonun bir sonucu olarak Alman ulusu; b) monoteizmin
evrenselci taleplerinin isaret ettigi belli bir din olarak Yahudilik ve onlarin koruduklar
kurucu mesiyanizm icinde. Yasalligin tamamen tarihsel arche’si iizerinde temellenen Yahudi
yasast, genel olarak yasanin evrenselliginin paradigmatik ilkesidir.

Kendi felsefesi baglaminda, Cohen'in Spinozdya kargt giksslarinin daha derin
yapist sudur: Spinoza devlet olma’'min agkinsal ve rasyonel kosullarini kabul etmeyi
basaramaz ( daha 6nce belirtilen ikinci karsi gikis). Devletin yasal evrensellik icindeki boylesi
bir temelinin zorunlu kosulu, dzgiirliigiin, devletin 6znelerine evrensel atfidir (zira - ki bu
Cohen'in Spinozaya iigiincii kargt ¢ikistydi - Spinozanin politika kavrayigt “seckinci” dir
“idealist” degildir). Bir diger deyisle Spinoza, kendi politika kavraminin bedenler, somut
maddilikler iizerinde temellendirilmesi sebebiyle hakiki devlet fikrini tanimayi bagaramaz.
Bu klasik anlamda de-ontik (paradigmatik olarak liberalist) bir savdir.

1 Cf. Wiedebach 102.
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Ayrica ona iligkin tikelci bir belirti de vardir. Spinoza, Yahudi ulusunun tikel ama evrensel
taleplerini, bu Kantg1 evrensellik kurgusunu biitiinleyen savi kiigiimsemekle suglanir. Bir
diger deyisle Spinoza, evrenselligin bir kosulu olarak politikanin somut ulusal cismini
kiigiimser. Yahudilik geleneginin killtiirel olarak 6zgiin potansiyellerinin (buna alman
ulusununkileri de ekleyebiliriz) ozellikle gegerli bir bicimde, ulus olmanin evrensel
taleplerini cisimlestirdikleri kabul edilir. Bir 6zel politikanin temeli olarak, kiiltiirel agidan
6zel bir gelenege bu bagvuru, Cohen'de buldugumuz klasik olarak muhafazakar (yani
kiiltiircii) bir savdur.

Bir olciide, bu iki savin bilesimi Cohen'in Birinci Diinya Savag'nda Alman
militarizmine politik yakinlagmalarint anlamamiza yardimer olur — marjinallegmis
Yahudilige apagik baglanusina karsin. Bu onun, evrenselci diisiinceler tizerine, 6zl uluslar
tarafindan cisimlegtirilmis olarak felsefi vurgusunda yansitilir

2) Cohen'in Yeni-Kantg1 Yahudiligi, Spinozadaki politika ve evrensellik kurgusuna
tamamen kargidir. Ve Spinoza'nin, yasanin kiiltiirel olarak igkinlegtirilmig evrenselciliginin
liberal-muhafazakar ontolojisine kargit konumu Onu mevcut teorik-politik takim yildiz:
icinde ilging kilar. Evrensellik, Spinoza'ya gore ne ulusal olarak somut cisimlesmelerle,
bedenlerle temsil edilir ne de agkinsal akilsallikla kavranur. Spinoza bunun yerine, politik
pratikleri temellendiren evrensel potansiyellere: maddi iliskilerin evrenselligine isaret eder.

Hem Cohen hem de Spinoza 6te yandan teolojiyi, “dogal 151kl da bagarilamayan herhangi
bir ayricalikli bilgiye gegis icin diisinmez. Ve Spinoza “ felsefeyi teolojiden ayirmay:”
amaglarken (TTD, Ikinci Kisim, 415)* diger yandan da teoloji ve din arasinda sistematik
olarakayrim yapar. Birincisi dogmatik onciiller tizerinde temellendirilen temelci bir kuram
tipi olarak kavranilitken digeri adanmugligi ve toplumsal ve politik itaati diizenlemeye
yardimci olan bir toplumsal pratiktir. Spinoza dinin —kendi sonuglarinda- akilla uygunluk
icindeyken teoloji akilsal olmayan temeller iizerinde politik tamamlanuglar: igerir.

Boylece Spinoza dini hizmet ve itaat gibi maddi pratikleri kinamaz. Kinadig: sey,
politik pratigi ve Gzellikle de diigiince 6zgiirliigiinii ve rasyonel tarugmayi —onun somut
pratik etkileri ve pratik igindeki verimlerine ragmen- olanaksiz kilan dini dogmatizmdir,
teolojidir. (TTP, 7.Kistm, 456). Spinozanin aslinda bir islevselcilik olan teolojik-politik
islevselciligi konusunda bu kadar: yeter.

Spinoza bunu 6zellikle Musevi devleti iizerine incelemesinde tarugir. Musevi
devleti, teokrasinin bir ornegj, Hollanda demokrasisinin ¢agdag deneyimlerine somut bir
tehdit olarak hizmet eder. Boylece o bir devletin temelini teolojik vahyin zeminlerine ve
Kutsal Kitaba dayandirir — ve Aklin taleplerine kargicur.

Fakat Musevi Devleti ve srail halki iginde, akilla da 6gretilebilen adanmglik ve
itaatin temel kurallari diginda herhangi bir 6zel ama yine de evrensel ilisikli dini t6renler
bulamaz. Aslinda O ancak onun tarihsel arka perdesine kargt 6zel dini térenlerinin bu

2 2002’de Hackett’in yayinladig1 tam yapitlardaki Samuel Shirly’nin gevirisine bagvuruyorum.
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tikelligini agiklayabilir. Ona gore amamen agik olan sudur: “Kavrayis ve gercek erdem
agisindan [...] Tann bir ulusu bir digerinden 6nce segmemistir”. (TTD, 3.Kisim, 426). O
ayrica, goriiniigte tanrisal Yahudi torenlerinin ashinda insanlarin keyfi istencine bagh olarak
olumsal olduklarini 6nesiirer. (TTP 4.Kisim, 426). Gergekren tanrisal bir yasa, ancak doga
yasalari ve “aklin dogal 1131” nin yani onun tiim insanlara evrensel uygulanmasinin veya
“tiim insanliga ortak olan” ve “insan dogasi” ndan “tiiretilebilen” evrensel uygulanmasinin
agthmu olabilir. (TTD, 4.Kisim, 429).

Bu insan dogast kavrami yine de Spinozanin daha genis bir baglam olan onto-
teolojik doga kavrayigindan aynilamaz. Deus sive natura amagsal degildir ve bir master plani
yoktur. Doga bir mutlak giiciin ya daherhangi bir politik bicimin bir dogrulanmas: degildir.
Etik’te “Hig kimse Tanrinin giiciinii bir kralin insani gficii ya da hakki ile karigtirmamaya
Gzen gostermedikge anlatmak istedigimi dogru olarak kavramayacakur” diye yazar. (E2,
Onerme 3, 2406).

Belli bir politikada (dinde) evrensel olarak zorunlu adanmughk ve itaat kurallar:
buluruz. Ve evrensel Akilda temellendirilmeleri bakimindan onlar bir evrensel dini
temellendirirler. Yine de onlar baglam icinde ele alindiklarinda ancak yeterince anlagtlirlar.
TTPde ifade ettigi gibi (Kisim 16): “Tanrisal yasalar tam da onlarin nedenini bilmedigimiz
siirece kurulmug goriiniirler”. Felsefi diisiiniim daha derin ontoloji tabakalarina isaret
etmekle onlan baglam icine yerlegtirir.

Spinoza, seyleri sub specie aeternitatis saymanin Aklin dogasinda oldugunu 6ne
siirer (E2, Onerme 44, Cor.2, 270). Kiiltiirel olarak 6zel bir yasanin tikelligi baglam icine
alinmaly, sonsuz bir potansiyelin bir ifadesi olarak goriilmelidir. Burada insanlarin dogasi
cisimlerin dogasinin ve onlarin genel olarak baginusalligini ve boylece de bu son 6rnekee
0z iin dogasini izler.

Bu aqidan yasal bigimlerin somut cisimlesmesi daha gok asag bir ontolojik
niteliktir. Devletler, uluslar “birbirlerinden yasadiklari toplum tiirii ve yonetildikleri yasalar
agisindan ayrilirlar” ve onun vurgusuyla da “yalnizca bununla’. (TTB 3.Kisim, 109). Bu
noktaya dek o yalnizca tikel ve tarihsel olarak olumsaldir. Ama agikga bu goriiniirdeki
farkliliklardan daha temel olan bir gey vardir, Zira “yalnizcabununla’ vurgusu ayni zamanda
da onlarin kendi dogalar agisindan farkl olmadiklar: anlamuna gelir.

Yine de bu “doga” kavramini bir “insan dogas” kavramina indirgemek bir yanhs
anlama olur. Aslinda Spinoza, icinde birkag doga diizeyinin yer aldigi ¢ok tabakali bir
ontoloji gelistirir. Bir bagka diizeyde, diger bir kitapta yani Etk'te fizik nesnelerin diliyle
konugur. Tipki uluslarin birbirlerinden sub specie aeternitatis farkli olmadiklan gibi “cisimler
de birbirlerinden hareket ve sitkunet, hizhlik ve yavaslk agisindan ayrilirlar yoksa toz
agisindan degil” diye yazar. (E2, Onerme 13, Lemmal, 252).

Bu benzetme nasil okunmali? Friedrich Balke, Spinozanin politik felsefesini
yeniden kurgularken Spinozadaki farkli egemenlik bigimlerinin esbigimliligini ileri
siirmiigtii’ Balke'nin sawi ¢izgisinde dogamin farkli ifadelerinin bir esbicimliligi one

3 Balke'ye gore Spinoza devlet diizenini bireysel ozgiirliigii kavrarken kullandigi ayni terimlerle
kavrar. Burada bedensel giiglerin, tamamen baski altina alnmaksizin dengelenmeleri gerekir tipki
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siiriilebilir. Boyle gok tabakal bir ontolojinin bu tabakalar t6ziin dogasindan, cisimlerin
dogasina, insanlarin dogasina vb. ulagr.

Spinoza yapisal benzerlikler bulgular: evrensel ilkelerin farkliagmalar daha
da yiiksek farklilasma ve olumsallik diizeylerine gotiiriir. Daha 6zelde bu su demektir:
Spinozada evrensellik kurumsallagmig bigimlerden —yasalar, uluslar ya da devletler- ziyade
potansiyeller diizeyine yerlegtirilir. Bu potansiyeller yine de salt idea - agkinsal ya da iitopik-
degildirler, hem bedensel/cisimsel hem de zihinselditler.

Spinoza'nin evrenselciligi, somut devletler ve uluslarin cisimlegtirdigi kurumlagmg
bigimlere degil tabakali olarak yeniden yapilandiriimasi gereken baglanulari kuracak ve
olugturacak giigler ve kapasitelere iligkindir. Bu tabakalar icinde, 16z iin tarzlardaki, bedensel
giiglerin somut bireylerdeki, somut bireylerin politik pratiklerdeki ve politik pratiklerin de
yasalar, torenler ve aliskanliklardaki vbg. agilimlan arasinda yapisal benzerlikler buluruz.

3) Bu daha ziyade soyut bir evrensellik kavrayisi neden bir énem tagisin? Collective
Imaginings de, Moira Gatensve Genevieve Lloyd, Spinoza'nin “liberalizm/komiiniteryanizm
diigiimii” dedikleri seyin otesine adim atmamiza yardimci olabilecegini vurguladilar. Lloyd
ve Gatens'e gore O bunu iki nedenle yapabilir: Birincisi, birey ve topluluk arasindaki yanli
alternatifi diiiirdiigiinden, Ikincisi de degerleri temellendiren ya evrensel diizgiiler ya da
topluluk tizerinde fazla durmayip daha gok ~ya da en azindan fazlasiyla- gji iizerinde
durdugundan.

Ben Gzellikle bu sonuncusuyla ayni fikirdeyim. Spinoza paradigmatik olarak,
liberalizm ve komiiniteryanizm arasindaki, bugiin hala kargilastigimiz soyut evrenselcilik
ile kiltiirciilik arasindaki diigiimler ve ikilemlerden kaginmaya aligir. Spinoza, ne ozel
uluslarin politikas: ve gelenegiyle Gzdeglestirilen ne de bedensel somut dinamiklerden
kaginan bir evrensellik anlayisi saglar. Sub specie aeternitatss, uluslarin, sozlesmelerin ve
yasal normlarin bu somut bigimlenmesi kismen geri adim atar. Bigimlenmenin ilkeleri ve
potentia agendi, sub specie aeternitatis merkezi goriiniir.

Spinoza, bedensel giiglerin ve maddi olarak somut potansiyellerin politik
bigimler iginde goriiniir olduklarin: kavrar. Boylece, evrenselligi talep edecek olan, onlarin
kurumsal, yasal ya da ulusal sonucu deil, bir ifade edici potansiyelin cisimlesmesidir.
Ve Hayr, Spinoza agkinsal olarak dogrulanmug yasal bir evrensellik kurami sunmaz. Bu,
Spinoza'nin politik ontolojisindeki temel olarak solcu bir ugrakur: O bir yandan agkinsal
akil ve evrenselci diizgiiler iizerinde temellendirilen bedensiz ulus ideasins agan bir politika
goriisii sunar. Diger yandan da bu goriig tam da kiiltiirel olarak somut beden politikast ya
da “Volkskorper” temelci fikrinin kargisindadir. Spinoza'nin politikast bizi ulussuz bedenleri

kuramlagtirma miicadelesine davet eder.
Ceviri Deniz Kanit

onlarin devlet diizeyinde dengelenmeleri gerektigi kadar... Balke’nin savinin bu belli igerigine
ragmen burada. Spinoza felsefesinin birkag tabakasi iizerinde bedensel giilerin nedenselligi
arasindaki genel iliskisini agiklayan yapisal bir agtklama buluyoruz.
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Bodies without nations

Johan E. Hartle

In 1915, in the middle of the First World War, the German Neo-Kantian philosopher
Hermann Cohen writes his polemical article to criticize Spinoza’s political philosophy. One
central aspect of his criticism is directed at Spinoza’s denigration of the right of the state.
According to Cohen Spinoza reduces the right of the state to mere utility and to a mere
agglomerate of the power of individuals. “But how”, Cohen asks, “could the universality
of such a union be justified if it only rules in common practice?” (342) As in so many
criticisms before, Spinoza is presented as a cynical functionalist. But functionality stands
in some relation with the universalistic aspects of Spinoza’s politics and is therefore more
than just cynical. Spinoza, I claim, insists on ontological layers of the political against its
corruption by ideological and institutional closures.

To discuss this I will proceed in two and a half steps. First (1) I will reconstruct
some main lines of Herrmann Cohen’s criticism of Spinozas political philosophy. With his
emphasis on a legally constituted body politic as the ground for philosophical universalism
Cohen is, to some extent, an exemplary thinker of the imperialist age. He exemplarily
presents a philosophical dilemma that was important to Spinoza too: How to connect
universalism with concrete (embodied, materially grounded) political practices, to mediate
between bodiless universal law and historically embodied political agens and institutions.
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In a second step (2) I will ty to restore Spinozas ontology of the state in the light of
these objections. It seems to me that Cohen’s critique can, to some extent, be inverted.
For Spinoza does not, as Cohen suggest, lack any conception of universality. Much rather
Spinoza’s universalism is located at the margins of already constituted political institutions
and therefore also less suspicious of philosophical imperialism.

1) But let me start with a short sketch of Herrmann Cohens criticism of Spinoza.

Cohens little 1915 text “Spinoza on State and Religion, Judaism and Christianity”
develops mainly three objections against Spinoza. At first Cohen presents Spinoza as a
renegade Jew who, to his mind, does not have any relation to the messianic idea of Judaism.
Furthermore and in close relation to this, Spinoza has, Cohen claims, no understanding of
the normativeand universal claims of state and law. Lastly Spinoza is presented as an elitist,
who does not attribute reason to the common people but conceives of religion and politics
as a sphere of necessary delusion, in which only the enlightened few can really be free.

Each of these three objections is plausible to some extent. Spinoza’s construction
of history does indeed not leave much space for the messianic promise of a decisively
different world to come. The functions that Spinoza attributes to religion are much more
banal than that: Religion, according to Spinoza, merely serves the purpose of piety and
obedience. It certainly does not open a higher realm of truth that would not be accessible
for the “natural light” of Reason - hidden as it might be.

And indeed the right of the state is, according to Spinoza, grounded rather on
contingent relations of force, on contracts that can be cancelled and that are reasonable
just to the extent that they are functional. The state has no right that goes any further than
its power. Thus, universality is no quality and not even a claim of the concrete institutions
of power. Undoubtedly, the construction of religion in the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus
is meant for ordinary people who do not grasp the laws of piety by Reason alone and
therefore are in need of institutionalized “imagination” - in the Scriptures and in religious
narratives.

These three objections put emphasis on certain moments of Spinoza’s philosophy
that cannot be denied. They do indeed say something about Spinoza. But negatively they
also clarify the project of Hermann Cohen himself. Other than Spinoza, who basically
regards religion in its functionality for organizing a stable and peaceful political order,
Cohen regards both the right of the state and the political implications of religion as
conditions for universality. Precisely here the philosophical efforts of Spinoza and Cohen
clash.

According to Cohen the question of universalism is to be answered on the one
hand transcendentally and on the other culturally. For Cohen the politically constituted
body — grounded in transcendental law - is the source of normativity. As Michael Zank has
pointed out: “In contrast to Spinoza, Cohen finds in political law the manifestation of
the kind of teleological judgment that transcends all natural conditions.”
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Historically more concretely, Cohen’s concept of statehood is inspired by three
sources. First, it is founded on transcendental ideas about morality, second, by the specific
history of German nationalism and third, by the sources of Judaism. It is, thus, a Kantian,
or more precisely, a Neo-Kantian, and a Judaic construction of universality, which finds its
concrete bearers in two specific nations: the German and the Jewish.

The first of these sources, the transcendental, is stricdy Kantian as it refers to an
idea of legality to be derived from transcendental reason, or, as he calls it, from an Ezhics
of Pure Will. As Cohen puts it in his 1914 text Vam ewigen Frieden: “The idea” [has o be
distinguished], “from any real existence of nature and from any historical experience.”
Universality finds its origins in the ideas of pure Reason but its manifestation in the law.
As Robert Gibbs writes — in his text with the telling title Jurisprudence is the Organon
of Ethics — 1 quote, “Universality is not an empirical effect, but depends precisely on
reason. Law is constituted by a universal judgment about others’ moral freedom.” The
universality of thelaw is founded on the attribution of freedom to all human subjects. The
state is precisely the agent of such universal freedom manifested in thelaw. To quote Robert
Gibbs again: “LAWS, in this sense, are not simply a constitution, but are universal and
positive, that is, rationally formulated and enacted by the state.” Such an idea of the law
is the idea of the nation (a Volk), too. The state gives the “truly ideal unity” to the nation."
And such an idea “establishes its specific meaning”, as Cohen emphasizes, as “it takes
charge of effectual reality”. - In spite of its universal claim, the idea has to be realized in
and by specific nations. Here we may interpret Cohen in a strictly Neo-Kantian way: The
transcendental idea has to be conceived of historically concrete, as realized and implemented
by particular historical practices and traditions. The idea, however, is universal in its very
intention.

As suggested before, Cohen will find two bearers of this universal content; a)
the German nation as an effect of reformation, which makes a laicist and rational form
of the state possible (as distinguished from the catholic idea of a supra-state); b) Judaism
as the particular religion to which the universalist claims of monotheism refer and in the
constitutive messianism of which they are preserved. Based on the very historical arché of
legality, Jewish law is the paradigmatic principle of the universality of law in general.

In the context of his own philosophy, the deeper structure of Cohen’s objections
against Spinoza is the following: Spinoza fails to accept the transcendental and rational
conditions of statehood (second objection, as mentioned earlier). The necessary condition
of such a foundation of the state in juridical universality is the universal attribution of
freedom to the subjects of the state (because, this was Cohen's third objection against
Spinoza, Spinoza’s conception of politics is “elitist” and not “idealist”). Spinoza, in other
words, fails to recognize the true idea of the state, because his concept of politics is based on
bodies, on concrete materialities. This is the classically de-ontic, (paradigmatically liberalist)
argument.

1 Cf. Wiedebach 102
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Furthermore there is particularist note to it. Spinoza is accused to disdain the
particular but universal claims of the Hebrew Nation, the supplementary argument to the
Kantian construction of universality. Spinoza does, in other words disdain the concrete
national body of politics as a condition of universality. Culturally specific potentials of the
tradition of Judaism (and, as we can add: of the German nation) are held to embody the
universal claims of nationhood in a particularly valid way. This reference to a culturally
specific tradition as the foundation of a specific politics is the classically conservative (i.e.
culturalist) argument we find in Cohen.

To some extent the combination of these two arguments helps understanding
Hermann Cohen’s own political affinities to German militarism in the First World
War — in spite of his explicit commitment to marginalized Judaism. It is mirrored in his
philosophical emphasis on universalistic ideas, as they are embodied by specific nations.

2) Cohen's Neo-Kantian Judaism is diametrically opposed to the construction of politics
and universality in Spinoza. And his counterposition to the liberal-conservative ontology
ofa culturally embedded universalism of the law makes Spinoza interesting in the current
theoretico-political constellation. Universality is, according to Spinoza, neither represented
by nationally concrete bodies, nor s it conceived of in terms of transcendental rationality.
Instead, Spinoza refers to universal potentials, which are grounding political practices: the
universality of material relations.

Both Cohen and Spinoza (in the Tractatus Theologico Politicus) conceive of politics in
comparison with and with explicit reference to theology. ButSpinoza does, on theone hand,
not consider theology to have access to any privileged knowledge that could not be achieved
by “natural light” as well. And while Spinoza aims at “the differentiation of philosophy
from theology” (TTP, 2nd Ch., 4152), he on the other hand distinguishes systematically
between theology and religion. Whereas the former is conceived of a foundational type
of theory that is based on dogmatic premises, the latter is a social practice, which helps to
organize piety and social and political obedience. Spinoza emphasizes that religion is — in
its consequences — in accordance with reason, while theology involves political closures on
non-rational fundaments.

Hence, Spinoza does not condemn the material practices of religious service and
obedience. What he does condemn is religious dogmatism, theology, for making political
practice and, particularly, the freedom of thought and rational argumentation impossible -
notwithstanding its concrete practical effects, its fruits in praxis (cf. TTD, 7th Ch, 456). So
much about Spinoza’s theologico-political functionalism, which is a functionalism indeed.

Spinoza discusses this particularly in his inquiry on the Hebrew State. The
Hebrew state serves as an example of theocracy, a concrete threat to the contemporary
experiments of Dutch democracy. Thus it stands for the foundation of a state on the
grounds of theological revelation and on Scripture — and against the claims of Reason.

2 [ am referring to the translation of Samuel Shirly, as in the complete works published by Hackett
2002.
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But in the Hebrew State and the Israelite people he cannot find any specific, yet
universally relevant rites except for the basic rules of piety and obedience that can be taught
by reason as well. In fact he can only explain the particularity of its specific rites against
a historical backdrop. It is perfectly clear to him that “in respect of understanding and
true virtue [...] God has not chosen one nation before another” (TTD, 3rd Ch, 426)
Furthermore he claims that the apparently divine Jewish rites are, in fact, contingent on
the arbitrary will of human beings (TTD, 4th Ch, 426). A truly divine law could only be
the laws of nature and the unfolding of the “natural light of Reason” that is “of universal
application, or common to all mankind” and can be “deduced” from “human nature
as such” (TTP 4th Ch, 429).

The concept of human nature, however, is not to be detached from the broader
context of Spinozas conception onto-theological of nature as such. Deus sive natura is not
intentional and has no master plan. Nature is no justification for absolute power or any
particular political form. . “For noone will”, he writes in the Ethics, “rightly apprehend
what [ am trying to say unless he takes great care about not to confuse God’s power
with a lsing’s human power or right,” (E2, Proposition 3, 246)

In particular politics (religion) we find universally necessary rules of piety and
obedience. And as far as they are founded on universal Reason they found a universal
religion. They are, however, only adequately understood if they are taken in context. As he
phrases in the TTP (Ch. 16): ,The divine laws seem to be instituted just as long as we
don’t know their cause”. Philosophical reflection puts them into context by referring back
to the deeper layers of ontology.

Itis in the nature of Reason, Spinoza argues, © regard things sub specie aeternitatis
(E2, Proposition 44, Corollary 2, 270). The particularity of a culturally specific law has to
be taken in context, has to be seen as an expression of an eternal potential. Here, the nature
of human beings follows the nature of bodies and their relationality in general and thus, in
the last instance, of substance.

In this respect the concrete embodiment of legal forms is of a rather low
ontological quality. States, nations “differ from one another” “in respect to the kind
of society and laws under which they live and are governed” and, as he emphasizes,
“through this alone” (TTD, 3rd Ch, 109). This is, up to this point, merely particular and
historically contingent. But obviously there is something more fundamental than these
ostensible differences. For “through this alone” also means that they don't differ with
respect to their nature.

It would, however, be a misunderstanding to reduce this concept of ,nature” to
a concept of ,human nature”. In fact Spinoza develops a multilayered ontology, in which
several levels of nature find their place. On another level, in another book, namely in his
Ethics, Spinoza speaks in the same terms of physical objects. Just like nations do not differ
sub specie aeternitatis, so “bodies”, he writes here, “are distinguished from one another in
respect of motion and rest, quickness and slowness, and not in respect of substance.”
(E2, Proposition 13, Lemma 1, 252)
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How is this analogy to be read? In his reconstruction of Spinoza’s political

philosophy Friedrich Balke has argued for an isomorphism of different forms of sovereignty
in Spinoza? In line with Balke’s claim one could argue for an isomorphism of different
expressions of nature. The layers of such a multi-layered ontology reach from the nature of
substance, to the nature of bodies, to the nature of human beings etc.
Spinoza finds structural similarities: Differentiations of universal principles lead to higher
and higher levels of differentiations and of contingency. More specifically this means: In
Spinoza universality is rather located on the level of potentials than in instituted forms —
laws, nations, or states. These potentials are, however, not merely ideal - transcendental or
utopian ~ they are both bodily and intellectual.

Spinoza’s universalism is thus not so much about instituted forms, embodied
by concrete states and nations, but rather about the forces and capacities to institute and
to form connections, which is to be reconstructed layer by layer. In these layers we find
structural similarities between the unfolding of substance in modi, of bodily forces in
concrete individuals, of concrete individuals in political practices, of political practices in
laws, rites and habits and so forth.

3) Why would this rather abstract conception of a universal capacity be of any importance?
In Gollective Imaginings Moira Gatens and Genevieve Lloyd have emphasized that Spinoza
could help us to step, as they have called it, “Beyond the liberalism/communitarianism
impasse”. According to Lloyd and Gatens, Spinoza can do so for two reasons: First, because
it undermines the false alternative between individual and community. Second, because
it puts its focus not so much on either universal norms or community based values, but
rather — or at least about as much - on power.

I particularly agree with the latter. Spinoza paradigmatically tries to avoid the
impasses and dilemmas between liberalism and communitarianism, between abstract
universalism and culturalism that we are still facing today. Spinoza provides a conception
of universality that is neither identified with the policy and tradition of specific nations
nor devoid of bodily concrete dynamics. Sub specie aeternitatis the concrete formation of
nations, of contracts and of juridical norms partially steps back. Sub specie substantiae the
principles of formation and the eternity of the potentia agend; appear as central.

Spinoza conceives of bodily forces and materially concrete potentials that are
manifested in political forms. It is thus not so much their institutional, juridical, or national
outcome that could claim universality. It is, instead, the embodiment of an expressive
potential. And no, Spinoza does not provide a transcendentally justified, juridical theory
of the universal. This is the fundamentally leftist moment in Spinozas political ontology:

3 According to Balke Spinoza conceives of the order ofthe state in the same terms as he conceives of
individual freedom. Here, bodily forces that have to be balanced without ever fully being repressed
just as much as they would have to be balanced on the level of the state. Notwithstanding the
particular content of Balke’s argument, we find a structural explanation here that clarifies the general
relation between the causation of bodily forces on several layers of Spinoza’s philosophy.
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He introduces a vision of politics that on the one hand overcomes the bodiless idea of
the nation, founded on transcendental reason and universalistic juridical norms. On the
other hand this vision stands just as much in opposition to the foundationalist idea of the
culturally concrete body politic, or the “Volkskérper”. Spinoza’s politics challenges us to
theorize bodies without nations.
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Spinoza ve olumsallik
Vittorio Morfino
OLUMSALLIGIN OLUMSUZLANMASI VE SEYLERIN RADIKAL OLUMSALLIGI

Spinozanin diisiincesinde olumsallik sorunu iizerine her diiiiniim Exik'in I. Bélim 'iiniin
29. Onerme'siyle baglamalidur:

“Dogada higbir sey olumsal degildir; hersey belirli bir bicimde varolmak ve eylemek igin
belirlenmis tanrisal doganin zorunlulugundan gelir.™

Ve kanit §oyledir:

Varolan hersey Tanrida vardir (Pr.15). Ama Tanr: olumsal bir gey olarak adlandirilamaz,
¢linki (Pr. 11) o olumsal olarak degil zorunlu olarak vardir. Yine, bu (zorunluluk da) ister
Tanrisal doga mutlak olarak diigiiniilsiin (Pr.21) ister belirli bir bicimde eyleme y6niinde
belirlenmis olarak diigiiniilsiin (Pr.27) tanrisal doganin kipleri onun olumsalligindan degil
zorunlulugundan gelir (Pr.106).

Dahasi, Tanr1 onlar salt varolduklar igin degil (Cor.Pr24), onlar ayni zamanda belirli bir
eylem igin belirlenmis olarak diigiiniildiikleri igin bu kiplerin nedenidir (Pr.26). Eger onlar

1 The Ethics, 1. Béliim, 29. Onenne [bundan boyle Eth 1, Pr.29 seklinde ahintilanacaktir]. Etik’ten
ahntlar Samuel Shirley’in (ed. ve Girig. Seymour Feldman, Hackett Publishing Company,
Indianapolis, Indiana 1992.) Ingilizce edisyonundandir. Bu alints igin bkz. s.51.
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Tanrt tarafindan belirlenmigse (Pr.26) onlarin kendi kendilerinde belirlemeleri gereken
sey bir olumsallk degil bir imkansizliker. Ore yandan (Pr.27), eger Tanr tarafindan
belirlenmiglerse, onlarin kendilerinde belirlenimsiz kilmas: gereken sey bir olumsallik
degil bir imkansizlikur. O halde, hergey, sadece varolmak icin degil ayni zamanda belirli
bir bigimde varolmak ve eylemek icin, tanrisal doganin zorunlulugundan 6iirii belilenir.
Dolaysstyla olumsallik yokrur.?

Olumsalligin olumsuzlanmast Spinoza'nin metafiziksel ve teolojik geleneklere
karg siirdiirdiigii savasta stratejik bir yerdir; onunla birlikte yaratum, tanrisal ozgirlik,
insan ozgiirliigli, sorumluluk, ahlak, mucizeler ve inayet sorunlart soz konusudur. Bu,
hem ¢agdaglar hem de ardil felsefe geleneginde yol agug; skandalin taniklik ettigi gibi esi
goriilmemis soz dalagi bigimde tarugmalara yol agan bir dnermedir.

Leibniz, G. H. Schuller'in ona hemen gondermis oldugu Spinoza'nin Posthumous Works
(1677) isimli eserini okur okumaz kalemine sarilip su yorumda bulunur: “Daha 6ncesinde
gelen tutarsiz, muglik ve kuskulu dnermelerden tiiretilen tanitlama muglak, tutarsizdir”

Ve su eklemeyi yapar:

O (kanitlama), higbir yerde verilemeyen o/umsal tanimina baglidur. Ben,
digerleriyle birlikte, olumsali 6zii varolug icermeyen olarak kullaniyorum.
Bu anlamda, 24. Onerme geregi, Spinozaya gore tikel seyler olumsaldr.
Olumsalligs kimi skolastiklerde gelenek oldugu gibi, Aristoteles icin
bilinmeyen bir gelenege gore, [...] olana, yagam adetlerine gore kullanirsaniz,
bu durumda onun bagka tiirlii degil de nigin dyle olduguna dair higbir
neden verilemez. Onun nedeni de, onunla ve o olmaksizin ileri siiriilmiig
gerekgeler de ayni derecede eyleme ya da eylememe y6niinde kullanilmugur.
Béyle bir olumsalin [bir geliski] ima ettigini digiiniiyorum.”

Leibniz “olumsal’ 6zii varolul icermeyen olarak anladigini ifade eder. Bu anlam uyarinca,
onun dogru bir bigimde belirttigi gibi, 1. Bolim 24. Onerme'de “Tanrinin hisil ettigi
seylerin 6zl varolus icermez” savinda bulunan Spinoza icin Tanri yaraum geyler de olumsal
olacakur.* Spinoza Tanri bir res contingens degildir, yani Tanrinin 62 zorunlu olarak
onun varolugunu igerir derken ‘olumsal’ terimini bu anlamda kullandi: goriiliir. Ne var
ki daha sonra tanitlamada Spinoza ‘olumsal’ terimini tam da Leibnizin gosterdigi ikinci
anlamda ‘olan, boylece onun bagka tiirlii degil de nigin 6yle olduguna dair higbir neden
verilemeyen” olarak, Spinozanin terminolojisinde indeterminasus olarak kullanir. Bu yolla,
dogada belirlenimsiz birgeyin varolusunu yadsir.

Izin verin olumsal-belirlenimsizin olumsuzlanmasina gétiiren yola dair bir gorii
elde etmek igin £##'in 1. Bolimiiniin kisaca {izerinden gegelim.
Toziin zorunlu varolugunun (Pr. 7) ve Tanrinin zorunlu varolusunun (Pr. 11) ortaya

2 Eth, 1, 29. Onerme; s. 51.

3The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, gev. George Martin Duncan, 2nd ed., Tuttle, Morehouse &
Taylor, New Haven 1908, s. 23.

4 Eth, 24. Onerme; s. 49.
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koyulmastyla birlikte Spinoza Tanridan bagka bir t6ziin varolmadigint (Pr. 14), ve boylece
varolan hergeyin Tanrida varoldugunu tanutlar (Pr. 15): Seylerin etker ve ickin nedeni (Pr.
18) Tanninun kendisidir (Pr. 16, Cor. I). Bir kez Tanrinin ickin tiretkenligi varsayilmigsa
dogada olumsal-belirlenimsiz higbirsey varolamaz.

26. Onerme: Belirli bir biimde eylemek icin belirlenmis olan birgey Tann tarafindan
zorunlu olarak boyle belirlenmistir ve Tann tarafindan belirlenmemis bir sey eylemde
bulunmak i¢in kendi kendisini belirleyemez. [...]

27. Onerme:. Tanrinin belirli bir bicimde eylemde bulunmak igin belirlemis oldugu bir sey
kendisini belirlenmemig kilamaz’

Insan Gzgiirliigiiniin teorik wayi tamamen atlanmisur. Ama yine de bu evrensel
belirlenimcilik Leibniz'in kendi okumasinda ileri siirdiigiinden daha da radikal bir
olumsallik kavramina dayanir. Olumsali, 6zii varolus icermeyen olarak anlamanin ve
24. Onermeyi bu anlamda anlamanin Tanrinin hisil etrigi herseyin olumsal oldugunu
onaylamak oldugunu ileri siirer. Bununla birlikte 25. Onerme daha da ileri gider:
Tanrisadece seylerin varolusunun degil onlarin ézlerinin de etker nedenidir.’

Burada sahip oldugumuz sey Leibnizin tanimiyla ortaya koyulandan da daha
radikal bir seydir. Baska bir deyisler, seyler ézler zorunlu bir bir varolus igermediginden
otiirii olumsal degildir ama 6ziin kendisi, varolusuyla birlikte Tanrtya bagli oldugu icin
olumsaldr. O Tannimin igkin iretkenligi olmadan kavranamaz. Bagka bir ifadeyle,
seylerin, evrensel manugin ickin tannsal iiretkenlikle varolusa getirilmis olasi bir 6zii
olamaz, ¢iinkii 6z edimsel olarak varoluguyla dzdestir.”

Metni zorlayarak 6ziin varolusu oncelemedlglm aksine ondan sonra geldigini
soyleyebiliriz. Bu uslamlama cizgisinde, 25. Onerme'nin agiklamast son derece 6nemlidir:
.50z konusu tannsal dogadan geylerin hem 6zii hem de varolusu gikarilmalidir. Bir
kelimeyle soylemek gerekirse, Tanrinin kendi kendisinin nedeni oldugunun séylenmesiyle
aynt anlamda onun herseyin nedeni oldugu da soylenmelidir.*

Eosensu, quo Deus dicitur causasus, etiamomnium rerum causa dicendus est. O halde, “Tanrinin
hangi anlamda kendi kendisinin nedeni oldugu soylenebili? sorusu anahtar sorudur. ilk
taniminda Spinoza soyle yazmusur: “Kendi kendisinin nedeniyle kastettigim 6zil varolusu
ierendir; yahur dogast yalnizca varolan olarak kavranabilendir.” Kendi kendisinin nedeni

5 Eth1, 26, 27. Onerme; s. 50.

6 Eth1,25. Onerme; s. 49.

7 2. Boliimiin ikinci tanimi geregi 6z ve varolus tikel seylerde 6zdestir: “Ben bunun, zorunlu olarak
varligim kurmaksizin koyamayacaginiz ve bu varhgi ytkmaksizin kaldiramayacagimiz bir seyin
Gziine ait oldugunu s6yliyorum; ya da o 6yle bir nesnedir ki, kendi olmaksizin sey var olamayacag
ve tasarlanamayacag gibi, buna karsihk seysiz de kendisi var olamaz ve tasarlanamaz (s. 63).”
Marilena Chaui’nin hakh olarak belirttigi gibi: “A subversdo espinosiana encontrase no pequeno
e imenso vice versa, pis € este que determina a identitade da esséncia e da existéncia singulares,
afastando de vez a suposigdo de esséncias universais possiveis a espera de existéncia” (M. Chaui,
“Da metafisica do contingente & ontologia do necessario: Espinosa”, i¢inde L.C. Oliva (org.),
Necessidade e contingéncia na modernidade, Sio Paulo, Barcarolla, 2009, s. 45).

8 Eth 1,25, Schol; s. 49.

9 Eth, I. Tanim.
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olan seyin mantksal bir gtkarim, mantiksal bir zorunluluk iliskisini 6nvarsaydig goriiliir.
Bu tanim temelinde, Spinoza 7. Onermede “varolugun t6ziin dogasina ait” oldugu’ ve 11.
Onerme'de “Tanrinn |...] zorunlu olarak varoldugu” ¢ikariminda bulunur."

Burada Spinozann, yetkinlikler listesinin zorunlu olarak varolusu igerecegi
Tanrisal 6ze bir tiir mantksal 6ncelik vererek, Tanrinin varolugunu ontolojik kanit temelinde
tanitladifr gorilliir. O halde, Spinoza “Tanrinin kendi kendisinin nedeni oldugunun
soylenmesiyle aynt anlamda onun hergeyin nedeni olmast gerektigi de soylenebilir” derken
Tanrinin varolugunun, seylerin varolusunun ima edilmesiyle ayn1 bigimde, kendi 6ziinde
ima edildigini kastetse gerektir.

Bununla birlikte, Spinoza 20. Onerme'de “Tanrinin varolugunun ve éziiniin bir
ve aynt oldugugunu” ileri siirer.”” Leibniz bu 6nermenin tanitlamas: iizerine yorumunda
“Tanninin oziiniin varolug icermesi nedeniyle, burada s6z konusu olan geyin sadece,
Tanrinin varolugunun ve 6ziiniin bir ve aymi gey oldugu kanitlamak olmast” olgusundan
yakinur ve su eklemeyi yapar:

Geri kalanlar, bir tanitlama bigiminde olugturulabilecek olanlar, alayisli bir bicimde ortaya
koyulur. Bu tirden uslamlamalar gergek bir tanitlama sanau olmayanlarda gok fazla
ortakur.”

Oyleyse Spinoza'nin tiim yapug1 kendini bir yinelemedir. Gergekee, yineleme
onemli bir kavramsal degisime yol agar: Agtk¢a manuksal diizlem varolmadig iin
(muhtemelen yash Lebnizin bu y6nii anlamamast onu “mugldk” olarak adlandirmasina
yol agmusur) manuksal bakis agisindan 6z varolugtan once gelmez. Burada tanik
oldugumuz, Leibniz'in daha sonra Tanrinin varolugunu kanitlamak icin ne siirecegi seyin
tersi bir yansima hareketidir. Ciinkii onun kaniunin ilk adimi Tanrinin manuksal olarak
imkantni, bir bagka deyisle onun 6ziiniin geliskili olmayan karakterini gerektirir. Leibnizin
argiimani mantiksal olasilitktan 6ze, 6zden ise ikincisinin ilkinden manuksal ¢ikarimiyla
(Tanrinin olast oldugunu, arundan onun zorunlu olarak varolugunu varsayarak) varolusa
ilerler. Spinoza'nin argiimantasyonu, 6ze gére varolusun dnceligi manugin: yadstyarak ozii
varolugun icine geker. Tam da aralarinda higbir manuksal ¢tkarim varolmadiy, bir tek salt
6zdeslik oldugu icin 6z ve varolus iliskisi Leibnizinkinin tersidir.

Spinoza’ya gore oz olasilik degil, 34. Onermede ifade edildigi gibi, giigtiir [potenza).
“Tann 6zii geregi giigtiir.””
Dahasi 1. Boliime yazdig Ek'te “seylerin yetkinligi yalnizca kendi dogalant ve

giileriyle olciilmelidir; insan duyularina haz ya da tiksinti vermeleri, insani gtkarlara hizmet

10Eth 1, 7. Onerme; s. 34.

11 Ethl], 11, Qnenne; s. 37.

12 Eth 1, 20. Onerme; s. 46.

13 The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, s. 20.

14 “Spinoza dahaiileri gitmistir: Agikgakér bir zorunlulugu 6gretmis oldugu ve Seylerin Yaraticisini
anlamadan ve iradeden yoksun biraktig ve iyi ve yetkin olananin Onunla degil sadece bizimle
ilgili oldugunu varsaymakta oldugu gériiniir. Spinoza’nin bu konudaki fikrinin gok belirsiz oldugu
dogrudur: Tanriy1 anlamadan yoksun biraktiktan sonra Ona diigiince bahseder, cogitationem, non
intellectum concedit (Leibniz, Theodicy, gev. E.M. Huggard, Open Court, La Salle, Illinois, 2005,
5. 234).

15 Eth 1, 34. Onerme; s. 56.
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etmeleri ya da aykiri olmalarina gore az ya da qok yetkin degillerdir.” derken tiim yapug:
geleneksel perfectio kavramini “herhangi bir seyin dogasini degil sadece imgelemin yapisint
adlandiran imgelem kipleri’ne indirgeyerek ve boylece yetkinlik, perfectio, araciligryla
6zden varolusa manuksal gegis imkininin kendisini olumsuzlayarak bu argiiman: en ug
sonuglara gotiirmekur.

Yetkinlik kendinden varolustur: “Gergeklik ve yetkinlikle kastettigim aymi
seydir.””

O halde hangj anlamda Tanrinin kendi kendisinin nedeni oldugu soylenebilir?
Oziiniin varolugu igermesi anlaminda degil ama “Kendisini ve herseyi var ve etkin kilan
Tanninin giicii onun kendi dziidir.™*®

Tannisal iiretkenlik olgusunun onun dziinii onceledigi ve bu tanrisal iiretkenligin
verili oldugu sdylenebilir; o varoldukga yetkindir ama tersi dogru degildir.””

O halde, Spinozada zorunlu bir sey ve olumsal bir sey arasinda higbir karsitlik yokeur,
¢linkii ilki ozii varolug iceren olarak tanimlanirken, ikincisi (Leibnizin diisindiigi gibi)
6zl varolug igermeyen olarak tanimlanir.

Kendi kendisinin nedeni olandan hareketle bir olguya giden mantiksal ¢ikarim
doniistiirerek, Tanrinin 6ziinii varolug-giicii icine geken aymi teorik hareket, hem 6zii
hem de geylerin varolusunu tanrisal giiciin bir iiriinii kilarak seylerin 6ziinii varoluglari
iine geker. Tanrisal 6zii onun kendi varolusuna ve seylerin 6zii ve varolusuna baglayan
zorunluluk, o halde manuksal bir diizen degildir. Eger radikal olumsallikla kastettigimiz
sey, seylerin varolusunun sadece tannisal belirlenim sistemine degil ayn zamanda onlarin
oziine baglilig1 ise o daha gok iginde olumsal higbirseyin (belirlenimsiz higbirseyin) olmadig
evrensel belirlenimciligi seylerin radikal olumsallig; Gizerine tesis eden zorunlulukrur.

ZORUNLU VE IMKANSIZ SEYLER

Leibniz, 29. Onerme iizerine yapug yorumlarda Spinozayi olumsalligin tanimini
vermedigi icin elegtirir. Bu diisiincesizce yapilmug bir kinamadir giinkii Spinoza’nin “seylerin
Tann tarafindan tretilmis olduklarindan bagka bir bigimde ya da varolduklarindan bagka
bir diizende yaraulamayacak” olduklarinu ileri siirdiigi 33. Onermenin ilk Scolie’si tam da
olumsalin tanimina ayrilmugur.

16 Eth 1, App.; s. 62.

17 Eth 11, Def. 6; s. 63.

18 Eth 1, 34 Dem.; s. 62.

19 Yukanda ahintilanan 25. Onermenin Scholium’unda, Spinoza “verili” tannsal dogadan, ex data
natura divina, soz eder. Tanrisal doganin bu verililigi (I) Tanrinin zorunlu varolusunu kanitlamak
icin kullanilan geleneksel yetkinlik kavrammnin kullanildigi —“varolusunu ortadan kaldiracak
nedenin” “Tanrida” kendi dogasinda bulundugu, "*‘mutlak sonsuz ve en iist yetkinlik derecesinde
bir Varlik” savinin sagma oldugunun sdylendigi— Tanrimin varolusunun kamitiyla; (II) dnerme
yoluyla gelir. (Eth 1, 11, dem. 2; s. 37). Althusser’in kullandig! bir metafor animsanacak olursa, bu
Spinoza’nin diisman kalesini —teoloji- zaptetmek igin, onu yok etmek iin onun kendi silahlanni
kullanarak yaptig1 hamledir: Bir kezen yetkin varlik vaaz edilmis oldugunda, o bu yetkinlikten tiim
insanbigimci anlami bosaltir.
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Buraya kadar, giin 151indan daha agik bigimde, kendilerine zorunsuz denebilecek seylerin
mutlak surette bulunmadiklarin: gésterdikeen sonra, simdi birkag kelime ile zorunsuzdan
ne anladigimi ve 6nce zorunlu ve imkénsizdan ne anlamamiz gerektigini agiklamak isterim.
Birseye, gerek 6ziine nispetle gerekse nedenine nispetle, zorunlu denir. Zira birgeyin varlig
ya kendi 6ziinden ve tanimindan ya da verilmis bir etker nedenden zorunlu olarak ¢ikar.
Ayni nedenlerden dolay1 bir sey imkénsizdir; ya gercekeen ya 6zii ya taniminda bir gelisiklik
bulunur yahut da bir seyi meydana getirecek tarzda gerektirilmis olan higbir dis neden
bulunmadig; igin bu boyle olur. Simdi bizdeki bilgi eksikliginden bagka higbir nedenden
dolayn bir seye zorunsuz denemez; 6ziinde gelisme oldugunu bilmedigimiz, ya da kendisi
hakdanda higbir gelismeyi igermedigini bildigimiz bir sey nedenler diizenini bilmedigimiz
igin varligini kesin olarak olumlayamasak da, derim ki, boyle bir ey bize asla ne zorunlu ne
imkénsiz gibi goriinebilir ve bundan dolay: da ona zorunsuz ya da miimkiin deriz [ideoque
eandem vel contingentem vel possibilem vocamus) ®

Spinoza bir kag pasaji agiklamak iin burada atug adimlarinin iizerinden gegiyor
gibidir. Bir seye manuksal ya da nedensel anlamda “zorunlu” denilebili: Manuksal
zorunluluk 6zle varolusu baglayan seydir ve gormiis oldugumuz gibi Spinozada bu
mantiksal zorunluluk sadece Tanriya aittir; nedensel zorunluluk bir seyin Tanr1 ya da baska
bir sey tarafindan belirlenmesidir. Benzer bir bigimde, ‘mantksal’ ya da nedensel anlamda
bir seyin “imkinsiz” oldugu sSylenebilir: Mantiksal imkénsizlik 6zle ya da seyin tanimiyla
ilgilidir; oysa nedensel imkénsizlik belirli bir etki tiretecek bir nedenin yoklugunu igerir.
Bu tanimlar 151§1nda, zorunlu ve manuksal agidan imkénsizla zorunlu ve nedensel olarak
imkansiz arasindan agikga bir aynm dogar; Ilki Tanriyla ve vehimlerle illgiliyken ikincisi
tanrisal giigle tiretilen her seyle ilgilidir.

Bu ayrimin ortayakoyulmasinin hemen ardindan Spinoza olumsalligini tanimini
verir: [...] bir seyin ‘olumsal’ olarak adlandirilmasinin bilgi eksikligimizden bagka bir nedeni
yokur.

Manuksal ve nedensel diizlemler arasindaki 6nceki aynm temelinde, Spinoza
bilgimizdeki bu eksikligin mantiksal ya da nedensel diizlemle iliskili olabilecegini soyler:
ilk anlamda, eger onun 6ziiniin geliski igerdiginden haberdar degilsek; ikinci anlamda, eger
onun nedenler dizisinden diizeninden habersizsek. Her iki durumda, eksik bilgi uyarinca
seyleri olumsal ya da olasi olarak diitiniiriiz.

Manuiksal ve nedensel diizlemler arasindaki bu ayrimda, scholiumun gevresinde
dolandigimiz argiiman bakimindan bir adim geri atmakta oldugu goriiniir. Bu geri
adim tartugmali 6zel bir nedenle aulmisur: Spinoza kendisini teolojik gelenek zemininde
konumlandirir ve bu zemin iizerinde, tartgmali amaglardan 6tiirii, Hobbescu “ya-ya da”
arglimanini yineler.?

Ve olumsallik ve olastlik arasindaki ayireedilemezlik de bu diizlemde anlamlidir:?®
20 Eth |, 33, Schol; s. 54.

21 Thomas Hobbes, Opera philosophica, (ed.) W. Molesworth, vol. I, Aalen, Scientia, 1961, s. 115,
22 O, Etik’in 4. Bolim’iiniin 3. ve 4. Tammlannda, su agiklamayla birlikte olumsallik ve olasilik

arasinda bir aynm yapar “Sch.1,Pr. 33, I’de, o noktada onlar arasinda dikkatli bir bigimde aynm
yapmak zorunlu olmadigindan étiirii olasi ve olumsal arasinda aynm yapmadim.” (s.  54.) TammIara
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Bu kategoriler, Spinoza'min, ok basitge bilgisizlik baghg altinda simiflandirdig, tannsal
yaraum, tanrisal 6zgiirliik (diinya olast bir seydir ve tannisal segim olumsaldir) kavramlariyla

ligkilidic
33. Onerme iizerine yorumunda Leibniz soyle yazar:

Bu 6nerme agiklandig 6lciide dogru ya da yanhsur. En iyiyi secen ya da
en yetkin bicimle i§ goren bir tannsal irade varsayimu tizerinden bunun
disinda higbirsey iiretilemezdi; ama kendinde kabul edilen seylerin dogasi
bakimindan, seyler bagka tirli de dretilebilirdi. Nasil ki (kutsalligy)
tasdik edilmis meleklerin, 6zgiirlitklerine ragmen giinah isleyemeyecegini
soyliiyorsak; onlar isteselerdi yapabilirler ama yapmayacaklardir. Mudak
anlamda konugmak gerekirse, onu istemeye mukeedir olabilirler ama olgu
baglaminda onu isteyemeyeceklerdir.”

Leibniz, Spinozanin nermesinde can alici olan geyi tam anlamiyla anlamigur:
potentia Dei absoluta ve potential arasindaki, olumsal olarak seylere neden olan bir giig ve
yasallastiran ve (seylerin bizim icin zorunlu ama sadece Tann igin olasi ve boylece olumsal
bir techihe tabi oldugu) bir diizen doguran gii¢ arasindaki ayrimu.

Bu aynm Spinoza tarafindan heniiz tamamen Kartezyan olmayan ve Etik'te
tamamen anlamsiz kdinmyg bir perspekciften, Kartezyan Felsefenin lkeleri isimli eserinde
agikga rededilmigtir. Ilk olarak, Spinoza'min “Tanrinin giicii dahilinde olan”la® “onun
kendi dogasinin yasalar™ sonucu gikan: Gzdeglegtimesi olgusu uyarinca, porestas ve
potential arasinda herhangi bir farklilig1 kabul ermez. Ve ikincisi, bunlar “Natura naturans'a
% degil Natura naturata’ya ait” olduklarindan étiirii Tanrinin sonsuz giicii, entelekt ya
da irade olmaksizin etkindir. O halde, olumsallik ya da olasiligin herhangi bir bigiminin
olumsuzlanmasi Spinozanin 33. Onermenin 2.Scholium’unda agksa takindig) teolojik
sOylemin giiriitiilmesi igin kilit noktadur. 7

gelirsek: “3.Yalmz 6zleri bakimindan goz 6niine alinan, varoluslanm zorunlu olarak koyan ya
da alikoyan higbirsey seye erismedigimiz tekil seylere olumsal diyorum. 4. Kendilerini meydana
getirmesi gereken nedenleri goz oniine almak bakimindan, aym tekil seylere olasi diyorum. Bu
nedenlerin onlar meydana getirecek bigimde belirlenmis olup olmadigimi bilmiyoruz.” (Eth IV, Def.
3-4, p. 154). Aynm, burada sadece imgelem (imgesel bilgisizlik) diizleminde anlamlidir; dahas, bu
onerilmis ‘6z’ ve ‘neden’ nosyonlarinin varoldugu tek diizlemdir: Olumsal ya da olasi olarak alinan
hayali res’in farkh duygulandiric: etkisini agiklamaya yarar.(bkz. £th IV, Pr. 12).

23 The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, ss. 23-24.

24 Ethl, pr. 35;s. 194,

25Eth 1, pr. 17;s. 38.

26 Eth 1, pr. 31; s. 266.

27 Ethl, 33, Schol; s. 267
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OLUMSALLIGIN SOYKUTUGU

Res contingens tammina tekrar geri donelim. “Birgeyin ‘olumsal’ diye adlandinlmasnin
nedeni bilgi eksikligimizden baska bir sey degildir."Bir defectus nostrae cognitionss.

Sorun bu gekilde ortaya koyuldugu zaman olumsalik salt bir hatadan kaynaklaniyor, bilgi
eksikligi, basitge bir yoksunluk olarak anlagtliyor gibi goriinebilir. Ashnda, —esit 6lgiide
manuksal ignorare ve ordo causarum nos latet olgusunu aniguran— defectus cognitionis
ifadesinin ardinda sadece bir bosluk ya da eksiklik degil ayni zamanda bir doluluk ve bir
gl¢ [potenza] de gizlidir.

Spinoza, 17. Onerme’nin Scholium’unda goyle yazar:

“Fakat kullamilan terimleri kullanmamiz igin, bize onlarin sekillerini
yeniden tretmeseler de, dig cisimleri bize hazir gibi sunan insan teninin
duygulaniglarina seylerin imgeleri (hayalleri) diyecegiz; ve ruh, seyleri bu
tarzda temaga ettigi zaman, onun ‘hayal ewtigini’ soyleriz. Bu noktada
yanhsin analizine baslamak icin, kendi bagina goz oniine alinan Zihnin
hayellerinde yanhslarin bulunmadigini yada ruhun hayal etmesi olgusundan
otiirii aldanmadiginy, yalniz bu seyleri varligindan soyutlayan fikri eksik ve
onlardan meydana gelen hayalleri (imajlar1) hazir gibi g6z 6niine almalar:
bakimindan aldandigina dikkat etmenizi isterim. Ciinkii eger zihin var
olmayan geyleri var gibi hayal ederek aym zamanda bu geylerin gerekten
var olmaduklarini bilseydi, kuskusuz bu hayal etme giiciine bir eksiklik degil
bizzat kendi dogasina giililiik adfedileceki.?®

Baska bir deyisle, zihin seyleri hazir olarak hayal ederken, eger bu seylerin var
olmadiklarini bilseydi asla olumsallik fikrini teskil edemeyecekti. Bununla birlikte, Spinoza
‘ordo causarum nos latet der. Ama bir kez daha, bu diizenin sadece bilgi eksiliginden dolay:
yok olmadigin: dikkat edilmelidir; daha ziyade o gizlidir, daha dogrusu, fikirlerin onun
araciligryla bellekle baglandig1 baska bir diizenin varligryla doniigmistiir.

Bellek [...] gergekre insane teninin diginda olan nesnelerin dogasini kavrayan bir
fikirler baglanusindan bagka bir sey degildir ve bu baglanu insan teninin duygulaniglarinin
diizenine gore zihinde meydana gelir. Ilk olarak diyorum ki, insan bedeni disindaki seylerin
dogasin kugatan yalniz bu fikirler baglanusidir, yoksa bu geylerin dogasini agiklayan fikirler
degildir. Ciinkii bunlar, gergekte (16. 6nerme) hem kendi dogasini, hem dig cisimlerin
dogasini kugatan insan bedeninin duygulanigina ait fikirlerdir. Ikinci olarak diyorum ki,
bu baglanu entelektin nesneleri ilk nedenleriyle kavramalarina yarayan zihin diizenine gore
(gergeklesen fikirler baglanusindan onlar ayirmak igin, insan bedeninin duygulaniglarinin
sirast ve diizenlenmesine gore) meydana gelir, 6yle bir baglant ki, entelektin seyleri ilk
nedenleriyle algilamasini saglar ve biitiin insanlarda aynidir™

28 Eth, 11, 17, Schol.; ss. 78-79.
29 Eth, 11, 18, Schol,; s. 78.
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O halde bellek, hem digsal seylerin dogasini hem de insan bedeninin dogasini igeren bir
fikirler concatenation’'udur (igerdigine ama agiklamadigina dikkar ediniz); ve bu ardigiklik
zihinde bedenin duygulanimlar diizeni ve sirasina gore yer alir.

Spinoza'nin olumsallk etkisini agiklamasina imkin taniyan am da bu
mekanizmadur. [kinci boliimiin 44. 5nermesinde Spinoza “aklin dogasinda seyleri olumsal
olarak degil zorunlu olarak gormek vardir” der. * Spinoza bu 6nemenin sonucu olarak,
olumsalliga neden olan bilgi bigiminin ismini verir: “[...] sonug olarak seyleri hem gegmis
hem de gelecek agisindan olumsal olarak gormemiz yalnizca imgelemin (imaginatio)
sonucudur.” * fmaginatio sive memoria. Ve burada, bir sonraki 6nermenin sonucunda,
bellekee fikirleri birbirine baglayan mekanizma tarafindan iiretilen olumsalligin soykiitiigii
¢ikarilir:

“Burada birkag kelime ile bunun nasil oldugunu agiklayacagim. Yukarida
gosterdik ki (17. 6nerme ve onerme sonucu) Ruh, seyleri var olmasalar
bile, daima kendisinde hazirms gibi hayal eder, yeter ki simdiki varliklarini
disarida birakan nedenlerle kargilagmasin. Bundan baska gosterdik ki (18.
onerme) eger insan Bedeni ayn: zamanda iki dig cisimle ayn: zamanda
duygulanmug ise, Ruh bu iki cisimden birini hayal ettigi zaman, o hemen
otekini haurlayacakur, yani onlarin ikisini de hazirmug gibi tasarlayacakur,
yeter ki simdiki varliklarini digarida birakan bazi nedenlerle kargilagmasin.
Bundan bagka, cisimlerin birbirlerinden daha agir, daha hizh ya da aymi
hizla hareket etmelerini hayal etmek suretiyle zaman hakkinda bir fikir
teskil ettigimizden kimse siiphe etmez. Oyle ise diin ilk kez sabahleyin
Pierre’i, ogleyin Pauli ve aksamleyin Simon'u goren bir cocuk farz
edelim. Ve bugiin ikinci kez sabahleyin Pierre’i gorityor, 17’inci onerme ile
meydandadir ki, bu .gocuk sabah 1sigini gordiigii zamandan beri, hemen
gesen giinkii gibi gogiin aymi kismindan gegen giinesi hayal edecektir,
ya da biitiin giin, sabahleyin Pierre, ogleyin Paul ve aksamleyin Simon’u
hayal edecektir; yani Paul'iin ve Simon'un varligin: gelecege nispetle hayal
edecektir; tersine eger Simon'u aksamleyin gorecek olursa, Paul ve Pierre’i
gegmis zamana yoracak ve onlari gegmis zamanda hayal edecek, onlari gogu
kere aymni diizen alunda gorecek olursa bu o derece daha emin olacakur.
Bu aksam Simon yerine Jacques’t gorecek olursa o zaman ertesi sabah,
aksam1 hayal ederek, Simon’u ve sonra Jacques't hayal edecek fakat ikisini
ayni zamanda hayal etmeyecektir. Boylece hayal giicii sallanuda kalacak ve
bazen 6tekini gelecek aksamla birlikte hayal edecek, yani ne onu ne étekini
kesin gelecekler olarak hayal etmeyecek, ama zorunsuz gelecekler diye
hayal edecektir. Halbuki hayal giiciiniin nesneleri gegmise, hale ve gelecege
nispetle ayni tarzda gz oniine aldigimiz seyler ise, onun bu kesinsizligi de

30 Eth1,Pr.44;s.92.
31 Eth 1,44 Cor.;s. 92.
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ayni olacakur; ve bunun sonucu olarak biz geyleri gemise, hale ve gelecege
nispetle zorunsuz (contingent) gibi hayal ederiz” S.117

O halde“olumsallik etkisi”, bize bedenin kargilagmalarinin zamansal sirasinin
gelisiminin yasalani olarak goriinen ammsauct baglanunin iki diizen bigimi arasindaki
siirekli degisime dayarur. Olumsallik, o halde, kendisi de hayali olan bir diizenin hayali
bir ihlali olacakur (giinkii o bedenin ardigik kargilagmalar: ve giin igindeki anlarin ardilig
arasinda bir iligkinin varolugu yoniinde hayali varsayima dayanir), onun zorunlulugu
bedenin duygulanimlarinin baglanma diizeniyle tiretilir: Gergekligin karmagikligin igeren
ama agiklamayan bir diizen. *

Spinoza scholiumda basitge olumsalligin herhangi bir bigiminin hayali dogasin
gostermekle kalmaz onun, zorunlulugun hayali bir bigimine de bagl oldugununu gsterir:
Bedenin duygulammlar baglanusini nexus causarum; yani, ordo et connexio rerum sayan,
animsatict concatenatio nun, aym zamanda gergekligin basitlegtirilmis biligsel bir semasin
sunan ve onun karmagikliginin yanlis yorumlanmasina yol agan bir etki oldugu karmagik
bir ag. Bu baglanu bigimi bedenin gevredeki bedenlerle kargilasmalarini bir tiir zorunlu
diizene, ordo communis naturae donistiiriir. Buna gore zihin “ne kendisinin ne bedeninin
ne de digsal cisimlerin yeterli olmayan sadece karistk ve daginik bir bilgisine sahiptir.” *

BICIMIN OLUMSALLIGI

Simdiye kadar izledigimiz giizergihi kisaca 6zetlemek gerekirse, birinci uslamlama hattinda,
Spinoza’ya gére belirlenimsiz olduklarindan otiirii seyler olumsal degildir ve bunun anlam
6zgiir irade olarak anlagilan her dzgiirlik alani olumsuzlanmasidir. Leibnizci olan ikinci
uslamlama hatunda, seyler, varolusun kendisine Gnsel olarak varolugun igerilmedigi bir
oze sahip olmadiklarindan otiirii olumsal degildir; varolug kadar 6z, her ikisi, Tanriya
baghidir. Bagka bir deyisle 6z yalnizca, varolusun kendisiyle birlikte, post festum meydana
gelebilir ama bu tanrisal angin regnum idearum’unun sirra kadem basmasina (en fazla
hayal olmasina) neden olur. Son olarak, (burada konuyu agik kilmak igin agmaka faydali
olabilecek, Schopenhauer'n Istem Ozgiirligii Uzerine isimli eserinde dnerilen) iigiincii
anlama gore, Leibnizde oldugu gibi, tiim diziler karsthkli olarak belli oldugundan 6iirii
degil ama ickin nedensellik kavram: bagimsiz nedensel dizileri kavramamiza engel oldugu
icin farkl nedensel dizilere ait olaylar nispeten olumsal olacakur. Ciinkii her dogrusal
nedensellik bigimi ickin tanrisal nedenselligin dnceligi gozetilerek kavranmalidit® Bu

32 Eth, 11, 44 Schol.; ss. 92-93.

33 Bu bakimdan, Pierre Macherey hakl olarak suna isaret eder: “olumsal olan kendinde diigiiniilen
olay degil, imgelemde, gergeklikte ona tamamen yabanci olan, olusu ve referans noktalari arasinda
tesis edilmis baglantidir.” (P. Macherey, Introduction a I'Ethique de Spinoza, 11, Paris, PUF, 1997,
s. 344).

34 Eth 11,29 Schol,; s. 84.

35 Bu nokta iizerine daha fazlasi igin bkz. V. Morfino, “L’evoluzione della categoria di causalita in
Spinoza,” Rivista di storia della filosofia, 2 (1999), ss. 239-254.
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tigiincii diigiince hatu zorunluluk sorusunu oyuna sokar. $imdi, eger Spinoza serimlemis
oldugumuz argiimanlara gore geylerin olumsalligini yadsiyorsa, ammsauct diziyle
kaydedilen ve zamansal siraya yansitlan seylerle rastlanusal karsilagma diizenini seylerin oo
ve connexio'su olarak alan ordo communis naturae ile birlikte, zorunlulugu da yadstyordur; o
hayali diizenle gergek diizeni kanigurir.

Simdi, bu anlamlarla anlagilan olumsallik ve zorunluluk disinda, belki Spinozada
seylerin radikal bir olumsalligini kavrama olasiligs agik olabilir. S6ylemis oldugumuz gibi,
onlar hem 6zleri hem de varoluglari bakimindan tanrisal giice baglidurlar.

Tanrinin herhangi bir zamanda herseyi yaratabilecegi ya da yok edebilecegi olgusunun
sonucu olan; Tannsal entelekt ve irade, potentia aboluta ve potentia ordinate arasindaki
aynmun yadsinmastyla elde edilebilecek radikal olumsallikla bu ayni midir?

Spinozada radikal olumsallik hakkinda herhangi bir konusmanin cergevesi
Tanrisal segim ve res singularis arasindaki dikey iliskiye dair teolojik model kullanilarak
sizilemez. Spinozada seylerin radikal olumsallig seylerin kendileri arasindaki yatay iligkide
dogar; gercekee, ickin nedensellik asla kiside etker degildir (aksi halde o gegisli olacakur);
o daima sonlu nedenlerin igige girmesiyle etker olur. Bunun anlami, Tanrinin geylerin oz
ve varolusunu dogrusal bir tarzda degil aksine her birini nedenlerin bir icigelik bilegimi
araciligryla tiretmesidir. Bagka bir deyisle, her geyin 6zii ve varolugu bir bilesim dahilinde;
mantiksal bir zorunluluga (her tekil olay: ilk ilkelerden ¢ikarsayabilecek mantiksal bir
spekiilasyon sonucuna) ya da geyin 6zii ve vorlusunun nedenselzincirde basit bir bag olacag;
dogrusal bir zorunluluga indirgenemeyen nedensel ag dahilinde goriiniir. Spinoza'nin
zorunluluk kavramut bizi geyleri —onlarin ozlerini ve varoluglarini— onlari bastanbaga
kateden ve nihayetinde, varliklarinda onlar baska tiirlii degil de boyle teskil eden (tam
olarak soylemek gerekirse, “baska tiirlii", Leibnizde oldugu gibi, Spinozada varolmayan
bir regio idearum’a gonderme yapugindan 6tiirdi, onlarin varliklarinda ancak boyle, “sic”)
belirlenimlerin bilesik bir ag1 dahilinde kavramaya zorlar.

Daha énceden okumus oldugumuz 25. Onerme’ nin Scholium'undaki pasaja geri
gidelim, ama bu kez Gnermeyi sonucuyla birlikte okuyalim:

[..] Tanrinin kendi kendisinin nedeni olmastyla ayni anlamda onun herseyin nedeni
oldugu da sdylenmelidir. Asagidaki 6nerme sonucuyla bu daha agik hale gelecekir.
Onermenin Sonucu. Tikel seyler Tanrinin sifatlarindan ve duygulanimlarindan bagka,
yani, Tanrin sifalarinin belirli ve belirtili bir bigimde ifade buldugu tavirlardan bagka bir
sey degildir.

Tann seyleri tiretmesiyle aynt anlamda kendisini iiretir. Tanr tarafindan tiretilen
seyler tavirlardir ve Spinozanin “tavir’la kasti, bagkasinda olan ve baskast araciligiyla
kavranandir —quod in alio est, per quod etiam concipitur. Bu baskasinda olan bagka birgeyin
icinde olan-bir tagtyict olarak anlagilan w6z— anlaminda degildir. Daha gok kast olunan,
tabiau geregi ilgili varliga, baska bir seye, “ile ilgili olma” ve “olma” ya da “meydana
gelme’nin ikili anlaminda, bir cum tangere'ye gonderme yapmakur. Bununla birlikte, bu

36 Eth 1, 25, Schol and Cor.; s. 49.
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‘bagka’ asla mutlak degildir aksine onun kendisi (t6ziin onun zorunluluguna dayandi;)
bir iligkiler sistemidir. Her tavrin (mode) karmagik bir yatay iliskiler (daha basit bir
ifadeyle, cevreniyle iligkiler ) ag1 dahilinde ve her tavrin tavirlarin bir bilesimi olmas ve
diger tavirlarla bilegimler icine girmesi dlciisiinde ayni zamanda dikey iliskileri dahilinde
varoldugu olgusunu goz 6niine aldigimizda o gegitli diizlemlere boliinmil karmagik bir
sistemdir. O halde, tam da herbirinin 6z ve varolusunun varolmas: ve siirekli degisen ve
asla tanrisal oz-iiretim etkinligini tam olarak tamamlamayan bu karmagtk ag dahilinde
yalnizca kavranabilmesi nedeniyle, her tavir radikal bir bicimde olumsaldir. Bunun anlamy,
sadece olusumu, devami ve bozulusu degil hepsinden dnemlisi biciminin olumsal olmasi
anlaminda tikel seyin olumsal olmasidir. Bagka bir deyigle, insan varlig1 da dhil olmak
tizere herhangi bir bigimin varolugu sadece post festum zorunludur ve bu zorunluluk ona
dair Gzsel bir gey tagimaz -baska bir ifadeyle, o 6nceden-varolan bir 6ziin gergeklesmesi
degildir. Aksine o bir tek oluguna yol agan karmagtk bir aga baglidur:

Toziin varlig) insanin 6ziine ait degildir, diger bir deyisle t6z insanin bigimini
teskil ermez.”’
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Spinoza and contingency
Vittorio Morfino

THE NEGATION OF CONTINGENCY AND THE RADICAL
CONTINGENCY OF THINGS

Any reflection on the question of contingency in Spinoza’s thought has to begin with
Proposition 29 in Part I of the Ethics:

Nothing in nature is contingent, but all things are from the necessity of the divine nature
determined to exist and to act in a definite way.'

And here’s the proof:

Whatever is, is in God (Pr.15). But God cannot be termed a contingent thing,
for (Pr. 11) he exists necessarily, not contingently. Again, the modes of the divine nature
have also followed from it necessarily, not contingently (Pr.16), and that, too, whether in

1 The Ethics, Part 1, Proposition 29 [henceforth abbreviated as Eth I, Pr.29] The quotations from
The Ethics are from the English translation by Samuel Shirley, ed. and intro. by Seymour Feldman,
Hackett Publishing Company, Indianapolis, Indiana 1992. This quote appears on p. S1.
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so far as the divine nature is considered absolutely (Pr.21) or in so far as it is considered as
determined to act in a definite way (Pr.27). Furthermore, God is the cause of these modes
not only in so far as they simply exist (Cor.Pr.24), but also in so far as they are considered as
determined to a particular action (Pr.26). Now if they are not determined by God (Pr.26),
it is an impossibility, not a contingency, that they should determine themselves. On the
other hand (Pr.27), if they are determined by God, it is an impossibility, not a contingency,
that they should render themselves undetermined. Therefore, all things are determined
from the necessity of the divine nature not only to exist but also to exist and to act in a
definite way. Thus, there is no contingency.”

The negation of contingency is a strategic locus in the battle that Spinoza wages
against the metaphysical and theological traditions: at stake along with it are the problems
of creation, divine freedom, human freedom, responsibility, morality, miracles, and grace.
This is a proposition that gave rise to unprecedented polemical debate, as witnessed by the
scandal it provoked in both his contemporaries and the subsequent philosophical tradition.
With pen in hand as he read Spinozas Posthumous Works (1677), which had just been sent
to him by G. H. Schuller, Leibnizcommented: “The demonstration is obscure and abrupt,
deduced from preceding propositions abrupt, obscure and doubtful.” And he added:

It depends on the definition of contingent, which he has nowhere given. I, with
others, employ the contingent for that the essence of which does not involve existence. In
this meaning, particular things are contingent, according to what Spinoza himself, by Prop.
24. But if you employ contingent according to the custom of certain scholastics, a custom
unknown to Aristotle and [...] to the usage of life, for that which Aappens, so that a reason
can in no way be given why it should occur thus rather than otherwise; the cause of which
also, the requisites as well within as without it having been posited, was equally disposed
toward acting or not acting; I think that such a contingent implies [a contradiction].”

Leibniz states that he understands ‘contingent’ as that whose essence does not
involve existence. According to this meaning, as he rightly points out, things created by
God would also be contingent for Spinoza, who asserts in Part 1 Proposition 24 that “the
essence of things produced by God does not involve existence.” Spinoza seems to use the
term ‘contingent’ in this sense when says that God is not a res contingens; that s, the essence
of God necessarily implies his existence. However, later in the demonstration Spinoza
uses the term ‘contingent’ precisely in the second sense set out by Leibniz, as “that which
happens, so that a reason can in no way be given why it should occur thus rather than
otherwise”; in Spinoza’s terminology, indeterminatus. In this way, he denies the existence of
anything undetermined in nature.

Let us briefly rerace Part 1 of The Ethics to get a view of the path that leads to the
negation of the contingent-undetermined. Once the necessary existence of the substance
(Pr. 7) and the necessary existence of God (Pr. 11) have been posited, Spinoza demonstrates

2 Eth, 1, Pr. 29; p. S1.

3 The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, trans. George Martin Duncan, 2nd ed., Tuttle, Morehouse &
Taylor, New Haven 1908, p. 23.

4 Eth 1, pr. 24; p. 49.
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that there is no other substance than God (Pr. 14), and, therefore, all the things that are.
in God (Pr. 15): things whose efficient and immanent cause (Pr. 18) is God himself (Pr. i».
Cor. I). Once the immanent productivity of God has been posited, there can be nothing
contingent-undetermined in nature:

Proposition 26. A thing which has been determined to act in a particular way has
necessarily been so determined by God; and a thing which has not been determined by
God cannot determine itself to act. [...]

Proposition 27. A thing which has been determined by God to act in a particular
way cannot render itself undetermined.’

The theoretical space of human freedom is completely elided. And yet this
universal determinism is based on a concept of contingency even more radical than the one
proposed by Leibniz in his reading. He proposes to understand as contingent that whose
essence does not involve existence, and in this sense Proposition 24 affirms the contingency
of all things produced by God. However, Proposition 25 goes even further:

God is the efficient cause not only of the existence of things but also of their essence.’

What we have here is a kind of contingency that is even more radical than the
one put forward in Leibnizs definition. In other words, things are not contingent because
their essence does not involve a necessary existence, but because essence itself, along with
existence, depends on God. It is inconceivable without the immanent productivity of God.
Expressed in other terms, there cannot be a possible essence of things, of universal logics,
brought into existence by the immanent divine productivity, because essence is actually
identical with existence.” Pushing the text even further, we might say that essence does not
precede existence but rather, follows it. On this line of reasoning, the Scholium of

Proposition 25 is extremely important:

.from the given divine nature both the essence and the existence of things must be inferred.
In a word, in the same sense that God is said to be self-caused he must also be said to be
the cause of all things.8

Eo sensu, quo Deus dicitur causa sui, etiam omnium rerum causa dicendus est. The key
question is thus: in what sense is God said to be self-caused? In the first definition Spinoza
had written: “By that which is self-caused I mean that whose essence involves existence; or

l’l‘

§ Eth 1,Pr. 26 and 27; p. 50.

6 Eth 1, Pr. 25; p. 49.

7 The second definition of Part 2 established that essence and existence are identical in particular
things: “I say that there pertains to the essence of a thing that which, when granted, the thing is
necessarily posited, and by the annulling of which the thing is necessarily annulled; or that without
which the thing canneither be nor be conceived, and, vice versa, that which cannotbe or be conceived
without the thing (p. 63).” Marilena Chaui rightly notes: “A subversdo espinosiana encontrase no
pequeno e imenso vice versa, pis ¢ esle que determina a identitade da esséncia e da existéncia
singulares, afastando de vez a suposigdo de esséncias universais possiveis a espera de existéncia”
(M. Chaui, “Da metafisica do contingente a ontologia do necessario: Espinosa”, in L.C. Oliva (org.),
Necessidade e contingéncia na modernidade, Sio Paulo, Barcarolla, 2009,, p. 45).

8 Eth 1, 25, Schol; p. 49.

167



spinoza and contingency » morfino

that whose nature can be conceived only as existing.” That which is self-caused seems to
presuppose a relation of logical implication, a logjcal necessity. Based on this definition,
Spinoza concludes in Proposition 7 that “existence belongs to the nature of substance™°
and in Proposition 11 that “God [..] necessarily exists.”"' Spinoza seems here to
demonstrate the existence of God in the tradition of the ontologjcal proof, giving a kind of
logical anteriority to the divine essence, whose list of perfections would necessarily include
existence. So when Spinoza says “in the same sense that God is said to be self-caused he
must also be said to be the cause of all things” what he must mean is that God’s existence is
implied in his essence in the same way the existence of things is implied.

However, in Proposition 20 Spinoza asserts that “God’s existence and his essence
areone and the same.”" In his comment on the demonstration of this proposition, Leibniz
complains of the fact that “the point merely is to prove that the existence and essence of
God are one and the same thing, since the essence of God involves existence” and he adds:
The rest is pompously introduced that it may be fashioned into a sort of demonstration.
Reasonings of this sort are exceedingly common with those who do not possess the true art
of demonstration."

All Spinoza does, then, is repeat himself with some confusion. In actuality, the repetition
givesrise to a significant conceptual shift: essence does not precedeexistence from the logical
point of view, precisely because the logical plane does not exist (this aspect is probably what
the elderly Leibniz did not understand, prompting him to call it “obscure™). What we
witness here is a specular movement that is also the inverse of what Leibniz would later
propose to demonstrate God’s existence, since the first step of his proof requires the logical
possibility of God, which is to say, the uncontradictory character of his essence. Leibniz's
argument goes from logical possibility to essence, and from essence to existence through
a logical implication of the larter in the former (assuming that God is possible, then he
necessarily exists). Spinozas argumentation absorbs essence into existence, by denying the
logic of anteriority of existence with respect to essence: the essence and the existence of God
are one and the same fact. The relationship between essence and existence is the reverse of
Leibniz’s, precisely because there is no logical implication between them, just pure identity.
For Spinoza, essence & not possibility, but power [poenza] as expressed by Proposition 34:

God's power is his very essence.”

9 Eth 1, Def. 1.

10 Eth 1, Pr.7;p. 34.

11 Eth 1, Pr. 11;p. 37.

12 Eth 1, Pr. 20; p. 46.

13 The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, p. 20.

14 “Spinoza went further: he appears to have explicitly taught a blind necessity, having denied to
the Author of Things understanding and will, and assuming that good and perfection relate to us
only, and not to Him. It is true that Spinoza’s opinion on this subject is quite obscure: for he grants
God thought, after having divested him of understanding, cogitationem, non intellectum concedit
(Leibniz, Theodicy, trans. E.M. Huggard, Open Court, La Salle, Illinois, 2005, p. 234).

1S Eth 1, Pr. 34; p. 56.
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Moreover, when he writes in the Appendix to Part [ that “the perfection of things
should be measured solely from their own nature and power; nor are things more or less
perfect to the extent that they please or offend human senses, serve or oppose human
interests” all he is doing is taking this argument to its extreme conclusions, relegating the
traditional concept of perfectio to “modes of imagining [that] denote not the nature of any
thing but only the constitution of the imagination” * and negating the very possibility of a
logical transition from essence to existence through perfection. Perfection is existence itself:
“By reality and perfection I mean the same thing.””

In what sense, then, is God said to be self-caused? Not in the sense that his essence
involves existence, but in the sense that “God’s power whereby he and all things are and
act, is his very essence.”® It could be said that the fact of divine productivity precedes its
essence, and this divine productivity is given; it is perfect insofar as it exists, and not vice
versa."”

Therefore there is no opposition in Spinoza between a necessary thing and a
contingent thing, since the former is defined as that whose essence involves existence,
and the latter as that whose essence does not involve existence (as Leibniz thought). The
same theoretical movement that absorbs the essence of God into his existence-power,
transforming the logical implication of the selfcaused into a fact, absorbs the essence of
things into their existence, making both the essence and the existence of things a product of
the divine power. The necessity that binds the divine essence to its own existence, and to the
essence and existence of things, is not therefore of a logical order. It is rather the necessity
of a fact that establishes the universal determinism, inside which nothing contingent (i.e.,
nothing undetermined) occurs, on the radical contingency of things, if what we mean by
radical contingency is not only the dependence of the existence of things on the system of
divine determination but also their essence.

Things are necessary or impossible
In his comments on Proposition 29, Leibniz criticized Spinoza for not providing a

definition of contingency. It was a hasty reproach, because the first scholium to Proposition
33, in which Spinoza asserts that “things could not have been produced by God in another

16 Eth 1, App.; p. 62.

17 Eth 11, Def. 6; p. 63.

18 Eth 1, 34 Dem.; p. 62.

19 In the Scholium of Proposition 25 quoted above, Spinoza speaks of a “given” divine nature ex
data natura divina. This givenness of the divine nature comes by way of Proposition 11, the proof of
God's existence, in which the traditional concept of perfection is used to demonstrate the necessary
existence of God, by saying that it is absurd to assert of “a Being absolutely infinite and in the highest
degree perfect” that “the cause or reason which would annul his existence” is given in its own nature
“in God” (Eth1, 11, dem. 2; p. 37). Tosuggest a metaphor introduced by Althusser, we could say that
this is the move Spinoza makes to capture the enemy fortress—theology—using its own weapons to
destroy it: that is, once the existence of the supremely perfect being has been posited, he empties this
perfection of all anthropomorphic meaning.
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way or in any other order than is the case” is devoted precisely to defining the contingent:
Since I have here shown more clearly than the midday sun that in things there is absolutely
nothing by virtue of which they can be said to be ‘contingent,” I now wish to explain
briefly what we should understand by ‘contingent’; but I must first deal with ‘necessary’
and ‘impossible.’ A thing is termed ‘necessary’ either by reason of its essence or by reason
of its cause. For a thing’s existence necessarily follows either from its essence and definition
or from a given efficient cause. Again, it is for these same reasons that a thing is termed
‘impossible—that is, either because its essence or definition involves a contradiction or
because there is no external cause determined to bring it into existence. But a thing is
termed ‘contingent’ for no other reason that the deficiency of our knowledge. For if we do
not know whether the essence of a thing involves a contradiction, or if, knowing full well
that its essence does not involve a contradiction, we still cannot make any certain judgment
as to its existence because the chain of causes is hidden from us, then that thing cannot
ever appear to us either as necessary or as impossible. So we term it either ‘contingent’ or
‘possible’ [ideoque eandem vel contingentem vel possibilem vocamus). ®

Spinoza seems to retrace his steps here in order to clarify a few passages.
Something can be termed ‘necessary’ in a logical or causal sense: logical necessity is that
which binds essence to existence, and, as we have seen, in Spinoza this logical necessity
pertains only God; causal necessity is the determination of a thing by God or by another
thing. Similarly, something is said to be ‘impossible’ in a logical sense or in a causal one: the
logical impossibility relates to the essence or to the definition of the thing; while the causal
impossibility involves the absence of a cause which would produce a determined effect.
Given these definitions, a clear distinction arises between the necessary and the logically
impossible versus the necessary and the causally impossible: the former is about God and
chimeras, while the second concerns all things produced by the divine power.
Once these distinctions have been established, Spinoza introduces the definition of
contingency:

[...] a thing is termed ‘contingent’ for no other reason than the deficiency
of our knowledge. On the basis of the previous division between the logical
and causal planes, Spinoza says that this shortcoming in our knowledge
may relate to the logical plane or the causal plane: a thing may be called
contingent, in the first sense, if we are unaware that its essence involves
contradiction; and a thing can be called contingent in a second sense when
we are ignorant of the order of its causes. In both cases we consider things as
contingent or possible due to deficient knowledge.

In this division between the logical and causal planes, the scholium seems to take a step
backwards with respect to the argument we just walked through. This backward step
is taken for a specific polemical reason: Spinoza positions himself on the ground of the

20 Eth 1, 33, Schol; p. 54.
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theological tradition, and it is on this ground, for polemical purposes, that he repeats the
Hobbesian “either-or” argument:?' things are necessary or impossible, and therefore they
could not have been produced by God in any other way. And it is on this plane as well that
the indistinguishability between contingency and possibility makes sense:* these categories
are related to the concept of divine creation, divine freedom (the world is a possible thing
and divine choice is contingent), which Spinoza classifies quite simply under the rubric of
ignorance.

Commenting on Proposition 33, Leibniz writes:

This proposition is true or false according as it is explained. On the
hypothesis of a divine will choosing the best or operating most perfectly,
certainly nothing but these could have been produced; but according to the
nature of things regarded in themselves, things might have been produced
otherwise. Just as we say that the angels confirmed [in holiness] cannot sin,
in spite of their liberty; they can if they will but they do notwill. They may
be able, absolutely speaking, to will it, but in this existing state of affairs they
are not able to will it.??

Leibniz understands perfectly what is at stake in Spinoza’s proposition: the distinction
between potentia Dei absoluta and potentia Dei ordinata, between a power that causes things
contingently and one that legislates, gives rise to an order (so that things are necessary for us,
but possible only for God and are therefore subject toa contingent choice ). This distinction
was openly rejected by Spinoza in his Principles of Cartesian Philosophy in a perspective that
was not yet fully Cartesian, and which was rendered completely meaningless in the Ethics.
Firstly, due to the fact that Spinoza identifies what is “within God’s power™ with what
follows from “the laws of his own nature,” ruling out any difference between porestas and
potentia; and, secondly, that the infinite power of God, acts without intellect or will, since
these “belong to Natura naturata not to Natura naturans™ The negation of any form of

21 Thomas Hobbes, Opera philosophica, (ed.) W. Molesworth, vol. I, Aalen, Scientia, 1961, p. 115,
22 In Definitions 3 and 4 of Part 4 of the Ethics, he provides a distinction between contingency and
possibility, explaining that “In Sch.1,Pr. 33,1, I did not differentiate between possible and contingent
because at that point it was unnecessary to distinguish carefully between them.” (p. 154.) Here are
the definitions: “3. I call individual things contingent in so far as, in attending only to their essence,
we find nothing that necessarily posits their existence or necessarily excludes it. 4.1 call individual
things possible in so far as, in attending to the causes by which they should be brought about, we
do not know whether these causes are determined to bring them about. (Eth IV, Def. 3-4, p. 154)
The distinction here makes sense only on the plane of the imagination (imaginative ignorance);
furthermore, this is the only plane where the proposed notions of ‘essence’ and ‘cause’ exist: it serves
to explain the different affective impact of the imagined res considered as contingent or as possible
(see Eth1V, Pr. 12).

23 The Philosophical Works of Leibnitz, pp. 23-24.

24 Eth 1, pr. 35; p. 194.

25Eth]1, pr. 17; p. 38.

26 Eth 1, pr. 31; p. 266.
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contingency and possibility is therefore a key-point to the refutation of the theological
discourse that Spinoza conducts openly in Scholium 2 of Proposition 33.”

GENEALOGY OF CONTINGENCY

But let us return to the definition of 7es contingens. “But a thing is termed ‘contingent’ for
no other reason that the deficiency of our knowledge.” A defectus nostrae cognitionss. When
the question is expressed in these terms, it might seem that contingency is due to a mere
error, understood as absence of knowledge, a simple deprivation. In reality, behind the
expression defectus cognitionis—which alludes equally to the logical ignorare and to the fact
that the ordb causarum nos latet—is hidden not only an emptiness or a lack, but a fullness
and a power [potenza]. Spinoza writes in the scholium of Proposition 17:

[...] to retain the usual terminology, the affections of the human body whose ideas set forth
external bodies as if they were present to us we shall call images (imagines), although they
do not repreoduce the shape of things. And when the mind regards bodies in this way, we
shall say that it ‘imagines’ (imaginari). At this point, to begin my analysis of error, I should
like you to note that the imaginations of the mind, looked at in themselves, contain no
error; ie. the mind does not err from the fact that it imagines, but only in so far as it is
considered to lack the idea which excludes the existence of those things which it imagines
to be present to itself. For if the mind, in imagining non-existing things to be present to it,
knew at the same time that those things did not exist in fact, it would surely impute this
power of imagining not to the defect but to the strength of its own nature.®

In other words, while the mind is imagining things as being present, if it knew that these
things did not exist, it would never form the idea of contingency. However, says Spinoza,
ordo causarum nos latet. But, once again, it should be noted that this order is not absent due
to a mere lack of knowledge; rather, it is hidden, or better, transformed by the presence of
another order, one through which ideas are linked in memory:

Memory [...] is simply a linking of ideas involving the nature of things outside the human
body, a linking which occurs in the mind parallel to the order and linking of the affections
of the human body. I say, firstly, that it is only the linking of those ideas that involve the
nature of things outside the human body, not of those ideas that explicate the nature of the
said things. For they are in fact (Pr.16,I1) ideas of the affections of the hman body which
involve the nature both of the human body and of external bodies. Secondly, my purpose
in saying that this linking occurs in accordance with the order and linking of the affections
of the human body is to distinguish it from the linking of ideas in accordance with the
order of the intellect whereby the mind perceives things through their first causes, and
which is the same in all men.??

Thus, memory is nothing but a concatenatio of ideas, implicating both the nature of

27 Eth 1, 33, Schol; p. 267
28 Eth, 11, 17, Schol,; p. 78-79.
29 Eth, 11, 18, Schol.; p. 78.
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external things and the nature of the human body (note that they implicate but do not
explicate); and this sequence takes place in the mind according to the order and sequence
of the affections of the body.

This is precisely the mechanism that allows Spinoza to explain the contingency
effect. In Part II Proposition 44, Spinoza states that “It is not in the nature of reason to
regard things as contingent, but as necessary. In the corollary Spinoza gives us the name
of the form of knowledge that engenders contingency: “[...] it follows that it solely results
from imagination (imaginatio) that we regard things, both in respect of the past and of the
future, as contingent.™ Imaginatio sive memoria. And here, in the following scholium,
the genealogy of contingency, produced by the mechanism that links ideas together in the
memory:

I shall explain briefly how this comes about. We have shown above (Pr.17,Il and
Cor.) that although things may not exist, the mind nevertheless always imagines them as
present unless causes arise which exclude their present existence. Further, we have shown
(PR.18,]I) that if the human body has once been affected by two external bodies at the
same time, when the mind later imagines one of them, it will straightway call the other
to mind as well; that is, it will regard both as present to it unless other causes arise which
exclude their present existence. Furthermore, nobody doubts that time, too, is a product
of the imagination, and arises from the fact that we see some bodies move more slowly
than others, or more quickly, or with equal speed. Let us therefore suppose that yesterday
a boy saw Peter first of all in the morning, Paul at noon, Simon in the evening, and that
today he again sees Peter in the morning. From Pr.18,I1 it is clear that as soon as he sees the
morning light, forthwith he will imagine the sun as traversing the same tract of sky as on
the previous day, that is, he will imagine a whole day, and he will imagine Peter together
with momrning, Paul with midday, and Simon with evening; that is, he will imagine the
existence of Paul and Simon with reference to future time. On the other hand, on secing
Simon in the evening he will refer Paul and Peter to time past by imaginingn them alongn
with time past. This train of events will be the more consistent the more frequently he sees
them in that order. If it should at some time befall that on another evening he sees James
instead of Simon, then the following morning he will imagine along with evening now
Simon, now James, but not both together. For we are supposing that he has seen only one
of them in the evening, not both at the same time. Therefore his imagination will waver,
and he will imagine, along with a future evening, now one, now the other; that is, he will
regard neither of them as going to be there for certain, but both of them contingently. The
wavering of the imagination occurs in the same way if the imagination be of things which
we likewise regard with relation to past or present time, and consequently we shall imagine
things, as related both to present and past or future time, as contingent.*

The ‘contingency effect’ thus depends on the fluctuation of the imagination between two

30 Eth |, Pr. 44; p. 92.
31 Eth 1,44 Cor.; p. 92.
32 Eth, 11, 44 Schol.; pp. 92-93.
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forms of orders of the mnemonic linking, which appear to us as laws of the development
of the temporal sequence of the body's encounters. Contingency would thus be an
imaginary infringement of an order that is also imaginary (since it is founded on the
illusory assumption that a relationship exists between the successive encounters of the body
and the succession of moments in the day), whose necessity is produced by the order of the
linkings of the affections of the body: an order which implicates but does not explicate the
complexity of reality.» What Spinoza illustrates in the scholium is not simply the imaginary
nature of any form of contingency, but also that it is dependent on an imaginary form of
necessity as well: one that takes the linking of the affections of the body for the nexus
causarum; that is, for the ordo et connexio rerum, a complex web of which the mnemonic
concatenatio is an effect that at the same time offers a simplified cognitive scheme of reality
and produces a misconception of its complexity. This form of linking turns the body’s
encounters with surrounding bodies (“the fortuitous encounters with things”) into some
sort of necessary order, the ordo communis naturae, according to which the mind “does not
have an adequate knowledge of itself, nor of its body, nor of external bodies, but only a
confused and fragmentary knowledge.”

THE CONTINGENCY OF FORM

To briefly summarize the route we've taken thus far, on one line of reasoning, things
are not contingent for Spinoza because they are undetermined and this means that any
room for freedom, understood as free will, is negated. On a second line of thought—
the Leibnizian one—things are not contingent because they do not have an essence in
which existence is not involved prior to existence itself; essence as much as existence both
depend on God: in other words, essence only arises post festum, with existence itself, and
this makes the regnum idearum of the divine understanding vanish into thin air (or better
yet, into the imagination). Finally, things are not contingent in a third sense (suggested by
Schopenhauer in his On the Freedom of the Will, which we can usefully introduce here to
help clarify the matter) according to which events belonging to different causal sequences
would be relatively contingent, not because, as in Leibniz, all the sequences are mutually
expressed, but because the concept of immanent causality prohibits us from conceiving
independent causal sequences, since every form of linear causality must be conceived
under the primacy of the immanent divine causality. This third line of thought brings
the question of necessity into play. Now, if Spinoza denies the contingency of things

33 In this regard, Pierre Macherey rightly noted that “what is contingent is not the event considered
in itself, but the link established in the imagination between its occurrence and points of reference
to which, in reality, are completely foreign to it” (P. Macherey, Introduction a I’Ethique de Spinoza,
11, Paris, PUF, 1997, p. 344).

34 Eth 11,29 Schol.; p. 84.

35 For more on this point, please see V. Morfino, “L’evoluzione della categoria di causalita in
Spinoza,” Rivista di storia della filosofia, 2 (1999), pp. 239-254.
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according to the arguments that we have laid out, he also denies their necessity, along the
lines established by the ordo communis naturae, which takes the order of the fortuitous
encounter with things, recorded by the mnemonic sequence and projected onto the time
line, as the ordo and connexio of things: it mistakes the imaginary order for the real order.
Now, beyond contingency and necessity as understood in these senses, perhaps there opens
up in Spinoza the possibility of conceiving a radical contingency of things. As we've said,
they depend on the divine power in terms of both their essence and their existence. Is this
the same radical contingency of things that could be attained by rejecting the distinction
between divine intellect and will and between potentia aboluta and potentia ordinata; a
radical contingency consequent to the fact that God can create or annihilate all things
at any time? Any talk about radical contingency in Spinoza cannot be framed using
the theological model of the vertical relationship between the divine choice and the res
singularis. In Spinoza, the radical contingency of things arises in the horizontal relationship
between the things themselves: in fact, immanent causality never acts in person (otherwise
it would be transitive), but always through the interweaving of the finite causes. This means
that God does not produce the essence and existence of things in a linear fashion, but
rather, he produces each one through a complex intertwining of causes: in other words, the
essence and existence of all things appears within a complex, causal network that cannot
be reduced to alogical necessity (i.e., a logical sequitur that would deduce every individual
event from first principles); or to a linear necessity in which the essence and existence of
the thing would be a simple link in the causal chain. Spinoza’s notion of necessity forces
us to conceive of things—their essence and their existence—within a complex web of
determinations that traverse them and, ultimately constitute them, in their being thus and
not otherwise (or to be more precise, in their being simply thus, “sic,” since “otherwise,” as
in Leibniz, refers to a regio idearum that does not exist in Spinoza).

Let us go back to the passage in the Scholium to Proposition 25 that we already read, but
this time reading it along with its corollary: [...] in the same sense that God is said to be
self-caused he must also be said to be the cause of all things. This will be even clearer from
the following Corollary.

Corollary. Particular things are nothing but affections of the attributes of God;
that is, modes wherein the attributes of God find expression in a definite and determinate
way. %

God produces himself in the same sense in which he produces things. These
things produced by God are modes and by ‘mode’ Spinoza means id quod in dlio est, per
guod etiam concipitur, what is in another and is conceived through another. This being in
another does not mean standing inside something—substance understood as a container.
Rather, it alludes to being inherendy relative, to referring to something else, a cum tangere,
in the double sense of ‘relating 0 and ‘happening’ or ‘occurring.” However, this other is
never absolute, but is itself a system of relations (in whose necessity substance consists).

36 Eth 1, 25, Schol and Cor; p. 49.
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It is a complex system divided into various levels, if we consider the fact that each mode
exists within a complex web of horizontal relations (to simplify, of relations with its
environment), but at the same time vertical ones, to the extent that each mode is at the
same time a compound of modes, and enters into the compositions of other modes. Each
mode is then radically contingent, precisely because the essence and existence of each one
comes into being and can only be conceived within this complex web that is the constandy
changing and never definitively completed effect of the divine self-production.

This means that the particular thing is contingent not only in the sense that is
contingent in its emergence, its duration, and its dissolution, but above all that its form is
contingent. In other words, the existence of any form, including that of the human being,
is necessary only post festum and this necessity has nothing essential about it—i.e., it is not
the realization ofa pre-existing essence. Rather, it depends solely on the complex web that
produced its emergence: The being of substance does not pertain to the essence of man; i.e.
substance does not constitute the form of man.”

3T Eth 11, Pr. 10; p. 69.
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Spinozada insan dogasinin
tarih ve siyasetle iligkisi
Mustafa Yildz

Bir Spinoza okumasinda insani celbeden en 6nemli husus, onun felsefi sorunlar: ¢6zmede
dogay! temele alma cabast oldugu sdylenebilir. Onun bu tavrinin geleneksel anlamda
insant doganin digina yerlegtiren anlayigla kargilagtirinca en azindan ekolojik anlamda ne
kadar 6nemli oldugu agtkur. Bu 6nem, 6zelde ise, siyasetin ilkelerini belirlemek agisindan
giiniimilz felsefesi icin de gegerliligini siirdiirmekedir. Oyle ki Spinoza, siyaseti bir yandan
dogal ilkelere baglamaya, diger yandan da insan: etkin dogaya sahip bir varlik olarak ele
alarak agiklamaya caligr. Bunu yaparken de birey, toplum ve devlet arasinda dogal ve
kendiliginden bir iliskinin oldugunu giindeme getirir.

Nitekim Etska'nin kurgusal diizenine bakildiginda, tanrinin/doganin evrensel
belirlenimi ve nitelikleri ile baglayan ifadelerin sistematik bir bicimde insain dogadaki
yeri ve dogal belirlenimiyle ilgili ifadelere dogru ilerledigi goriiliir. Bagka bir deyigle bu eser,
dogadan ve dogal zorunluluk alanindan insana ve insanin 6zgirlik imkéanina dogru gelisir.
Iste Spinozanin en 6zgiin yoniiniin de zorunlulukla ozgiirlik arasindaki iliskiyi kurma
bicimde oldugu soylenebilir. O bir yandan Descartestan kaynak alarak doga olaylarinin
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birbirine zorunlu bir bigimde ve nedensellik bagiyla baglandif mekanik doga anlayst
benimsemekte, diger yandan ise boylesi bir dogada insanin 6zgiirliigiinii temellendirmeye
¢alismakradir. Descartesin sorunu ¢ozmek igin ortaya koydugu madde ile diigiince
yasalarinin birbirinden ayr oldugu yoniindeki diialist savi, Spinoza igin yeterli degildir.
Ciinkii ona gore hicbir tekil varlik evrenin sarsilmaz diizeninden bagimsiz degjldir ve ondan
ayrilmaz. Oyleyse insan icin gerek bedeni ya da maddesi, gerekse de zihni ya da diisiinmesi
agisindan doganin bir parcasi olmamast ve doga diizenine uymamasi imkénsizdir.! Bu
agidan insan dogasi kavrami da, insanin dogadaki etki ve edilgilerinin tiimiinii igerir
nitelikte, doganin bir pargast olduguna isaret eder.

Su var ki Etikadaki determinist anlayis, insanin doga ya da tarih karsisinda higbir
giiciiniin olmadig1 anlamina m1 gelmektedir? Doga felsefesi agisindan tiim doga olaylari
zorunly, insan da bu dogal zorunluluga bagli ise, bireyin tarih icinde eylemlerinin degeri
nedir? Siyaset felsefesi agisindan tarihi ve toplumu degistirmeye yonelik her eylem bos bir
¢aba olmanin tesine gegmeyecek midir? Dahasi bu tiir bir diigiince siyasi emperyalizme
bir megruiyet yolu agmaz m1?

Tim bu sorular doganin evrensel giiciinii tiim tekil nesnelerin giciiniin
toplamiyla 6zdeglegtirerek doganin giicii ile insanin giicii arasinda kurulan ince bagla
qoziiliir. Spinoza’ya gore insan doganin bir pargast oldugu 6lsiide, doganin giiciiniin de bir
pargasint olusturur. Buradan da her bireyin kendi dogasinin yasalarina gore yapug; her seyi
doganin egemen haklu uyarinca yapug) ve doga iizerinde giicii dlgiisiinde hakki oldugu
sonucu ¢ikar.”

Makyavelist olarak da nitelenebilecek olan, gii¢ ile hak arasinda kurulan bu
iliskinin etik ve siyasal alana yansimasinda insani rahatsiz eden igerik, dogal durumun
insani diizlemde tarihsel bir gergekliginin olmamastyla goziiliir. Bagka bir deyigle insani
diizlemde iyi ve kotiiniin bulunmadigi bir dénem varsa bile, bunu tarih 6ncesi olarak
nitelemek uygun olur. Spinoza’nin betimledig bigimde doga durumu, tarihsel bir gergekligi
ifade etmez. Daha da agikasi tarih, ancak iyi ile ktiiyii belirleyecek bir siyasal bir diizenin
kurulmastyla s6z konusu edilebilir.

Béylece Spinoza, skolastik felsefenin insan dogasini kétilleyerek, onun dogustan
getirdigi giinaha dikkat gekerek olusturdugu etik degerlerin oldugu 6liide Baconci
anlamda hicbir yerde var olamayan bir “insan dogas’’ni yiiceltip bilgiyi de dogaya
hitkmetmek ve onu denetim altina almayla 6zdeglegtiren “filozoflar”in da kargisinda yer
alir.> Nitekim her iki yaklagim bigiminin ortak nokrasi, insani “bir krallik icindeki bagka
bir krallk” olarak gérmeleridir. Buna karsin Spinoza, doga ile insan arasindaki uyuma
dikkat geker. Bu uyumu anlamak igin de gerekli olan ey, matemariksel diisiinmedeki zihin
6zgiirligiini bu alanda da gegerli kilmakur.! Bunun anlami ise, upk: bir matematiksel

1 Spinoza, Etika IV, gev. Hilmi Ziya Ulken, (istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1965), 366.

2 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus 11-4, gev.: Murat Ersan, (Ankara Dost Kitabevi Yay., 2007). 16;
Spinoza, Teolojik-Politik inceleme, XVI, ev.: Cemal Bali Akal, Reyda Ergiin, (Ankara: Dost
Kitabevi Yay., 2010), 230-231.

3 Spinoza, TP I-1, 11

4 Spinoza, TP I-4, 13.
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denklemin gerektirdigi sonucun bizim arzulanmizdan bagimsiz olmasi gibi, insani da ayni
matematiksel nesnellikle ele almak gerekrigidir.

Bu agidan Spinoza'min ele aldig en temel sorun, insan eylemlerin belirleyen
nedenleri matematiksel bir agikhikla belirlemekdir. Bu sorun baglaminda Spinoza ilkin,
klasik felsefe geleneginin insai “akil” ve “6zgiir irade”yle tanimlayan insan anlayigini
yadstyarak, siyasetin dogal ilkelerden hareketle kurulmasi gerektigi yoniinde bir bakig
agisi geligtirir. Tkinci adiminda ise iyi ya da korii olarak nitelemeksizin dogal haliyle tiim
eylemlerimizi belirleyen dogal bir ilkenin olup olmadigini belirleme yoluna gider. Spinoza
bu ilkeyi bir doga yasasi olarak gordiigii conatus olarak belirler. Her tekil varligin kendi
var olugunu siirdiirmek icin gosterdigi caba olarak ramimlanabilecek olan conatus}’ o
varigin bilfiil 6ziinii olugturur.6 Dolayisiyla insan dogasi da, kendi varligini siirdiirmek icin
gosterdigi cabayla tanimlanabilir. Bu anlamda conatus insan dogasinin zorunlulugunu ifade
eden evrensel bir ilkedir.

Bu agidan Etika'nin I11. bolimiiniin hemen baginda skolastik felsefe anlayigina
yonelttigi elegtiri temelinde Spinoza, insan dogasindan kaynaklanan higbir eylemi bir
koritliik olarak gormedigi gibi insan dogasinin da bir kotiiliik olarak nitelendirilemeyecegini
ifade eder. Ciinki ister akul kaynakl ister tutku kaynakli olsun her insan eyleminin amaci
varligini koruma abasidir.®

Boylece Sinozanin felsefesinde insan, daha sonra Fichte'yi haber verircesine
conatusilkesi geregince oncelikle eyleyen bir varlik olarak gériiliir. Buna kargin Spinoza'nin
sert elegtirilerine hedef olan Platon-Aristoteles cizgisindeki felsefe geleneginde eylemin
degeri ikincildir. Ciinkii en yitksek erdem teori etkinligidir. Diger erdemler ise, diisiincenin
beden iizerindeki zaferinin sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Dolayisiyla teori hayat iizerine
yogunlasan bu hayat goriisiinde bedensel istekler ve hatta bedensel eylemler agag
konumundan dolay: diigiinceye engel olan, bu yiizden de basurilmasi gereken giigler olarak
gorilliir. Bu ise tarihi duraganlagtran ve hatta yok sayan bir anlayigt dogurur. Oysa Spinoza
bedenden gelen zorunluluklara gozlerini kapamadig: gibi onlarin gerekirdigi kosullarla
uyumlu yagamanin yolunu arar. Sonugta bunlar bireysel hayata oldugu dlgiide topluma
da yon vermekeedir. Oyleyse varligimizi siirdiirmek icin onlari hesaba katmak gerekir. Bu
ise onlarla cebellesmekle degil, kendi dogamiza uygun bir bigimde onlari kullanmakla
gergeklegir. Iste bu da tarihin yapici 6gesidir.

Bu baglamda Spinoza'nin ele aldig bir diger sorun, conatus ilkesinin geregiolarak
insanin varhigini korumak igin gergekten yararh olan geyi belirlemeketir. Bu sorun agisindan
Spinoza, yararlihk ilkesini insan varliginin en iyi pargasi olarak gérdiigii anlama yetisinin
yetkinlestirilmesinde bulundugunu ifade eder® Bu agidan bakildiginda Spinoza'nin insanin
dogustan getirdigi dogasina ek olarak, kazanmasi gereken ikinci bir insan dogasindan s6z

«

ettigi disiiniilebilir. Frikada “yetkinlik” ve “eksiklik” kavramlarini ele alirken fistii ortiili

5 Spinoza, Etika Iil, 6. Onenne, 173.

6 Spinoza, Etika II1, 7. Onenne, 174.

7 Spinoza, TP 111-18, 32.

8 Spinoza, TP 11-6, 17-18; Etika IlI, Onséz, 160
9 Spinoza, TTP, 97.
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olarak igledigi bu konu ézellikle Anlama Yetisinin Lilestirilmesi Uzerine adli eserde agikliga
kavusur. Spinoza'nin bu eserde ifade ettigi {izere, insanin zayiflig1 kendi diisiincesi iginde
doganin yetkin diizenine erisememekle birlikte, yine de kendisi igin sahip oldugundan ok
daha saglam bir insan dogasi tasarlar ve bunu amag olarak belirler."

Buanlamda insanin bagtaanlama yetisi olmak tizere kendi dogasini yetkinlegtirme
¢abast ve bu ugurda akil diisturuna gore hayauni yonetmesi var olan dogasina alternatif
degildir. Bilakis var olan dogal donamminin geregidir. Conatus ilkesinin geregi olarak,
iyilik ve koriliik de bu gabaya yapug; katkiya gore belirlenir."! Ciinkii Spinoza ilkin
bizim dogamzla uyusan seylerin zorunlu olarak faydali ve bu nedenle de iyi; buna kargihk
dogamizla uyusmadig siirece de kotii ve zararl oldugunu ifade eder.'> Daha sonra da, amag
olarak belirledigimiz yetkin insan dogasi modeline bizi gittike daha gok yaklagtirdigin:
kesinlikle bildigimiz araglarin iyi; tersine bu modeli meydana ikarmaya engel oldugunu
kesinlikle bildigimiz seylerin ise kotii oldugunu belirtir."* Béylece neyin iyi ve neyin kétii
olduguna yonelik 6lci, bir seyin insan dogastyla uyusup uyugmasi, daha da 6nemlisi yetkin
insan dogas modeline yaklastirip yaklasurmamasidir. Bu da eyleme giiciinii arturan ya da
gelistiren geyin iyi, eyleme giiciine engel olan ya da azaltan seyin kétii olmasi anlamina
gelir.

Spinozanin bu iddiasinin betimleyici oldugu kadar normatif oldugu agikur.
Ciinkii bu yetkin insan dogasi modeli dogada agik bir bigimde bulunmayip daha ok bizim
akla dayali arzularimiz temelinde olugturulur. Bagka bir deyisle Spinoza akla ve bilgiye
dayalr bir yetkin insan modeli 6nerir.”® Burada sunu belirtmek gerekir ki Spinoza insani
dogadan ayirmamaya 6zen gosterse de, insani alanda ortaya gikan bir iistiinliige dikkat
gekmekeedir. Bu istiinlitk conarusun akl ile ilgisinden kaynaklanur. Bu bakimdan insanin
conatusu, doganin, istemenin ve aklin uyumlu birligidir. Ozce s6ylemek gerekirse bu ikinci
tiirden insan dogasi, dogal diizenle biligsel diizeydeki birlige isaret eder. Dolayisiyla en
yiiksek amag, diiiincelerin diizen ve baglanusinin doganin diizen ve baglanusiyla Gzdeg
kilinmasidir.' Insan dogasinin yetkinlegmesi de bu diigiinsel birlige ulagma anlamina gelir.
Buna gére iyinin ve kétiiniin oldugu dlgiide, yetkin olan ile eksik olanin anlami da insanin
amag olarak belirledigi nedene gore agiga gikacakur. Nitekim dogadaki higbir nesne ya
da olay kendi bagina ele alindiginda yetkin ya da eksik, iyi ya da kotil, giizel ya da girkin
olarak nitelenemez. Ftika'min 1. béliimiiniin ekinde ortaya koydugu iizere doganin belirli
bir amaci oldugu sanisina yol agan tiim deger yargilari insan zihninin iiriiniidiir. Oyleyse
burada yetkinlik ve eksiklik kavramlarinin upk: iyi ve kétii kavramlarinda oldugu gibi

10 Benedict de Spinoza, On the Improvement of the Understanding, Translated from the Latin: R.
H. M. Elwes, (New York: Dover Publications), 6.

11 Spinoza, Etika 11, 6. Onerme, 173.

12 Spinoza, Etika IV, 31. Onerme ve sonucu, 304-305.

13 Spinoza, Etika IV, Onsoz, 273.

14 Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza-Pratik Felsefe, ev. Ulus Baker, (Istanbul: Norgunk Yay., 2005), 70.
15 Matthew J. Kisner, Spinoza on Human Freedom, (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2011), 97-98.

16 Spinoza, Etika I, 7. Onerme, 86.
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insani alana 6zgi ve goreceli oldugunu belirtmek gerekir.”

Su var kisiyasal hayat gorecelilik iizerine kurulamaz. Ciinkii gorecelilik toplumsal
bir karmagayr dogurur. Oyleyse siyasal alanda gorecelik batagindan kurrulmanin yolu,
bireyin birey olarak amagladif yetkinlik diizeyini olabildigince genis bir toplumsalliga
yaymakur."® Boylece Spinoza, her tekil varligin oldugu gibi insan dogasinin da temel ilkesi
olarak gordiigii conatusu toplumsal diizZleme wgir. Dolayisiyla Spinozaya gore siyaset,
conatus'un toplumsal diizlemdeki karsiligy; tarih ise bu evrensel ilkenin siireg igerisindeki
agthm olarak yorumlanabilir.

Bu anlamda Spinozamin insanin dogast ile ilgili belirlemelerini Aristoteles'le
bulugruran nokt, insanin dogal durumda kendi kendisinin efendisi olamayacag igin
toplumsalliginin da kendi dogasinin bir pargasi oldugunu kabul etmesidir.” Agikgasi
Spinoza, upk Aristoteleste oldugu gibi, insam: doga olarak toplumsal bir varlik, toplumsal
iligkileri de dogal iliskiler olarak goriir. Bagka bir deyisle, insanin toplumsalligi onun
dogasinin bir zorunlulugudur.

Buna ek olarak Spinoza, insanin toplumsalligina conatus ilkesinin geregi olan
yukarida dile getirdigimiz yararhlik diigiincesini katar. Nitekim bireyin varligin siirdiirmesi
ve anlama yetisini yetkinlestirmesi bu ugurda kendisine yararl olan geyleri kazanmasina
baglidir. Ftikada ortaya konuldugu bigimde gerek tarihsel deneyimler gerekse de akil
yiiriitme yoluyla agikea goriilebilecek olan tek tek bireylerin birbiriyle uyugmastyla elde
edecekleri bu dogal yarar, onlarin birbiriyle anlagip giiglerini birlegtirmeleriyle iktidarlarinin
artacag) ve bdylece doga iizerinde tek baglarina sahip olduklarindan daha fazla haklarinin
olmasidir. Oyle ki, bu sekilde bir beden/corpus iginde bir araya gelebilenlerin sayst ne kadar
fazla olursa, ortak olarak o kadar gok hakka sahip olacaklardir.®

Bu agidan ayni dogaya sahip bireylerin birlegmesi bir gii¢ katlanmasini ifade eder.
Bu ise insana insandan daha faydali bir geyin olmamasi anlamina gelir. Bagka bir deyigle
tiim bireylerin her konuda biitiin ruhlan ve bedenleriyle sanki tek bir ruh ve tek bir beden
olacakmug gibi uyusmalarindan ve hepsinin birden varliklarini korumaya ¢alismalarindan,
hepsindeortakolan yarar: hepsinin birden aramasindan daha iyi bir sey yoktur.? Bu durum
bir toplumun giiciiniin onu olusturan bireylerin giiciiyle baglanult oldugu sonucunu
dogurur.2?

Ancak burada bireylerin hangi yonleriyle ayni dogaya sahip oldugunu belirlemek
gerekmekeedir. Bu anlamda Spinoza upki bireysel dzgiirlitk ve dogaya uygun yasamanin
oldugu gibi, toplumsal uzlagma zemininin biricik kogulunun da akla gore yagamak
oldugunu ileri siirer.”’ Etikadaki toplumsal uzlasmanin olanagina yonelik bu énermeden
Spinoza bireyin ancak akil diisturuna gore yasadiginda kendi 6ziiniin yasalarina gore

17 Raphael Demos, “Spinoza’s Doctrine of , Privation”, Philosophy, Vol. 8 No. 30. (Apr., 1933), p.
155

18 Benedict de Spinoza, On the Improvement of the Understanding, p. 6

19 Spinoza, TP, II-15, VI-1, 5. 21, 41.

20 Spinoza, TP, 11-13, 15, s. 20, 21.

21 Spinoza, Etika, 1V, Onerme: 18in scoliesi, s. 295.

22 Etienne Balibar. Spinoza ve Siyaset, gev. Sanem Soyarslan, (istanbul Otonom Yay., 2010), 82.
23 Spinoza, Etika IV, 35. Onerme, 309
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yasadig! ve yalniz bu 6lgiide bagka bir bireyin dogast ile zorunlu olarak uyugstugu sonucunu
¢ikarir. Buradan gikarilacak ikinci sonug ise, toplum iginde her bir bireyin kendisine faydali
olan: aradiginda digerlerine de faydali olmasidir.”

Béylece ayni 6nermeye distiigii notta Spinoza, tarihsel deneyimin tanikligina
bagvurarak her ne kadar akil diisturuna gére yagamanin toplumsal gergeklik iginde nadir
oldugu goriilse de, insann insan igin bir tanr: oldugunu ileri siirer.” Bu agidan bakildiginda
Spinoza, birey ile digerleri arasinda hukukun saf bigimi bakimindan bir aynm gézetmez.
Her bir birey, bir digerini esiti olarak tanimasini saglayan akil yasalarina gore davranmak
durumundadir. Kant'in deyimiyle her bir birey “insanlig1” bir digerinde tanir.” Bu nokta
Spinoza’yt Hobbesdan ayiran en 6nemli goriigtiir. Hobbes'a gore doga durumundan sivil
duruma gegis herkesin herkese diigman oldugu bir korku alanindan herkesin tiim dogal
gii¢lerini egemene devretmesiyle olugan bir itaat ve yiikiimliilik alanina dogru gelisir. Oysa
Spinozada ise bu gegis herkesin giiclerinin birlegmesi olarak tanimlanabilecek yardimlagma
idesi altndaki bir 6zgiirliik ve yetkinlik durumu olarak ortaya konulur.” Yine bu agidan
Spinoza Jean-Jacques Rouuseau’ya daha yakindir. $u aynmla ki Descartes'in etkisiyle doga
durumu ile sivil durum arasinda kargithk goren Rousseau, FEmile nin baginda, Tanri'nin
elinden gikuginda her seyin iyi olup insanin elinde yozlagtigin ileri siirmekle kotiiligiin
tarih 6ncesi bir “diisiis’e degil, tarihe ickin olduguna, yani toplumlagmayla birlikte ortaya
¢ikugina isaret eder® Bu yiizden ¢6ziim de “ilk giinahin teolojik yorumlarinda degil,
tarihte aranmalidir. Doga durumunda iyi ve 6zgiir bir yabani olarak gériilen birey, toplum
tarafindan bencil ve saldirgan, kendi dogasina yabancilagms bir varliga doniisiir. Dolayisiyla
toplumsal klelikten yeniden 6zgirliige gesmenin kogulu, bireylerin tiim giig ve haklarin:
hep birlikte genel iradeye bagl kilmastyla toplumun kendini doniigtiirmesidir.”” Spinoza da
bu baglamda insanlarin uyumlu bir birlik olacak sekilde akil diisturuna gore yetkin insan
dogast tasarimina ulasuracak olan siyasal kogullarin yaraulmasi yoniinde bir toplumsal
doniigiimii ongoriir. Bunun tarih iginde gergeklesmesinin imkan: ise, bu ugurda bireylerin
tim dogal gii¢ ve haklarini kendisine devrettigi devletin var olmasidr.

Tim bu goriiglerinde Spinoza'min bireyi ve devleti egdeger 6lgiide bir birlik
olarak kavrama abasi gorebiliriz. Onun metafizik ve etik goriislerinde 5nemli bir yeri olan
giiglerin birlegmesi diisiincesi, siyaset felsefesinde de devleti bireysel giiclerin birligi olarak
yorumlamastyla ortiigiir. Bu bakimdan bireysel biitiinliik ile devletin biitiinligi birbirine
koguttur.®

Bu durumun siyasal agidan 6nemi bireylerinayni etkinlikte birlesmesiyle devletin

24 Spinoza, Etika 1V, 35. Onermenin sonucu, 310-311.

25 Spinoza, Etika IV, 35. Onermenin scoliesi, 311-312.

26 Miguel Vatter; “Strauss and Schmitt as Readers of Hobbes and Spinoza™, New Centennial Review
4:3,(2004), 166-167.

27 Savas Ergiil; “Hobbes ve Spinoza: Siyasetin Yerini Belirlemeye Dair iki Girisim”, Felsefe-Logos,
Yil: 15, Sayt: 40, istanbul 2011, 40.

28 Jean Jacques Rousseau, Emile, gev.: Ulkii Akagiindiiz, (istanbul: Selis Yay., 2003), 11.

29 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Toplum Sézlesmesi, gev.: Alpagut Erenulug, (Ankara: Oteki Yay., 1999),
47

30 Spinoza, TTP 111, 84. TP [I-21, 23; TP 11-2,25-26. TP III-5, 27, TP VIi-22, 63.
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tikel bir varlik olarak kavranmasina olanak saglamasidir. Bu goriisleriyle Spinoza'nin siyasal
oznelligin ilk teorisyenlerinden biri oldugu disiiniilebilir. Devletin giicii bireylerinde
ickindir. Devletin ve kurumlarinin tarihi bireylerin tarihiyle e zamanl: geliir. Dolayisiyla
Spinoza, Descartes ve Hobbesdan daha agik ve koklii bir bigimde, bireysel ozgiirliigiin
yetkin bir bigimde kurulmasi ve korunmasinin devletin basarisina bagli oldugunu,
devletin de ancak bireysel giilerin toplanip birbiriyle kaynasmastyla uygun bir bigimde
kurulabilecegini agiklar. Bu yiizden sivil toplum, bireylerin ve devletin ayn: eylemde
birlesmesi ile olusur. Dolayisiyla Spinozamin diigiincesinde sivil toplum ve devlet
birbirinden ayn kavramlar olarak diisiiniilemez.”

Béylelikle, eger nesnelerin dogal diizeninin bilgisi temel alinarak insanin dogal
donanimi ve yetileri ile kargilagurlacak olursa bu ikinci tiren “yetkin insan dogasi’ni
kazanmanin tarihsel ve toplumsal kogullari belirlenmis olur. Buradan s6ziinii ettigimiz ikinci
tirden insan dogasinin birincisinden farkli olarak bireylerin dogal giiclerinin kendisine
devredildigi yetke olarak devletin varligtyla birlikte ortaya gikabilecegi sonucuna ulasilir
Béylece yoneten ve yonetilen herkesin dogal yatkinliklariyla degil, aklin buyruklariyla
yasamak zorunda oldugu siyasal durum ortaya tkmis olur.”

Bu siyasal durum iginde her bir birey yetkinlesme yoluyla ikinci bir dogaya
ulasmak igin var olan dogal hak ve giclerini devlete devretmek zorundadir. Ciinkii dogal
durum her bir bireyin giicii 6lgiisiinde yapabilecegini yapma konusunda higbir yasak
getirmemekle birlikte, arzu nesnesinin ayni olmast ve bagkalarinin yapabilecekleri ile bireyin
yapabileceklerinin ayni yerde kargilagmasi durumunda bir causmanin ortaya gikmasi
kaginilmazdir.” Bu yiizden dogal durumda ézgirliik, gausma ve nefret, hile ve aldatma,
giivensizlik ve korku altinda bigimlenmistir. Dolayisiyla giivenlik ve bayindirlik iginde
yasamak igin her bir bireyin dogal hakkinin topluca kullanilmast ve bu hakkin aruk bireyin
giicii ve iradesince degil topluca herkesin giicii ve iradesince belirlenmesi saglanmalidir.*
Ancak boylesi bir toplumda bireyler dogal oldugu élgiide esit olmakla birlikte, bars ortam
icinde kendi bireysel yetkinliklerini kazanma olanag; bulurlar*

Hukuk felsefesi agisindan bu durum, hukukun dstiinliigii ilkesinin her bir
bireyin digerlerini 6zgiir ve egit olarak tanimasina olanak verdiginden dolay, bu tiir bir
ilke tizerine kurulmug olan devletin ayni zamanda bireylerin birbirini asag ya da tistiin
olarak diigiinmesinden kaynaklanabilecek olasi bir diigmanliktan uzaklagtirict bir islevinin
olmasi gerekrigini gosterir.* Insanin birinci dogasinda var olan esitsizlikler, ikinci dogasinin
olusabilmesi icin gerekli olan devlet sayesinde ortadan kaldirilir. Birey devlete dogal
haklarini devretmekle yetkinlesmesinin 6niindeki engelleri ortadan kaldirmus olur.

31 Scott Newton, “Constitutionalism and Imperialism Sub Specie Spinozae”, Law Critique,
Volume: 17 (Springer 2006), 337.

32 Spinoza, TP VI-3, 42.

33 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset, 80.

34 Spinoza, TTP XV, 232.

35 Tomaz Mastnak, “Spinoza: Democracy and Revelation”, Filozofski Vestnik, Volume/Letnik
XXIX, Number/Stevilka 2, 2008, 38.

36 Miguel Vatter; “Strauss and Schmitt as Readers of Hobbes and Spinoza™, 167.
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Buna bagli olarak devletin gergek amaci yurttaglarin var olma ve yetkinlesme
¢abasini miimkiin olan en iyi bigimde korumak, zihinsel ve bedensel eyleme giiglerinin
arturmasini saglayacak bir ortak yagam alani olusturmakur. Bireylerin dogal halkdanm
devlete devretmesi, daha giivenli ve dolayistyla daha 6zgiir bir ortam arayigindan, bu devir
ile birlikte kendisinin daha yetkin bir dogaya ulasacagim diisiinmesinden kaynaklarur. Bu
amaca ulagmak igin gerekli olan araglarin bir kismu bireyin kendi dogasinda igkin olarak
varsa da, yani bunlann elde edilmesi yalnizca bireysel giiciimiize, salt insan dogasinin
yasalarina bagl: ise de, giivenlik i¢inde yagamaya ve bedenimizi korumaya yonelik araglar
digsal nedenlerin y6netimine baglidir.’” Bdylece Spinoza sosyal ve siyasal kosullar bireyin
yetkinligine yapugs katki gercevesinde ele alir. Oyle ki devletin islevi ve basarisi da, bireylerin
etkin giiglerinin artmasina gore olgiiliir.

Iste bu agidan sorun bu devrin kime ve ne dlgiide olacagidir. Tarihsel siiregte
bireyin dogal giiglerinin devriyle ilgili ortaya gikan monarsi, aristokrasi ve demokrasi olmak
tizere {ig tiir yonetim bigimi iginde,”® Spinoza'min tercihi, gaginin genel monarsik ruhuna
aykiri olarak demokerasidir. Ciinkii en dogal ve doganin insanlara tanidif Gegirliige en
yakin y6netim bigimi olarak demokraside hig kimse dogal hakkini, gelecekte her tiirlii
tarugmanin disinda kalacak bir tarzda bagkasina devretmez. Tam tersine, her bir birey onu
kendisinin de bir pargast oldugu toplumun biitiiniine devreder. Boylece herkes daha 6nce
dogal halde oldugu gibi esit kalir.”

Bu bakimdan monargik yonetimlerin egemen olmaya bagladig: bir donemde
Spinoza, Ronesans'in 6zgiirlikeii ruhunu yeniden dile getirerek, Avrupa kiiltiiriine Eski
Yunan disiincesinin Ortagag’ asarak kendilerine gelen gergek mirasinin sanat alaniyla
sinirh olmayip bir yonetim bigimi olan demokrasi oldugunu haurlaur.® Dolayistyla
da Spinozdmin Teolojik-Politik Inceleme’si (1670), Machiavellinin Hiikiimdar (1531),
Hobbesun Leviathan (1651), Bodin'in Devletin Al Kitabr (1576), Bossuet'nin Kitab-1
Mukaddesten Cikardmsg Siyaser  (1679) gibi mutlak monarsiyi felsefi temelleriyle
savunan eserler arasinda aykin bir gikis yapar. Tam tersine Spinoza TTPYi, iki durum
kargisinda bireyin 6zgirlesmesinin bir savunusu olarak kaleme alir. Bunlardan birincisi
monarsik yonetimlerin insanlar: aldatmalari ve onlan dizginlemesi gereken korkuya din
maskesi takmalaridir. Ikincisi ise teologlarin halk iizerinde iktidar kurmak ya da iktidara
yaranmak igin dini yozlagurip gergek inanci bonlige ve 6nyargiya donigtirmeleridir.
Her iki durumda da birey, genelde dogadan 6zl de ise kendi dogasindan gikarak siyasal
biitiin karsisinda oldugu 6lgiide Tanri kargisinda da ozgiirliigiinii yidrmekee, bir koleye
doniismekredir. Bu agidan Spinoza’nin baslica hedefinin Yahudi ve Hiristiyan teologlarinin
olusturdugu din anlayigt oldugu soylenebilir. Eski Yunanda dogal baglar iizerine kurulu
toplum-devlet dinamigji, Hiristiyan teologlarin elinde siyasal biitiiniin kendini doganin

37 Spinoza, TTP Ill, 84-85

38 Spinoza, TP 1I-17,s. 21

39 Spinoza, TTP XVI, 236 )

40 Ernst Bloch, Ronesans Felsefesi Uzerine, gev. Hiiseyin Portakal, (Istanbul: Cem Yay., 2002),
131.

41 Spinoza, TTP, 45-47.
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ve toplumun diginda tasavvur edilen bir tanriyla megrulagtirilmasi yoluna gitmesine bir
tepki olarak Spinoza bu iligkiyi yeniden, bu sefer bireye de gerektigi degeri vererek kurmaya
¢aligir.

Iste doga ve insan dogast kavramlariyla baglantili olarak diigiiniilen demokratik
devlet, nedogaiginde “bir kralliktan bagka bir kralliga gesisi”, ne debireyin kendi dogasindan
bir kopusu ya da bireyselliginden feragat etmesini ifade eder. Bilakis demokratik yonetim,
bireyin kendi dogasint daha yetkin olarak diisiindiigi ikinci bir dogaya tagtyacak bir siyasal
ortamin en uygun bigimi oldugu icin megrudur. Bu yiizden dogal durumda da demokratik
sivil durumda da insan dogast ayn ilkelerle belirlenmistir.

Buna karsin devletin din maskesi alunda, ashnda gercek dini hurafelere
doniigtiirerek kendisine megruiyet kazandirmasi en biiyiik aldatmacadir. Bu yiizden
yonetimlerini bu tiirden bir efendi-kdle iliskisi iizerine kuran bir devlet hakikatte iddia
ettigi iizere tanrisal yasaya dayanmamakra, tam tersine tanrisal yasay garpitarak kendi iistiin
iradesini haklilagtirma aracina doniistiirmekre ve insan-doga-tann iligkisini bozmaktadir.

Bu yiizden Spinoza gergek tanrisal diizeninin bilgisinin doga diizeninin bilgsi
oldugunu ileri siirer. Kugkusuz bu goriig bagta fizik olmak iizere doga bilimlerinin geligimi
iin 6nemli bir hareket noktasidir. Nitekim hakikati kutsal kitaplarda verili olarak sunulan
bilgide degil de dogadan elde etmeye galismak her tiirlii doga biliminin temelinde yer alan
bir diisiinme bigimidir. Bununla birlikte Spinoza'nin asil ilgisi tarih ve siyaset iizerinedir. O,
Etikada bireyin toplumsal var olusa duydugu gereksinimi gostericken TTP'de ve TP'de ise
siyasal oplumun kurulmasinin 6n kogullarini ve koyutlarini kurmaya aligir. Spinoza'nin
siyasal toplumla merkezi ilgisi bir yandan dinsel ve teolojik tiim doga tesi agiklamalar:
bu alandan uzaklagurmak ve siyasetin olusumunda felsefenin teolojiden bagimsizligini
gostermektir. Diger yandan ise siyasal biitiiniin bilesenleri olan bireylerin anlama
yetilerini gelistirmelerinin ve yeteneklerini tarih iinde gerceklestirmelerinin olanagini
ozgiir bir toplumsal diizende bulabileceklerini ortaya koymakur.* Nitekim teologlarin
boyundurugundan kurtulmak 6ncelikle doga bilgisi 151ginda bireyin, toplumun ve devletin
yeniden tanimlamasini gerektirir. Ozellikle bu bakss agisindan Kutsal Kitabin asil 6ziinii
yitirerek din adamlarinin elinde tarihsel siireg ierisinde gegirdigi degisimi gozler Gniine
sermek TTP'nin temel amaglarindan biridir. Bagka bir ifade ile hakikatle uyum icinde
diistinebilmek ve ¢alisabilmek igin bu engelden kurtulmak, akl arindirmak, yani biitiin
aciklipryla aklin kendi ilkelerini belirlemek gerekmigtir.*’

Iste akln ilkelerini belirlemek igin Spinoza tarihsel bir yontem onerir. Bu
yontemin uygulanabilecegi iki sacayag bulunmakeadur: Birincisi doga, ikincisi ise Kutsal
Kitap. Spinoza’ya gore dogay yorumlama yontemi ile Kutsal Kitap't yorumlama yontemi
birbirinden farkl olmadig: gibi tiimiiyle uyum igindedir. Dogayr yorumlarken oncelikle
yapilmas: gereken sey, “dogal tarih” izerine sistemli bir arasurma siirdiirmek, sonra da
dogal nesnelerin tanimlarini kesin veriler olarak ondan ¢ikarmakur. Aymi gekilde Kutsal

42 Raia Prokhovnik, “Spinoza’s Conception of Sovereignty™, History of European Ideas, 27
(2001), 293.
43 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyasel, 21.
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Kitabi yorumlamak i¢in de onun tarihi hakkinda bir aragtirmay: sistemli olarak ve eksiksiz
bir diiriistlikle siirdiirmek zorunludur. Sonra da bunun zorunlu sonucu olarak, kesin
veriler ve ilkelerle Kutsal Kitap yazarlarinin zihniyetini ondan gikarmak gerekir. Boylece
Kutsal Kitap't yorumlamak ve igerigini agiklamak icin Kutsal Kitap ve tarihinden ¢ikanlar
disinda bagka veriler ve ilkeler kabul edilmedigi icin dogal isikla bildiklerimize ne kadar
giiveniyorsak, kavrama yetenegimizi agan konular iizerinde de ayni giivenleyargida buluma
imkanuna sahip olabiliriz.

Burada dogal nesneler ile Kutsal Kitapta anlaumint bulan tarihsel anlaular
arasindaki ayrima dikkat gekmek gerekmekredir. Nitekim Kutsal Kitap dogal isikla bilinen
ilkelerden gikarimi yapilamayan konulari iglemekredir. Oyleyse bu iki alan birbirine
miidahale etmeden ve birbirlerinin sinuirlarina giremeden kendi iglerinde fakat ayni
yontemle calismalidir. Dogaya iliskin bilginin dogrudan dogruya dogadan gikanlmasi
gerektigi gibi Kutsal Kitap'n icerigi de yalnizca Kutsal Kitap'tan glkarilmalidir. Bu suretle
Spinoza Kutsal Kitap'in olabildigince literal okunmasi, ondaki her bir sézciigiin anlaminin
Yine Kutsal Kitab'in sinirlart iginde kalarak anlamlandinilmasi gerekrigini gegitli 6rneklerle
agiklar.®

Bu tiir bir literal okumadan elde edilecek sonu¢ Kutsal Kitab'i anlamak icin
onun disinda higbir otoriteye ihtiyag duymaksizin her bir bireyin dogal isiktan baska bir
sey ihtiyag duymadig bir igsel din anlayisidir. Iste Spinoza'ya gore gergek din de budur.
Oyle ki gergek dine bagliliga iliskin tiim dersler Kutsal Kitap'ta en giindelik sozciiklerle
ifade edilmistir ve her bir bireyin dogal isikla anlamasina agikur.® Spinoza'yr aydinlanma
felsefesine yaklagtran bu diisiincenin bir sonraki adimi her bir bireyin dini anlama ve
yorumlamada tiimiiyle kendine yeterli ve 6zgiir olduguna isaret eder. Ciinki gercek din,
dig eylemlerden ¢ok ic saflik ve dogrulukan ibaret oldugu icin, hicbir yasaya ve kamusal
otoriteye bagh degildir. Dolayistyla her insan din konusunda 6zgiirce yargida bulunma,
onu kendisine gore agiklama ve yorumlama iistiin otorite ve hakkina sahiptir. Bu hakkin
geregi olarak da Kutsal Kitabi yorumlama normu da dogaiistii herhangi bir 151k ya da dis
otorite degil, herkeste ortak olan dogal istkur.”

SONUC

Spinoza Tanri ile insan arasindaki geleneksel anlamdaki ontolojik ayrilig1, doga ve insan
dogast kavramlarimi mezcederek asgari diizeye indirir. Ontolojik alanda gosterdigi bu
tavrint siyasi alanda da siirdiirerek birey, toplum ve devlet arasindaki iliskiyi olabildigince
ickinlestirir. Onun diiiincesinin giiciiniin &zellikle bu igkinlikee oldugu sdylenebilir.
Bu ickinlik siyasal iktidarin olabildigince topluma ve bireye dayanmas anlaminda insan
dogastyla gelismemesi anlamina gelmekredir.

44 Spinoza, TTP V1, 136.
45 Spinoza, TTP Vil, 137-138.
46 Spinoza, TTP VI, 148.
47 Spinoza, TTP VI, 152-153.
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Spinoza bu tavriyla ne Etika'nin yazari olarak terimin klasik anlamiyla “ahlaka d:r.
ne de TTP ve TP ‘yi yazarken “siyasetgi”. Onun sorunu bireye bir takim ahlaki 6gitler va da
devletadamlarinasiyasi tavsiyeler vermek degildir. Oncelikle o insan olmanin gerekeirdigi
davraniglarin kogullarint aragurir, sonra da bu kogullara uygun olacak bigimde yonetme
giciiniin en iyi nasil kullanilacagini gosterir. Amag bireyin toplum ve devlet iliskileri iginde
kendini nasil konumlandiracagini belirlemek oldugu kadar, devletin de nasil yonetmesi
gerektigini ortaya koymakur. S6z konusu olan dar anlamda ne ahlak ne de siyasettir; fakat
bireyin ve toplumun kendisini yénetme sanaudir.

Bu anlamda Spinozada toplumun kendi kendisini yonetme sanati olarak da
tanimlanabilecek olan siyaset, toplumdan bireye dogru yéneliminde bireyin yetkinlesmesi
yolundaki yararint olanakli kilacak bir ozgiirlesmenin 6niinii agma; bireyden topluma
dogru yoneliminde ise toplumun diger bireylerinin yetkinlesmesi yolunda onlara yardimda
bulunma ilkesi iizerine bir kurumsallagmay ifade eder. Bu kurumsallasma da kugkusuz
devlet kavraminda kargiligint bulur.

Bu baglamda Spinoza bir siyaset filozofu olarak individiialist (bireyci) bir yaklagim
sergilemekle birlikee bir yetkinlesme idesi esliginde siyaset kuramuni inga etmede bagari
saglayarak sosyalist (toplumcu) goriislere de bir zemin hazirlar. Hatta onun sisteminde
bireycilik ve toplumculuk Gylesine i¢ ice gelisir ki bunlari birbirinden ayirmak, hele ki kargit
kutuplara yerlegtirmek imkénsizdir. Ona bu 6zgiinliigiinii saglayan sey ise devleti de tipk
bir birey olarak gormesi ve tarihselligi icinde devletin akla dayali y6niine vurgu yapmasidr.
Spinoza'nin bu goriigii birey ile devlet arasinda kargtlikli bir bagimllik iligkisi oldugunu
gosterir. Birey toplumsal hayaun ve politik diizenlemelerin ekseninde yer alir. Toplumun
ve yonetimin iyilestirilmesi bireyin kendini yetkinlestirmesine ve bu amaca gore bakalarina
yardim etmesine baglidir. Bireydeki bu degisim toplumdaki degisimin gekirdegidir. Ciinkii
Etikada tarih ve kiiltiirel etkilerden bagimsiz olarak ele alinan birey, yetkinlesmesini
tamamlamak icin siyasetin iine girmeli, devletin akli bir yapiya kavugmas! icin topluma
yardimct olmali, boylece devlet de bireyin dzgiirliigiiniin yolunu agmalidir. Bu agidan akil
da, insan dogastnin bir parcast olan kér tutkularint agip onu yeni bir dogaya tagtyacak 6zgiir
birey ve demokratik toplumun kurucu temelidir. Dolayistyla dogal haklarin demokratik
toplum sozlesmesine devredilmesiyle aklin kilavuzlugunda insanin anlama yetisinin oldugu
kadar tarihin de 6zgiirliik idesi alunda de ilerlemesi miimkiin olacakur.
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The relation of human nature with
history and politics in Spinoza

Mustafa Yildsz

It can be said that the most important point that attracts a person in reading Spinoza is
his attempt to take nature as a base in solving philosophical questions. It is obvious that
this atitude of his, when compared to the traditional approach which places man outside
nature, is of significance, at least in the ecological sense. This significance is still valid for
today’s philosophy in determining the principles of politics. That is, Spinoza aims to relate
politics to natural principles on the one hand, and to define a man by dealing with him as
an existence with efficient nature on the other hand. In doing so, he draws attention to the
fact that there exists a natural and organic relation between an individual, society and state.
When the structure of Etika is examined, it is observed that the expressions that start with
the universal determinism and qualities of God/nature systematically progress towards the
expressions concerning the place of man in nature and his natural determinism. In other
words, this work develops towards a human being and the opportunity of his freedom
from nature and natural obligation. It can be suggested that the most innovative side of
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Spinoza is the way he forms a relationship between freedom and obligation. He, on one
hand, adopts Descartien thought of mechanical nature that natural eventsare tied to each
other by necessity and causality; he, on the other hand, tries to base human freedom in
such nature. The dualist assertion that the laws of matter and thought are separate from
each other as proposed by Descartes to solve the problem does not suffice for Spinoza.
It is because, to Spinoza, no single existence is independent of the unshakable order of
the universe and thus cannot be separated. Therefore, it is impossible for a human not to
become a part of nature or not to fit into the order of nature in terms of both his body or
matterand their mind or thought." In this respect, the concept of human nature points to
the fact that man is a part of nature including his impact on natureand his actions.

Does the determinist understanding in Etika mean that man has no power in
the face of nature or history? What is the value of an individual’s action in history if all the
natural events are necessary and man is tied to this natural necessity from the perspective of
philosophy of nature? In terms of philosophy of politics, will every action taken to change
history and society be in vain? What is more, will such a thought not justify political
imperialism?

All these problems can be solved via a bond formed between the power of nature
and power of man by identifying the universal power of nature with the total power of
single objects. According to Spinoza, man can be a part of the power of nature to the
extent he becomes the part of nature. It can be inferred that whatever an individual does in
accordance with the laws of his own nature, he does depending on the sovereignty right of
nature and he can claim a right over nature depending on his power on nature.’

The content disturbing a man in the reflection of this relation between power
and right which can be regarded as Machiavellian on the fields of ethics and politics can
be resolved through nature which does not have historical reality at the human level. In
other words, even if there were a period in which there is no good and bad at the human
level, it would be appropriate to describe this period as pre-historical. Nature, as depicted
by Spinoza, does not express any historical reality. To be more precise, history can come
into being only through the establishment of a political order which can determine what is
good and what is bad.

So Spinoza is opposed to the ‘philosophers’ who exalt the Baconian human nature
which exists nowhere, and who maintain that knowledge should be used to dominate
and control nature.3 What he rejects is this scholastic philosophy which denigrates
human nature and emphasizes the original sin man is born with. What both approaches
have in common is that they view human as ‘a kingdom within a kingdom’. However,
Spinoza draws attention to the harmony between nature and human. Wha is necessary

1 Spinoza, Etika IV, translator: Hilmi Ziya Ulken, (istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1965), 366.

2 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, I1-4,translator: Murat Ersan, (Ankara: Dost Kitabevi Yay., 2007), 16;
Spinoza, Tractatus Theologico Politicus, XV1, translator: Cemal Bali Akal, Reyda Ergiin), (Ankara:
Dost Kitabevi Yay., 2010), 230-231.

3 Spinoza, TP I-1,11
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to understand this harmony is to render the freedom of mind in mathematics valid in this
field.

In this aspect, the basic problem Spinoza deals with is to determine the motives
behind human action with mathematical clearness. In terms of this problem, Spinoza,
firstly develops a point of view that politics should be established by natural principles by
rejecting a concept of human in classical philosophy which defines man with mind and free
will. Secondly, he tries to figure out whether there is a natural principle which determines
all our action without defining them as good or bad. He calls this principle which he
regards as a law of natre conatus. Conatus, which can be described as an effort each single
being makes to survive,’ forms the essence of this being,é Therefore, human nature can be
defined in terms of the effort he displays to maintain his existence. In this sense, conatus is
a universal principle which refers to the necessity of human nature.”

From this perspective, Spinoza, in his criticism of the scholastic philosophy at the
very beginning of chapter three in his book Etika, expresses that he does not evaluate any of
theactionwhich is motivated by human nature or human nature itself as bad. It is because
every human action, no matter whether it is motivated by mind or by passion, is an effort
to maintain his existence.”

Thus man in Spinoza’s philosophy, which foretells Fichte, is viewed as an acting
man in accordance with the principle of conatus. However, in the tradition of Plutonian-
Aristotelian philosophy which Spinoza criticizes very harshly, action is secondary because
the greatest virtue is theory. Other virtues, on the other hand, emerge as a consequence of
the victory of thought over body. Hence, in this view of life which focuses on theory, bodily
desires and even bodily action, because of their inferior position, are seen as an obstacle
to thinking and thus should be suppressed. This leads to a kind of understanding which
stabilizes history and even an understanding which denies history. Spinoza never ignores
the necessities that come from body; on the contrary, he secks a way to live in harmony
with the conditions they bring about. All in all, they shape the direction not only of the life
of an individual butalso of the society. Thus, in order to maintain our existence, we should
take them into consideration. This can only be possible not by fighting against them but
through using them in accordance with our own nature.

In this sense, another problem Spinoza is concerned with is to determine what
is really useful in maintaining human existence as required by the principle of conatus.
Spinoza proposes the principle of usefulness that can improve the ability of understanding
that he seesas the most importantaspect of human existence as a solution for this problem.”
When looked from this angle, it can be thought that Spinoza mentions a second nature
which human should acquire in addition to the nature he brings with him at birth. This

4 Spinoza, TP /-4, 13.

5 Spinoza, Etika Ill, 6. Onerme, 173,

6 Spinoza, Etika 111, 7. Onerme, 174.

7 Spinoza, TP I1-18, 32.

8 Spinoza, TP, I1-6, 17-18; Etika Ill, Onsbz, 160
9 Spinoza, TTP, 97.
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subject which he mentions covertly while dealing with the concepts of competence and
deficiency in Etkais discussed in detail in On the Improvement of Understanding. As he puts
it in his work, the weakness ofa man, though he fails to reach the efficient level of nature,
still designs a stronger nature than that he possesses and sess this as a goal to achieve."

In this respect, that a man strives to improve his own nature, primarily his ability
of understanding and manage his life according to his reason is not an alternative to his
existing nature. It is, on the contrary, a necessity of his natural design. In accordance with
the principle of conatus, what is good and bad is determined by the contribution they
make to this effort." It is because Spinoza states that what is in harmony with our nature
is necessary and useful and thus good while those who are not in harmony with our nature
are bad and harmful.” He also adds that the tools which bring us closer to the model of
competent human nature are good whereas those who prevent us from reaching this model
are bad."” Thus the criteria which determine what is good and bad are whether any thing is
in harmony with human nature or not and more importantly whether that thing takes us
towards or away from the target human model. This means that whatever strengthens and
improves action is good and whatever weakens and prevents the action is bad."

Itis obvious that this assertion of Spinoza is descriptive as much as it is normative.
It is because this model ofa competent human nature is not available out in nature but it
is formed on the basis of our desires based on reason. In other words, Spinoza proposes a
human model based on mind and knowledge." It is necessary to state here that although
Spinoza tries not to separate human from nature, he draws attention to superiority of
a human being. This superiority originates from the relation of conatus with mind. In
this respect, the conatus of a man is the unity of nature, wish and mind. To put it in
a nutshell, this secondary human nature points to the unity between natural order and
cognitive order. As a consequence, the greatest aim is to make the order and connection
of thought equal with the order and connection of nature.” The improvement of human
nature means reaching the unity of thought.

According to this, as long as there is bad and good, the meaning of competence
and deficiency comes out according to the aim man sets for himself. No object or event in
nature can be considered efficient or deficient, good or bad, beautiful or ugly when dealt
with independently. All the value judgments which lead to the assertion that nature has
a certain aim, as he puts it in the appendix of the first part of Etika, are the products of
human mind. So, it is necessary to state that the concepts of competence and deficiency,

10 Benedict de Spinoza, On the Improvement of the Understanding, Translated from the Latin: R. H.
M. Elwes, (New York: Dover Publications), 6.

11 Spinoza, Etika I11,6. Or_lpnne. 173.

12 Spinoza, Etika IV, 31 Onerme ve sonucu, 304-305.

13 Spinoza, Etika 1V, Onséz, 273. .

14 Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza-Pratik Felsefe, translator: Ulus Baker, (Istanbul: Norgunk Yay., 2005),
70.

15 Matthew J. Kisner, Spinoza on Human Freedom, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2011),
97-98

16 Spinoza, Etika I, 7. Onerme, 86.
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just like the concepts of good and bad, are relative and unique to the human domain."”

However, political life cannot be established on relativity because relativity brings
about a social chaos. Thus, one way to avoid relativity in the field of politics is that an
individual should spread the level of competency he aims to reach to wider sociality."
So, Spinoza carries conatus, the fundamental principle of human nature like every single
existence. To Spinoza, politics is the equivalence of conatus in the social context; history, on
the other hand, can be considered the expansion of this universal principle in the process.

In this sense, what brings Spinoza’s definition of human nature closer to those of
Aristole is that Spinoza also accepts that the sociality of a man is a part of his own nature
since he cannot be the master of himself in a natural situation."” To be more precise, just
like Aristotle, Spinoza sees human as a social being in terms of nature and social relations as
natural relations. In other words, the sociality of man is a necessity of his nature.

In addition, Spinoza adds to the sociality of man the principle of utility mentioned
above as required by conatus. That an individual can maintain his existence and develop
his ability of understanding depends on the acquisition of what is useful for this sake. As
put in Etika, the natural utility that will be gained through the compromise between single
individuals with one another as can be clearly seen through both natural experiences and
reasoning is that their power will increase as they agree and bring together their powerand
thus they will have more rights over nature than that they do as separate individuals. The
more people come together in the form of body/corpus, the more rights they will have as
partners.”’

In this respect, that individuals with the same nature come together means that
their power increases. This, in return, means there is nobody and nothing more useful to
a man than a man. To put it differently, there is nothing better than that all individuals
unite with one another with all their souls and bodies as if they would form one soul and
one body and that they try to protect their existence altogether and that they search for the
utility common for everybody.” This leads us to the conclusion that the power of society
is closely related to the power of individuals who constitute that society.”

However, it is important to determine in what ways individuals have the same
nature. In thissense, Spinoza maintains that the primary condition of social compromise
is to live according to reason, just like the life in harmony with nature and individual
freedom.” From this assertion he puts forward in Etika, he concludes that an individual
can live according to the laws of his own nature only if he lives with reference to reason and
only to this extent he can live in harmony with others. The second conclusion that can be

17 Raphael Demos, “Spinoza’s Doctrine of, Privation”, Philosophy, Vol. 8 No. 30. (Apr., 1933), 155.
18 Benedict de Spinoza, On the Improvement of the Understanding, 6.

19 Spinoza, TP 1i-15, VI-1, 21, 41.

20 Spinoza, TP 1I-13, 15, 20, 21.

21 Spinoza, Etika 1V, 18. Onermenin scoliesi, 295.

22 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset, translator: Sanem Soyarslan, (Istanbul: Otonom Yay., 2010),
82,

23 Spinoza, Etika IV, 35. Onerme, 309.

193



the relation of human nature with history and politics in spinoza » yildiz

derived is this when a person looks for what is useful for himself, this will be useful for other
people.

Hence, Spinoza claims that man isa god to man even though living in accordance
with mind and reason can be very rarely seen in social reality as revealed by historical
experiences.”” From this perspective, Spinoza does not make any difference between an
individual and others in terms of laws. Every individual has to act according to the laws
of reason which recognize everybody as equal. In Kant's terms, each individual recognizes
humanity from other individual?® This is the most important point that distinguishes
Spinoza from Hobbes. According to Hobbes, the transition from nature to civil progresses
from the domain of fear where everybody is an enemy into the domain of obedience and
obligations where everybody submits their power to sovereignty. However, in Spinoza
this transition emerges as freedom and competence as a result of the cooperation when
every individual brings together their power.” In this sense, Spinoza is much closer to
JJ. Rousseau. Rousseau who sees opposition between nature and civil explains at
the beginning of Emile that what is created by God is good but in the hand of a man
everything has been destroyed and spoiled, and thus badness does not come from the fall
in the pre-historical time but badness comes out in the process of history along with the
establishment of societies.® As a result, the solution should be sought not in the theological
interpretation of “original sin” but in history. The individual regarded as a good and free
savage in nature changes into a selfish, aggressive being who is alienated to his own nature.
Thus the condition of moving from slavery into freedom is to transform the society by
rendering individual power and rightsrelated to general willpower.?” Spinoza also proposes
a social transformation by creating political conditions which can help individuals achieve
the design of competent human nature based on reason through which people can form a
harmonious unity. The possibility for this to come true in history depends on the state to
which all the individuals pass on their natural power and rights.

In all these, we can observe Spinoza’s effort to perceive an individual and the state
as equal. His thought of the combination of power which occupies a crucial place in his
metaphysical and ethical ideas is in parallel with the interpretation that the state is the unity
of individual power. Thus, individual integrity is dependent on the integrity of the state.

The importance of this situation in a political sense is that it renders uniting
individuals in the same activity and conceiving the state as a particular existence possible.
Spinoza, with theseideasof his, can be considered as the first theorists of political subjectivity.

24 Spinoza, Etika 1V, 35. Onermenin sonucu, 310-311.

25 Spinoza, Etika IV, 35. Onermenin scoliesi, 311-312.

26 Miguel Vatter; “Strauss and Schmitt as Readers of Hobbes and Spinoza”, New Centennial
Review 4:3, (2004), 166-167.

27 Savas Ergiil; “Hobbes ve Spinoza: Siyasetin Yerini Belirlemeye Dair iki Girigim”, Felsefe-Logos,
Yil: 15, Say: 40, istanbul 2001, 40.

28 Jean Jacques Rousseau, Emile, translator: Ulkii Akagiindiiz, (Istanbul: Selis Yay., 2003), 11.

29 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Toplum Sozlesmesi, translator: Alpagut Erenulug, (Ankara Oteki Yay.,
1999), 47.

30 Spinoza, TTP IIl, 84. TP 11-21,23; TP [I-2,25-26. TP 1I-5, 27; TP VII-22, 63.
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The power of the state lies in individuals. The history of the state and individuals develops
concurrently with the history of individuals. Thus, Spinoza explains more clearly and
in a more detailed way than Descartes and Hobbes that the efficient establishment and
protection of individual freedom depends on the success of the state, and the state can be
founded successfully only when the individual power come together in harmony. The civil
society is founded when individuals and the state act together. Thus, in Spinoza’s theory,
the civil society and state cannot be thought as separate concepts.

If the information concerning the natural order of objects is compared with
human’s r<ural equipment and abilities, the historical and social conditions of the
acquisition of a secondary type of competent human nature are determined. As differendy
from the primary human nature, this secondary type of human nature reveals that the
natural power of individuals can emerge along with the existence of the state to which
they pass on their rights. So, a political condition comes out in which the governors and
the governed have to live not according to their natural tendencies but according to their
mind.*?

Within this political situation, every individual has to transfer their natural rights
and power to the state in order to reach the secondary nature through competence. It is
because although nature does not impose any restrictions on individuals about what they
can do within the limitations of their power, it is inevitable that a conflict may arise in the
event that the object of desire is the same and what an individual can do meets what others
can do at the same point.** Thus, freedom in natural condition is shaped in the forms of
conflict and hatred, cheating and deceiving, distrust and fear. Every individual should be
givenan opportunity to use his natural right to live in security and prosperity, and this right
must be determined not by the power and freewill of an individual but by the power and
freewill of everybody.* Only in such a society individuals can be naturally equal and finds
a chance to attain personal competence in a peaceful environment.”

From the perspective of the philosophy of law, since the principle that the law is
above everything recognizes all individuals as free and equal, the state which is established
on this principle will have the function to keep the individuals away from the hatred
which can result from the feelings of inferiority or superiority* The inequalities that are
inherent in the primary nature of human are removed by the state which is essential for the
secondary nature to develop. An individual can remove all the obstacles that lie in his way
towards development by passing his natural rights to the state.

The fundamental duty of the state is to provide a common living area where

31 Scott Newton, “Constitutionalism and Imperialism Sub Specie Spinozae”, Law Critique, Volume:
17 (Springer 2006), 337.

32 Spinoza, TP VI-3, 42.

33 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset, 80.

34 Spinoza, TTP XVI, 232.

35 Tomaz Mastnak, “Spinoza: Democracy and Revelation”, Filozofski Vestnik, Volume/Letnik
XXIX, Number/Stevilka 2, 2008, 38.

36 Miguel Vatter; “Strauss and Schmitt as Readers of Hobbes and Spinoza”, 167.
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individuals can increase their power of mental and bodily actions and where their efforts to
exist and develop will be protected in the best possible way. Individuals give their natural
rights to the state with an aim to have a more secure and freer environment and to achieve
a more competent nature. Although some of the tools necessary to achieve this aim are
inherentin human nature, in other words, although the arainment of these depend on only
our individual power and the laws of human nature, the tools necessary for living safe and
protecting our bodies are related to external forces.” Spinoza deals with social and political
conditions within the framework of contribution they make to human development. The
function and success is measured according to the increase of human power.

In this respect, the problem is to whom and to what extent this passing of
the rights will be performed. In the historical process of this transferring of the rights,
three different types of governmental system have developed: monarchy, aristocracy and
democracy. The preference of Spinoza is democracy™ as a rejection of the general spirit of
monarchy in his era because in democracy which is the closest system to the most natural
freedom as the freedom provided for humans by nature, nobody passes his natural right to
anybody in the way that it will not cause any discussion. On the contrary, every individual
transfers his rights to the society which he is also a part of. So everybody remains as equal
as he was in the natural environment before.”

Spinoza reminds that democracy, which has come down to the European culture
from Ancient Greece by overcoming Middle Ages, is not limited to art but a form of
government and he draws attention to the Renaissance spirit of freedom in the period
when monarchy was becoming dominant.** Thus his Theological-Political Treatise (1960)
comes out ascompletely different from other works which support absolute monarchy with
its philosophical principles such as Machiavellis 7he Frince (1531), Hobbes's Leviathan
(1651), Bodin's Six Books of the Commonwealth, Bossuet's Polstics Drawn from the Very
Words of Holy Scripture (1679). Spinoza writes his book 7P to defend the liberation of an
individual in two situations. One of them is that monarchy uses religion as a mask for the
fear necessary to deceive and control them. The second one is that the theologians exploit
and abuse religion and change it into prejudice and credulity in order to gain the favor of
the government or to govern the people themselves.* In both situations, an individual
loses his freedom in the face of God as well and turn into a slave by getting alienated to
nature in general and to his own nature in particular. The main target of Spinoza is the
understanding of religion developed by the Jewish and Christian theologians. Spinoza tries
to reestablish the distorted relation between society and state which was based on natural
relations in Ancient Greece by giving the required value to individuals as a reaction against
the Christian theologians’ justification of such a distorted relation through a concept of
God placed outside nature and society.

37 Spinoza, TTP 111, 84-85

38 Spinoza, TP /1-17, 21

39 Spinoza, TTP, XVI,p. 236 ) '

40 Emst Bloch, Rénesans Felsefesi Uzerine, translator: Hiiseyin Portakal, (Istanbul: Cem Yay.,

2002), 131.
41 Spinoza, TTP, 45-47.
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The democratic state viewed in relation with the concepts of nature and
human nature does not refer to the transition from one kingdom to another in nature
or to individuals’ breaking away from their own nature or to their giving up on their
individuality. On the contrary, the democratic government is rightful since it is the most
convenient form of political condition for individuals to carry their own nature to the
level of secondary nature which is more developed. Thus human nature both in a natural
situation and in a democratic civil situation is determined by the same principles.

That the state gains its legitimacy by changing the real religion into superstitions
under the disguise of religion is the greatest deceit. For this reason, the state which establishes
its governing system on the master-slave relations is not, in fact, based on the laws of God
as it claims but by distorting the laws of God, it changes its superior willpower into the tool
of justification and spoils the relation between human-nature-God.

Spinoza claims that the knowledge of Godly order is the knowledge of the order
of nature. Doubtlessly, this idea is a starting point for the development of natural sciences,
primarily physics. The search for truth not in the holy books but in nature is a way of
thinking which lies at the centre of all kinds of natural sciences. In addition, Spinoza is
mainly concerned with history and politics. While he shows the necessity an individual
feels for the social existence in Etika, he tries to establish the principles of the prerequisites
and requirements of establishing political society in 77P and TP. Spinozas central
interest in the political society aims to move all the religious and theological metaphysical
explanations away from this field and to free philosophy from theology in the formation
of politics. On the other hand, he intends to prove that it is possible for individuals who
are the components of the political body, to develop their understanding and realize their
abilities and skills in history in a free society.” To break free from the oppression of the
theologians requires the redefinition of an individual, society and the state in the light
of knowledge of nature. One of the objectives of T7P is to display how the Holy Book
underwent drastic changes and deterioration by losing its essence in the hands of religious
authorities throughout history. In other words, in order to work and think in harmony
with truth, it s essential to get rid of this obstacle, to purify the mind; that is, to determine
the principles of the mind clearly and precisely.

For this aim, Spinoza offers a historical method. There are two trivets for the
application of this method. The first one is nature and the second one is the Holy Book.
According to Spinoza, the way nature is interpreted is not different from the way the holy
Book is interpreted but completely in harmony with one another. The first thing that must
be done while interpreting nature s to carry out systematic research on natural history and
derive the definitions of natural objects as definite data from this research. In the same
way, it is obligatory to do research on the history of the Holy Book systematically and
thoroughly in order to interpret it. Then the mindsets of the writers of the Holy Book with

42 Raia Prokhovnik, “Spinoza’s Conception of Sovereignty”, History of European Ideas, 27 (2001),
293.
43 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset, 21.
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definite data and principles can be inferred from this research. Since no data and principles
other than those that come from the Holy Book and its history are not accepted, we can
certainly pass judgments about the issues that are beyond our comprehension just as we
trust our knowledge gained through the natural light.

It is important here to draw attention to the difference berween natural objects
and historical accounts in the Holy Book. The holy book covers the issues which are not
derived from the principles known by means of the natural light. Thus these two should
work within themselves with the same method but without interfering with one another
and without trespassing the boundaries of the other. Just as the knowledge of nature should
be gained from nature, the knowledge of the holy book should be derived from itself.44
Thus Spinoza insists that the Holy Book should be read literally and the meaning of every
single word should be understood within the boundaries of the Holy Book.”

The result obtained as a result of such a literal reading is an understanding of
internal religion in which individuals needs nothing other than the natural light without
any reference to the external authorities. To Spinoza, this is the real religion. All the lessons
about the sincere devotion and commitment to the real religion in the Holy Book are given
with everyday language, which enables everybody to easily understand the natural light.
The next stage of this thought of Spinoza which brings him closer to the Enlightenment
philosophy reveals that every individual is self-sufficient and free in understanding and
interpreting the religion. Since the real religion is just related to internal purity and honesty,
it has nothing to do with laws or public authority. So every individual has the right to pass
judgments about religion, to explain and interpret it according to himself/herself freely.
What is necessary for the interpretation of the Holy Book is not any metaphysical light or

any external authority but the natural light which is common in everybody.
CONCLUSION

Spinoza minimizes the traditional ontological gap between God and human by bringing
together the concepts of nature, human and human nature. He internalizes his attitude
concerning the relation between man, society and state in this ontological field by
maintaining the same attitude in politics. It can be said that the power of his thought lies in
this internalization. This internalization means that the political power should depend on
the society and individual and should not get into a conflict with human nature.

With this attitude, Spinoza is neither a moralist in a traditional sense as the writer
of Etika, nor a politician as the writer of 77Pand TP. He aims to give a set of moral values
to an individual and political advice to statesmen. He firstly searches for the conditions
of behaviors to be a human and then shows the best governing system that matches these

44 Spinoza, TTP VI, 136.
45 Spinoza, TTP V1I, 137-138.
46 Spinoza, TTP VI, 148.
47 Spinoza, TTP VII, 152-153.
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conditions. The aim is not only to determine how an individual will situate himself within
his relations with the society and the state but also to decide how the state should govern.
What matters is not ethics or politics in a narrow sense but the art of individuals’ and
society’s governing themselves.

In this sense, the politics which can be described as the art of society’s governing
itself can lead tothefreedom necessary forthedevelopment of an individual when thispolitics
moves towards individuals from the society. It also refers to the institutionalization which
is based on the principle that the society will help individuals in their process of developing
when this politics moves from an individual to the society. This institutionalization has its
equivalence in the terminology of the state.

In this respect, Spinoza, as a philosopher of politics, displays an individualist
approach and forms the basis for socialist ideas by gaining success in building a political
theory around the idea of human development. In his model, individualism and sociality
areso intermingled that it is not possible to separate them or categorize them into opposite
poles. What distinguishes him is that he sees the state in the same way he sees an individual,
and he places the emphasis on the rationality of the state in its historicity. This idea of
Spinoza shows that there exists interdependence between the individual and state. The
individual is on the axis of the life and political arrangements. The improvement of the
society and the government depends on the fact that individuals should develop themselves
and help each other for this aim. The change in the individual is the seed of the change
in the society. The individual considered independent of historical and cultural influences
should enter into politics and help the society so that the state can gain a rational structure;
the state also should open the way for the freedom of individuals. From this aspect, mind is
the foundation of a democratic society and of the liberated individuals by overcoming the
blind passion that is part of human nature. Thus, by passing the natural rights to the social
contract, it will be possible for an individual to develop his ability of understanding and for
the history to progress under the idea of freedom.
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Parrhesia kinlganliginda ifade
ozgiirliigiine yer ayirma
Adem Yildrsm

Ifade bzgiirliiginiin, anakronik bir diizlemde parresia kavramunin bir kirlmast yada kopusu
olarak okunma imkan, bize diiiince rarihinde siireklilik-kopus sorunsalini haurlaur. Bu
anlamda bildirimin amaci bu kinlmanin s6z konusu olup olmadigini ortaya koymakur.
Bunun icin oncelikle parrhesia kaveami agiklanicken parrhesia pratigi olarak Sokratik ve
Kinik parrhesia 6rnekleri incelenecek, daha sonra Spinoza' nin ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin sinirlar
ve doniisiimii iizerinde durulacak ve en son parrhesia veya ifade zgiirligiiniin imkani/
imkansizhg) ortaya konulacakur.

Greklerin konusma pratigi olan parrhesia kavrami, ¢agdag anlamda Foucault
tarafindan farkli yonleriyle ortaya konulmus ve kavramsallasunlmisur. Boylece
Foucault'nun parrhesiayt yeniden ele alma ihtiyac salt Grek diisiincesine 6zgii bir pratik
mi yoksa giinimiizdeki karsthg1 olarak varsayabilecegimiz ifade dzgiirliigiiniin kaynag
mudir? Foucault soylemin olusumunda herhangi bir siireklilikten bahsetmedigine gore,
parrhesianin yeniden distiniilmesi onun arsiv fikrine dayandirilabilir ancak. Bu anlamda
arsiv fikri, gegmisten giiniimiize gelen degil de pozitif olarak verilmigliklerle anlagilabilir.
Yani ortitk olmayan, verilmis olanlarin iisti kapanmadan ileriye dogru agilmasi ve
tamamlanmamig olmastyla olanaklidir. Boylece Foucaultnun parrhesia galismasi, salt
tarihsel anlamiyla simich olmamakla birlikee, sozlii eylemliligin Gtesinde disiincenin
yeniden tanimlayabilecegi bir konumu da tagtyabilir. Bu durumda sorulmas: gereken temel
soru, parrhesianin tam olarak ne oldugu ve nasil uygulandigidie?



parrhesia kirilganhginda ifade 6zgirliigine yer ayirma « yiidirm

Parrhesia Grekge bir sozciik olup etimolojik olarak parrhesiazethai - ki pan (her
sey) ve thema (sdylenen) sozciiklerin birlesiminden olugur- “her seyi soylemek” anlamina
gelir. Bu durumda her seyin etik, politik ve felsefi ayrimlari ve gizgileri birbirinden ayirt
edemeyecegi iin anlaminin daralulmasi gerekir. Teknik olarak parrhesia agsksizlidsigin
pratig, hakikatin soylenmesi, tehlike durumu ve odev bilinci alt basliklanyla incelenir.
Sirastyla bakildiginda parrhesiada konusmacinin soyledigi seyin kendi fikri oldugunu
kesin ve agik bir sekilde soylemesi ve bunu, diistindiiklerini gizleyecek herhangi bir retorik
bigim kullanmadan yapmasinin ya da retorik yerine bulabildii en dolaystz sozciik ve ifade
bigimlerinin kullamlmasi agik sozliiliik pratiginin ierigini olugturur. Bir bagka bigim olan
hakikatin soylenmesi, risk ya da tehlike arz ettigi durumlarda anlam kazanir. Ornegin
bir filozof bir hiikiimdara, bir tirana hitap etse ve ona tiranliginin rahatsiz edici ve nahog
oldugunu, zira tiranligin adaletle bagdasmadigint soylerse; filozof hakikati sdylemis olur,
hakikati soyledigine inanir ve buna ilaveten bir de risk alir. Bu risk her zaman 6liim riski
degildir. Bu kiginin yakinindaki birini uyarmast ve onun arkadagligin: kaybetmesi bigiminde
deolabilir. Yani parrhesiada tehlikeli olan, daima soylenen hakikatin dinleyiciyi incitebilecek
ya da fkelendirebilecek nitelikte olmasindan kaynaklanir. Bu da hakikatin dolaysizca
soylenmesini igerir. Ancak parrhesia, konusmacinin kendisi tizerinde gii¢ kullanabilecek
ve yapuklarindan dolay onu sansiirleyebilecek ya da cezalandirabilecek birine hitap ettig
durumlarda, konusan kisinin yapug bir edimin itirafi olabilir. Yani parrhesianin islevi ispat
etmek degil, elestiri sunmakuir. Son olarak parrhesiada hakikati séylemek bir 6dev olarak
goriiliir. Ornegin hakikati kabul etmeyenlere hakikati soyleyen, siirgiine gonderilen ya da
bir sekilde cezalandirilan hatip, sessiz kalmak konusunda 6zgjirdiir. Kimse onu konusmaya
zorlamaz; ancak o, bunu yapmanin bir 6dev oldugunu hisseder'. Peki ama hakikati
soylemenin bir 6dev oldugunun ve de soylenen hakikatin kaynaginin ve gegerliliginin
olciitii ne olabilir? Hakikat ile kargilagmanin sinicliliklan nelerdir? Bu durumu anlamanin
yolu, Greklerin etik anlayislarini bilmekle olanaklidir. Buna gore Greklerde inang ve
hakikat arasindaki 6rtiigme, zihinsel bir etkinlik dihilinde olugmaz. Bunun yerine sozel
bir etkinlik yani parrhesia dahilinde olusur. Yani hakikat, soz ile paralellik gosterirken
bunun aksi diigiinilmemektedir. Bu durumda 6rnegin s6z verme, Grekler igin baglayiciligi
yiiksek bir eylemdir. Nitekim Yunan parrhesia diisincesinde hakikatin elde edilmesi
konusunda herhangi bir sorun varmug gibi goriinmez; zira hakikatin elde edilmesi, bir
takim ahlaki niteliklere sahip olunmast yoluyla garanti aluna alinmis olur. Bir insan bir
takim ahlaki ilkelere sahipse bu, onun hakikate erisebilme imkan oldugunun ispatidir’.
Bu da goriildiigii gibi soziin ve eylemin birbiriyle olan tutarliligina dayanr. Ancak modern
anlamda bu durum, zihinsel bir olay olarak anlam kazanir. Ornegin Descartes'in inang ile
hakikati rtiigtiirmesi, belli bir zihinsel kaniun deneyimlenmesini 6n plana gikarir. Bu da
gosteriyor ki Grekler igin konugma, hakikatin agiga ¢tkmast igin 6nemli bir arag iken bu
durum, modern diigiincede zihinsel kanitlamalara denk diiser. Boylece Grekler ile modern
disiince arasindaki farklilikea ilk agia cikan bu ayrimdir. Bu aynmin Greklerdeki tagtyicisi,

1 Michel Foucault, Dogruyu Séylemek (istanbul: Aynnti Yayinlari, 2005), 10-16
2 Michel Foucault, Dogruyu Soylemek, s.12-13
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ayni zamanda parrhesia pratigini yerine getirendir. Bu pratigi yerine getirene de parrhesiastes
denilmekredir.

Foucault “parrhesiastesin hakikate sahip olma konusunda herhangi bir siiphe
tagidig1 izlenimi verdigine rastlamadigini ve zaten Descartes'st sorun ile parrhesia tutumu
arasindaki farkin da tam olarak bu oldugunu “syler. Bu anlamda parrhesiastes, aklindaki her
seyi sdyleyen kigidir. Hicbir seyi saklamaz, kalbini ve zihnini konugma yoluyla bagkalarina
acar’. Bu durumda parrhesiastes, dogru oldugunu diisiindiigii seyi mi soyler yoksagergekten
dogru olan seyi mi?

Parrhesiastes doru olan seyi soyler; zira o seyin dogru oldugunu bilir ve o seyin
dogru oldugunu bilmesi, onun gercekten dogru olmasindandir. Bununla parrhesiastes,
yalnizca diiriist olmakla ve diigiincesinin ne oldugunu sdylemekle kalmaz; ayni zamanda
onun diigiincesi hakikattir. O dogru oldugunu bildigi seyi soyler. O halde inang ile
hakikat arasinda her zaman bir értiisme, parrhesiastesin etkinligi ile anlam kazanur®, Peki
bu durumun sinirlihiklart nelerdir? Ya da parrhesiastesin hakikati dile getirmesinin kargilig:
nedir? Bu tam olarak parrhesia-parrhesiastes arasindaki iliskide ortaya ¢ikan, yasam ile 6lim
arasindaki oyun olarak disiiniilmelidir. Bu oyun, hakikati séyleyen ile dinleyici arasindaki
bir oyundur. Yani bir insan, ancak hakikati sGylemenin tehlike arz ettigi durumlarda
parrhesia kullandify soylenebilir ve parrhesiastes olarak kabul gormeyi hak eder’. Bu
durumda hayaunin tehlikeye atldigi bir parrhesia oyunu kabul edildigi zaman, kendi
kendisiyle iliskiye girilmig olur. Burada hakikati séylenmemis halde kaldig: bir hayaun
giivencesialunda kalmakransa, hakikati soylemek ugruna 6limi goze almak yegdir. Boylece
parrhesiastes, 6neelikle kendisiyle 6zgiil bir iliski kurmay segmis: kendisine karst sahtekérlik
yapan bir canli varlik degil, bir hakikat anlaticist olmay kendisi icin daha uygun gérmiigtir.
Bu durumda parrhesiastes, uyguladigs parrhesiay1 ddev gibi gordiigii ve bu nedenle hayatini
riske atuy sizel bir etkinliktir. Parrhesiada konugmaci ozgiirligiini kullanir ve kandirma
yerine diriistliigi, sahtelik ya da sessizlik yerine hakikati, hayat ve emniyet yerine olimi,
yaltaklanma yerine elegtiriyi, kendi ¢ikarini koruma ve ahlaki kayisizlik yerine ahlaki 6devi
tercih eder®. Bunun ispati ise cesaretten baskasi olamaz. Bir konugmacinin gogunlugun
inandiklarindan farkli olarak tehlikeli bir sey sdylemesi, o kisinin parrhesiastes olmasinin
gliclii bir ispaudur’. Bu ispaun yanunda parrhesiaile retorigin farki tizerinde de durulmalidir.
Hatta Sokratesci-Platoncu gelenekte parrhesia ile retorik kesin bir karsitlik arz eder ve
bu kargithk parrhesia sactigiiniin kullanildigs Gorgias diyalogunda belirgin bir sekilde
goriilmekeedir. Siireklilige sahip uzun bir konugma, bir retorik ya da sofistik araciyken;
soru ve cevaplardan olusan diyalog parrhesianin tipik bigimidir. Baska deyigle diyalog,

3 Michel Foucault, a.ge, 10

4 Alison Ross “Why is Speaking the Truth Fearless? Danger and Truth in Foucault’s Discussion of
Parrhesia”, Parrhesia 4, (2008): 68

5 Alison Ross “Why is Speaking the Truth Fearless? Danger and Truth in Foucault’s Discussion of
Parrhesia”, 70

6 Michel Foucault, a.ge, [4-17

7 Ross, a.ge, 62
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oyununun oynanmasinda temel tekniklerden biridir. Parrhesia ile retorik arasindaki
kargitlik, Phaedrusta da goriilir. Bu diyalogta asil mesele konusma ile yazi arasindaki
karsitligin dogasi degil, hakikati sdyleyen logos ile bdylesi bir hakikat anlauciligina mukredir
olmayan logos arasindaki farkur. Politik olarak bakildiginda bunu Euripides'in oyunlarinda
ve MO V. yiizyila ait metinlerde kullanildig1 haliyle parrhesiayi, Atina demokrasinin asli
ozelliklerinden birisi olarak gérmek miimkiindiir. Bu anlamda parrhesianin iyi vatandasa
ozgii etik ve kigisel bir tutumun yam sira, demokrasi igin bir rehber niteliginde oldugu
soylenebilir. Atina demokrasisi actk bir bicimde, insanlarin demokmatia, isegoria (esit
konugma hakki), #sonomia (tiim vatandaglarin iktidarin kullaniminda esit kullanimi) ve
parrhesianin tadini gikaracaklart bir yonetim bigimi (politeia) seklinde tammlanmugtir. Bu
uygulama parrhesianin ortaya gikug: yerin, agora oldugunu gosterir®.

Bu durumda Antik diisiincede parrhesia pratigi felsefy, etik ve politik baglamda
agorasentrik bir karakterdedir. Bunu da en uygun bigimiyle Sokrates ve Diogenesde
gormek miimkiindiir. Ciinkii parrhesia-parrhesiastes oyununda temel ayrim “ne olursa olsun
inandig1 dogruyu korkusuzca soyleme” eylemi, bu filozoflardagoriiliir. Buna gére Sokrates,
Savunma ve Kriton diyaloglariyla ve Diogenes de, iktidar giiclerine kargi sergiledigi aykir
tutumlaniyla ele alinacakur.

SOKRATIK/KINIK PARRHESIA

Sokrates “sorgulanmayan hayatin yasanmaya degmedigini” soylerken ashnda yasamin
kendisini ve onun iinde neyi bilip neyi bilmedigimizi sorgular. Bunu ironik bir bigimde
insanlara yonelttigi sorularla agiga cikarir. Ancak at sinegi misali insanlari rahatsiz eden tavr,
Atina kanunlan ve yurttaglan tarafindan kabul gormez. Bunun igin Sokrates yargilanur.
Aslinda Sokrates, onu sozde yargilayanlan yargilar. Bunu yaparken tam da parrhesia
uygular. Bunun icin “dilinin ucuna gelen sozciikleri allayip pullamadan soyler. Ciinkii
biitiin diyeceklerinin dogru olduguna inamir; bunun yaninda kimsenin ondan dogrudan
bagka bir sey beklememesini, 6rnegin bir takim siislii piislii ciimlelerle konugmanin ona
yakismayacagini™ da ekler. Bu anlamda Sokrates'in yapmaya calsug; tek ey, diisiinceye
dair olan1 oldugu gibi aktarmakur. Nitekim bu davranist neticesinde insanlarin ona kargt
“hing beslemelerine yol agugin; bunu da dogruyu soyledigi icin ona yapildigina inanur
ki, bunun icin lekelendigini ve ona siiriilen karanin kaynaginin da bu oldugunu” séyler.
Ancak Sokrates icin biitiin bunlarin bir 6nemi yokwur. Onemli olan dogru bildigini
dolaysizca aktarmakur. Bu yolda insan “onurunu goz 6niinde bulundurarak dliimii tercih

8 M. D.Carter “Citizen Attribute, Negative Right: A Conceptual Difference Between Ancient and
Modern Ideas of Freedom of Speech”, Free Speech in Clasiccal Antiquity iinde, Brill Publishing,
Mnemosyne, Bibliotecha Clasicca Batava, (2002): 199 ve Michel Foucault,a.g.e, I8

9 Platon, Sokrates'in Savunmas: 17¢c; Marlen van Raalte, “Socratic Parrhesia and Its Afterlife in
Plato’s Law” Free Speech in Clasiccal Antiquity i¢inde, Brill Publishing, Mnemosyne, Bibliotecha
Clasicca Batava, (2002): 280

10 Platon, Sokrates’in Savunmast, 24b
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etmekten kaginmamali'' ve bunun igin bir kere degil bin kere dlmek gerekse bile, dogru
yoldan hig mi hig ayrilmamacasina oliinmesi gerekrigini'’savunur. Bu durumda Sokrates
iin parrhesia, dlimle sonuglansa bile yagam-6lim oyunundan kaginmamak gerekir".
Nitekim boyle diigiinen biri, diisiincenin yasamast igin pekéld 6limi tercih eder. Bu da
Sokrates'in yasamindan ziyade dogruyu korkusuzca dile getirmenin yagamaya deger bir
6lii oldugunu, bunu kaybettikten sonra yagamun bir anlaminin kalmadigini soylemesiyle
esdegerdedir.

Nitekim Sokrates cezalandirildiktan sonraki diyalogu olan Kritonda “en 6nemli
seyin yasamak degil, daha iyi yajama segenegi iizerinde diisiinmemiz gerektigini” salik
verir¥. Bu diyalogta Sokratesin Savunma'dan farkli olarak sitenin yasalarina dayanarak
muhatabina seslenir. Buna gore Sokrates, hakli ya da haksiz olarak sitenin kanunlarina
gore yargilanmasinin ve ona ceza verilmesinin bir 6nemi yoktur, asil dnemli olan sitenin
kuralina uymakur®. Ciinki sitede yasamin kogullari icinde her ey, bir sézlesme neticesinde
belirlenir ve sitenin sinirlarindaki her kuralin da sitedekilerin kabulii neticesinde olugtugu
goz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda; Sokrates igin tek tutarli yol, sitenin kurallarina uyulmasi
ve parrhesianin varsa bir bedeli, sitenin kanunlarina gore ddenmesidir. Bu anlamda
Sokrates yasanin sinirlart iginde kalirken aslinda yasanin megruiyetini de sorgulamaya agar.
Fakat yurttaglarin yasamlarini korumast gereken yasa, Sokrates'in diigiincelerinden dolay
oliimiine neden olmast, paradoksal bir pozisyon bir durum yaraur.

Sokrates'in yasaya uymast, parrhesianin neye mal olursa olsun yerine getirilmesi
gereken bir 6dev oldugunu gosterir. Bunun yaninda 6devin pedagojik bir misyonu da
vardir. Yani Sokratik parrhesia etkinliginin amaci “muhataby, logos'la, erdemle, cesaretle
ve hakikatle Doryen (soz-eylem arasindaki uyum) bir armoni boyunca akort edilebilen
bir yasam tarzini segmeye sevk etmektir™. Ciinkii Sokrates'in yasaminda soz ile eylem
arasindaki uyum Dor modundadir ve cesarette ifadesini bulur. Sokrates’i sofistten ayiran
sey de bu uyumdur. Ciinkii sofist cesaret iizerine hog ve giizel soylevler verirken cesur
degildir. Ancak Sokrates'in s6zii ve eylemi birbirini dogrular. Boylece dogrunun ya da
hakikatin olgiicii, soz-eylem uyumlulugun saglanmasiyla miimkiin olabilir. Parrhesia bu
anlayigla anlam kazanmgtr.

Sokratik parrhesianin yaninda Kiniklerde parrhesia ilkesiyle elestirel vaazlarla,
skandala yol agacak davraniglarla ve kigkirtict diyaloglarla uygulanirdi. Genel olarak Kinikler
tiyatrolarda, insanlarin ziyafet icin toplandiklar yerlerde, dinsel bulugmalarda, atletizm
yarigmalarinda vb. konusgmay: severlerdi. Zaman zaman bir tiyatro izleyicisi toplulugunun
ortasinda ayaga kalkarve birkonugma yaparlardi. Kendine 6zgii niteligi olan Kinik vaazinda,
konforun reddi, siyasi kurumlara ve mevcut ahlaki kurallara yonelik elegtirileri salik vermesi,

11 Platon, Sokrates'in Savunmas:, 28d

12 Platon, Sokrates’in Savunmast, 30c

13 Raalte, “Socratic Parrhesia and Its Afterlife in Plato’s Law™”, 296
14 Platon, Kriton, 48b

15 Platon, Kriton, 52e

16 Foucault, a.g.e, 80
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parrhesiayr kullanmalan igin nemli bir gerekgedir. Boylece Kinik vaazinda porzitif 6gretiye
gok seyrek rastlanir. Bu anlamda iyi ve kétiiniin dogrudan ortaya konmast s6z konusu
degildir. Daha ziyade herhangi bir davranist ve hayat tarzini degerlendirecek temel kriter,
kendi kendine yetmeyle (autarkeia) agiklanir. Kinikler icin insanin mutlulugunun temel
kosulu, kisinin sahip olmak istedigj ya da yapmaya karar verdigi seyin kendisinden baska
higbir seye bagl olmadigy, kendi kendine yetme yani bagimsizlik durumudur. Bu anlamda
vaazlar, kisinin ozgiirligiini ve bagimsizligini engelleyen her tiirlii toplumsal kuruma
karst olmustur”. Bu durumun en tipik 6rnegi Diogenes'in davranislaridir. Ozelikle iktidar
sahibi olan Bilyiik Iskender ile diyaloglan birer parrhesia drnegidir. Bir diyalogta Iskender'e
hitaben “Beni oldiirmek igin gereken olanaklara ve hukuki yaptirim hakdana sahipsin. Peki
ama benden hakikati duyacak cesareti gosterecek misin yoksa beni 6ldiirmek zorunlulugu
hissedecek kadar 6dlek misin?” diye sorarken siyasi iktidara karg: hakikatin iktidarini yani
parrhesiay: kullanir. Bu da Diogenes'in siyasal iktidara degil de parhesiaya angaje oldugunu
gosterir. Ciinkii Diogenes, herhangi bir siyasi kuruma ve nomos'a karst siirekli olarak
olumsuz ve elegtirel bir tutum takinir®,

Bu durumda kendi kendine yetme, kendi hakikatini bilmeyle miimkiindiir.
Kisinin hakikati bilebilmek icin kendisine dair hakikati bilmesi gerekliliginin yol agug bu
dongi, IV. yiizyildan itibaren parrhesia uygulamasinin bir 6zelligi olmug; Bau diisiincesinin
—ornegin Descartes ve Kant'in- sorunsal nitelikli bilmecelerinden biri halini almugtir®.
Aslinda tam da bu nokrada bir kopusun gergeklestigi soylenebilir. Bu durum bir gegise yol
acarken parrhesia, agoranin bir iglevi olmakean ¢ikup politik ve felsefi problemler ekseninde
tarugtimaya baglanir. Bu anlamda parrhesia pratigini donistiirme denemeleri, felsefi diigiince
baglami iginde farkli bir tarzda da yer bulabilir. Ancak Sokratesin Kriton diyalogunda da
vurguladig; gibi temel problem, bir yasanin varlig1 ve ona gore davranma ideali oldugu igin,
politik kargilig tizerinde durmakra fayda vardir. Bunun igin kartezyen 6zne problematigi
tizerinde duran Descartes ya da saf aklin sinirlani ve olanaklarini belirleyen ve de Kant'in
kurucu 6zne diisiincesinden ziyade, politik diisiince problematigini, iktidarin megruiyeti
ve sinirliliklar baglaminda sekiiler bir siyaset yorumuyla tartisan Machiavelli, Hobbes ve
Spinoza gizgisi 5nemlidir. Temelde sekiiler bir diisiincede birlegen bu filozoflardan Spinoza,
en azindan parrhesia pratigine yakin bir olanak baglaminda obiir ikisinden ayrilir. Buayrnim
“diigtincenin ozgiirce ifade edilmesinin olanakliligi”na dayanir. Boylece Spinoza'nin ifade
6zgrligii fikei, politik bir sorunsal olarak ortaya gikarken sorunsalin kavsaginda, ifade
6zgiirligiiniin siyasal bittinlikle ilikisi, erdemin ifade zgiirligii tizerindeki rolii, ifade
6zgiirl igiiniin imkanhililig1 ve imkansizliginin sorular belirmektedir.

17 Foucault, a.ge, 94-95
18 Foucault, a.ge, 101,105
19 Foucault, a.ge, 84
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SPINOZA'DA iIFADE OZGURLUGU

Spinoza, politik ontolojiyle ilgili diisiincelerini TTP ve TP ile ortaya koyar. Ancak iki
eser arasinda temelde birtakum farkliliklar vardur. Bu farkliiklarda TTP'nin politik teoloji
elestirisi, TP'de siyasal bir yapinin olusumuna doniigiir. Ancak ikisi arasindaki ayrim,
tekillerin conatusu ile devletin conatusu sorununda agiga gikar. Bu cakisma da Spinoza’nin
ifade Gzgiirliigii ve devletin simurlariyla ilgili diigiincelerini belirler. Nitekim Spinoza
TTP’nin, XVI. bélimiinden baglayarak ifade 6zgjirliigiiniin devletin huzuru ve giivenligini
tehlikeye diigiirmeden, her insana nereye kadar taninabilecegi sorusu etrafinda yogunlagir.
Aslinda bu soru, ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin devletin siurlari dahilinde nasil miimkiin olacaginin
kargihigint ararken, ayni zamanda ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin gercekei ve kabul edilebilir kogullarint
da belirlemeye caligir. Bunun icin felsefeyi teolojiden ayiran ve asil kaygisinin bu oldugunu
sdyleyen Spinoza'nin, ifade dzgiirliigiinii politik teolojinin iktidarina kargi sekiiler diisiince
adina bir arag olarak kullandig1 soylenebilir. Bu sekiiler baglam icinde olusan politik
ontoloji diigtincesi, temelinde bulunan conatus veya erdem fikriyle anlagilabilir. Nitekim
parrhesianin anlagimast icin de Greklerin erdem fikrine bagvurulmugtu. Ancak Spinoza'nin
erdem fikri, Antik dilgiinceden farklidir. Bu da Machiavelli ve Hobbes'ta oldugu gibi sekiiler
bir deger tagir.

Spinozada erdem ile conatus birbiriyle dogrudan baglanulidir. Buna gore kendi
kendisini korumak icin harcanan caba (conatus), erdemin ilk ve biricik kokiidir. Zira
bundan 6nce gelen bagka higbir ilke tasarlanamaz ve o olmadan higbir erdem kavranmg
degildir®®. O zaman erdemin ilkesi, insanin kendi varligini korumast icin ¢aba harcamasi
iken tstiin mutluluk ise, insanin kendi varligini korumasindan ibarettir. Erdem, kendi
kendisi icin istenmelidir (yani erdemin arzusu kendisi icin olmalidir) ve kendisine kargt
istah duyulmasi gereken ondan daha degerli ya da bize ondan daha faydal: bir sey yokrur.
Buna kargin kendilerini 6lime birakanlarin ruhlar giigsiizliige ugramg ve biisbiitiin kendi
tabiatlariyla kargitlk halinde bulunan dig nedenler tarafindan yenilmiglerdir®'. Bunun
iin sir vermek istemeyen birinin bunun yerine 6limii tercih etmesi ya da intihar etmek
isteyen birinin davranigi, erdeme uygun olmayan bir 6rnektir. Ciinki erdem, giic sahibi
olmakla olanaklidir. Bu giic, comatusun siirekliligi adina arzulanir. Boylece insan, faydali
olani aramaya yani kendi varligini korumaya ne kadar caligirsa, o kadar fazla giig sahibi
olurken ve o kadar gok erdem kazanirken tersine, faydali olandan yani kendi varligini
korumadan ne kadar kaginirsa insan o kadar giicsiiz olur®. Bunun sonucunda erdemin
pesinden gidenlerin yiice iyiligi hepsinde ortakur ve hepsi bundan ayni derecede seving
duyar®. Bu seving duygusunun peginden giden kimse, kendi kendisi icin arzu ettigi iyilii,
bagka insanlar icin de isteyecektir24. Bu durumda erdem fikri, bagkasiyla olan iliskimizde
seving duygulaniginin yardimiyla yasarmin pozitifligini agiga cikarir ki Spinoza, diiiince ve
20 Benedictus Spinoza, Etika, 3. Baski, (Ankara, Dost Kitabevi Yayinlan, 2009) £1V-6.22 sonug
21 Spinoza, Etika, EIV-6.18, Scolie
22 Etika, EIV-6.20

23 Spinoza, Etika, EIV-6.36
24 Spinoza, Etika, EIV-6.37
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inancin insanin insana fayda sagladig: bir bigimde olmasini salik verir. Bu anlamda politik
ontolojinin dayanag olan erdem, herkes icin istenen seving duygulaniiyla anlam kazanr.
Politik bir tavir olan ifade 6zgiirliigii de, seving duygulangi gergevesinde diigiiniilmelidir.
Herkesin orak iyisinin diigiinidldiigii Spinozist bir yapi iginde, ifade 6zgiirliigiinin sinirlarla
ve sinirliliklarla ortaya konulmas: gerekir. Bu da ancak devletinyapisiyla ilgili bir durumdur.
Spinoza bunu TTP'de daha 6zgiirlitkgii bir yaklasimla ele alirken TP'de ise, daha giivenlikgi
bir kaygyla sunar. Iki eserin ortak nokrast ise, bireyin ve devletin conasuslaninin birlesmesi
geregidir.

TTP'de Spinoza devletin amacinin “hitkmetmek, insanlara korku salarak onlari
avucunun iginde tutmak ve bir bagkasinin hakkina tabi kilma olmadigini tersine devletin
amacinin, elden geldigince giivenlik alunda yasayabilmesi igin her insam korkudan
kurtarmak™ oldugu sdyler. Baska bir deyisle devlet “onun var olma ve hem kendisine
hem de bagkasina zarar vermeden davranma tabii hakkini miimkiin olan en iyi bigimde
korumalidir. Devletin amaci insanlani akilli varliklardan hayvanlara ya da otomatlara
doniistiirmek degildir. Tersine bu amag zihinsel ve bedensel islevlerini giivenlik iginde
yerine getirmelerinden ibarettir. Bu amag insanlarin kinle, ofkeyle, hilekirca rekabete
girmeden ve kotii niyetli bir augmaya siiritklenmeden 6zgiir akh kullanmalarindan bagka
bir sey degildir. Demek ki devletin gergek amaci ozgiirlikeiir”. O zaman amaci 6zgirlik
olan bir devlette her insanin istedigini diigiinebilmesi ve diigiindiigiinii soyleyebilmesi
gerekir. Ciinkii bir insanin kafasinin biitiiniiyle bagkasinin hakkina tabi olmasi miimkiin
degildir. Kimse bir baskasina dogal hakkin: yani her konuda ézgiirce akil yiiriitme ve
Gzgiirce yargida bulunma yetisini devredemez. Kimse boyle bir devre zorlanamaz da”.
Spinoza, TTP'deki bu goriisleriyle, ilk etapta Hobbes'tan ayrilmakradir. Ciinkii Hobbes,
kisilerin yagamlarini siirdiirmeleri igin biitiin haklarini egemene devretmeleri ve konugma
hakkinin sadece egemene ait oldugunu syler. Ancak Spinozada insanin vazgegtigi tek sey
kendi uygun gordiigii sekilde eyleme hakkidur, akil yiiriitme ve yargida bulunma hakku degil.
Yani egemenin hiikmiine kargi eylemde bulunmak agik bir sekilde egemenin hakkinin ihlali
anlamna gelirken fikir yiiritmek, yargida bulunmak ve dolaysiyla konugmak tiimiiyle
serbesttir. Bu, eyleme d6niismeyen bir konugmay ve elestiriyi igerir. Ancak Spinoza buna
da sinir gizmektedir. Ciinkii bu eylemin yalnizca konugmak ve ogretmekle yetinmesini;
kisisel kararinin otoritesine dayanip devlet iginde herhangi bir degisiklige niyetlenmeden
yada hile, 6tke ve kinle degil, yalnizca akul yoluyla goriislerini savunmay: onerir. Ayrica ona
gore biri herhangi bir yasanin saglikh akla aykint oldugunu gosterirken ve bu nedenle onun
kaldirdmas: igin konugurken, disiincesini ayn: zamanda tistiin giiciin yargisina sunarsa
(yasalar koymak ve kaldirmak yalnizca istiin giiciin isidir ) ve bu arada s6z konusu yasanin
buyurdugu higbir seye de aykirt davranmazsa, en iyi yurttaslardan biri olarak, devletin
ovgiisiini hak etmistir”.

25 Benedictus Spinoza, TractarusTheologico-PoIiticus (Ankara, Dost Kitabevi Yayinlan, 2010)
XX. Béliim, 285

26 Julie E. Cooper “Freedom of Speech and Philosophical Citizenship in Spinoza’s Theologico-
Political Treatise, Law, Culture and the Humanities, 2, (2006): 100

27 Spinoza, TractatusTheologico-Politicus, XX/286
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Bu durumda ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin statiisii, devletin belirlemis oldugu 6zgiirlitk
sinirlant ierisinde, eylem olmaksizin salt konusmaya ve ifade euneye dayali olarak
gerceklestirilen bir pratiktir. Ciinkii Spinoza, ifade 6zgjirliigiiniin sinirsiz imtiyazina kargidr.
Bireyin ve toplumun ozgjirliikle ilgisinin otoritenin kargit goriislerine agirlk verilmesi
gerekrigini savunur. Nitekim devlet, kendisine zarar veren goriisleri de cezalandinr®. Bu
durum liberal diisiincenin kamusal alan/6zel alan ayrimini akla getirir. Yani Spinozada bu
aynim fikirler olarak 6zel alan ile eylemler olarak kamusal alan olarak yorumlanir. Bu da
liberal diisiincenin bir problemidir. Liberal gelenekte siyasal egemenlik ve bireysel zgiirlitk
iki ayrialanda iglerliklerini siirdiiriirler ve normal sartlarda birbirlerinin alanlarina girmeyip
kargihkl: olarak birbirlerini teminat altna alirlar. Bu durumda devletin egemenligi ile
bireyin dzgiirliigiiniin birbirinden ayrimasina veya uzlasurdmasina gerek yokrur. Ciinkii
onlar birbiriyle celisemezler. Celiski, onlan kargi karsya getirmek olacakur®. Bu da
bireyin conatusu ile devletin conatusunun birbiriyle ortiigmesi ve birbirleriyle causmamasi
anlamina gelir. Spinoza bu durumu itaat ile aiklar. Ona gore itaat digsal eylemlerden ok,
ruhun icsel eylemlerine iliskindir. Bu nedenle, bir baskasinin biitiin buyruklarina tiim
gonlilyle itaat etmeye karar vermis insan, onun hakimiyeti aluna en fazla girmis olandur.
Dolaystyla uyruklarinin kafalarinda hiikiim siiren kisi, en biiyiik hikimiyetin de sahibidir.
Kendilerinden en gok korkulanlar en biiyiik hikimiyetin sahibi olsalards, hi¢ kusku yok
bunlar ancak tiranlarin uyruklar olabilirdi*®.

Boylece itaatin, siyasal bir yapida comasus igin bir gereklilik oldugunu
goriilmektedir. Bu da ancak demokratik ve 6zgiir bir devlet iginde miimkiindiir. Ciinkii
devlet, bireylerin fikirlerini ifade edebilmeleri igin en genis alan yaratmak durumundadbr.
Aruk bireylerin kendi mizaglari, egemenin iktidarina (potestas) bir engel olarak degil,
devletin giiciiniin (potentia) etkin bir unsuru olarak goriinmeye baglar. Insanlar devletin
kurulugunda bilingli bir sekilde rol aldiklarinda, devletin kendileri iizerindeki iktidarini
ve korumasini da dogalinda isterler. Diigiince ozgiirliigiinii destekleyen bir devlet aym
zamanda rasyonel kararlar alma sansini da olabilecek en iist dereceye gikarur ve bireyi
itaatin tercih edilebilecek tek avantajli davranis bigimi olacag bir duruma sokar. Tam da
bundan sonra kelimenin tam manasiyla digsinceler ve sizler teknar eyleme donigiirler’'.

Boylelikle ifade 6zgiirligiiniin kogulsuz bir pratik olmad sylenebilir. Nitekim
Spinoza TP ile, baz1 hognutsuz olaylarin da katkistyla liberal ve ozgiirlikcii bir anlayistan,
giivenlikgi bir siyasal yapinin varligini zorunlu kilmigtr. Bu durumda onun igin aslolan
giivenlik olmugtur. Bu anlamda devletin giivenligi bakimindan isleri iyi idare etmek igin
insanlarin hangi i¢sel giiditye sahip olduklarinin 6nemi yokur, yeter ki onu iyi yonetsinler:
gerekte ruhun ozgiirliigii yani cesaret 6zel bir erdemdir. Ancak devlete gerekli olan ilk
erdem, giivenliktir”. Bununla, 6rnegin dile getirilmesi gereken bir gercegin, devletin

28 Leonard W. Levy, “Freedom of Speech Seventeeth-Century Thought™, The Antioch Review,
Vol..57, No.2, (1999): 169

29 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset (istanbul: Otonom Yaymnlar, 2004), s. 43-44

30 Benedictus Spinoza, TractatusTheologico-Politicus, XVII/244

31 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset , 47

32 Benedictus Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus (Ankara, Dost Kitabevi Yayinlan, 2009), 1.7
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giivenligi nedeniyle sinirlandinlarak ya da devletin gikarina uygun olarak yumugaulmasi
s6z konusu olabilir. Bu durumda TTP'de devredilmeyen “Gzgiirce akil yiiriitme ve ozgiirce
yargida bulunma yetisi” veya “ifade Gzgiirliigii”, TP'de giivenlik adina devredilmesi
zorunlulugu tagir. Peki ama ifade ozgiirliigiiniin doniigiimii nasil olmugtur? Hangi eyleme
ya da sdyleme tahvil edilmistir?

Ifade Gzgiirliigii, devletin ruhu olan yasalarla belirlenmistir. Yani siyasal yapinin
isleyisinde parlamentonun bir pratigi olarak kargimiza gtkmakra ve devletin mutlak varligina
katki sunmakradir”. Ancak Spinozada bu durum TTP ile ele alimirken parlamenter bir
anlayis adina ileri siiriilmemigtir. Daha ¢ok TP ile ifade Gegirliigiiniin doniisimii soz
konusudur. Bu déniigiim sitenin conasusu igindir. Nitekim site neyin dogru ve iyi olduguna
karar verirse, herkes de bu gekilde karar vermelidir. Oyleyse uyruk, Sitenin kararlarinin gok
haksiz olduguna hiikmetse bile gene de bunlara uymak zorundadir*. Ciinkii Sitenin hakki
gergekte bir bicimde aymi diigiinceyi izleyen halkin giiciiyle tammlanir ve eger Site salim
aklin tiim insanlara ulagilmasinin yararl oldugunu Ggrettigi amaca dogru tiim gayretiyle
yonelmezse, bu ruh birligi higbir bicimde tasarlanamaz.

Béylece egemenin hakki ayri ayri alinan yurtaslardan her birinin giiciiyle degil
ama bir bigimde ayn: diigiincenin rehberligini izleyen halkin giiciiyle tamimlanan dogal
hakran bagka bir sey degildir. Bunun anlami, govdesiyle ve ruhuyla tiim Devletin giicii
ol¢iisinde bir hakka sahip oldugudur. Her yurttag ancak Sitenin bir karari uyarinca hak
olarak isteyebilecegi bir seyi yapabilir ya da bir seye sahip olabilir. Bu durumda sitenin
ortak karari, herkesin yasaya angaje olmasi geregini dogurur. Yalnizca bu angajman
kisiye Gzgiirliik saglar. Ozgiirlitk de zorunlulugun farkinda olmakur. Burada zorunluluk
conatusun siirekliligi iin koyulan kurallar iken dzgiirliik ise, buna uymakur. Bu zorunluluk-
Gzgiirlitk ilikisi baglaminda, ifade Gzgiirligiiniin doniistiigi, yasalarla belirlendigi ve
kosulsuz olamayacag agikur. Spinozada bu durum, ifade 6zgjirliigiiniin devletin yasalariyla
anlagilabilir. Ciinkii devler, politik teolojik etkilere karst sekiiler anlamda bir siyasal yapi
oldugu icin, hem kendi conamusunu hem de tekillerin conasusunu korumakla yiikiimliidiir.
O zaman ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin giivenlik adina yasalara baglandig1 soylenebilir. Bu durumda
ifade ozgiirligiiniin, parrhesianin kirlganliginda bir karsihgr olup olmadigi sorusu
yinelenmeli ya da parrhesianin kopusunun ifade 6zgiirliigii igin anlami sorgulanmalidir.

PARRHESIA VERSUS [FADE OZGURLUGU

Parrhesia ile ifade Gzgjirligiinii erdem diigiincesi ekseninde cesaret, uygunluk, yasam-6liim
oyunu, tehlike-giivenlik durumu aynmlan icerisinde kargilagurmak miimkiindiir. Bu
yiizden erdem ekseninde hareketedilmelidir. Ciinkii parrhesiaile ifade ozgiirliigii arasindaki
erdem farki, ayni zamanda Antik diigiince ile Spinoza’nin sekiller diisiincesi arasindaki farki
da gosterir. Buna gore parrhesia, Antik Yunanda erdemli tutumla olanaklidir. Dogruyu

33 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, X.9
34 Spinoza, TP, 1114
35 Spinoza, TP, 111.2
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dolaysiz ve korkusuzca sdylemek, sozel bir etkinlikle, onu sdyleyenin bir tutarligi olarak
kabul edilir. Bunun igin herhangi bir kanitlama ihtiyaci olmamasi, konugmanin retorikten
ziyade bir kendilik durumuyla agiklanabilecegini gosterir. Bu anlamda parrhesia, karsiliginda
verilmesi gereken bedellerin korkusuzca verilecegi bir etkinliktir. ifade begiirliigiine
bakildiginda éncelikle TTP'de ortaya konulmasinin 6zel bir anlami vardur. Ik etapta salt
politik bir kaygiyla degil de politik teolojiye kargi ortaya konulmug olmast, bunun ozgiir
disiince ve felsefe adina yapildigin gosterir. Nitekim Spinoza'nin temel kaygisi, felsefeyi
teolojiden ayirmakur. Bunun icin ifade dzgiirligiiniin politik teolojiye kars sekiiler bir
baglam icerisinde giivence aluna alinmas gerekir. Bu giivence de sekiiler devletle saglanur.

Ifade Gzgiirliigiiniin giivencesi olan devletin &zgiir bir yapida olmasi, politik
teolojinin keder duygulanigina kars1, insanlarin seving duygulanigint 6n plana gikarir. Bu
durumda erdemin, sekiiler bir diizlemde olugmas: gerekir. Bu diizlemin temeli conatusa
dayanir. Conatus (varligin elinden gelen biitiin cabasini gostermesi), hem diigiincenin
hem de politik kaygilarin gekirdegini olugturur. Bu durumda Sokratik/Kinik parrhesianin
dogruyu séylemek adina yasam-6lim oyununda gerekirse lmeyi tercih etmesi, ifade
Gzgiirligiiniin bu boyutlarda diiiinilemeyecegini gosterir. Ciinkii bu durumun seving
duygulanugiyla ilgili olmadi ve yasam arzusunu da yiikseltemeyecei icin, conatus fikriyle
bagdagsmaz. Bu paralelde Spinoza, TTP'nin son bélimiinde “adil olduklarini bilenler,
ipten kaziktan kurtulmus olanlar gibi 6limden korkmaz ve yalvarip yakararak cezadan
kurtulmaya caligmazlar. Vicdan azabi gektirmelerini gerektirecek utang verici bir eylemde
bulunmamuglardir. Tersine iyi bir dava ugruna 6lmenin bir ceza degjl, bir onur oldugunu
dsiiniirler ve 6zgiirlik adina can verdikleri igin gogiisleri kabarir. Boyle insanlarin
olimiinden, nasil ibret dersi qikarilabilir ki? Hig kimsenin buradan gikarabilecegi bir
ders olamaz, onu tekrarlamak ve 6vmek disinda™ derken herhangi bir sey ugruna;
Omegin parrhesia ugruna conatusa son verilemeyecegini savunur ki zaten boyle bir sey
Spinoza igin anlagilmazdir. Bu durumda cesaretin parrhesia igin nemli bir aynm oldugu
disiiniildiigiinde, Spinoza'nin tekillerin ve devletin conatusu igin ifade Gzgjirligiini giivenlik
adina sinirlandinir. O zaman ifade dzgiirliigiiniin imkansizlgindan mi bahsedilmeli yoksa
parrhesianin kirllmalarinin sonucunda ifade 6zgirligiiniin ortaya glkmasindan ms?

Orgiirce konugma pratikleri, devletin temelleriyle diigiiniildiigii siirece birtakim
¢ikmazlara girmesi kaginilmazdir. Ancak parrhesia igin herhangi bir dnkosul s6z konusu
degildir. Ciinkii parrhesia agoranin bir etkinligidir. Agora da herkesin ortak alan: olarak
kullandif sokaklarin uzanust olan bir mekéndur. Nitekim Sokrates'in felsefe yapug: yer de
Atina sokaklari ve agoralaridir. Benzer olarak Kinikler de, insanlarin yogun olarakyasadiklar:
yetlerde parrhesiay uygulardi. Kinikler igin kamusal alanda parrhesia uygulamasinin
yaninda, muhalefetin mekanla degil, kendilikle de ilgili oldugunu gostermiglerdir.

Grekler iin konugma etkinligi herhangi bir soylemin iiriinii degil, 6zgiir olmanin
bir pratigidir. Ciinkii istediklerini istedikleri gibi syledikleri bir yerde olmalari demek,
orasinin konugmak icin zgiir bir yer” oldugu anlamina gelir. Nitekim parrhesiadan dolay:

36 Spinoza, TractatusT heologico-Politicus, XX/289
37 Raalte, “Socratic Parrhesia and Its Afterlife in Plato’s Law”, 279
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oliimle cezalandirilan Sokrates, hakikati bagka yerde soyleyemeyecegine inandi; icin yasaya
uymak suretiyle 6limi tercih eder. Bu da Greklerin ozgiirce ve korkusuzca konugmaya
verdigi onemden kaynaklanur. Zaten Greklerde gerek sozel bir etkinlik gerekse de politik
bir pratik olarak parrhesia, yurttaglarin bir hakk: degil de onlarin dogal bir tutumudur®.
Giinkii parrhesianin kaybedilmesi kendine giivenin kaybidir, 0 zaman cesur yiirekliligin
bu kayba kurban edilmesi soz konusudur®. Ifade ozgirliigii bu anlamda parrhesiaya
benzetilebilir. Ciinkii “kimse diledigi gibi diisiiniip yargida bulunma 6zgiirliigiinden istese
de vazgegemiyorsa ve tersine her insan tabiatin en iistiin hakki uyarinca diigiincelerinin
efendisiyse, bundan ¢ikacak sonug su: Fikirleri bu denli gegitli ve kargit olan insanlarin
yalnizca iistiin giici kullananlarin buyruklari dogrultusunda konugmalan saglanmak
istenirse, hicbir devlette, tam bir basarisizhga yol agilmadan béyle bir seye kalkigilamaz.
Halk tabakasi bir yana, en becerikli olanlar da genelerini kapayamaz. Insanlarin ortak
kusuru, gizlilik gerektigi zaman bile diigiindiiklerini baskalarina agmalaridir. Demek ki
herkesin diisiindiigiini soyleme ve 6gretme ozgiirligiind elinden alan bir siyasi biitiin
en siddetli siyasi biitiindiir. Buna kargilik, imli bir siyasi biitiin, her insana s6z konusu
Gegiirliin tanindigy siyasi biitiin olacakur®.

Spinozanin dogal bir durum olarak gordiigii ifade Gegiirligiinin eylemsel
anlamda karsiliginin olmamast, politik bir doniigiim gegirmesini kaginilmaz kilmugur. Bu
anlamda Spinoza'nin politik ontolojisine bakildiginda ifade 6zgiirligiiniin gegici bir zaman
aralig igin 6nemi vurgulanmigur. Ancak Sokrates'in Kriton diyalogunda parrhesiadan dolay:
aldig1 cezay: sitenin yasalarina uyarak kabullenmesi, ifade 6zgirliigiiniin TP'de devletin
yasalari uyarinca diizenlenmesine benzer. Hara politik anlamda parrhesianin tarihsel
olarak bir gegis, bir kinlma nokrasindan bahsedilecekse Helenistik donemde, monarsilerin
yiikselisiyle beraber siyasi alanin degismesiyle parrhesia da hitkiimdar ile danigmanlar ya
da maiyeti arasindaki iliskide merkezi konum kazanir. Yani devletin monargik yonetim
bigiminde, danismanin odevi, krala karar siireglerinde yardimei olmak ve onun gorevi
kotitye kullanmasini engellemek iizere parrhesiay kullanmakur®'.

Agoradan saraya gegen parrhesia, iktidar sahiplerine angaje olmaktan geri
durmamaktadir. Bu noktada parrhesianin doniisimi gergeklesirken, ifade 6zgiirligiiniin
de benzer bir yontemle yasalara baglandigy goriiliir. O zaman sarayda uygulanmaya
baglayan parrhesia, eylemleri yoneten ve organize eden soz edimsel bir pratige doniigiirken,
kendiligin bir tutarligr olan agoranin parrhesizsindan koparak yapisal bir sdylemin
icine girer. Zaten Foucault da etik anlamda parrhesia, modern epistemolojiyle ortaya
¢tkamayacagimi soyler. Ciinkii Kartezyen anlayis, etigin kendini yaratma ediminden
epistemeyi ayirir®”. Bu da ontolojik ve epistemolojik problemlerin mathesisle agiklanmasina

38 Carter “Citizen Attribute, Negative Right: A Conceptual Difference Between Ancient and
Modern Ideas of Freedom of Speech”, 206

39 Carter, a.g.e, 215

40 Spinoza, TTP, XX/285

41 Foucault, a.g.e, 20

42 Matthew Sharpe, “A Question of Two Truths? Remarks on Parrhesia and The Political-
Philosophical Difference”, Parrhesia 2, (2007): 101
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dayanur. Yani diigiincenin ifade edilmesinin bir séyleme baglandig: sonucu gikar. Son
wahlilde parrhesianin kinlganligiyla agiga gikan durumda, ifade 6zgiirligiiniin etik kayginin
diginda, politik bir yer aramaya calisug gorilmektedir. Bu da parrhesianin tutarlihk
kriterinin ifade ozgiirliigii igin bir anlam tagtyamayacagini gosterir. Ciinkil ifade 6zgiirliigii
yalnizca sozel bir etkinlik degil, ayni zamanda politik teolojinin etkisini azaltmaya caligan
bir aragur. Yani sekiiler diigiincenin pratiklerini yerine getirdigi siirece bir anlamt vardur.
Onun haricinde devletin yapisina tehdit olusturacak bir bigimde diigiiniilemez. Ancak
bu durumda ifade Gzgiirliigiiniin zapt u rapt aluna alinmus bir 6zgiirlikten baska bir
anlami olmadig goriliir. Nitekim bu, Spinoza'nin zorunluluk anlayisina da uygundur. Bu
durum devletin ya da sitenin yurwaglaninin, devletin iirettigi soyleme angaje olmalarini
gerektirir. Ornegin en yiiksek angajmanin vatana baglilik oldugunu soyler. Ciinkii devler,
herkesin conatusunu giivence altina alir. Bu durum ayni zamanda herkese birtakim haklari
bahgeder. Bu haklarin da birbirlerini ihlal ermemesi icin diiiince ve ifade Gzgiirliigiiniin
sinirlanmasi gerekir. Ancak parrhesia soz konusu oldugunda yurttaglarin hakkindan ¢ok,
onlarin dogal bir tutumlarindan ve egilimlerinden bahsedilebilir. Nitekim Greklerde “hak”
kavramina denk gelen bir sozcitkten ziyade kavramsal tarugmasi yapilan adalet kavrami
vardir®. Tersine Spinozada kavramsallagtirilan bir adalet anlayisindan bahsedilemez. Bu da
yine Antik etigin sekiiler/modern erdemden farkli kavramlarla anlagilmas: geregini gosterir.
Bunun igin 6rnegin Kiniklerde kendi kendine yetme, bireyin toplumsal karglasmalardan
vazgecisini gosterir. Bu da cogu zaman pozitif bir durum olmamaktadir. Ancak Spinoza
i¢in bu durum kargilasmalarin eksik olmasina yol aar. Ciinkii Spinoza'da yardimseverligin
ve dayanismanin toplum yagamu igin gok nemli bir yeri vardir. Hatta muhtemel bir devlet
dini igin bu iki ilkeye ihtiyag vardir.

Parrhesia ile ifade dzgiirliigii arasinda ironik bir bagka ayrim da demokrasinin
isleviyle ilgilidir. Spinoza demokrasiyi dogal bir y6netim bigimi olarak goriir. TP'de monarsi
ve aristokrasinin, demokrasiye benzetilmesini onerirken, ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin demokrasi
icerisinde miimkiin olacagini savunur. Bu imkén ancak ifade 6zgjirliigiiniin, aklin 13inda
politik bagliligin bir aract olarak kabul edilmesiyle yerini bulur. Diger tarafta parrhesia
uygulayan Sokrates 6limle cezalandirildigi zaman, Atinada yonetim bigimi dogrudan
demokrasiydi. Atina yurttaglarinin demokrasisi olan bu yonetim bigiminde, dogruyu
soyledigi icin cezalandirilan Sokrates'in dzgiir diisiinceyi ve felsefe yapma 6zgiirliigiiniin
elinden alinmast ve engellenmesi s6z konusudur. Sebebi de insanlarin bildiklerini sandklar
seyleri snamasidur.

Ancak birbirine benzer 6zeliklerden biri de haklarin esitligidir. Spinoza, TP'nin
amamlanmamis bolimii olan en son maddesinde* kadinlarin erkeklerle ayni diizeyde
olmadigy, kadinlarin erkekler tarafindan yénetilmesi gerekrigini soylemesi ile Atina
demokrasisi e facto iken Sokrates'in diisiincelerinden dolay1 cezalandinilmast ve kadinlarin
yurttag saylmayarak varlik gosterememeleri demokrasi anlayislarinin birer handikaplari
olarak benzerlik gosterir. Bu anlayislar bize demokraside kendindeligin sorgulanmasinin

43 Carter, a.g.e., 203
44 Spinoza, TP, X.4
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yolunu agar. Ciinkii parrhesia etkinligi ya da ifade 6zgiirliigii, esitlik¢i bir gergevede
disiiniilmemekee, bir imtiyaz hali olarak kabul gormektedir. Nitekim bu durum Antik
Yunan'da demokrasinin saglanmast igin gereken pratiklerden isegoria (esit konugma hakks)
ve isonomia (tiun vatandaglarin iktidanin kullaniminda egic kullaimi) kurallarina da
aykindur.

Bu durumda ag13a gtkan demokrasinin uygulanabilirligi degil, megruiyet krizidir.
Ayni seyi ifade Gegiirligii igin de diisinmek miimkiindiir. Ciinkii Spinozada ifade
6egiirliigtiniin TTP igerisinde kalan, politik teolojiye karst olugan bir sdylemin triinii
oldugu sonucu gikar. Bu durumda parrhesia nerede konumlanmakradur?

SONUC YERINE

Sonug olarak parrhesianin Grekge bir kavram olmasi, Greklerdeki pratikleriyle kalirken;
hakikatin sozel bir etkinlik olarakagiga ¢tkmast, modern diigiince igin bir anlam ifade etmez.
Ancak Kartezyen 6zne problematigini ileri siiren Descartes'in, kanitlama yoluyla hakikatin
ortaya konulmas: gerekeigini ileri sirmesi, giiniimiiz diisiincesinde onemsizdir. Bunun
yaninda kurucu dznenin varhginin ortadan kalkmasi, cagdas anlamiyla 6zneyi yeniden
yaratan dilin ve sdylemin nemini agiga cikarir. Yani dzne, soylemin bir kurgusu olarak
yeniden inga edilebilir. Bu durumda 6zgjirce konugma ve ifade etme, 6znenin yokluguyla
birlikee s6ylemsel ifadelerin ve olusumlarin dolambaglarinda kaybolur. Ciinkii kimin, nevi.
nasil konugtugunun bir 6nemi yoktur. Onemli olan angaje olunan kurumun/kurumlarir:
argiimanlarina gore konugulmasi ya da konugturulmasidir. Bu durumda kim konuguyor
sorusunun yerine ne konuguluyor ve ne sdyleniyor sorusunun 6nemi agiga gikar. Aslind:
TTPdeki ifade 6zgiirligiiniin daha sonra TP'de yerini devletin yasasina bag bir pozisyonz
birakmasi, ifade Gzgiirliigii pratigini hukukun soylemi altina sokan bir durumdur. Be
anlamda hukuk sdyleminin disinda ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin kendi bagina miimkiin olmadig:
sonucu gtkarilabilir. Boylece ifade dzgiirliigii pratiginin Spinozada uzun dmiirlii olmadigin:
gormek miimkiindiir.

TTP'den farkh olarak TP ile Spinoza, ifade 6zgiirliigiinden ziyade demokras:
diisiincesinin ruhuna uygun olarak yonetime kaulmi 6ne gikanr. Bu anlamda ifade
6zgirligiiniin - demokratik veya parlamenter sistem igerisinde belli sinirlamalarlz
uygulanabildigi goriiliir. Spinoza'nin siyaset felsefesinin biitiinliigiine bakildiginda ifade
Gzgiirligiiniin konjonkeiirel degisimi, devletin bitiinligiinii bozabilecek ve ona tehdic
olusturabilecek tehlikelere kargi olmasinin bir sonucudur. Ancak buradan hareketle ifade
6zgiirliigiiniin devletin biitiinliigiine nasil bir zarar verebilecegi de ayrica tartgma konusi:
olmalidir. Bu durumda ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin olanakliligin bir tarafa birakip onun megruiyeri
taruglmalidir. Yani ifade ozgiirliigiiniin varolugsal miicadelenin bir pargasi olarak elde
edilen hakla uygulanabilirligi iizerinde durulabilir. Bu hak da dogru ve yanlisin dtesinde
megruiyeti saglayp saglamamakla ilgilidir. Bu durumda megruiyet ikeidar iliskileriyle
anlaglabilir. Bu iliskiler hiyerarsik diizlemde olusan iktidar iliskileri degil, iktidarin
oriildigii iliskiler agy icindeki dolagimuyla ilgilidir. Yani ikeidar iliskilerinin soylemleri.
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kendi ifadesini megru kilmaya caligir. O zaman tasarlanan her tiirlii 6zgiirliik anlayiginin
iktidar miicadelesi icerisindeki ideolojilerleilgisi agiga gikar. ifade dzgiirliigii de bu ideolojik
etki alani icerisinde oldugu ve ideoloji diginda bir s6yleme tabi olamayacag; igin, dznenin
kendiligi adina ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin imkinsizligindan bahsedilebilir. Bu durumda muhalif
olmak ne anlama gelir? Ya da muhalefet neye ve kime karst yapilir? Sorulmas: gereken asil
soru bu olmalidir.
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In the fragility of parrhesia:
fredoom of expression

Adem Yildirim

The possibility of assess of the freedom of expression as a disengagement or break of the
concept of parrhesia, in an anachronistic plane, reminds us to the problematic of continuity-
disengagement. In this sense, the aim of this notification is to define whether it is a break.
For that reason, firstly, explaining the concept of parrhesia, as a practice of parrhesia, the
samples of Socratic and Cynical Parrhesia will be analyzed, then the boundaries of freedom
of expression and its transformations will be focused on and the latest the possibility/
impossibility of parrhesia or freedom of expression will be introduced.

The concept of parrhesia, which is speaking practice of the Greeks is both
introduced and it also conceptualized by Foucault with different aspects in the modern
sense. Thus can we think that whether is it the need of Foucault's dealing with the concept
of parrhesia again, means only specific practice for the though of the Greeks or is it the
source of the freedom of expression as a response at the present time? As Foucault does not
mention about any continuity in the formation of discourse, his rethinking of parrhesia,
can only be attributed to the idea of his ‘Archive’. In this sense, the idea of the ‘Archive’,
instead of its being from past to present, it can be understood as ‘positive given’. In other
words, that is not implicit, what is given is only possible with its’ process of advancement
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and its’ being incomplete without concealing existence of it. Thus, Foucault’s studying of
parrhesia, is notonly limited to purely its historical meaning, but beyond this, it also means
the redefine of the thought in the verbal activism. In this case, the main question to be
asked is that what does exactly the concept of parrhesia means and how is it applied to?

Parrhesia, which is, the Greek word and, etymologically, consists of the
combination of the word, parrhesizzethai - that is pan (everything) and the word rhema
(spoken). In this sense, it means “to say everything”. In this case, it is essential that the
meaning of it has to be limited as its ethical, political and philosophical differences and
its’ lines can not be distinguished. Technically, parrhesia, in other words, the practice of
outspokenness is examined under the subheadings of telling the truth, case of danger
and the conscious of duty. When examined in order, in parrhesia, what the speaker told
(what he speaks is his own thoughts) and this speech is also authentic, and about his own
thoughts, he does not use any form of rhetoric to conceal what he speaks, when doing this
or instead of using rhetoric, he uses “explanandum” which are direct and simple. All these
creates the content of the practice of outspokenness.

Telling the truth, which is another form, has a meaning in case of risk or moments
of danger. For example ifa philosopher speaks with a tyrant or a sovereign and express that
his tyranny is disturbing, and unpleasant as the tyranny is incompatible with justice then
this reveals that the philosopher tells the truth and he believes what the truth he said. In
addition to this, there is also arisk for the philosopher. This risk is not always a risk of death.
It can be in the form of warning of a person who can be close friend of this philosopher
or even the loss of his friendship with this person. In other words, the dangerous thing
in parrhesia stems from having spoken the truth which makes the audience irritated or it
would hurt the audience. This also includes the truth being said in a direct way. However,
parrhesia can be the confession of the person who speaks if there is a power which can
censor or punish him. Namely, it can be the confession, which belongs to the speaker and
also his deed. The function of parrhesia, is not to prove, to offera criticism. Finally, it is seen
that telling the truth in parrhesia is seen as a task. For example, the orator, who is exiled or
punished in a way, tells the truth to those, who do not accept the truth and he is free to
remain silent. Anyone does not force him to talk, but he feels that it is a duty to dol. But
what can be the measure of the validity and the source of the truth, which is spoken, and
is telling the truth is a kind of duty? What are the limitations of encountering with the
truth? The key point, to understand this situation, is only possible with the understanding
of the ethical of the Greeks. According to this, the overlap between the truth and the faith
in the Greeks does not occur within an mental activity. Instead of this, it occurs within
the oral-activity; parrhesia. That is the truth shows parallelism with the expression. Its'
having a reverse situation can not be thought. In this case, for example, giving a promise
is a connective action for the Greeks. Indeed in the thought of the Greek, in the concept
of parrhesia, it does not seem as if there were any problems in obtaining the truth; because
the acquisition of truth is being guaranteed in terms of having a set of moral qualities. If

1 Michel Foucault, Dogruyu Séylemek (istanbul: Ayrinti Yaynlari, 2005), 10-16
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a person has a set of moral principles, it proves that he has an access to the truth?. This
is based on the consistency in the relationship of the expression and the action. But in
modern sense, this has a meaning as a mental activity. For example, Descartes’ overlapping
to the faith and the truth, brings to the fore the experience of a certain mental evidence.
This shows that the speech for the Greeks is an important means to expose the truth.
However, this situation corresponds to mental evidences in modern thought. Thus, this is
the first distinction which reveals the dissimilarities between the Greeks and the Modern
Thought. The one, who is the conveyer of this distinction in the Greeks, carries out the
practice of parrhesia, also. This person, who carries out this practice, is called as parrhesiastes.

Foucault says that parrhesiastes gives the impression of reality and it has no doubt.
Already, the difference, between the Descartian problem and the attitude of parrhesia, is
what the problem exactly is. In this sense, parrhesiastes, is the person who says everything
in his mind. He does not store in his mind and what is in his mind and in his heath, he
conveys in terms of “the expression™. In this case, does parrhesiastes tell what he thinks is
true, or does he tell what the true really is?

Parrhesiastes tells the true thing as he knows what the true is and his knowing the
thing which is true. However, parrhesiastes only an honest person and what he thinks he
express; but also shows that his thought is the truth. He knows what the true is and tells
this. Then, a coincidence between the belief and the truth all the time, has a meaning only
when there is effectiveness of parrhesiastes’. So, what are the limitations of this situation or
what does it correspond to when parrhesiastes tells the truth? This should be considered
as a game between the life and the death and this exactly reveals within the relationship
between parrhesia and parrhesiastes. This is exactly a game which is between the person,
who tells the truth, and the audience. In other words, it can be inferred that, one who
uses parrhesia only when there is a danger and naturally, he deserves to be recognized as
parrhesiastes’. In this case, the game of parrhesia, which even can be the end of his life,
and when it is accepted, the relationship between the parrhesiastes and himself begins.
Unless, there is a spoken truth, which is not revealed,and it provides this person living
under the assurance of a life, to speak the truth will be much more better than to live
under these circumstances, even if the result is death. Thus,primarily Parrhesiastes has
choosen to establish a specific relationship with himself: Not alive being that fraud against
himself,but to be the narrator of a truth is more appropriate for him. On that condition,
parrhesiastes evaluates the parrhesia as a duty which he applies and, for that reason, it is
a kind of verbal activity, which can be the risk of his life. In Parrhesia, the speaker uses his
(own) freedom and instead of deception, falsehood, o silence, life and safety, flattery,the
protection of self-interests and moral indifference in turn, he prefers the honesty, the truth,

2 Michel Foucault, Dogruyu Séylemek, s.12-13

3 Michel Foucault, ibid, s. 10

4 Alison Ross “Why is Speaking the Truth Fearless? Danger and Truth in Foucault’s Discussion of
Parrhesia”, Parrhesia 4, (2008): 68

5 Alison Ross “Why is Speaking the Truth Fearless? Danger and Truth in Foucault’s Discussion of
Parrhesia”, 70
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the death, the criticism, the moral duty6. The argument of this can be nothing except the
courage. Unlike what the majority believes, the telling ofa dangerous thing of any speaker,
is also different from what majority say. This is a strong argument of that person’s being
parrhesiastes, absolutely’. In addition to this argument, the difference between the parrhesia
and the rhetoric should also be emphasized. In fact, there is a definite contradiction in the
Socratic/Platonic tradition and this contradiction, in the Georgias dialogue which includes
thetorical use of the word parhesia, is observed prominently. Continuity of a long speech
while it is a rhetorical or sophistic means, it becomes also the typical form of the parrhesia
which is seen in the dialogue, composed of questions and answers. In other words, the
dialogue, based on one of the techeniques of the rhetoric is also seen in Phaedrus. In this
dialogue, the real issue is not the contradiction between the speech and the writing, but it
is the difference between “the logos” which speaks “the truth” and “the other logos”, which
is not capable of speaking the truth.

Looking from the political aspect, we see this in Euripidies’ plays. The textswhich
belongs to IV th BC. , the concept of parrhesia can be seen as one of the essential features
of democracy in Athens. In this sense, parrhesia has a specific meaning for a good citizen
by means of ethics and a personal attitude of it as well as, it guides for democracy. Athens
democracy is obviously defined as a kind of regime which people enjoy and it is the
composition of the equal speaking rights of people, in other words; democatia isegora and
the equal use of all citizens in the use of power, in other words; isonomia and parrhesia. This
application shows that the place, where parrhesia orginates in, is Agora®.

In these circumstances, the ancient practice of parrhesia thought in philosophical,
ethical and political context, has an agoracentric character. It is possible to see in Socrates
and Diogenes, in a most appropriate form. As in the game of parrhesia-parrhesiastes, the
fundamental difference is that “no matter what he believes, no matter what the truth for
him is“ the action of speaking fearlessly is found in these philosophers according to this,
Socrates will be handled with regards to the critical attitudes towards the ruling powers.

SOCRATIC / CYCNIC PARRHESIA

When Socrates tells that “the life which is not questioned, is nota worthwhile”, he questions
the life itself and whether we know or not about anything in life, in fact. He reveals this in
terms of the questions which he poses in an ironic way. But his attitude, which reveals as
“horsefly” and bothers people. His attitude is not accepted by the citizens of Athens and the
laws of it. For that reason, Socrates is on trial. In fact, Socrates judges the people who so-
called judical of him. When realizing this, he applies, literally parrhesia. For this, he speaks

6 Michel Foucault, ibid, 14-17

7 Ross, ibid, 62

8 M. D.Carter “Citizen Attribute, Negative Right: A Conceptual Difference Between Ancient and
Modemn Ideas of Freedom of Speech™, Free Speech in Clasiccal Antiquity iginde, Brill Publishing,
Mnemosyne, Bibliotecha Clasicca Batava, (2002): 199 and Michel Foucault, ibid, /8
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the words, whichare on the tip of his tongue without using indirect expression. Because he
believes all the things to say or to belive; besides he adds that no one thus expect anything
else from him except “the truth”. For example; he adds that “the ornate sentences do not
appeal to him™.

In this sense the only thing that Socrates is trying to do, as well as the thought
is about what is to be conveyed. Indeed, the people have a grudge against him because of
his treatment, which causes people to beara grudge and, as he believes he tells that “ it has
been made to him for telling the truth, is the reason of his honour is tornished and his
getting a bad name.". But, there is no importance of this for Socrates. What is important,
is to convey directly what you know as “the truth”. For this, again, Socrates tell that “in this
way, if necessary, for the sake of his honour, he should not afraid of dying and any more™".
And headds that “even if, it is necessary, he has to die a thousand times for it, not once, he
should risk death by keeping to the straight and narrow™"2. For this case, parrhesia, even if
it leads to death,there should not be escaped from the life-death game®. Indeed, someone
who thinks as it is seen in the above,he prefers to die than living. Rather than, the life
of Socrates, by his own words, only the truth is worth to live, we should think about
the alternative option to get better". In this diaolgue, unlike the “Apologie of Socrates,,
;he adresses his interlocutor,on the grounds that the laws of the city-state. According to
this,there is no importance for Socrates to be tried in a court according to the laws of the
city-state whether it is just or unjust.In fact,the important thing is to obey the rules of the
city-state”. As, in the living conditions of the city-state, everything is determined as a result
of a contract.

Considering that in the boundaries of the city-state, each rules consist as a result
of acceptance of these rules by the citizens, the only consistent way for Socrates is that
is ought to be obeyed the laws of the city-state and whatever is worth to pay the price
for,under no circumstances, it ought to be paid according to the rules of the city-state for
parrhesia. In this sense,Socrates keeps himself within the boundaries of the law, in fact he
also leads to question the legitimacy of law. But the law,which ought to protect the lives
of citizens,causes the death of Socrates because of his thoughts. It creates a paradoxical
situation.

Socrates’ complying with the law reveals that parrhesia is a duty that must be
fullfilled, under no circumstances. In addition to this, duty hasalso a pedagogical mission.
In other words, the aim of Socratic Parrhesia, is to incite that the interlocutor with “logos

9 Platon, Sokrates'in Savunmas: 1 7c; Marlen van Raalte, “Socratic Parrhesia and lts Afterlife in
Plato’s Law™ Free Speech in Clasiccal Antiquity iginde, Brill Publishing, Mnemosyne, Bibliotecha
Clasicca Batava, (2002): 280

10 Platon, Sokrates’in Savunmas:, 24b

11 Platon, Sokrates 'in Savunmas:, 28d

12 Platon, Sokrates’in Savunmast, 30c

13 Raalte, “Socratic Parrhesia and Its Afterlife in Plato’s Law”, 296

14 Platon, Kriton, 48b

15 Platon, Kriton, 52e
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“ virtue, courage and “the truth”, throughout a Dorian harmony (Harmony between the
statement and the action) which can be tuned up as a lifestyle, as well as, it consigns this
lifestyle'S. As in Socrates’ own life the harmony between, the statement and the action, is in
the Dorian mode and it has a meaning in a state of courage. What distinguishes Socrates
from being Sophist is also this harmony. While Sophist discourses on courage pleasantly,
he is not courageous. However, Socrates' statement and his action confirms each other.
Thus, a measure of “the truth or “the reality can only be possible with the provision
of expression and the actions, which are complemental. Parrhesia, has a meaning with this
perceptiveness.

In addition to Socratic Parrhesia, in the part of Cynics, the principle of parrhesia
is applied in terms of critical preaching, behaviour which leads to expose and provocative
dialogues.In general, the Cynics liked to ralk in theaters,where people gathered for the
feast,in the religious meetings, in gymkhanas and etc. From time to time,in the middle of a
group of theater audiences, the Cynics stand up and are used to make a speech. The Cynic
preaching, which has an idiocraticnqulification,their rejection of confort,their making
criticism for political instutions and the existing ethical rules are the main important
reasons for the Cynics to use parrhesia, in this preaching. Thus,in the Cynic preaching,a
positive doctrine is very rare.In this sense, the revelation of good and evil directlyis not
aforesaid. Rather than this, fundamental criteria, which will evaluate any behaviour and
a lifestyle can only be expressed with being self-sufficiency (autarkeia). For the Cynics,the
fundamental provision of human happiness, is what someone wants to has or what
someone decided to do something without depending on any thing, in other words; the
status of independence or self-sufficiency. In this sense, preachings, are against to all kinds
of social instutions which prevent the freedom of a person nd his indepedence"”. The most
typical example of this situation is,the behaviours of Diogenes. Especially, each one of his
dialogues with the ruler; namely Alexander the Great, is a particular example of parrhesia.
In one of these dialogues, he questions that ‘You have the right of law enforcement and
facilities to kill me. Well, can you show enough courage to hear ‘the truth’ in terms of the
speech I adress or are you coward enough to feel being compelled to kill me? As Diogenes
has a negative attitude against any political instution and ‘nomos, consistenly, as well as,
he is critical"®.

In this case,self- sufficiency is only possible by knowing the truth of oneself.
To know the truth, one ought to knowthe truth about himself. This necessity causes the
cycle,which has been one of the riddles of Western thought as it is seen in the problematic
situation in Kantand Descartes'. In fact at this point, it can be inferred thatthere s a break
This situation leads to a transition; parrhesia ceases to be a function of Agora. In the axis
of political and philosophica problems begins to be discussed. In this sense, attempts to

16 Foucault, ibid, 80

17 Foucault, ibid, 94-95
18 Foucault, ibid , 101,105
19 Foucault, ibid, 84
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transform the practice of parrhesia ,within the context of philosophical thought,can also
find a room in a different manner. However, as it is also emphasied in the Kriton dialogues
of Socrates that the main problem is that the existence of law and it is his ideal of acting,
which defines his approaches or his behaviours. At this point, the emphasis ought to be
on political issues. For this, rather than Descartes’ ‘Cartesian Subject Problem’ or Kant's
thought of founder-subject’,which defines the possibilities and the boundaries of ‘the pure
reason’, the problematic of political thought is discussed in a secular political context. There
are Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Spinoza who argue for the ‘problematic of political thought,
legitimacy and the limitations of the power in the context of a secular interpretation of
politics. In this respect, the lines of Machiavelli, Hobbes and Spinoza are different and
important. Fundamentally, from these philosophers who converge on the secular though,
at least, Spinoza is different from Hobbes and Machiavelli with regards to the practice
parrhesia. This difference is based on ‘the freedom of thought” and ‘the posibility of any
expression’. Thus, Spinoza’s thought on the freedom of expression emerges as a political
problem and, on the turn of this problematic, the relationship between the freedom of of
expression and the political integrity,the role of virtue on the freedom of expression, the
possibility/impossibility of the freedom of expression are the questions which rise in the
mind.

FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION IN SPINOZA

Spinoza reveals his thougths about the political onthology in the “Tractus Theologio-
Politicus’ (TTP) and in the ‘Tractus Politicus’, (TP). However,there are some differences are
such as TTD's criticsm of the political theology turns into the constution of political form
in the TP However,the difference between these two works, reveals itself in the conatus of
the individual and in the conatus of the state question. This conflict, also defines thoughts
of Spinoza on freedom of expression and the boundaries of the state. Indeed, Spinoza
begins to express his ideas on freedom of expression from the XVI th Chapter in TTD
and he focuses on the question of how far the freedom of expression be recognized without
compromising itself which is included in the peace and safety of the state. In fact, this
question, not only seek for how the freedom of expression will be possible within the
boundaries of the state, but it also tries to define a realist and acceptable conditions of the
freedom.For this purpose, Spinoza express that the thing which distinguishes Philosophy
from Theology and his main concern is this.From this point of view, we can conclude that
Spinoza’s use of freedom of expression as a means is on behalf of secular thought. In the
secular context of secular political onthology thought can be understood on the basis of the
idea of the conatus or virtue. Indeed,the idea of virtue is also essential for understanding of
parrhesia. However, Spinoza's idea of virtue is different from the ancient thought. This also
has a certain value which is secular, as well as Machiavelli and Hobbes.

In Spinoza,the virtue and the conatus are directly related to each other. According
to this,to strive for protecting oneself (conatus) is the first and only root of the virtue. As
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no principle can be designed before it, and without it,no virtue is comprehended, except
it20. At that time, the principle of virtue s to strive for protecting one's own existence.
Superior happiness only consists of protecting one’s own existence. Virtue, should not be
wanted for oneself, (in other words, the desire of virtue is to be for only itself) and what
needed is yearning for the virtue against itself, there is nothing valuable or more beneficial
to us.However, people suffers from death and the spirits of those are weaken?'. At the same
time, they are defeated by the external reasons, which are in a state of conflict with its
quintessence. To do this, the reaction of someone, who does not want to tell a secret and
to choose death or instead of living, his choice of commiting a suicide is not appropriate
example for the virtue. Because the virtue is only possible if there is one, who has a
potential. This potential, on behalf of the continuity in conatus, is desired. Thus, the more
humanbeing attempts to seek what is useful for protecting his own existence, the more
he will have power and so much virtue. On the contrary, the more he attempts to seek
protecting his existence,what is useful for him, the more this person becomes weaken®.,
As a result of this,the supreme goodness of those,who pursues virtue,which is common in
them and those feel joy about this, equally™. Any one who pursues the feeling of joy about
; not only, he wants the goodness, which is to the advantage of himself, but he also wants
the goodness for the benefit of others™. In this case, the idea of virtue reveals as a state of
being positive with the help of affection, in the relationship with another person. Spinoza
advises that the thought and the belief ought to be useful as it is seen, the relationships of
human beings, which are in a useful way. In this sense, the virtue, which is the basis of
political onthology, has a meaning with the desire of feeling of joy for everybody. Freedom
of expression, which is a political stance, is also considered within the terms of feeling of
joy. In a Spinozist structure, if we deal with the common of goodness of everybody, there
must be restraints and the boundaries on the freedom of expression. However, it is about
the structure of the state. While Spinoza is dealing with this, with a more liberal approach
in the TTP, he puts forward this situation with a much more safe concern in the TP The
common points of these two works are that it is necessary to be combined both the conatus
of the individual and the conatus of the state.

InTTP, Spinoza express that the aim of the state is not to rule people by realising
fear to hold them in its” pocket and subjugation to one’s right. On the contrary, the aim
of the state is to save people from fear and to provide them for living in safety for every
human, as much as possible. In other words, the state ought to protect his existence and
as well as, his natural right of act without harming both himself and the other people as
much as possible. The aim of the state is not to convert people from intelligent beings to
the animals or automatics. In contrast to this aim,the state ought to create an environment

20 Benedictus Spinoza, Etika, 3. Baski, (Ankara, Dost Kitabevi Yayinlari, 2009) £1V-6.22 sonug
21 Spinoza, Etika, EIV-6.18, Scolie

22 Etika, EIV-6.20

23 Spinoza, Etika, EIV-6.36

24 Spinoza, Etika, EIV-6.37
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which people fulfill their mental and physical functions safely. This aim is nothing more
than a confrontation in terms of using their mind freely without providing their competing
against the other people or cause a competition between themselves, vengefully, angrily
and knavishly. So, the real aim of the state is freedom®. If the aim of the state is freedom,
then everyone could tell what she/he wants to think and what she/he thinks, she/he could
speak. Because, a man is unlikely needs to subject to the right of any one else, entirely.
No one can pass her/his natural rights to some one else. These rights, such as freedom of
reasoningand making a judgement, freely can not be passed to. No one can also be forced
in such passing®.

Spinoza, in the TTT, his views are different from the views of Hobbes, at first step.
Because Hobbes express that individuals passing all their rights to the sovereign, to survive
and the right of speak which belongs to the sovereign.However,in Spinoza, the only thing,
which people give up is that the rigt to act as they approve instead of reasoning and making
a judgement, freely. In other words, while acting against the provisions of the sovereign,
which means violation, and purting forward an idea, making judgements, and therefore
talking are completely free. This includes a speech, which is not converted into the action
and the criticsm. However, Spinoza also draws a line to this. Because, this suggests that the
action is not only speak and teach, but also making the judgements in terms of deduction
without any change, trick, anger and grudge in the state. Then, he only suggests that one
must defend his opinion through the reasoning,. Indeed, according to him,if someone
shows that any law is against reason, and he talks about its’ repeal, and at the same time,
he he submits his opinion to the judgement of the power (the power, which is only
responsible for enacting and repeal of laws),and meanwhile, unless he does not do anything
contrary to what is commanded by that law, he deserves praise of the state,as he is one of
the good citizens of the state”.

In this case, the status of freedom of expression is a practice carried out on the basis
of mere talk and to express and in addition to this, its’ boundaries are defined by the state.
Because Spinoza is against the privilege of unlimited freedom of expression. He advocates
that in the relationship between the interests of the individual and the society, and the
freedom there ought to be focused on the contrary views of the authority. Indeed, the state
sentences the opinions,which give harm to it?. This condition isevocative of the seperation
of the liberal thought berween the private space and the public space. In other words, this
difference in Spinoza is interpreted as ideas in private space, and the actions in public
space. This is also a problem of liberal thought. In liberal tradition, political sovereignty and
individual liberty, which pursue their functions in the two seperated areas and normally,

25 Benedictus Spinoza, TractatusTheologico-Politicus (Ankara, Dost Kitabevi Yaynlari, 2010)
XX. Béliim, 285

26 Julie E. Cooper “Freedom of Speech and Philosophical Citizenship in Spinoza’s Theologico-
Political Treatise, Law, Culture and the Humanities, 2, (2006): 100

27 Spinoza, TractatusTheologico-Politicus, XX/286

28 Leonard W. Levy, “Freedom of Speech Seventeeth-Century Thought”, The Antioch Review,
Vol..57, No.2, (1999): 169
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they are not involved in fields of each other, but they mutually guarantee themselves. In
this case, there is no need to reconcile with each other or seperation of the state sovereignty
and the individual freedom. Because they do not contradict with each other. The conflict
will become to come up against”. This also means that the overlap between the conatus of
individual and the conatus of the state; in oter words, there is not a contradiction between
the conatus of individual and the conatus of the state. Spinoza explains this situation with
the obedience. According to him, the obedience. According to him, the obedience is related
to internal actions, instead of external outward actions. For that reason, the person who is
decided to obey voluntarily, in other words, one who is decided to toe the line, she/ he is
the one who falls under someone’s rule atmost. Therefore, he who whole-heartedly resolves
to obey another in all his commands is fully under another’s dominion, and consequently
he who reigns over his subjects’ minds holds the most powerful dominion. If the strongest
dominion were held by those who are most feared, then it would assuredly be held by the
tyrantssubjects for they are most feared by their tyrants®.

Thus,it is seen that the obedience is a requirement for the conatus in a political
state. This can only be possible within a democratic and free state. Because the state has to
constitute in the most extensive field for the individuals to express their ideas. Then, their
characheristics, is seen not as an obstacle for the power of the sovereign ( potestas), but it is
seen as a primary component of the power of the state ( potentia ). When people take part
in the foundation of the state consciously, naturally they require both the protection of the
state and the power on themselves. A state, which reinforces the freedom of thought, also
raises the chances of the getting rational decisions to the highest rank and it standardize the
individual vantage, which this person can choose only. After that, just literally thoughts and
the statements transform into the action™
Thus, the freedom of expression can be considered as it is not an unconditional practice.
Indeed, in terms of TD, with the help of some discontented events, Spinoza necessiates the
essential thing for him is safety. In this sense, there is no importance of which instinct they
have for managing the bussiness well for the safety of the state, as long as they govern the
state well. In fact, the freedom of spirit is a specific virtue, which means courage. However,
the required virtue for the state is safety™. Regarding this, as an example of a reality, which
is limited because of the safety of state must be expressed or it may be discussed that telling
the truth in accordance with the interest of state. In this case, in TTP, ‘reasoning freely
and making judgements freely, or ‘freedom of expression’ which can not be transferred into
and it requires the necessity of transferring in the name of safety in TP. But how did the
transformation of the freedom of expression? Which action or expression is being referred
to?

29 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset (istanbul: Otonom Yayinlari, 2004), s. 43-44

30 Spinoza, TTP, XV1l/244

31 Etienne Balibar, Spinoza ve Siyaset , 47

32 Benedictus Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus (Ankara, Dost Kitabevi Yayinlari, 2009), 1.7
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Freedom of expression, is specified with the laws consisting of the spirit of the
state. In other words, freedom of expression appears as a practice of the parliament, in
the operation of the political structure, and it contributes to the certain existence of the
state33. However, in Spinoza, while this situation is handled with the TTP it is not put
forward on behalf of an understanding of the parliamentary. More than this, in TP, there is
transformation of freedom of expression. This transformation is for the conatus of thecity-
state. Indeed, how the city-state decides what the right and good thing is, everyone must
decide in this way. Even if, the subject decides that the decisions of the city-state is only
defined as to the power of the public who follow the same thought in a way, although the
decisions of the city-state is rather unfair, he has to obey these rules*. If city-state does not
gravitate towards its aim, which includes a useful purpose to the achievement of conveying
all these to people with a clear mind and its effort, this unity of spirit can not be designed
in any way.

Thus, the right of the sovereign, not only is w© get this right from each one
seperately, but it is also defined as nothing, except the natural right, which realizes with the
help of the power of the public, who follow the guidance of the same thought. This means
that the sovereign has a right, which corresponds to the strength of the state in all extents,
with all his spirit and body. Every citizen is entitled with a decision, which is in accordance
with the state or he can do anything within the decision of the state®. In this case, the
co-decision of the city-state requires to be engaged in the law. Only this engagement
provides the individual freedom. Freedom means to be aware of the necessity. While, here
the necessity means to regulations, set up rules for the continuity of conatus, freedom
means to obey this. In the context of the relationship between necessity and the freedom,
it is obvious that the transformation of the freedom of expression, and it is obvious that
it can not be realized unconditionally. In Spinoza, this condition can be comprehended
in the freedom of expression by the laws of the state and it could only be specified by the
law. Because the state’s being a political structure in a secular sense against the political-
theological influences, the state is responsible for protecting both its’ own conatus and the
conatus of the individuals. Then, it can be concluded that freedom of speech is connected
to the laws on behalf of security. In this case, again the question is to be asked whether the
fragility of parrhesia, which includes a provision in the freedom of expression, or in other
words, it should be questioned that does the break of parhesia have a meaning for the
freedom of expression?

PARRHESIA VERSUS FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION

Itis possible to compare the concept of parrhesia and the freedom of expression. This
comparison between parrhesia and the freedom of speech, which is at the core of the

33 Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, X.9
34 Spinoza, TP, 111 4
35 Spinoza, TP, 111.2
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thought, within the differences such as courage, convenience, life-death game, state of
being in danger-safety. We ought to move at the core of the virtue. As, the difference of
virtue between the parrhesia and the freedom of expression, which alsoshows the difference
between the ancient thought and the secular thought of Spinoza. According to this,
parrhesia, is only possible with moral attitude in ancient Greek. Telling the truth directly
and fearlessly, is a verbal activity and it is only accepted as a coherence, which belongs to
the person, who said that. There being no need for any proof shows that the expression can
be explained by being itself rather than the rhetoric. In this sense, parrhesia is an activity,
which includes in return, paying all prices for the existence of itself. When the freedom
of expression is analyzed, its'manifestation, in TTD, has a special meaning. First of all, its’
manifestation shows that it is being revealed against political theology,instead of political
concern and it has done on behalf of free thought and philosophy. Indeed, Spinoza's main
concern s to separate philosophy from theology. For this freedom of expression must be
assured against the political theology within the secular context. This assurance is provided
with the secular state.

The state’s being in a free structure, which is the assurance of the freedom of
expression, instead of the affection of grief of political theology, features the affection of
joy of people. Under this circumstances, virtue ought to be formed in a secular way. This
is based on conatus. Conatus (the asset's making an effort for doing his utmost) both
forms the core of the political concerns and the thoughts. In this case, Socratic/Cynical
parrhesia, if needed, prefers die to live, on behalf of telling the truth in the life-death game.
This also shows that the freedom of expression can not be considered within the several
dimensions. Because of this situation is not related to the affection of joy and it can not
raise, the desir, in life it is incompatible with the idea of conatus. In this context, Spinoza,
in the last part of TTP express that “those who are concious of their own probity do not
fear death as criminals do, nor do they beg mercy, for they are not tormented with remorse
for shameful deeds. On the contrary, they think it an honour, not a punishment, to die in
a good cause, and a glorious thing to die for freedom. What sort of lesson, then is leamt?
No one can not learn from this condition, except repeating and praising it"36. While he
express this thought for the sake of any kind of thing, for example, for the sake of parrhesia,
there can not be put an end to conatus, which shows that such a thing is incomprehensible
for Spinoza. Considering this courage is an important distinction for parrhesia, Spinoza
qualifies the freedom of expression for both the conatus of individuals and the conatus of
state on behalf of the safety. Then, what is ought to be mentioned” Do we mention the
impossibility of freedom of expression or the emergence of freedom of expression as a result
of fragility in parrhesia?

If the practices of free speech is considered as long as through the basis of the
state, coming to a deadlock is inevitable. However, there is no prerequisite for parrhesia.
As parrhesia is an activity of Agora. Agora is used by everyone, as a common area, which

36 Spinoza, TTP. XX/289
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includes the extention of streets. Indeed, the streets of Athens and the Agora are places
where Socrates philosophize. Similarly, the Cynics applied parrhesia to the populous areas
where people are crowded. Besides, the application of parrhesia in public space, the Cynics
show that the opposition is not only related to the space,but it is also related to selfdom of
entity.

For the Greeks, speech event is not a product of any expression,but is a practice
of being free. Because, they are in a place where they speak what they want to say as they
wish, which means that there is a place to talk freely”. Indeed, Socrates, who is sentenced
to death because of the parrhesia. As he believes that he can not tell the truth elsewhere,
he prefers to die on condition that complying with the laws. This also stems from giving
importance of the Greeks to speak freely and fearlessly. In any case, parrhesia, which is both
averbal activity and a political practice, is not a right of the citizens, but is a fundamental
attitude®®. As the loss of parrhesia, is the loss of self-confidence. Then, there is a sacrifice of
being courageous to this loss”. In this sense, freedom of expression can be likened to the
parrhesia. This is explained in the work as “if no man, then, can give up his freedom to
judge and think as he pleases; and everyone is the master of his own thoughts, by absolute
natural right, it follows that utterfailre will attend any attend in commonwealth to force
men to speak only as prescribed by the sovereign, despite, their different and opposing
opinions. Not even men well versed in affairs can keep silent, not to say the lower classes.
It is the common falling of men to confide what they think to others even when secrecy
is needed. Therefore the most tyrannical government will be one where the individual
is denied the freedom to express and to comminicate to others what he thinks, and a
moderate government is one where this freedom is granted to every man™®.

Spinoza evaluates the freedom of expression as an ordinary situation. There is
no provision of the freedom of expression in real terms. For that reason, its’ undergoing a
transformation is inevitable. In this sense, when viewed from theaspect of Spinoza’s political
onthology, theimportence of freedom of speech is emphasized, for a short time. However,
in the Kriton dialogue, the acceptance of punishment in terms of respecting the laws of the
city-state, by Socrates, resembles to freedom of expression, which is specified by the laws of
the state in the TP, If we mention about any cardinal point of this, it is emphasized that the
tranformation of the fragility of parrhesia in a political sense,this occurs as a result of the
rise of the monarchies, in the Hellenistic era. In this sense, parrhesia is transformed into
the practice which is between the ruler and his counselor. In other words, in the state,
which is in the form of monarchic government, the task of the counselor, is to assist the
ruler and to use parrhesia to prevent the abuse of his duty*'.

37 Raalte, “Socratic Parrhesia and Its Afterlife in Plato’s Law”, 279

38 Carter “Citizen Attribute, Negative Right: A Conceptual Difference Between Ancient and
Modem Ideas of Freedom of Speech”, 206

39 Carter, ibid, 215

40 Spinoza, TTP, XX/285

41 Foucault, ibid, 20
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Parrhesia, which passes from Agora to the court, is engaged in the rulers.
At this point, the transformation of parrhesia occurs; the expression of freedom is also
connected to the law in a similar method. Then, parrhesia starts to be applied in the court,
it transforms into a practice of performative statement, which manages and organizes the
actions. It has a break in the parhesia of Agora, which has a consistency of selfdom. Then, it
penetrates into the structural discourse. Already in the ethical sense, Foucault explains that
parrhesia could never be revealed with modern epistemology. As Cartesian understanding,
distinguishes episteme from the creation of ethics, itself*%. This based on the onthological,
and epistemological problems can only be expressed with mathesss. In other words, it
follows from that the expression of tought is connected to a discourse. In the final analysis,
with the fragility of parrhesia, the freedom of expression out of the ethical concern tries to
look for a political value. This also shows that the criterion of consistency of the parrhesia
does not have the same meaning for the freedom of expression. Because the freedom of
expression is not only a verbal activity, butalso it is a kind of means which reduces the effect
of political theology, at the same time. Unless it fullfills the practices of secular thought,
there is no meaning. Except this, it can not be considered as a threat. However, it is seen
that there is no other meaning for freedom of expression when it is seized, and put under.
Indeed, it is also appropriate for Spinoza’s conception of necessity. This situation requires
that the citizens of the city-state or the state ought to be engaged in the discourse which is
constituted by the state. As an example, Spinoza says that the highest engagement is loyalty
to country. As the state assures the conatus of the citizens. At the same time, the state endows
a number of rights to everyone. There out to be limitation of the freedom of expression
and the thought, not to violate each other of these rights. But when parrhesia is discussed,
we can mention that the fundamental attitudes or tendencies of the citizens, instead of
the rights of the citizens indeed, in the Greeks, instead of the concept of “right”, there is
a concept of justice which has a conceptual discussion, corresponding to the concept of
“right”®. On the contrary, it can not be mentioned that there is a conceptualized notion of
justice, in Spinoza. This also shows the need to understand differently ancient ethics from
secular/modern virtue in terms of different concepts. For this, especially in the Cynics,
to become self-sufficient shows that the renouncement of the individual from the social
confrontations. This situation is mostly negative. However for Spinoza this situation leads
to inadequacy of confrontations. In Spinoza, benevolance and solidarity have an important
role in community life. In fact, there is a need for these two principles for a possible state
religion.

Another ironic distinction between parrhesia and freedom of expression, is
related to the function of democracy. Spinoza perceives democracy as a natural form of
a government. While, in TP, he suggests that monarchy and aristocracy can be likened
to democracy. He advocates that the freedom ef expression is only possible within the

42 Matthew Sharpe, “A Question of Two Truths? Remarks on Parrhesia and The Political-
Philosophical Difference”, Parrhesia 2, (2007): 101
43 Carter, ibid., 203
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democracy. This potentiality has a meaning only when freedom of expression is accepted
as a means of political loyalty, in the light of reason. On the other hand, Socrates was
sentenced to the death because of his application of parrhesia. In Athens, there was a
direct democracy in the form of government. In this form of government, which is the
democracy of the citizens of Athens, Socrates was sentenced to death because of his telling
the truth, which was taken away and there was a preventation of free thought and freedom
of philosophising, which were in question. What the reason of this is, his examination of
people suppose to know.

However, one of the similar features is also the equality of the rights. In the last
part of the TP in the last item, Spinoza express that women and men are not equal and
women out to be governt by men*. While the democracy of Athens is de facto, Socrates’
being sentenced to death because of his thoughts and women are not considered as citizens,
which are the weakness of the democracy. For this reason, the understanding of democracy
in Athens, and Spinoza’s understanding of democracy resembles each other, from this point
of view. This kind of understanding leads us to question of selfdom in democracy. Because
the activity of parrhesia or freedom of expression is not thought in an egalitarian contex,
but it is accepted as state of the concession. Indeed, this situation in Ancient Greece is
againts the practices, which are isegora (equal speaking rights) and isonomia (equal use of
power for all citizens) are needed to ensure of democracy.

In this case, the practicability is not released, except legitimacy crisis. It is also
possible to think the same thing for freedom of expression. As, in Spinoza, the result is the
product of a discourse againts political theology in the TTP. In this case, where is parrhesia
positioned?

IN STEAD OF CONCLUSION

As a result, parrhesia’s being a Greek concept, within the practices of Greeks, revelation
of the truth as a verbal activity, does not make any sense for modern thought. However,
Descartes, who puts forward the problematic of Cartesian Subject, he advocates that the
truth out to be revealed only by proving this is not important, nowadays. In addition to
disappearance of the existence of founding subject emphasizes the importance of discourse
and the language, which creates the subject, in the modern sense. In other words, subject
can be recreated as a fiction of discourse. In this case, speaking freely and the expression
lose its’ meaning with the lack of subject in the discoursive expressions and formations.
As the way who talks about what, has no importance. What is important is to speak the
arguments of agencies and institues. In this case,instead of the question of ‘who s talking?,
the question of ‘what is said to?, reveals the importance of the question. In fact, the
freedom of expression is mentioned in the TTD, it supplants by discourse in the TP In this
sense, it can be concluded that the freedom of expression is not possible in the TBunless

44 Spinoza, TP, X.4
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there is a legal discourse. Thus, it is possible to see that the practices of the freedom of
expression is not long-lasting.

Unlike the TTP Spinoza emphasizes that participation in management
according to the spirit of the thought of democracy is much more important, rather than
the freedom of expression. In this sense, the freedom of expression is applicable with
the certain limitation, within the democratic or parliamentary system.When Spinoza’s
political philosophy studied and its’ unity is analyzed, cyclical change of te freedom of
expression is the result of being against the dangers that can threaten him. But here, how
the freedom of expression may damage the unity of the state, is also another matrer of
the debate.In this case, instead of the possibility of freedom of expression, we ought to
discuss its’ legitimacy. In other words, the freedom of expression as a part of an existencial
struggle, the applicability of it with obtained right can be considered. It is related with
providing legitimacy of this right, more than its’ being right or wrong. This situation
canalso be understood as the relationships between the legitimacy and the power. These
relationships are not revealed in a hierarchical line, but it is related within the network of
power relationships that it was made.In other words, the discourse of power relationships
ries to legitimize its expression. Then, all understandings of freedom, which are designed
reveals that the relationships with the ideologies, which are related to the struggle of power.
Freedom of expression is within the domain of this ideological part, and as freedom of
expression can not be subjected to a discourse, except ideology, it can be mentioned that
there is impossibility of freedom, on behalf of the selfdom of subject. In this case, what does
it meanto ‘be opposed to? Or, who is opposed to what? This should be the main question

to be asked.
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Conatus versus libido: Spinozanin “conatus'undan

Freud”un “libido”suna zihin kuramlan

Cengiz Giileg

Freud'un spekillatif-metafizik felsefi kuramlara ragbet etmedigi bilinen bir vakiadir. Ozel
mektuplarinda Spinozadan derin bir sekilde etkilendigini itiraf eden Freud'un hemen
higbir yazisinda Spinoza nin adina,alinularina rastlanmaz.

Freud, psikanalizle ilgilenen diisiiniirlerin belirttigi gibi ciddi, diiriist ve 6rnek
bir bilim insanudir. Felsefeye ilgi duyar ama felsefenin “bilimsel” olmak gibi bir kayg
tagimamasindan da rahatsizdir. Bu tutumu Spinoza’ya ilgi duymasina engel degildir.
Freud'un “Ethica™y okudugunu ve ok etkilendigini ileri siiren psikanalistler de vardr.
Nitekim Spinozadan etkilenmenin énemini fark eden, kendisi eden, kendisi de psikanalist
ve Spinoza hayrani olan Lothar Bickel, Freud'a neden Spinozaya aufta bulunmadigni sorar.
Freud'un cevabi mektubunda asagidaki agiklama gok anlamhidir: ~ ” Spinoza doktrinine
bagli oldugumu kabul ediyorum. Onun adint anmam icin bir neden yoktu ¢iinkii ben,
hipotezlerimi onun bir eserinden degil, onun yaratmug oldugu entelektiiel iklimden yola
¢tkarak tasarladim. Dahasi, kendime felsefi bir megruiyet de aramiyorum”(1931. aktaran
Fransez)

Freud'un bu mektubunda Spinozaya yaratmis oldugu “entelekriel iklim”den
dolay1 biiyiik bir saygt duymakra oldugunu anliyoruz. Bildirimizde bu entelektiiel iklimden
Freud'un nasil yararlandigini tarugacagsz.
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Bagtan belirtmek gerekir ki, Freud kendisini, bir filozofun adina yaslanmayy, hak
etmedigi bir taninma ve megruiyet kazanma ihtiyac: duymayacak kadar biiyiik bir “bilim
adam:” olarak gormektedir. Nitekim kendisinin tek bagina kurup gelistirdigi psikanaliz
kuramin varsayimlarinin, gelisen nérobilim tarafindan dogrulanacagina olan inancini
6lene kadar da korumustur. Gergi Freud, kuraminin bir gok varsayimin giiniimiiziin hizla
gelisen néropsikoloji arasurmalarinca kaniclandigini gérme imkani bulamamugtr ama
onun tilmizleri bu bulgulara dért elle sanlmakradirlar.

Bildirimizde iki dijgiiniiriin “zihin-beden” arasindaki iligkiyi anlamak icin ileri
siirdiikleri iki anahtar kavram, conatus ve libido, ) iizerinden yiiriicilen zihin kuramlan
arasindaki benzerligi gostermeye calisacagiz. Ruh ile madde ya da bagka bir deyisle Varlik
konusundaki her iki digiiniiriin monist anlayislarindan tireyen psisik determinizm
konusundaki ortak nokalara da dikkat gekmekle yetinecegz.

Once, Freud'un zihin modeli ve insan tasarimi ile ilgili kuramini, merkezde
libido kavram: olmak iizere kisaca Gzetleyecegiz. Sonra Spinozada “conatus” kavramun,
kurdugu muhkem ontolojisindeki dnemli yeri agiklamaya gayret edecegiz. Bu bakimdan
Spinozanin da zihin-beden kuramina iliskin goriiglerini hitap ettigimiz toplulugun
felsefeciler oldugunu goz 6niinde tutarak kisa bir 6zetleme ile yetineceiz.

Psikoloji, Freuda gelene kadar biling olgulari ile psikolojik olgular: 6zdeg saymiguir.
Bu anlayigin alunda Descartes’in bilincin psisik olgular icerdigi goriisii yarmakradur.
Descartes ruhu bir t6z olarak goriiyor ve bu t6ziin asil niteliginin de diisiinme oldugunu
ileri siiriiyordu. Diigiinme ile biling eylemi arasindaki 6zdeglik buradan kaynaklanur.

Freud'dan 6nce bazi filozoflarin biling disinda var olan kimi zihinsel etkinlikleri
sezdikleri ve bu olguyu gok aikca olmasa bile dile getirdikleri bilinmektedir. Bu filozoflarin
baginda Spinoza gelmekredir. Spinoza, “6zgiir irade yanilgisinin eylemlerimizin bilincinde
olup da bizi harekete gegiren nedenleri bilmememizden kaynaklandigini” soylerken,
Psikanalizin anahtar kavrami “bilingalu ya da bilingdisi"na isaret ettigi bilinmekredir.
Freud'un etkilendigi bir bagka bityiik filozof Nietzche ‘de , insan davraniginin goriiniirdeki
soylu amaglarinin alunda “ giig istemi” gibi ilkel bir egilimin bulundugunu ileri siirityordu.
Freud, hekimlik mesleginin ilk yillarinda néroanatomi ve nérofizyoloji dalinda ¢aligirken
iglerinde insanin da bulundugu gesitli canli organizmalarin merkezi sinir sistemine yonelik,
giniimiizde de gegerliligini koruyan 6nemli bulgulara imza atmug bir bilim insanidur.

Maddi yagam kosullarini diizeltmek amaciyla gok sevdigi deneysel temel
bilim alanindan psikopatolojinin agirhkl oldugu klinik hekimlige yani noropsikiyatriye
kaymugtir. Freud'un bilingdigt kavramini nasil kegfettigini anlatmak, bu bildirinin amacini
agmaktadir. Ancak zihin kuraminda gok 6nemli bir rolii oldugu igin bu kavramla neyi
anlatmak istedigini kisaca hatrlatmakea yarar vardur. Freud'a gore insanlarin dogumdan
baslayarak etkilesmek zorunda kaldigs toplumsal baskilar, bazi arzularin bilingalaninin digina
itilmesine neden olur. Bilingdigina bastirilan bu arzular da kendilerini gesitli “lapsus’larda
(dil siirgmeleri), “sakarliklarda (act manqué), riiyalarda ve nevrotik belirtilerde simgesel bir
bigimde kilik degistirerek gosterirler. Bu nedenle Freud, psikanalizi “derinlik psikolojisi”
olarak adlandirir.
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“Bilingalu”, dikkatimizi yogunlagurmadigimiz alglanmizi, bazi otomatik
hareketlerimizi, fikir ¢agnsimlarimuzi, hatta iizerinde bilingli olarak diisiinmedigimiz
halde bir anda biling alaninda buldugumuz fikirleri vb ilgilendirir. “Bilingdist” ise, toplum
tarafindan kabul edilmeyen (Freud daha sonra Siiperego olarak adlandirdigi mental
aparatusun bir pargasi aracilif ile toplumun nasil devreye girdigini agiklar.) arzularin
bastrlmasi ve tamamen biling alaninin diginda tutulmas: ile olugur. Erken ¢ocuklukta
doyurulmas: engellenmis bir ¢ok diirtii ve arzunun anilarinin da bilingdist malzeme iginde
yer aldigin ileri siirer.Bu durumda bilingdisina bastirma, toplumsal Ego'nun ilkel diirtiilere
kargi kendini korudugu bir tiir “savunma mekanizmasi” dur. Althusser, Freud'un gelistirdigi
bilingdist kavramu ile psikanalizin “bilim kurucu epistemolojik kopus” u gergeklestirdigini
ileri siirer. Althusser’e gore, Psikanaliz bir bilimdir ve bu bilimin de nesnesi “bilingdisidir™.
Freud bize, gelistirdigi psikanalitik zihin ve insan kuramuni tam olarak anlatabilmek igin
bes ayn diizlemden, daha dogru bir deyisle birbirleriyle etkilesim halinde olan beg farkl
bakis agisindan s6z eder. Bu beg bakis agist sunlardir: Dinamik bakis (diirtii kurami da
denebilir), Topografik bakis ( zihnin igleyisi , biling ve bilingdiginin yapist vb), Genetik
bakis (Libidonun biyolojik olgunlasma ve psikolojik gelisme agisindan  doniigiimleri) ,
Ekonomik bakis ( libidinal kateksis; nesnelerin zihinsel temsilcilerine yapilan enerji
yaurimlan ve kontr kateksis gibi kavramlarin iglendigi diizey) ve son olarak da kisiligin
yapt taslari olarak adlandirildigi( Id, Ego ve Siiperego gibi yapilarin mahiyeti ve islevlerinin
agiklandif) Yapisal(striikeiirel) hipotez.

Bildirimizin izin verdigi 6l¢iide Freud'un libido kuramuni irdeleyerek, Spinoza'min
“conatus” kavramu ile ne olgiide benzestigine deginecegiz. Almanca digindaki dillerde
pek gok anlam karmagasina yol agan Freud'un 6zgiin terimi olan “trieb” haklunda dzet
bir agiklama uygun olacak gibi goriiniiyor. Bau Dillerine “i¢giidii” (instincts) ve “diirei”
(Fransizca da pulsion, 1ngilizce de ise drive) olarak evrilen “Trieb”, Freud'dabiyolojik olanla
psikolojik olan arasinda bir kavram olarak kullanilmakradir. Beden-zihin ya da madde-
ruh gibi ikiliklerden bile itsiye kaginan Freud, icgiidiisel diirtii olarak da sikga kullanilan
bu sozciikten sunu anlamakradir. Bedenden kaypaklanan bir uyarimin (stimulus) “psisik
temsilcisi” olarak icgiidiisel diirtii, gesitli bedensel siireleri kapsar: Belirli bir davranig:
yapma zorunlulugu, tepkiyi doguran uyarilara karyt kiginin 6zel bir duyarliliginin olmasi,
fizyolojik veya psisik dengenin degismesi sonucu ortaya ¢ikan ve canliyr tiirlii tepkilere
giden i¢ gerilim, belirli bir amaca ulasmak icin ya da belirli bir eyleme girismek igin
duyulan giilii ve siirekli tepkilerin tiimiinii “trieb” kapsar.

logiidiisel diirtii, bedendeki uyanimlan ortaya gikaran hormonlar olmadig
gibi, fiziksel bir uyarana organizmanin refleks cevabi vb bir sey de degildir. Psikanalitik
literatiirde i¢giidii terimi , bir tiir itilme, diirtiilme anlamna gelmektedir. Kiginin psisik
diinyasinda yasanan bir ihtiyaca isaret eder. Onu haz uyandiran bir duruma iter. Hazz1
saglayacak davranigi harekete gegirir. Icgiidii dis uyaranlarla harekete gegebilir. Harekete
gecen icgiidil, insanin psisik ayginda oznellesir. Insanin 0 anda yagadig bir duyguyu ya da
diigiinceyi doguran bir ihtiyag seklinde kendini disa vurur. Baka bir deyisle, igiidii psisik
enerjidir. Bu enerji insanin belirli bir yasanuy: gereksinmesini saglayan giigleri dogurur. Bu
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nedenle icgiidii psisik bir terimdir, yani bedensel siireglerle ilintili de olsa, yasanust psisikir,
ozneldir. l¢giidii, yagamaya iliskin tiim olaylari kapsayan enerji bogalimlaridir. Bu olaylar
gozle goriilen davraniglardan, duyulan seslere, dile getirilen diigiincelere, anlaulmayan
diiglere, agtklanmayan duygulara kadar her seyi igine alrr.

Nasil fizyoloji bilimi insanin psisik diinyasindaki siiregleri aragtiracak ve
tanimlayacak giice heniiz erigememigse, ayni sekilde psikanalitik goriis de psisik siireglerin
fizyolojik degisimlerle ilintisini kantlayacak giigte degildir. Amag, icgiidiilerin zihinsel
temsilcilerini (simgeler) incelemektir. Iggiidiiyli tamimlayan psisik enerji 6znel ve
varsayimsal bir soyutlamadr. Biyolojik ve psisik siireclerde siirekli olarak beliren bu enerji
dinamikir, yani kisiyi bir eyleme dogru iter ve yok edilemez. Miktar: simdilik olgiilemez
ama sezilebilir. Bu sezgileri bilinen bilimsel yontemlerle kanitlamak olanaksizdir. Freud'a
gore insan davraniglarini dikkatle gozleyen birisi, psisik enerjinin varligin gorir.

Klasik Psikanaliz kaynaklarinda icgiidiisel diirtiilerin iig temel 6zelligi soyle tanimlanur:

1.Diiriitlerin bir amaci vardir. Bu amag kogulsuz olarak “doyum”dur. Doyum ise temelde
organik-biyolojik kdkenli olan uyarima halinin sonlandinlmasindan ibarettir. Her uyarilma
organizmada bir “act” olarak yasanur. Gerginlik ve act veren bu uyarilmanin giderilmesi
diirtilerin ilkel amacidir.

2I¢giidiisel diirtiiniin bir nesnesi vardir. Bu, dis diinyayaait, sayesinde doyumun saglanacag
herhangi bir nesnedir. Ornek aglk giidiisiiniin nesnesi besindir. Cinsel giidiiniin nesnesi
biiyiime ve olgunlagma ile ok degisiklik gostermekle birlikte bir cinsel doyum nesnesidir.

3. I¢giidiisel diirtiilerin bir kaynag vardir. Bu da, organizmadaki fizikokimysal siireglerdir.
Iste bu icgiidiisel diirtiiler icinde, Libido, insan gelisimi agisindan bagat bir rol oynar.
Diirtiiler iginde en gok “basurma’ya maruz kalan, esas itibariyle cinsel kokenli olanlardir.
Bu cinsel iggiidiisel diirtiiniin enerjisini Freud, ozgiil bir terim olarak Libido diye adlandirir.
Freud, insan yavrusunun bityiimesi ile libido gelismesi arasinda dogrudan bir paralellik
oldugunu ileri siirer. Bebeklikten baglayarak erken gelisim evrelerinde gocuk igin kendi
bedeni libidonun yaurildig1 tek nesnedir. “Narsistik libido” evresi olarak goriilen bebeklik
ve erken ocuklukran erigkinlige dogru libido, dis diinyadaki nesnelere yaurilir. Bu sayede
nesne iligkileri gelisir. Nesne libidosu kokenindeki tiim cinsel 6ziinii kaybederek, tamamen
“kiltiirel-toplumsal” nesnelere yoneltilmek suretiyle yiiceltilir. Uygarligin dogusu da bir
bakima bu yiiceltmelerin toplamindan bagka bir sey degildir.

logiidiilerin Gzelliklerini ve cesitlerini incelemeden once Freudun sik
kullandigs bir terimi agiklamak gerekir. Kateksis( cathexis), i¢giidii enerjisinin mikeart
anlamindadir. Katheksis, bir nesnenin psisik diinyadaki (6zgiin deyimle “mental aparatus)
temsilcisine(simge) baglanan, yaurilan libido (psisik enerji ile e anlamli) mikrarina verilen
addr. Bir nesnenin zihinsel temsilcisine baglanan enerjinin miktari ne kadar goksa o nesne
o kisi igin o kadar degerlidir.
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Bu noktada isaret etmek isterim ki Freud’un diirtii kuraminin en fazla elegtirilen
ve anlami bulanik bulunan yeri tam da bu noktadir. Kaynagindaki cinselligi kaybetmi
libidinal enerji fikri, ego kavraminin gelistirilmesinde ilk adimu olugturur.

Zihin kurami agisindan merkezi 6nemi olan libido kavramina ekonomik goril
agisindan bakildiginda, icgiidiisel diirtiilerle dogrudan iligkili olan tim psisik yagantilar
nicel biiyiikliikler olarak gérmek miimkiindiir. Diirtiilerin giiciiniin zaman icinde artmas,
enerjilerinin bagka nesnelere aktarilmas, baska diirtiilerden enerji transfer etmesi gibi
olanaklar bu sayede miimkiindiir. Ancak fizikteki gibi insan organizmasinda da “enerjinin
sakinimi” yasasi gecerlidir. Freud'un diirtii-zihin iliskisine dair kurami fazlasiyla biyolojik
ve enerji anlayigt da bir o kadar fizik biliminden acemice devsirilmis, megruiyeti tarugmali
aktarimlar olarak hala tartiglmaktadir.

Icgiidiisel diirtiileri Freud nasil simflandirmakeadir? Siniflandirmanin temeli
amag ya da nesneler olursa, gok sayida icgiidiiden sz etmek gerekir. Icgiidiilerin bagka
kiliklara biiriindiiklerini, amaglarini ve nesnelerini degistirdiklerini bildigimize gore,
kaynaklarina gre siniflandirmak Freud’a gére en dogru yoldur. Bu bakimdan iki grup
icgiidiiden s6z etmek uygundur: Birinci grup basit somatik ihtiyaglari kapsar; 6rnegin aglik,
susuzluk, soluk alma-verme, digklama vb. Bedende bu icgiidiilerin olustugu ve doydugu
bolgeler vardrr. I¢giidiiniin gidisatint da agikea ortaya koyarlar. Bazi bedensel degisimler,
gecikririlemeyen duyular dogurlar; bu duyular diirtii gibi algilanip insant belicli bir eyleme
iter; eylem bedensel degisimi ortadan kaldirir. Sonug rahatlama ve hazdbr.

Birinci gruba giren diirtiilerin doyumu sartur. Bu doyumu saglayan eylemler
bir siire geciktirilebilir ama 6niinde sonunda eyleme gegilir. Amaglari degismez. Bu tiir
icgiidiilerin degisme olanagi olmadigi ve mutlak doyurulmalari gerekeigi icin psisik yasam
agisindan énemli degildirler. Ikinci gruba giren iggiidiiler psikoanalitik goriisiin inceleme
konusudur. Bunlar cinsel ve saldirganhk diirtiileridir. Birinci gruptaki icgiidiilerle
kargilasurildiginda bu gruptaki iki temel iggiidii, amaglarindan ve nesnelerinden cayabilir;
¢iplak bir bicimde kendilerini disa vurmak yerine kilik degistirebilir, Ego tarafindan
bilingaluna basurilabilir, amag ve nesne degistirebilir, cesitli dirtiilerle ittifak icine
girebilirler.

Freud, yazilarinda cinsel icgiidiileri 6n plana almig ve buna bagh olarak ok sik
elegtirilmigtir. Freud'un tiim insan davraniglarini cinsellikle agikladig1 yolundaki iddia
higbir sekilde dogru degildir. Freud éncesi donemlerde cinsellikle ilintisi olmadig; sanilan
bir gok eylem ve davranigi Freud'un libido ile agikladigi dogrudur. Freud'a gore libido
sadece cinsel yasamla sinirh degildir. Hayatn bir gok yoniinde de libidonun belirdigini
Freud'un kargt konulmaz kanrlarla gésterdigini teslim etmek zorundayrz. Ozellikle gocuk
cinselligine yapugi vurgu kiigiimsenmeyecek bir kesiftir.

Libido'nun bedenimizde cereyan eden fizikokimyasal siireglerle ve hormonlarla
gok stki bir ilintisi oldugu bilinen bir durumdur. Bir takim hormonel salgilar ve kimyasal
degisimler cinsel davranilara yol agan erojen bélgeleri uyarip, o bélgeden kaynaklanan
belirli tirden cinsel icerikli eylemlere insan: yonlendirir. Baslangigta bedenimizde
hissettigimiz kaginu sonucu kasinma eylemi kadar yalin olan libido, ocugun biyolojik

_39



conatus versus libido » gileg

gelisimi ile ve toplumsallagmasi sonucu zenginlegir, karmagiklagir, ve olgunlagr.

Freud'un diirtii kuramini geligtirmesi dort evreden geger. Son anlayigina gore,
saldirganlik icgiidiisii ego ile iliskili degildir, tersine cinsel iggiidiiler gibi ayr bir i¢giidii
oldugunu belirtir. Ego bu iki temel icgiidiiyii doyurmakla ytkiimlidiir. Siiperegoda
doyumu onaylayan ya da onaylamay1p hatta kinayan toplumsal ahlak yargilarinin zihinsel
temsilcisidir. Bilingdist olan bu iki temel i¢giidii bazen birbirleriyle bagdagir, kaynag;
bazen de karyit amaglar giiderek caugirlar. Bazen her ikisi de egonun gercekligi dogru
degerlendirmesini bozar ve toplumsal uyumu ileri derece aksaurlar. Insan Gznesinin
tutarl: ve dengeli bir hayat siirdiirebilmesi igin egonun, sirasinda her ikisinden de kendini
savunmas: gerekebilir. Uygunsuz cinsel arzular (en kau gekilde yasaklanan ensest arzulan)
ego icin ne kadar tehlikeliyse, yersiz saldirganliklar ya da siiperego’'dan kaynaklanan utang,
pismanlik ve en agir sekliyle sugluluk duygular: da egoyu ciddi kayg: ya da depresyon igine
sokabilir. Freud son dénem yazilarinda iggiidii kuraminda degjsiklik yapmug ve bu iki temel
icglidiiyii “yasam” ( Eros)ve “6liim”(Thanatos) olarak tammlamigur. Bu simflandirma
giiniimiize kadar bir gok tarugmaya konu olmakradur.

Spinozamun “conatus’u gibi yagam iggiidiisiiniin amaci da varolugta kalmak,
hayau stirdiirmektir. Bu amaca y6nelik tiim egilim ve diirtiileri Freud “Eros” iginde toplar.
Varolabilmek igin insan, ihtiyaglarini doyurmak, bunlar saglayabilmek igin dis diinyadaki
kigi ve nesnelerle iliski kurmak zorundadir. Kendine ve yakin cevresine yonelen tiim
birlegtirici, bagdagtrici giigler yagam: olanakh kilar, dengeyi (homeostazis) kurar. Birlik,
uyum, sentez ve ahenk yaraurr. nsan bu denge ve uyum icin miicadele ermek zorundadbr.
Varligini siirdiirebilmesi igin gerektiginde saldirmasi, kimi zaman da saldinilara karg:
direnmesi gerekir. Her ne kadar denge durumu haz uyandiran bir durum ise de, daha
biiyitk hazlar da vardir. Bu hazlara erigebilmek icin dengenin bozulmasina bir siire razi
olmak, ilerdeki ok daha kalici bir denge ve haz icin cabalamak akla uygundur.

Freud'un psisik yasam tasariminda siirekli bir degisim s6z konusudur. Denge ve
dengenin bozulmas1, dengenin yeniden kurulmastyla yeniden bozulmasy; birlegen giigler ve
birlegtikleri an yeniden daglan giicler. Sonsuz bir bigimde siiriip giden, her an tekrarlayan,
her seyin iistiinde ve icinde var olan bir yasa; doganin yasas:YASAM VE OLUM. Yagam
zevkli, 6liim de Gyle. Oliim bir agidan yagamdan da mutlak haz verici. Freud bu durumu
Nirvana olarak tanimlar. Sonsuz bir huzur, degismeyen bir denge, mutlak uyanmsizlik, sific
potansiyel durumu olarak tamimlar nirvanay:. [cgiidiilerin son dénem siniflandirmasina
gore insan icin g ilke soz konusudur. Tim gerginligin neredeyse sonsuza kadar
giderilmesini amaglayan Nirvana Ilkesi; doyum ve acidan kaginmay yénelten Haz [lkesi,
gereklige uyumu gozeten Gergeksilik Ilkesi. Gergeksilik ilkesi haz ilkesinden dogduguna
gore, bu iki icgiidiiyti simgeleyen ve psisik olgulari yoneten iki temel ilke vardir: Yasam
igiidileriyle ilintili haz ilkesi ve saldirgan iggiidiilerle ilgili Nirvana ilkesi.

Freud'un icgiidii ve zihin kuramini ana izgileriyle 6zetledikten sonra Spinozanin
“conatus” kavramina gegebiliriz. Buna gesmeden nce SPINOZAnin Zihin tasarimi ve
zihin ile beden iliskisi haklinda ileri siirdiigii goriigleri kisaca 6zetlemek uygun olacakur.
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Spinoza'nin Varlikve Tanri anlayist en bastaele alinip iglenmeden dogrudan zihin konusuna

girmek bir miktar bosluk yaratacakur. Kuskusuz bunun farkinda olarak felsefecilerin
arasinda Spinozamin muhtesem metafizigini, ontolojisini tarusmak benim sinirlarimi
asacagy i¢in bir kisa yol denemesi yapmay1 uygun buluyorum.

Spinoza felsefesi hakkinda okumalarimdan gikarsayabildiklerim 6lgiisiinde ve gok
stk kaynak gostermeyi bilerek ihmal ermekle asil konumuz olan Freud ile Spinoza arasindaki
diisiinsel baglantilara dikkat gekmek istedigim hatirlanmalidir. Bu bakimdan Spinoza'nin
“Tanri nedir” ile baslayan temel yapiti Ethica bizim de temel bagvuru kaynagimuz olacak.
Ancak bu kaynakran biz “zihin-beden” iligkisi, duygularin ve diisiincenin mahiyeti ve
tim canhlardaki temel var olma diirtiisii olarak anlastlabilecek olan “conatus” kavramina
gegecegiz.

Spinoza'nun insan zihninin kokeni ve ozii hakkinda yazdiklari gergeken de qigir
agia nitelikeedir. Psikanalizin kurucusu Freud gibi kendisinden sonra gelen pek gok filozofu
ve bilim insanint derinden etkileyen “zihin tasarimu “kisaca nedir? Spinaoza'nin Kartezyen
diializmi agma ¢abasi ve bunu olaganiistii bir beceri ile basardiy, tiim felsefe tarihgileri
tarafindan teslim edilmektedir. Bunu yaparken Zihin konusunda da Descartesten onemli
ol¢iideayn diigiinmekte oldugu bilinmektedir. Spinoza, Descartes'in tersine, insan zihninin
fikirler ierdigini diisiinmez. Ona gore, insan zihni fikirlerin (ideatum)ta kendisidir. Bir
benzetmeyle sdylersek, insan zihni, fikirleri iginde barindiran bir kap degildir; kap yoktur,
sadece igerigi vardur. Insan zihni ile fikirlerin iliskisi, Tanr1 ile varliklarin ilikisi ile aynidir.
Nasil ki, Tanri, varliklari ile bir ve aym sey ise, insan zihni de diisiinceleri ile bir ve aym
seydir. Diigiinceler olmazsa, zihin olmaz. Bir tek diisiince ile zihin olugur. Insan zihninin
ﬁili(aqucl) varligini olusturan ilk dge, fiilen var olan belirli bir seyin(nesnenin) fikridir.
(EI1,0.1)

Insan zihninde fikir, her tiirlii diisiinme halinden 6nce gelir. Ornegin, sevgi, arzu,
yada bunlar gibi “zihnin etkilenmeleri” olarak adlandirilabilecek her tiirlii diisiince halinin
ortaya ¢ikabilmesi igin, sevilen ya da arzu edilen seyin fikrinin bireyin zihninde dnceden var
olmasi gerekic (E:ILA)

Spinoza’nin bedene verdigi 6ncelik bilinmektedir. Ama beden-zihin iliskisinde

mekanik bir nedensellik iliskisi yerine o, bagka tiirlii bir iliskinin varligina isareteder. Insan
zihninde gelisen tiim olaylar, insanin zihin ve beden olarak tiimiiniin genel durumundan
kaynaklanir. Bu durum, agik ve segik olarak algilanmasa da, zihinsel durum, genel duruma
baglidir. Bedende meydana gelip de, zihnin algilamadig hicbir sey yokrur.(E11,0.12)
Bu anlayis daha sonralan Freud'da izledigimiz monist bir somatopsisik birlik anlayiginin
kanimca temelidir. Insan zihnini olusturdugunu soyledigimiz fikirlerin nesnesi sadece
ve sadece insan bedenidir(E:I;0.13)Beden ve zihin dedigimiz seyler, iki ayn toz ya da
birim degil, bir ve ayni geyin iki ayri yonii ile ifadesidir. Insan, kendi bedenini algilayan
bir zihindir. Dogru anlamakta isem Spinoza'ya gore zihnimiz bedenimizle adeta birlegikrir.
Ama bu birligin ne tiir bir birlik oldugunu, bu birlikten ne anlamamz gerektigini kavramak
i¢in, 6nce bedenimizin dogasini iyice anlamamiz, bedenimizin diger cisimlerden nasil farkls
oldugunu, bunu da zihnimize nasil yansidigini anlamamiz gerekecekeir.
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Ona gore, her sey, degisik derecelerde de olsa, yagam doludur. Bu biraz sonra
tarusacagimiz “‘conatus” kavramuni anlamak iin bir giristir. Animata adini verdigi bu
yasam ilkesi yan: sira her seyin bir de diisiince(cogitatio)boyutu vardir. Bunun da insan
zihni oldugunu soylersek, ayni seyi tiim bedenler (cisimler) igin soylememiz miimkiindiir.
Insan diisiincesini diger varliklarin diisiincesinden farkl kilan, bagh bulundugu bedenin
dogasinin farkl olmasidir. Fakat Spinoza, “ Ne var ki, bunu (insan bedeninin dogast)
burada agitklayamam ve zaten ispatlamak istedigim ey icin bunu yapmam gerekmez
de...” der ama su tespitleri yapmaktan da kaginmaz.” Bir beden, ayn: anda bir ok eylemi
yapmaya ya da kargilamaya, diger bedenlerden (corpus) ne kadar daha yakinsa, zihni de
ayni bicimde,aynianda bir gok seyi algilamaya o kadar daha yadundur.”(E:I;0:13 not)
Oyle samiyorum ki bu ifade, insan zihninin diger varliklardan neden daha tistiin oldugunu
gostermekle kalmaz, ayni zamanda, bir insanin zihninin bir baskasindan neden daha iistiin
oldugunu da agiklar.

Bedenin dogasini anlamak agisindan Spinoza bize gok 6nemli bir anahtar kavram
vermektedir. Bilindigi gibi Descartes, mekanikte ilk veri olarak uzayi(mekan)ele aliyordu;
tek sonsuz olan uzayd:. Hareket se her zaman sonlu idi: mutlak bir baslangici vards, mutlak
bir sonu vard. Hareket baglar, sona erer, atalete donerdi. Spinoza, burada yeni bir anlayis
onerir: Hareket de sonsuzdur. Spinozaya gore, tiim cisimler ya hareket halindedirler ya
da atalet durumundadirlar. (Aksiyom 1) Her cisim bazen daha yavas, bazen de daha hizl
hareket eder.(Ak.2) Cisimlerin birbirlerinden ayurt edilmelerini saglayan t6zleri(substance)
ya da yapilmis olduklar madde degil, hareket halinde ya da atalet durumunda, hizli ya da
yavas olmalanidir. Ciinkii Ethicanin birinci kisminda “ispatlanmg oldugu gibi, evrende
bir tek cevher vardir ve biitiin cisimler bu tek cevherden olusmugtur”. Bir seye hayal
giiciiyle bakugimizda sonlu, béliinebilir ve pargalardan olusmug goriiriiz ama, aklmizla
ve goriintilyii “aralayarak” bakugimizda, bu geyin sonsuz, bolinmez cevherden bagka bir
sey olmadigint anlariz. Madde her yerde aynidir; gegitli bicimlere girer ama, gergekee hig
etkilenmez.

“Tiim cisimler (bedenler) aym kurallara tabidir ve hepsi de belli ve belirlenmis bir
bigimde Tanrisal varligin kendisini ifade edisidir.”(E:IL,Yardimci Onerme 2)

“Bir cismi hareket haline sokan, hareket etmeye ya da durgun kalmaya zorlayan, bir baska
cisimdir. Bu cisim de bir baskast tarafindan harekete ya da atalete belirlenmistir ve boylece,
sonsuza kadar giden bir harekete ya da atalette kalmaya belirlenim zinciri vardir.”
(E:ILYar.One.3)

Spinoza, uzay gibi sonsuz olan hareket fikrinden hareketle insanda beden-zihin
iligkisine bambagka bir agidan bakmay: dener. Ite bu bakis kanimca Psikanalitik beden-
zihin bakisinin da temelidir. Tek farkla ki Freud, bu iliskinin dogasinin Tanrt gibi bir
metafizik tozden geldigine dair tek bir kelime bile etmez. Athe bir bilim insan: icin bu da
pek sasiruct sayilmaz.

Insan bedenini olugturan pargalar, birbirleri ile siirekli bir alig veris, iletisim ve
etkilesim icindedirler. “Insan adint verdigimiz birey (indivudu), her biri yiiksek derecede
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bilesik, stv1, yumugak ve kat birimlerden olusmugtur. Bu birimler ve dolayisiyla da bunlarin
olugturdugu insan bedeni, siirekli olarak dis cisimlerin etkisine maruzdur. Hatta bedenin
varligini siirdiirmesi dahi, beslendigi bu dig cisimlere baglidir. Bir dug cisim, bedenin bir sivi
pargasinin, bir yumusak pargasina sk¢a carpmasina neden olursa, bu yumugak parganin
yiizeyi degisir ve di cismin “izi” orada kalmug olur.”(E:Il;Postulatlar)

“Insan bedeni, dis cisimlerle siirekli etkilesim icindedir. Beden, dis cisimlerden
bir ok yonden etkilenir, ayn: zamanda onlari da etkiler. Bu arada zihin de, bedende olup
biten her seyi algiladig icin, bedenin dig cisimlerle aligverisi ne kadar goksa, zihnin de o
kadar gok algilama yapacag) agtkuir. Bunun sonucu olarak, bir insan, bedenini ne kadar gok
yonli kullanmaya yetenek gelistirirse, zihni de o kadar ok seyi algilamaya o kadar yatkin
olacakuir. (E:11;0:14)

Giiniimiiz néropsikoloji alaninda “uyaran yoksunlugu”(stimulus deprivation)
deneyleri Spinozamin goriisiinii timiyle dogrulamakeadir. Denekler, bes duyu
organlarimiza gelen tiim uyaranlarin ortadan kaldinildi; “deney tanklari”nda belirli bir siire
sonra gorsel, isitsel ve dokunma(kinestetik) varsanulari(haliisinasyon) yasamaya baslarlar.
Beyin sanki dig uyaranlardan yoksun kaldiginda kendi hayatiyetini siirdiirmek ister gibi
hayali uyaranlar yaraur.

Zeka gelisimi ile ilgili deneylerde, erken bebeklikten itibaren gevresel uyaranlarin
goklugu ve geitligi oraninda dogugtan getirilen zeka potansiyelinin artmasina ya da
azalmasina dair ok anlamli veriler elde edilmigtir. Yuva ocuklarinda bakicilarin fiziksel
ve duygusal temaslarinin yogunluguna bagh olarak beden ve zeka gelisiminin belirlendigi
kanitlanmugtur.

“Insan zihni de bedeni gibi bilesik bir yapidadir. Her bir cismin dogada bir
disiince boyutu olduguna gore, insan zihninde, bedenin tim pargalarinin diisiinceleri
(ideler) vardur; Baska bir deyisle, insan zihni, bedeni olusturan tiim pargalarinin idelerinin
toplamldlr.(E:II;O. 15)

“Bedenin dis cisimlerden etkilenmesi ile zihinde olugan fikir, hem bedenin
dogasini hem de, dig cismin dogasin igerir.”

“Insan bedeni bir di§ cisim tarafindan etkilendiginde (o cismin etkisiyle bir
degisime ugradiginda) zihin de o cismi var olarak algilayacakur. Ciinki, bedenin yumugak
pargalarinda onun izi kalmigtr. Hatta, bedenin o cisimle temast kesilse dahi, algilama onun
zihninde varligini siirdirebilir giinkil; yumugak parcalarda kalmug olan izi silen bir olay
heniiz gergeklesmemistir. Bedenin bu degisimlerinin olugturdugu, bize dig cisimleri sanki
karsimizda gibi gosteren fikirlere, seylerin imgeleri diyecegiz. Zihnimiz, bu cisimlere bu
sekilde bakuginda, onlar1 imgeledigini soyleyecegiz. Bu, zihnin bir kusuru degildir; sadece
bir yeni fikrin gelip de eskisini silmemis oldugunu g65terir.”(E:II;O.l7)

Bu nokrada biraz duralim. Néropsikiyatride bir uzvu kesilmis olan insanlarin o
uzvu hala varmg gibi hissetmeleri bigiminde ortaya gikan “hayalet uzuv”( phantom limb)
olgusu, 17.yiizyilda Spinoza tarafindan akla durgunluk verecek bir sezisle tanimlanmugur.
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Tam bu noktada Hegel'in “Filozoflarin Prensi” olarak selam durdugu biiyitk disiiniir
Spinoza'ya bagvurmak zorunluluk oldu.

Ateist olmakla suglanarak aforoz edilmis bir diisiiniiriin bag yapiunda (Ethica)
giris boliimiinii Tann'ya ayirmug olmast beklenmedik bir tutumdur.

Spinoza” Geometrik Olarak Ispatlanmu Etik” alt baglikli o muhtegem kitabinda
birinci aksiyomatik tanimla Tanridan ne anladigini sunar: “ Tanridan, mutlak olarak
sonsuz bir varligs, yani, her biri sonsuz ve sinirsiz 6z yansitan sonsuz niteliklerden olugan
bir tozii(cevher, substance) anliyorum” (Ethica)

Spinozanin Tanrisi, Freud'un siddetle karst gikugt semavi dinlerin Tanrist hig
degildir. Bu dyle bir Tann tasanmudir ki O’na duyulan ilahi agk( Amor Dei Intellectualis)
degil insant huzursuz kilmak, tam tersine mutlu eder.

Spinozaya gore mutsuzlugumuzun temel kaynagi zihin berrakligimizin
olmayisidir. Duygusal hayaun niteliksizligi (inadequat) siradan bigimiyle, bizde siirekli kafa
karigiklig1 yaratan kesinliksiz ve tiimiiyle arzulanmizin etkisindeki izlenimlerden ibarettir.
Bu izlenimler bityiik mutsuzluklara yol acarlar.

“Insan kendi tutkulanna (passio) bagimli oldu mu, kendi kendisinin efendisi
degildir artk, talihin insafina kalmigur” Spinoza sahici ve dogru (adequate) duygulann
giciinii yadsimaz. Sadece her zamanki haliyle-yani menfi bigimde ya da heyecana
kapilarak- yasadigimiz duygulann niteliginden sikayet eder. Yeterince bilindik bir 6rnek
vermek icin de soyle yazar:

“Aslinda sehvet ya da hitkmetme arzusuyla hareket etmekte oldugumuz halde,
birine besledigimiz sevgi ciddiye alinabilir mi?”

Bildirimizin baghgina dénersek,” conatus” kavrami ile Spinoza'nin neyi anlatmak
istedigini ve Freud'un “libido” kavrami ile ne 6lgiide 6reiistiigiinii simdi daha agik bir
biimde gosterebiliriz:

“Conatus” kavrami igin yararlandigim en onemli eser, Solmaz Zelyur'un
“Spinoza” adli galismasidir.

“Spinoza icin, nasil ki fizik diinyadaki her degisim, halden hale gecis (modificatio),
yayilimun (yer kaplama=extensio) bir tezahiiriidiir veaynianda bu tezahiiriin diisiincede bir
kargilig, bir idesi olur; ayn: sekilde insan bedenindeki her degisim, etkilenim, halden hale
gesis yada duygulanim (affectio), yayilimn insan bedenindeki bir tezahiiriidiir, modusudur
ve bu modusun diisiincede bir kargiligy, bir idesi olur. Iste bu ide, yani bir diisiince modusu
olan bu ide, affectustur. Ama bunun bir affectionun idesi oldugunun idesi, yani idenin
idesi de bir affectustur. Iste bu yiizden, Spinoza duygunun bu ilk haline (ide iken) passio,
ikincisine (idenin idesi iken) actio, yani aksiyon der. Ilk hali, yani pasyon olarak duygu,
bizim zihnimizin tamamen edilgin (pasif de buradan tiireme) bir sekilde aldi31 ya da maruz
kaldig1 ya da katlandis bir seydir; ama zihnimiz, bu pasyonun tam (adequat) idesine de
sahip olursa, edilgin olmaktan etkin olmaya, edimde ya da eylemde bulunmaya geger ve
bu durumda aksiyon olarak duyguya sahip olur veya kendi aksiyonundan duygulanir;
bu durumda da zihnimiz sadece duygulamimlarin bilincinde olmakla kalmayip kendinin
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bilincinin bilincine vardiy, yani kendindeki bir ideyi gey kilip onun idesini tiirettigi igin
ve bu en son idenin, “idea idea”nin, bu kez de kendisinde nasil ortaya cikuigini anlayarak
onun tam dogru(adequat) nedeni kendisi oldugu icin veya kendisi oldugu dlgiide, pasyonu
aksiyona cevirir; bir maruz kalmayi, kadanmayi ve unutmayalim< ki zorunlu olan bir
maruz kalmayi,katlanmayy, yani pasyonu, edilginligj, bir etkinlige, etkin olmaya gevirebilir.
Iste bunu bagaran, Spinoza'ya gére “6zgiir” de olur”(Zelyur,2010)

Freud'un psikanalitik teknikle, yapmak istedigj bilingdisinin ket vurmalarindan kurtulma
ve nevrozdan styrilmanin miimkiin oldugu iddiasi, sanki tam da Spinoza'min anlatmak
istedigi ile ortiigmekeedir.

Spinoza'ya gore, duygulanimlarin ve egzamanl olarak duygularin bizim eyleme
giiclimiizii arturdif ya da azaltugy olur. Her ikisi de dogal zorunluluktan gikar. Doganin
(Tanruile egdeger oldugunu haurlayalim), bizim eylem giiciimiizii arttirmak ya da azaltmak
gibi bir derdi, amaci kuskusuz Tann tamminda icerildigi gibi, yoktur. Biz insanlar bu
konuyla ugrairiz. Biz insanlar da Doganin pargasiyiz. Peki insanin 6zii nedir? Oziimiiz,
Spinoza'ya gore istah, arzu, tutku, korku, umut, seving, giic, erdem, bilgi vb seyler.

Istah (appetitio) bir yayim modusudur. Arzu, onun idesinin idesidir. Yani,
istahun diigiinsel kargilig1 olan idesinin idesi, arzudur. O halde arzu, igtatun bilincidir veya
bilingli istahtir. Insanin dziinde isteme ve arzu vardir. Dogast geregi insan, ister ve arzular
ve gabalar. Iste bu ¢abaya Spinoza “ conatus” demekredir. Conatus, tiim canli varhidarda,
tiim fiziksel bireylerde vardur. Insan, Doga'nin bir pargasi olduguna gére, onda da vardus.
Hatta Spinoza'ya gore, conatus tiim geylerin oziinii olugturur. Caba, tiim bireysel seylerin
bireyselligini veren 6ziinii olugturur. Spinoza “ Conatus sese conservandi” yani kendini,
kendi varligini koruma gabast. Iste bu her seyde vardir, canli cansiz her seyde vardir ve
seyler bunun sayesinde olduklan sey olmuglardir, olmakradirlar ve olacaklardir. Kendini
koruma gabasi( Deus sive Natura) nin geylere vurdugu abadir. Bu yiizden, higbir sey, kendi
kendinden kaynaklanan nedenler ile korumamazlik edemez. Bu ¢aba, geyin digindan gelen
bir etki ile, ancak ve ancak digaridan gelen bir baska sey ile bozulur, dagilir ya da goker.
Eger boyle bir dig etki ya da dig neden olmazsa sey var olmaya devam eder. Ama boyle
bir etkinin/nedenin olmamasi imkansizdir; giinkii, tiim fiziksel bireyler, dogalan gereg,
baska seyler ile simrlidir. Dahast higbir fiziksel bireyin 6zii, dogasi geregi varolugu ihata
edemez(kugatamaz). Higbir fiziksel bireyin 6zii ve varolusu bir ve ayni degildir, ya da 6zii
ve varolugu ayridir. Ciinki, onlarin varolug nedeni kendilerinde degil, baska bir seydedir;
dolayistyla higbir fiziksel bireysel sey kendisinden 6iirii var degildir. Ama, tiim bireysel
seylere, Tanr1 ya da Doga, varolugta kalma ¢abasini, kendini koruma ¢abasini nakgetmistir,
vurmugtur. Bu yiizden de tiim fiziksel bireysel seyler, kendini koruma gabast ile ézlerini diga
vururlar; varamadiklari noktada, ‘etmek’ ten ya da eylemekten kesildikleri noktada, maruz
kalmuglar demekir.

Doga, erdemli olsun ya da olmasin, her insana bu conatusu naksetmistir. Ama bu
conatuslarin kendini diga vurma tarzlarindaki farklihk ile geyler birbirlerinden farkllasugina
gore, insani conatusu insani kilan bir ayirimi olmalidir. Insani ¢aba, (conatus in suo esse
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perseverandi) kendi varliginda kalma ve bu anlamda kendi varligini koruma gabasi olarak
zuhur eder. Bu insani ¢aba, conatus sese conservandide'dir, ondan ayn degildir. Ciinkii bu
¢aba her geyde vardir, sey ne ise, 6ziinii bu caba ona verir.

Spinozaya gore bu aba, canhlarda cani koruma gabasi iken; 6rnegin tasta direng
olarak zuhur eder. Insani gaba tiim gabalarca sarilmus, gevrilmig haldedir. Insani gaba, yine
de tiim diger cabalardan, biz insanlarin goziinde istiindiir. Ciinkil, seylerin 6rgiitlenme
diizeyleri arttikga, seylerin 6zii katmanlagtikca, seyler o kadar evrimlesme giiciinii de
icinde barindinir; mitkemmellesme giiciinii kazanir. Insan, tiim fiziksel bireyler arasinda,
en katmanli olanidir. Hatta, bu katlar, kendi iclerinde de katlanir dururlar. Erkek olurlar,
kadin olurlar, cahil olurlar, bilge olurlar, giiglii ya da kole olurlar vb.. Ama her ne olurlarsa
olsunlar, Dogaya karsi koyamazlar, ona egemen olamazlar, ona hilkmedemezler. Ciinkii
Doga(siz Tanr diye anlayin) her seye hilkmeder, her seye hakimdir. (Zelyut,2010)

Insani conatus, kendisini en iyi, seyleri Doga'min icindeki yerleri ile tanima ve
bilme ¢abasi oldugunda disa vurur. Insanin 6z, diisiinmesi ve bilmesidir. Bu diigiinme
ve bilme, kendini, tiim diger fiziksel seyler ile birlikte oldugunu ve birlik icinde Doga ya
da Tanrr'y: bilmekeir. Bu ‘bilmek’, yani bildigini bilmek, insani conatus'un dorugudur ve
her insan bu doruga ¢kmaya, Doga geregi ve dogast geregi yeterince donammls olarak
diinyaya gelir; ama hepsinin nefesi buna yetmez. Fakat, yeten de yetmeyen de, bir ve ayni
Doga'min pargasidir ve Doga agisindan ayni mitkemmellik ve gergekliktedir. (Zelyur)

Spinoza'nin “conatus” kavramini daha iyi anlayabilmek igin onun Descartes’in
esyanin ya da maddenin oziine iligkin griisiinii nasil ters yiiz ettigini kisaca hatirlatmak
gerekli gibi goriiniiyor.

Descartes balmumunu ele alarak goyle bir tarusma baglaur. Balmumu kendisini
olugturan maddenin birlik ve yer kaplama diinda higbir 6z ya da kimlik icermedigini ileri
siirer. Balmumu parcalanabilir, eritilebilir, 6zelliklerinden her biri agisindan doniistiiriilebilir.
Yalnizca maddeye ait olan yer kaplama diginda. Bundan, her bir degisimde yalnizca
yer kaplamanin korundugu sonucu ¢ikarilabilir. Bagka bir deyigle balmumu parcasinin
bireyselliginin yapilandirilmas: sirasinda ¢6ziildiigiinii s6yleyebiliriz. Buna karsin, Spinoza,
balmumu kiitlesinin gegirdigi degisikliklere bir tiir yapisal direng gosteren seyler oldugunu
gozlemlemektedir. Bunlara hasara, kinlmaya ya da erimeye direnirler; yaralanmalan
durumunda “igsel kendi kendine iyilesme ilkesi’ne uygun olarak kendilerini onarirlar.
Spinoza'nin deyimiyle, kendi varliklar: iginde var olmay siirdiirmek icin ¢abalarlar. Bu
¢aba(conatus) onlarin 6ziinii olusturur, ¢iinkii bu ¢aba ortadan kaldinldiginda o seyin
ortadan kaldirilmasini da igerir ve onsuz da o sey var olamaz. Dahasy, bir seye ait “conatus”
nedensel ilkedir ve bu ilke yoluyla da bizler onun tigrasini ve 6zelliklerini anlariz. Ne kadar
fazla conatus sahibiyse bir nesne o kadar kendi kendisine bagimlidir- o kadar “kendisi
icinde"dir. Bunun agik 6rnegini canli organizmada gorebiliriz. Hayvanlan ele alalim:
taslarin aksine, hayvanlar yaralanmadan sakinirlar, tehdit edildiklerinde direnir, hatta
yaralanma oldugunda da kendilerini onaririlar-eger yaranin gok ciddi olmas sonucunda
conatus tamamen ortadan kalkmazsa. Bu nedenle hayvanlara- canli olmayan geylere ender
olarak verdigimiz- bir kendi kendine bagimlilik ve bireysellik afederiz. Bu, bizim daima
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“kiime anlatan adlar” yerine” sayilabilir adlar” kullanarak onlari betimleyis tarzimizdan
kaynaklanir. Tas, bir tay kiitlesidir; gl, bir su birikintisidir. Ama bir kedi 6lene kadar bir
kedi kiitlesi degil, bir kedi bireyidir: ne zaman ki conatus sona erer, ite varlik o zozaman
kiitle, yigin ya da kiime olabilir. Bir kedinin bireyselligi ve kendi kendisine bagimlilig-
insanunkiler gibi- onun dogasinin bir parcasidir ve bir kediyi ikiye ayrmak iki adet yarm
kedi yaratmak degil, iki adet, eksiksiz, bambagka gey yaratmakur. Kedi tek bir sey olarak
var olmaya gabalar ve Spnoza'nin matematiksel anlaumuyla, bu ¢aba(conatus) kendisine
“adedildigi” siirece de var olur(Scruten,R,(2002)

Etihcadan egerdogruanlamigisem, bedenin¢abasiaynizamandazihnin gabasidur.
Zihinsel agidan bakildiginda, bu ¢aba bizim irade(voluntas) adini verdigimiz seydir. Bazen
bir canlt varliga ait conatus konusunda konugurken hem bedene hem de zihne géndermede
bulunuruz, ve ardindan “istek”ten soz ederiz; bazen- 6zellikle insanlari betimlerken-onlari
hem isteklere sahip olmaya hem de bu isteklerden haberdar olmay: y6nlendiren bilinglilik
unsurunu vurgulamak isterizardindan “arzu’(cupiditas) terimini kullanuriz (E:B.IIL9)
Ancak, her bir durumda aymi gergeklige deginmekreyizdir:bir organizmanin gevresinden
farkly, var olmak icin direnen ve etkin bir kendi kendisine bagimlilik durumunda olmasina
neden olan conatus dur.

Roger Scruten'in(2002) isarer ettigi gibi, Spinozanin beden ile zihin arasindaki
iliskiyiiliskin ¢oziimlemesiyle birlegtirildiginde, conatus kuraminin 6zel bir sonucu vardir;
yani, “zihin kendi varlg; iginde belirsiz bir siireligine var olmak igin gabalar ve gabanin
bilincindedir"(E.IIL,9). Bu nedenle, kendi canina kiymayr diiginmek olanaksizdur:
Spinoza'min sozleriyle, “ kendi bedenimizin varolusunu sona erdiren fikir zihnimiz
icinde olugturulamaz, ¢iinkii zihne kargidir.”(E:I1,10) Kasich olarak canina kiymak bir
geliskidir, ciinkii cabalamama yoniinde bilerek caba gostermeyi, kisinin kendi kendisini
olusturmay kendi kendinsin olusturdugu bigimde gignemesini, kisinin kendi oziinii
o 6ze kargt kigkurtmasini ierir. Spinoza igin intihar tek kogulla miimkiindiir:"digsal bir
nedenden gelmesi disinda higbir sey yok edilemez”(E:III,4) Boyle olunca da “hig kimse”
kendisini kendi dogasinin gereksinimlerinden tiirii 6ldiiremez. Bu tiir geyleri yapanlar
dogsal nedenler tarafindan buna zorlanirlar ve bu zorlama gesitli yollardan olabilir.Spinoza
bu duruma gesitli 6rnekler verir: Bir tiranin emriyle damarlarini kesmek zorunda kalan
Senecayi ve zihnin” eski durumuna kargit bir dogay: edindigi” delilik durumunu érnek
verir. Edinilen bu yeni doga yle bir yap1 igerir ki bir fikir aruk zihnin 6zgiin gabasina
uyum gosterdigi durumlardaki gibi zihin icinde iiretilemez; bu nedenle, bu fikir zihnin
‘conatusunun sonucu degildir. Sokratesin baldiran icerek kendisine verilen cezadan
kaginmak yerine baliran zehiri icerek bir tiir intihar gerceklegtirmesi, Spinoza icin, soylu
amaglarinin(“polis”in, site devletinin gergek bir adaletle yonetilmesi gerektigi vb) kendisinin
oliimiinden sonra da yasayabilmesi ve kendi kendisiyle tutarl kalmak icin (polisin varliginin
“yasa” ile miimkiin olduguna ve kendi varliginin 6n kogulu olarak polisin varligini kabul
eden Socrates'in kendisine reva goriilen cezayi, yasalarin megruiyeti adina kabullenmesi
gergekrtende bir i tutarlilik rnegiolarak insanlikinsanlim tarihinde hak ettigi yeri almigtir)
sestigi bu eylemde celisik bir durum gormez. Ustelik Spinoza'nin, éliimden korkmamay:
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ve yiiz kizaruci nedenlerden 6tiirii 6liimden uzak durmaktan kaginmay: soyleyen etik
degerleriyle de bagdagir bir davranugtir, Sokrates'in intihari.

Bu nokrada Freud'un intihar konusunda bakiginin da biiyiik élgiide Spinoza'nin
metafizik-ontolojik temelli zihin beden kuramindan farkl: gibi goriinse de 6nemli bir
6edeslik tagidigin ileri siirebiliriz. $6yle ki; Freud'un 6nce ego diirtiisii anlaminda cinsel
icgiidii, daha sonralar “Eros” olarak adlandirdig) temel yagam ilkesi olan libido kanimca
Spinoza nin conatus'udur.

Yaghliginda bir dostuna yazdig bir mektupta, Freud Spinoza hakkinda sunlan
yazar:"Uzun omriim boyunca, Spinoza'nin hem kendisi hem de diigiincesinin sonuglari
icin gekingen bir bigimde olaganiistii yiiksek bir saygi duydum”

Spinoza hakkinda ¢ok 6nemli bir kitap yayimlamig olan Yahudi kokenli diigiiniir
Moris Fransez, kendisi gibi Yahudi kokenli bu iki biiyiik diiiniiriin psisik determinizm’in
determinizmin varligina nasil inanmug olduklariny, anlagilir bir dille soyle ifade etmektedir:
“Edikin II. Bolimiiniin 9 numarali 6nermesinifelsefi lisana goyle “terciime” etmek
miimkiindiir: Zihnimizin toziinii olugturan igimizdeki Diigtinen Varlik, daha énce maruz
kalmug oldugu sayisiz belirlenimler sonucu belirli bir kivama gelir ve bu “kivam” iginde
iken kargilasug1 bir nesneden, belirli bir bigimde etkilenir. Zihnimizin bu kivam ya da
bu etkilenirlik iginde bulunmasi, gegmise dogru uzayip giden bir belirlenimler zincirinin
sonucudur.

Bu disiinceden, su onemli sonucu ¢ikarmak miimkiindiir: her digiince,
canlanan her haura, her duygu, kendinden 6nce gelen zihinsel olaylar tarafindan olugmaya
belirlenmigtir. Ama, ne var ki, baz: diisiincelerimiz sanki nedensiz, spontane olarak ortaya
¢tkmug gibi goriinmektedir ve bundan da tek bir anlam qikarilabilir: Birbirini takip
eden ilintisiz gibi goriinen iki diigiince arasinda muhakkak “gizli” bir bag bulunmasi
gerekir” (Fransez,2004)

Spinoza gibi, Freud’a gore de, insanin ozgirlesmesinin yolu “kendini tanima’dan
geser. Zihnimizde bilingsiz olanin bilingli hale gelmesini saglamak” kendini tanima” nin
tek giivenilir yoludur. Bir filozof olan Spinozamin ulagmak istedigi “kendini tanima”
ve “Ozgiirlesme” nin icerigi ve yontemi ile, bir bilim adami ve hekim olan Freud'un
gergeklestirmek istedigi “zgiirlesme”nin yolu ve ozii birbirlerinden farklidir. Ama her
iksisinin de paylasug: ortak inanca gore, insanin akliyla zorunlulugun bilingine varmasi

gereklidir.
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Conatus versus libido: theories of mind from
Spinoza’s “conatus” to Freud's “libido”

Cengiz Giileg

Is a known fact that Freud does not attach importance to the speculative-metaphysical
philosophical theories. One can come across Spinoza’s name or his quotations in almost
none of Freud’s writings, who confesses in his personal letters that he is deeply affected by
Spinoza.

Freud, as thinkers interested in psychoanalysis make clear, is a serious, honest and
exemplary scientist. He is interested in philosophy, but he is also uneasy that philosophy is
not concerned with anything like being “scientific”. This attitude of him is not a hindrance
for him to be interested in Spinoza. There are psychoanalysts who claim that Freud read
“Ethica” and he was impressed a lot. As a matter of fact, Lothar Bickel, who noticed the
importance of Spinoza’s influence and who himself is a psychoanalyst and an admirer of
Spinoza, asks Freud why he does not refer to Spinoza. The following answer in Freud's
letter is very significant: “] admit that I am faithful to the doctrine of Spinoza. There was
no reason for mentioning his name because I sketched my hypothesizes out not from one
of his works but from the intellectual atmosphere that Spinoza had created. Furthermore,
I was not looking for a philosophical justification for myself.” (1931. Fransez quotes.)

From that letter, we understand that Freud shows great respect to Spinoza, due
to the intellectual atmosphere he created. In our paper, we are going to discuss how Freud
made use of this intellectual atmosphere.
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It is necessary to mention from the beginning that Freud regards himself as a
great “scientist’, so much as not in need of leaning against a name of a philosopher, which
means earning recognition and justification that is not deserved. As a mater of fact, until
his death, he preserved his belief that the assumptions of his psychoanalysis theory, which
were established and developed by himself alone, were to be confirmed by the developing
neuroscience. Although Freud could not find the opportunity to see the rapidly developing
neuroscience prove many assumptions of his theory, his students stick these findings with
all their hearts and souls.

In our paper, we will try to show the similarity between these two theories of
mind, which are carried out through two key concepts (conatus and libido) that those two
thinkers propounded in order to understand the connection between the “mind” and the
“body”. We will also be satisfied with drawing attention to the common points about the
psychic determinism derived from the monist approaches of both thinkers to mind and
matter, in other words, the problem of Being.

First, we will shortly summarize Freud’s model of mind and his theory about
the conception of human being, with the libido concept at the center. Then, we will ty
to explain the important place of Spinoza’s “conatus” concept in the robust ontology he
established. In this regard, we will be satisfied with a short summary of Spinoza’s thoughts
about his theory of mind-body; regarding the community we are addressing is composed
of philosophers.

Until Freud, psychology had regarded facts of consciousness and psychological
facts as identical. Underlying this approach is Descartes’ thought that consciousness
includes psychological facts. Descartes regarded the soul as a substance and claimed that
the principal quality of that substance was thinking, The identity of thinking and act of
consciousness stems from here.

It is known that before Freud, some philosophers sensed some mental activities
that which are out of the consciousness, and though not much explicitly, they expressed
this fact. Spinoza is one of the pioneers of these philosophers. It is known that Spinoza
points out a key conception in psychoanalysis, i.e. “subconscious or unconscious”, saying
that “the illusion of free will stems from not knowing the causes which pushes us into
action, while we are conscious of our actions.”

Another great philosopher that influenced Freud, namely Nietzsche, too, was also
claiming that a primitive tendency like “will of power” underlies the seemingly noble ends
of human behavior.

Freud is a scientist who discovered important findings, still prevalent today,
about central neurological systems of several live organisms including human beings, while
studying neuroanatomy and neurophysiology during the first years of his profession as a
doctor. In order to improve his material living conditions, he changed his focus from his
beloved domain of empirical basic science to the clinical medicine, which is dense with
psychopathology, i.e. neuropsychiatry.
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Explaining how Freud discovered the concept of unconscious exceeds the
objective of this paper. However, it is useful to remind what he is trying to tell with this
concept, since it has got a crucial role in his theory of mind.

According to Freud, the social pressures human beings have to interact from their
birth on, results in pushing some desires out of the domain of consciousness. Those desires
suppressed into the unconscious show themselves with different symbolic outward forms
in several “lapsus” (slips of the tongue), “clumsiness” (act manqué), dreams and neurotic
symptoms. Hence names Freud psychoanalysis as “depth psychology”.

“Subconscious” is related to our perceptions without focused attention, some
automatic movements, association of ideas, even the ideas we find on an instantalthough we
do not consciously think about, etc. “Unconscious” is, however, formed with suppression
of desires thatare not approved by the society (Freud, explains later how society intervenes
by means of part of the mental apparatus he called as Superego) and completely keeping
them out of the domain of consciousness. He also claims that memories of many impulses
and desires that are prevented from satisfaction in early childhood are also included in
the unconscious material. In that situation, suppression into the unconscious is a kind of
“defense mechanism” through which social Ego protects itself from the primitive impulses.
Althusser claims that psychoanalysis realized “science-establishing epistemological
breakthrough”, with Freud's conceptof unconscious. According to Althusser, psychoanalysis
is a science and the object of this science is “unconscious”.

In order to satisfactorily explain his psychoanalytic theory of mind and human
being, Freud talks about five different planes, better to say, five different perspectives
interacting with one another. These five perspectives are as follows: Dynamic perspective (it
can also be called as impulse theory), Topographic perspective (the functionality of mind,
the structure of consciousness and unconscious, etc.), Genetic perspective (transformations
of Libido in terms of biological maturity and psychological development), Economic
perspective (libidinal cathexis; investments of energy to the mental representations of
objects and the level on which concepts such as counter-cathexis are processed) and finally,
Structural hypothesis that which he calls as building stones of personality (the true nature
of structures and functions like Id, Ego and Superego).

Examining Freud’s theory of libido, we are going to touch upon how much
it resembles to Spinoza's “conatus” concept —as far as our paper allows. It seems suitable
to give a short description of Freud's original term, “trieb”, which gave rise to much
confusion in terms of meaning in languages other than German. Translated into the
western languages as “instinct” and “drive” (in French, pulsion), “trieb” is used by Freud
as an intermediate concept berween the biological and the psychological. Freud, who
abstains from dichotomies such as mind-body or soul-matter deliberately, understands the
following from this word —which is frequently used as instinctual drive. Instinctual drive,
as the “psychic representation” of a stimulus stemming from the body is composed of
several physical processes: “Trieb” includes the necessity of performing a certain behavior,
one's specific sensibility against the stimulus which gives rise to reaction, the inner tension,
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resulting from the changing of physiologic or psychic balance, which leads the living being
to various reactions, and finally, all the strong and continuous reactions felt for reaching a
certain goal or attempting a certain act.

Instinctual drive is neither the hormones resulting in the stimulation in the
body, nor something like a reflexive answer of the organism to a physical stimulus. In
the psychoanalytic literature, the term instinct means some kind of being pushed or being
prodded. It refers to a need experienced in one’s psychic world. It pushes him to a situation
giving rise to pleasure. It moves the behavior that is going to supply pleasure. The instinct
may be activated with the external stimuli. The activated instinct becomes subjective in
human beings psychic device. It expresses itself in the form ofa need, which gives birth to
an emotion or a thought experienced at that moment by human being. In other words,
instinct is a psychic energy. This energy gives birth to the forces that provide the need
for a certain experience of human being. Hence is instinct a psychic term, that is to say,
despite its relation to the physical processes, its experience is psychic, subjective. Instinct
is the releasing of energy, including all the events related to living. These events contain
everything from evident behaviors, heard sounds, uttered thoughts, untold dreams, to
unexplained emotions.

Psychoanalytic approach is not as strong as proving the relation berween psychic
processes and physiological changes, just as the science of physiology has not yet reached
the strength to search and define the processes in human's psychic world. The objective is to
examine the mental representations (symbols) of instincts. Psychic energy defining instinct
is a subjective and hypothetical abstraction. This energy, which is continuously manifested
in biological and psychic processes, is dynamic, that is to say, pushes a person towards an
action and it cannot be destroyed. Its quantity cannot be measured for the moment, but
it can be sensed. [t is impossible to prove those intuitions with known scientific methods.
According to Freud, anyone carefully observing human behavior can see the existence of
the psychic energy.

In the resources of classic psychoanalysis, three fundamental characteristics
of instinctual drives are defined as follows: Drives have a purpose. This purpose is,
categorically, “satisfaction”. Satisfaction basically consists of giving an end to the state of
stimulation which has organic-biological roots. Each stimulation is experienced as “pain”
in the organism. Removing the stimulation that gives tension and pain is the primitive
purpose of drives.

Instinctual drive has an object. This is any object which belongs to the external
world through which satisfaction is obtained. For example, the object of the drive of hunger
is food. The object of sexual drive, although it varies a lot with growing and maturity, is a
sexually satisfactory object.

Instinctual drive has a source. And that is the physiochemical processes in the
organism. Among these instinctual drives, Libido playsa dominant role in terms of human
being’s development. Among the drives, the ones most exposed to “suppression” are
essentially the ones that have sexual origins. Freud names the energy of sexual instinctual
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drive as an original term, Libido. Freud claims that there is a direct parallelism between the
growing up of a human baby and the development of libido. From his babyhood on, in
early developmental stages, its own body is the only object for the child, in which libido is
accommodated. Leaving babyhood and early childhood behind, which are regarded as the
stages of “narcistic libido”, towards adulthood, libido is accommodated in the objects of
the external world. By means of this, its object relations improve. Losing all its originally
sexual essence, the object libido is sublimated by means of being directed to entirely
“cultural-social” objects. The rise of civilization is in a sense nothing but the totality of
these sublimations.

Before examining the characteristics and kinds of instincts, it is necessary to
describe a term frequendy used by Freud. Cathexis means the amount of instinctual energy.
Cathexis is the name given for the amount of libido (synonymous with psychic energy)
accommodated/connected to an object’s representative (symbol) in the psychic world (with
its original term, “mental apparatus”). The more the amount of energy connected to an
object’s mental representative, the valuable that object for that person is.

At this point I would like to point out that it is exactly this point that Freud’s
theory of drive is criticized most and found uncertain in terms for meaning, The idea of
libidinal energy deprived of sexuality in its origin, constitutes the first step in developing
the concept of ego.

When the concept of libido, which is of central importance in terms of theory
of mind, is viewed through the eyes of economic perspective, it is possible to regard all
of the psychic experiences directy related to instinctual drives as quantitative amounts.
Possibilities such as the increase of the power of drives in time, transferring their energy to
other objects, transferring energy from other objects are possible thanks to this. However,
just like in physics, the law of “conservation of energy” is valid also for the human organism.
Freud's theory about drive-mind relation is excessively biological and his approach to
energy is unskillfully derived from the science of physics, that they are still being discussed
as legitimately doubtful transfers.

How does Freud classify the instinctual drives? If the ground for the classification
is objectives or objects, it is necessary to talk about a lot of instincts. Since we know that
instincts change their appearances, objectives and objects, according to Freud, classifying
them according to their sources is the most proper way. In this regard, it is suitable to
mention two groups of instincts: The first group consists of simple somatic needs; for
instance, hunger, thirst, breathing, defecation, etc. There are areas in the body in which
these instincts arise and aresatisfied. They also explicitly show the instinct’s situation. Some
physical changesgive birth to senses that cannot be postponed; these senses are perceived as
drives and they push the human being into a certain action; the action removes the physical
change. The result is relief and pleasure. The drives in the first group must be satisfied.
Actions providing satisfaction can be delayed for some time, but in the end the action
begins. Their objectives do not change. Since this kind of instincts does not have the chance
to change and since they need to be satisfied, they are not important as regards psychic life.
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Instincts in the second group are subject to the examination of psychoanalytic
approach. Theseare the drives of sexuality and aggressiveness. Contrasted with the instincts
in the first group, two basic instincts in this group can deter from their objectives and
objects; they can change their outer appearances instead of manifesting themselves as they
are, they can be suppressed into the subconscious by Ego, they can change objective or
object, and they can make an agreement with various drives.

Freud emphasized sexual instincts in his texts and criticized frequently because
of this. The claim that Freud explains all human behavior with sexuality is no way correct.
Itis true that, many actions and behaviors thought not to be related to sexuality before
Freud are explained by Freud with libido. According to Freud, libido is not limited only
to sexual life. We have to admit that Freud demonstrated with irresistible evidence that
libido manifests itself in many aspects of life. Especially, his emphasize on child sexuality is
a discovery, which cannot be despised.

The tight relation of libido with hormones and the physiochemical processes
occurring in our body is a known case. Several hormonal secretions and chemical changes,
by stimulating erogenous areas giving rise to sexual behaviors, direct human beings to
actions with sexual content, which stem from those areas. Libido, at first, being as simple
as scratching action as a result of an itchy feeling in our body, becomes rich, complex and
mature as a result of child’s biological development and socialization.

Freud's development of his theory of drive passes through four phases. According
to his last approach, Freud states that the instinct of aggressiveness is not connected to
ego; on the contrary, it is a distinct instinct like sexual instincts. Ego is obliged to satisfy
these basic instincts. Superego is the mental representative of social moral judgments that
which approve, disapprove and even condemn satisfaction. These two unconscious basic
instincts sometimes agree, join with one another; and sometimes they go into conflict
with each other, having contrary objectives. Sometimes both of them spoil ego’s correct
evaluation of reality and hinder the social harmony thoroughly. In order for the human
subject to sustain a consistent and balanced life, the ego would need to defend itself from
both when necessary. Just like unsuitable sexual desires (strictly prohibited desires of incest)
are dangerous for the ego, improper aggressiveness or shame stemming from the superego,
regret and feeling of guilt may also push the ego into serious anxiety or depression. Freud
made changes in his late writings and defined those two basic instincts as “life” (Eros) and
“death” (Thanatos). This classification has been subject to a lot of discussion till today.

Just like Spinoza's “conatus”, the objective of the instinct of life is to stay in
existence, sustain living. Freud gathers all inclinations and drives aimed at this objective
under “Eros”. In order to exist, a human being has to satisfy his needs; and in order to
obrain these needs, he has to establish relationships with persons and objects in external
world. Forces that unite and combine directed to him and his close environment make
life possible; establish the balance (homeostasis). They create unity, harmony, synthesis
and agreement. A human being has to struggle for this balance and harmony. He must
attack when necessary and sometimes resist to the attacks in order to sustain his being.
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Although the state of balance gives pleasure, there are greater pleasures. In order to reach
these pleasures, it is rational to give consent for some time to spoiling of the balance, strive
for a more permanent balance and pleasure in the future.

In Freud’s conception of psychic life, a continuous change is in question. The
balance and the spoiling of balance, re-establishing of the balance and re-spoiling of it;
uniting forces and forces scattering at the moment they unite. A law that exist endlessly,
repeating itself each moment, in and above everything; the law of nawre: LIFE AND
DEATH. Life is with its pleasures, so is death. In an aspect, death is more absolute a pleasure-
giver than life. Freud describes this state as Nirvana. He defines nirvana as an eternal peace,
an unchanging balance, an absolute non-stimulation, a state of zero potential. According
to the latest classification of instincts, for the human being, three principles are in question:
Principle of Nirvana, aiming at removing all the tension almost till eternity; Principle of
Pleasure, directing to satisfaction and abstaining from pain; Principle of Reality, paying
regard to the harmony with reality. Since the principle of reality stems from the principle
of pleasure, there are two basic principles controlling psychic facts and symbolizing these
two instincts: The principle of pleasure, related to the instincts of life and the principle of
Nirvana, related to the aggressive instincts.

Having summarized Freud’s theory of instinct and mind with its contours, now
we can come to Spinoza’s concept of “conatus”. Before coming to that, it would be suitable
to summarize shortly Spinoza’s conception of mind and his ideas about the connection
between mind and body. Directly passing through the topic of mind without dealing
with Spinoza’s conception of Being and God at first would create some amount of cavity.
Doublessly aware of that, I find it suitable to try to make a shortcut, because discussing
-among philosophers- Spinozas magnificent metaphysics and ontology exceeds my limits.
As faras] can infer from my readings about Spinozas philosophy, and neglecting frequently
referring to sources on purpose, it should be remembered that I would like to attract
attention to the intellectual connections between Freud and Spinoza, which is our main
topic. In this regard, Spinoza’s masterpiece Ethica, which starts with the question “What
is God?”, will be our main reference point. Nonetheless, we will pass from this reference
to the “mind-body” relation, the true nature of feelings and thoughts and the concept of
“conatus”, which can be understood as the basic drive for existence in all living beings.

Spinoza'swritings about the origin and theessence of the human mind are really of
quality of marking a new epoch. What is “conception of mind” briefly, which has influenced
many philosophers and scientists profoundly, just like the founder of psychoanalysis, Freud?
Spinoza’s effort to overcome the Cartesian dualism and his achievement in this respect with
an extraordinary skill, are admitted by all the historians of philosophy. It is known that he
was thinking in a considerably different way than Descartes in terms of Mind. Spinoza,
contrary to Descartes, does not think that the human mind contains ideas. According to
him, the human mind is the ideas (ideatum) themselves. To put it with an analogy, the
human mind is not a container including ideas; there is no container but only content. The
relationship between the human mind and its ideas is the same as the relationship between
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God and creatures. Just like God is the one and the same thing with its beings/creatures,
the human mind is the one and the same thing with its thoughts. If there were no thoughs,
there would be no mind. The mind is formed only via a thought. The first element forming
human mind's actual existence is the idea of an actually existing certain thing (object) (E:
I, P1). _

In human mind, an idea comes before all kinds of thinking states. In order
for instance, love, desire, or all kinds of thinking states like these that can be named as
“affectedness of mind” to come about, the idea of the rhing being loved or desired must
be in the individual's mind beforehand (E: II, A). The priority Spinoza gives to the body is
known. However, instead of a mechanic causality relatlon in body-mind relation, he points
out to the existence of a different kind of relation.

All the events occurring in human mind arise from human being’s general state
as the totality of mind and body. Although this state cannot be explicitly perceived, the
mental state is connected to the general state. There is nothing the mind cannot perceive so
long as it occurs in the body. (E: II; P 12)

In my opinion, this approach is the ground for Freud's later monist somatopsychic
unity approach.

The object of the ideas that we claim to form:the human mind is merely the
human body (E: II; P13). The things we call as body and mind are not two different
substances or units, but they are manifestations of one and the same thing in two different
aspects. The human being is a mind that perceives its‘own body. If I understand this
correctly, according to Spinoza, our mind is almost united with our body. However, in
order to comprehend what kind of a unity this is and what should we understand from this
unity, we will need to understand beforehand our bodys nature, how it is different from
other bodies, and how this reflects to our mind.

According to him, everything is, though with various degrees, full of life. This is

an introduction for understanding the concept of “conatus”, which we are going to discuss
a little later. In addition to the principle of life, which he names as animata, there is a
dimension of thought (cogitatio) in everything. If we claim that this is the human mind, it
is possible to claim the same for all bodies.
What makes human thought different from other creatures’ thoughts is that the nature
of the body that he is dependent on is different. But Spinoza says “Nonetheless, I cannot
explain it (the nature of the human body) here and actually it is not necessary to do that
for what I want to demonstrate...”; nevertheless, he does not keep away from making
following remarks: The closer a body performs or meets many actions at the same time
than other corpora, the more inclined its mind is, in the same way, to perceive a lot of
things at the same time (E: II; P 13 note) I think this statement not only showswhy human
mind is superior to other creatures, butalso explains why one’s mind is superior to someone
else’s.

In terms of understanding the nature of body, Spinoza gives us a very important
key concept. As known, Descartes was dealing with space as the first daum in his
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mechanics; the only infinite thing was the space. Movement was, however, always finite:
it had an absolute beginning and an absolute end. Movement was to begin, end and turn
into the state of inertia. Spinoza suggests a new approach here: Movement is infinite, too.
According to Spinoza, all bodies are either in movement or in the state of inertia (Axiom
1). Each body sometimes moves more slowly and sometimes moves faster (Ax. 2). Bodies’
differentiation from one another is not provided by their substances or matter that they are
made of, but their being fast or slow in movement or inertia. Since, in Ethicas first part,
“as is demonstrated, there is only one substance in the universe and all bodies are formed
solely from this substance.” When we look at something with our imagination, we see it as
finite, divisible, and made up of parts but when we look at it with our reason and disregard
the appearance, we understand that this thing is nothing but an infinite and indivisible
substance. Matter is the same everywhere; it takes various forms but in reality, it is no way
affected.
“All bodies are subject to the same rules and all of them are, in certain and
determinate way, the manifestation of the divine beingitself.” (E: II, Yardimey, Proposition
2) “Something which makes anything move, forces it to move or stay in inertia, is another
body. This body is also determined to movement or inertia by another body and thus, there
is a chain of determination that causes movement till eternity, or inertia.” (E: II; Yar. Pro. 3)
Spinoza, departing from an idea of movement eternal like space, tries to deal with the body-
mind relation in the human being, from a completely different aspect. In my opinion, this
perspective is the ground of the psychoanalytic body-mind perspective. With only one
difference that Freud does not utter a single word in terms of the nature of this relation
coming from a metaphysical substance something like God. This is not much surprising
for an atheist scientist.

The parts forming the human body are in a constant exchange, communication

and interaction with each other. “The individual that we name as the human being is
formed with units, each of which is composite, liquid, soft and hard in a high degree. These
units and thus the human body they form are constantly exposed to the effects of external
bodies. Even the sustainment of the body’s existence is dependent on these external bodies.
If an external body causes a liquid part to strike to a soft part frequently, the surface of this
soft part changes and the external body’s ‘impression’ stays there.” (E: II; Postulates)
“The human body is constandy in interaction with external bodies. The body is affected
by the external bodies in many aspects, at the same time affects them. By the way, since
the mind perceives everything occurring in the body, it is clear that the more exchange the
body has with external bodies, the more the mind perceives. As a result of this, the more a
human being develops abilities to use his body in a lot of aspects, the more things his mind
is inclined to perceive.” (E: II; P 14)

In today’s neuropsychology, the experiments of “stimulus deprivation” completely
confirm Spinoza’s thoughts. The subjects, after a certain time in “experiment tanks”, in
which all stimuli coming to our five sense organs are removed, start experiencing visual,
auditory and kinesthetic hallucinations. Brain creates imaginary stimuli as if it wants to
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sustain its vitality when it is deprived of external stimuli.

In experiments related to the development of intelligence, very meaningful data
has been obtained in terms of increasing or decreasing of the intelligence potential that is
brought with birth, proportionate to abundance and variety of environmental stimuli from
the early babyhood. In nursery schools, connected with the density of nurses’ physical and
emotional contacts, body and mind development is determined, has been proved.

“The human mind is a composite structure like its body. Since every single body
has a dimension of thought in nature, there are in the human mind ideas of the body’s all
parts; in other words, the human mind is the totality of all the parts forming the body.” (E:
I P 15)

“The idea, formed in the mind with the affection of the body from external
bodies, contains both the nature of the body and the nature of the external body.”

“When the human body is affected by an external body (when it has been
exposed to a change with the effect of that body), the mind will perceive that body as if it
exists. Because, there is impression left of it on the body. Even if the body’s contact with
that body is cut off, the perception may remain in its mind; since no event has yet occurred
removing the impression left on the soft parts. The ideas formed by the changes in the
body, showing external bodies as if they are in front of us, we will call them as the images of
things. When our mind regards bodies in this way, we will say that it imagines them. This
is not an imperfection of the mind; it only shows that a new idea came but did not erase
the old one.” (E: II; P 17)

Let’s stop here at this point. In neuropsychiatry, the fact of the “phantom limb”,
which shows itself as the feeling of someone’s organ that is cut off, as if it still exists,
was defined with an astounding intuition by Spinoza, in 17th century. Precisely at this
point, resorting to the great thinker, Spinoza, to whom Hegel salutes as the “prince of the
philosophers” became a necessity.

In the masterpiece (Ethica) of a thinker, who was excommunicated with
the accusation of being atheist, his allocation of the introduction part to the God is an
unexpected attitude.

Spinoza, in his magnificent book with the subtitle “Geometrically Demonstrated
Ethics”, presents what he understands from God with the first axiomatic definition: “I
understand, from God, an absolutely eternal being, that is to say, a substance formed with
eternal qualities, each reflecting an eternal and infinite essence.” (Ethica)

Spinoza’s God is no way the God of the celestial religions to whom Freud opposed
vehemently. This is such a conception of God that the divine love (Amor Dei Intellectualis)
felc towards Him does not make someone uneasy, on the contrary, makes him happy.

According to Spinoza, the fundamental source of our unhappiness is our minds’
not being clear. The inadequacy of the emotional life in its ordinary form is composed of
the impressions constantly causing confusions in our minds, uninterrupted, and totally
effected by our desires. The impressions give rise to serious unhappiness.
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“When the human being is addicted to his own passions, he is no longer the
master of himself; he is left to the fairness of fortune.” Spinoza does not deny the power of
authentic and adequate emotions. He only complains about the qualities of the emotions
we experience at all times —that is to say, in a negative way or seized by excitement. He
writes as follows to five a sufficiently-known example:

“Although, in reality, we are acting with the desire of lust or dominating, can
the love we feel towards someone be taken seriously?” Turning back to our paper’ title,
“conatus”, we can now demonstrate more explicitly what Spinoza wants to tell with this
conceptand how far Freud's concept of “libido” overlaps with it: The most important book
I made use of for the concept of “conatus” is Solmaz Zelyur's work, named Spinoza.

“For Spinoza, just as all changes and modifications in the physical world is an
appearing of extension and at the same time there occurs a counterpart, an idea of this
appearing; in the same way, all changes, interactions, modifications or affections are an
appearing, a modus of that extension in the human body and there occurs of that modus
a counterpart, an idea in thought. And this idea, which is a thought modus, is affectus.
And thus, Spinoza calls the first state of the emotion (when it is an idea) as passio, and the
second one (when it is the idea of an idea) as actio, i.e., action. Its first state, i.e. emotion as
passion, is something that our mind receives, stands or is exposed to completely passively;
but if our mind has the adequate idea of this passion, it passes from passivity to activity,
taking place in an act or in an action and in this situation i has emotion as an action or it
gets affected by its own action; and in this situation, our mind not only becomes conscious
of mere affections but also it turns passion to action, in so far as it is itself or because it
reached its own consciousness, that is to say, because it makes an idea-in-itself a thing and
derives its idea and because this last idea, the “idea idea” is its adequate cause itself ~by
understanding how it brought into existence in itself; it can turn an exposure, a bearing and
let not forget a necessary exposure, bearing, L.e. passion, passivity to an activity, to be active.
Whoever succeeds in this, according to Spinoza, becomes ‘free’ too.” (Zelyut, 2010)

Freud’s claim that it is possible to get rid of neurosis and handicaps of the
unconscious with the psychoanalytic technique seems to overlap entirely with what Spinoza
wants to tell. According to Spinoza, there are times that affectations and, synchronically,
emotions increase or decrease our acting power. Both of them stem from natural necessity.
The Nature (remember that it is equivalent with God) does not have a worry, an objective
for increasing or decreasing our acting power, which is undoubtedly included in the
definition of God. We as the human beings deal with this topic. We, the human beings
are a part of the Nature, too. So what's the essence of human? Our essence, according to
Spinoza, is appetite, desire, passion, fear, hope, joy, power, virtue, knowledge, etc.

Appetite is a modus of extension. Desire is the idea of its idea. That is to say,
the idea of idea, which is the intellectual counterpart of appetite, is desire. So, desire is
the consciousness of appetite or conscious appetite. There is will and desire in the essence
of the human being. Because of its nature, the human being wills, desires, and struggles.
Spinoza calls this struggle as “conatus”. Conatus exists in all living beings and all physical
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individuals. Since the human being is a part of Nature, it exists in it, too. According to
Spinoza, conatus even constitutes the essence of all things. Struggle constitutes the essence
that gives individuality to all individual things. “Conatus sese conservandi”, that is to say,
struggle for conserving oneself, one’s existence. And this exists in everything, in everything
live or lifeless, and things became, have become and will become what they are, by means
of this. Struggle for conserving oneself is the struggle that is stroke to things by Deus sive
Natura. Thus, nothing can avoid conserving itself, because of the causes stemming from it.
This struggle can be spoiled, scattered or collapsed by an effect external to the thing, only
by another thing coming from without. If there is no such external effect of cause, the thing
will continue to exist. Nevertheless, it is impossible not to be such an effect/cause; because
all physical individuals, by their nature, are bounded by other things. Furthermore, no
physical individuals’ essence, by its nature, can besiege the existence. None of the physical
individual’s essence and existence is one and the same, or its essence and existence is
different. Because, their cause of existence does not reside in themselves, but in something
other, consequently, no physically individual thing exists because of itself. However, God
or Nature cultivated struggle to surviveand struggle to conserve themselves in all individual
things. And because of this, all physical individual things express their essence, with the
struggle to conserve themselves; at a point where they cannot express their essence, at a
point where they are made to stop from “doing” or acting, it means that they are under
exposure.

Nature cultivated this conatus in every human being, whether he is virtuous or
not. But since things differentiate from each other with the difference in expression styles
of these conatuses, humane conatus making it humane must have a difference. Humane
struggle (conatus in suo esse perseverandi) appears as staying in its own being and, in this
sense, as a struggle for conserving its own being. This humane struggle is conatus sese
conservandide; it is not separate from it; because this struggle is in everywhere, whatever a
thing is, this struggle gives it its essence.

According to Spinoza, while this struggle is the struggle of conserving life in
the living beings, it appears, for example, as resistance for stone. Humane struggle is in
astate in which it is surrounded, besieged by all struggles. As human beings, in our eyes,
humane struggle is still superior to all other struggles; since the more organizational level
of things increase, the more the essence of things stratifies, the more evolutionary power
things include in them; gain power of perfection. The human being, among all physical
individuals, is the most stratified one. Moreover, these strata keep stratifying in themselves.
They become man, woman, ignorant, wise, powerful or slave, etc. Nevertheless, whatever
they might be, they cannot resist Nature, dominate it, and rule it. Because Nature (take it
as God) rules everything, it is dominant over everything. (Zelyut, 2010).

Humane conatus manifests itself best when it has the struggle for recognition
and knowledge of things with their places in Nature. The essence of the human being is
its thinking and knowing. This thinking and knowing is knowing itself, knowing being
together with all other physical things, and knowing Nature or God in its unity. This
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“knowing”, i.e. knowing that it is knowing, is the summit of humane conatus, and every
single human being, by Nature and its nature, comes to the world sufficiently equipped
for reaching this summit; however, not all of them will have enough breath for this.
Nonetheless, the one with enough breath and the one without it are parts of one and the
same Nature both and they are at the same perfection and reality levels in terms of Nature.
(Zelyur)

In order to comprehend Spinoza’s concept of “conatus” better, it seems necessary
to remind shortly how he reverses Descartes’ view about the essence of things or matter.
Dealing with the example of wax, Descartes starts a discussion as follows: He claims that
the matter that forms wax does not contain any essence or identity except unity and
extension. Wax can be broken into pieces, melted, and transformed in terms of each
of its characteristics —except extension which belongs to matter. The result that merely
extension is conserved in each change can be inferred from this. In other words, we can
say that a piece of wax is disintegrated during structuring of its individuality. Contrary to
that, Spinoza observes that there are things showing some kind of a structural resistance
against the changes that wax has been through. These resist against damage, breaking up
or melting; they repair themselves in case of injury according to “the principle of internal
self-recover”. With Spinozas expression, they struggle for sustaining existence in their own
being. This struggle (conatus) forms their essence, because the removal of this struggle will
also include the removal of that thing and that thing cannot exist without it. Moreover,
“conatus” belonging to something is a causal principle and by means of this principle
we understand its effort and characteristics. The more an object has conatus, the more
addicted it is to itself—the more it is “in itself”. We can see an explicit example of that in
the live organism. Le’s take animals for example: contrary to stones, animals abstain from
injury, resist when threatened, they even repair themselves when there is injury —if conatus
does not disappear completely as a result of the importance of injury. Thus, we attribute
to animals self-dependence and individuality, which we seldom give to lifeless things. This
stems from our way of describing of them always by using “countable names” instead of
“names expressing sets . A stone is a mass of a stone; a lake is an accumulation of water.
However, until its death, a cat is not a mass of a cat but an individual cat: whenever conatus
ends, only then the being can become a mass, a pile or a set. The individuality of a cat and
its dependence on itself —just like human beings™- is a part of its nature and dividing a cat
into two pieces does not mean creating two half-cats, but creating two perfect things quite
different. The cat struggles to exist as one single thing and —with Spinoza’s mathematical
expression- it exists as far as this struggle (conatus) is “attributed” to itself. (Scruten, R,
(2002)

IfT understood from Ethica correctly, the struggle of the body is at the same time
the struggle of the mind. Regarded from the mental aspect, this struggle is the thing that we
name a will (voluntas). Sometimes we refer to body and mind both while speaking about
the conatus belonging to a living being, and we talk about “will” after that; sometimes
—especially while describing human beings- we want to emphasize the component of
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consciousness which directs them to have wishes and make them aware of those wishes;
afterwards we use the term “desire” (cupiditas) (E: B. III, 9). However, we are touching
upon the same reality in either case: it is conatus which causes an organism to be different
from its environment, to be in a state of resistance for existence and active self-dependence.
As Roger Scruten (2002) points out, Spinoza's theory of conatus has a special consequence
when it is united with his analysis regarding the relation of body and mind; that is to
say, “the mind struggles to exist for an indefinite period of time in its own being and it is
conscious of this struggle” (E: 111, 9). Thus, the thought of killing oneself is impossible:
With Spinoza’s words, “the idea that ends the existence of our own body cannot be formed
in our mind, because it is against mind.” (E: III, 10). Killing oneself on purpose is a
contradiction since it contains showing a conscious struggle for not-struggling, violating
someone’s forming himself in a way he forms himself, and provoking one’s own essence
against this essence. For Spinoza, suicide is possible with only one condition: “nothing can
be destroyed except it comes from an external cause” (E: III, 4). Consequendy, “no one”
can kill himself because of the necessities of its own nature. People doing such things are
forced by external causes and this compulsion can appear in various ways. Spinoza gives
several examples of this situation: Seneca; who had to cut his vessels with the command
of a tyrant, and the state of insanity; through which the mind acquires a nature contrary
to its old state. This newly acquired nature includes such a structure that an idea can no
more be produced in the mind as in situations where mind showed harmony with its
original struggle; because of that, this idea is not a result of the “conatus” of mind. Instead
of avoiding from the punishment, Socrates’ choice for committing some kind of a suicide
by drinking hemlock is, for Spinoza, not contradictory, in order for Socrates” noble ends
(the “polis” should be administered with real justice) to survive after his death and for him
to remain consistent with himself (Believing that the existence of the polis is possible with
the “law” and assuming the existence of the polis as a precondition of his own existence,
Socrates’ obedience to the punishment (which is thought to be proper) in the name of the
legitimacy of laws, took its deserved place in the history of humanity as a real example of
inner consistence). Moreover, Socrates’ suicide is such a behavior that it is in agreement
with Spinoza’s ethical values, which suggest not to fear from death and to avoid keeping
away from death because of shameful reasons.

At this point, although Freud’s perspective in terms of suicide seems to be
different on a large scale from Spinoza’s metaphysically-ontologically grounded theory of
mind-body, we can claim that it bears an important identity. As follows; Fundamental life
principle, libido, named by Freud at first as sexual instinct in the sense of the drive of ego
and afterwards as “Eros”, is, in my opinion, Spinoza’s “conatus”.

In his old ages, in a letter addressed to a friend, Freud wrote the following about
Spinoza: “Throughout my long life, hesitandy, I felt an extraordinarily high respect for both
Spinoza himselfand the consequences of his thought.”

Moris Fransez, a Jewish thinker who published a very important book about
Spinoza, expresses with a comprehensible language, how these two great, Jewish-origin
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(like himself) thinkers believed the existence of psychic determinism, as follows: “It
is possible to ‘translate’ the ninth proposition of Ethica’s second part into the philosophical
language, as follows: The Thinking Being that forms the substance of our mind, as a result
of countless determinations it was exposed before, reaches a certain density and during this
“density”, it gets affected by an object it came across in a certain way. Our mind’s being in
this density or affectedness is the result ofa chain of determinations extending to the past.
It is possible to derive the following consequence from this thought: each thought, each
refreshed memory and each feeling is determined by mental events that precedent it.
But, nonetheless, some of our thoughts seem to have come into existence without causes,
spontaneously, and only one meaning can be derived from that: Between two thoughts
—that seem to be unrelated- following one another, there surely need o be a “hidden”
relation.” (Fransez, 2004)

According to Freud, like Spinoza, the road to freedom for humanity goes along
with “knowing oneself”. Making the unconscious become conscious in our mind is the
only reliable way of “knowing oneself”. The content and the method of “knowing oneself”
and “liberation” that Spinoza, as a philosopher, wants to reach and the way and essence of
“liberation” that Freud, as a scientist and a doctor, wants to realize are different. However,
according to the common belief both of them share, the human being, by means of his
reason, needs to reach the consciousness of necessity.

Translated by Tamer Ertangil
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Istek, 6zbiling ve Thomas Hobbes'un

doga dutumu tasarimi

Kaan Ozkan

Hegel'in felsefi dizgesine genel olarak bakildiginda géze arpan ilk ozellik onun, en genis
anlamiylayagama ligkin bir igerige sahip oldugudur. Bilincin yagamla olan kargilagmalarinin
bir seriiveni olarak adlandirilabilecek olan fenomenoloji, ayni zamanda bilincin farkl
asamalarint ve bu her farkli agamanin konu edindigi kendine 6zgii nesnenin disavurumunu
yansitmakeadir. Nitekim, Mutlak Bilgi'ye dogru gidilen siirecte pek ok nesne ele alinacag)
gibi, bu iliskisellik sonucu ortaya ¢ikan ve gitgide belirginlesen biling durumlaryla da
kargilagilacakur. Dolaystyla, bu noktadan hareketle, evren ya da insan hakkinda agiklama
getiren her filozofun; ya da tarih icerisinde girisilmig her eylemin kendisine dayanak aldig
biling bigiminin Hegel'in fenomenolojisinde bir yer bulabilecegi rahatlikla séylenebilir.
Ciinki biitiin bu diisiinme yada eylem bicimleri tam da Hegel'in bir filozofolarakbelirledigi
biling agamalarindan birine mutlaka tekabiil etmekredir. Bu durumda, ortaya konulanin
da esasen insanin biitiinciil yasgaméykiisii oldugunu soylemek yanlis olmayacakur. Ayrica,
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geride birakilan her biling asamasiyla birlikte sahip olunan bilginin de belli bir degjisime
ugramas kagimlmazdir. Zira biling bir geyin, bir nesnenin bilinci oldugundan ve bilgi de
bunun iizerine inga edildiginden, konu alinan nesnenin degjismesi bilgideki degisimin de
kaynagini olusturacakur.

Bununla birlikte, bir agama olarak zbiling kendinden 6nceki gelismeleri iginde
barindiran, ama bilingten gok daha farkli 6zelliklere sahip bir kirnlma noktasi olarak Hegel'in
fenomenolojisindeki yerini alir. Ozbiling, diganya iliskin bilginin, esasinda kendinden
kaynaklandiginin, kendi kendinin farkindahiginin iizerine kuruldugunun bilincidir. Bu
durumda insan aruk etkin bir konum kazanmug, yavag yavas 6zne sifauni yiiklenmeye
baglamusur. Biling, dzbilingten onceki ugraklarla kargilagtrilacak olursa, duyumlama ya
da algilamada oldugu gibi edilgin degildir. Nesne daha fazla, kisiyi egemenligi alunda
tutamaz. Tam tersine, 6znenin etkin olmasindan dolay, dzbiling agamasinda 6zne nesneye
hitkmetme 6zgiivenini gosterir.

Yukarida da degjnildigi iizere Hegel'in fenomenolojisinde hemen her filozofun
yapug1 ¢oziimlemeye bir yer bulmak miimkiindiir. Ciinkii sz konusu ¢6ziimlemeler
belli bir biling durumunun disavurdugu olgulara iliskindir. Nitekim bu dogrultuda,
Thomas Hobbes'un doga durumu tasanminin zbilincin dogusunu simgeleyen isteme
ugragina tekabiil ettigi gosterilebilir. Tersi bir ifadeyle, Hegel'in bilincin bir asamasi olarak
ayninulanini sergiledigi ozbilincin dayanagy, Ben'i bir igsel unsur olarak kuracak olan
isteme, Thomas Hobbes'ta herkesin, istegini doyurma amaciyla kendi gikani dogrultusunda
eylemde bulundugu doga durumunun kayna) olarak tasvir edilir. Béylelikle, Hobbes da
bu ¢6ziimlemesiyle fenomenolojik akis igerisinde bir yere oturtulabilinecekrir.

Bastan itibaren genel cercevede yapilan bu belirlemeler g6z 6niinde
bulunduruldugunda ézbilincin, nesneyle olan iliskide nasil bir d6niiiim sonucu ortaya
¢ikugim agiklayabilmek de aynca bir gereklilik olarak karsimiza gikar. Ciinkii ancak
boylesi bir tutumla, istemenin nasil bir rol dstlendigi daha anlagilabilir kilinabilecekeir.
Ancak, bilindigi iizere biling 6zbilingten 6nce gelmektedir ve bilincin geldigi bu asamada
geride birakugi bir deneyim siireci bulunmaktadir. Bu siirecin sonundaki olumsuzlama
nedeniyledir ki, bilingten 6zbilince dogru bir ilerleme s6z konusu olmustur.

Ana ugraklariyla biling; duyusal, algisal ve anlaksal agamalardan olugur. Bunlar
bir nesnenin, bagkanin bilincidir ve nesne kendindedir. Katedilen her asamada da nesne
diye alinanin yabancilifi ve kendindeligi aslmaya caligimaktadir. Nitekim, Mutlak
Bilgi'yi Mutlak Bilgi kilacak olan da bu yabanciligin aruk tamamen ortadan kalkmasidir.
Duyumlamayla baglayan siiregte biling oncelikle, nesnesi kargisinda edilgin ve ona
bagimlidir. Onunla burada ve simdi kargi karsya gelmigtir. Nesneyle dogrudan yiiz yiize
kaligt ifade eden bu “dolaysiz biling bigimi”ni 6nceleyen herhangi baska tirde bir biling
bigimi yoktur. Bu agamada kurulmaya caliilan ve sonrasinda “evrensel bu” tarafindan
olumsuzlanacak olan bilgj, “tekil bir bu”nun bilgisidir. Ancak, biling deneyiminin duyusal
kisminin sonunda gorecegiz ki, “tekil bir bu” tekil bir bu olarak var olamayacak; onun, bilimi
yapilamayacakur. Ciinkii bilim igin evrensellere, tiimellere ihtiyag duyulur. Duyusallik
sonucunda erigilen bilgiyi olumsuzlayan, bu gereklilikir. Boylesi bir gerekliligin gitgide
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kendini gostermesiyle biling, bir sonraki asamaya dogru ilerleyecek, kesinlik iddiasinda
bulunacag: yeni bir bilgiyi kurmak tizere deneyimlemede bulunacakur.

Bununla birlikte algisal biling igin ihtiyag duydugumuz evrenseller kavramsal
evrenseller olarak nitelenemez. Bunlar “duyusal evrenseller’dir. “Hi¢ kugkusuz bunda
evrensel ‘Bu'yu ya da genel olarak Varlig1 tasarimlamayiz; ama anlanm verdigimiz sey bir
evrenseldir; ya da bu duyusal pekinlikte kesinlikle soyleyecegimizi sandsgimiz: soylemeyiz.”
Duyusal sifauyla belirlenen evrenseller ortak ozelliklere sahip nesnelerden hareketle
tasarladigimuz evrensellerdir esasta. Genel siireg ise evrensellerden kavrama dogru ilerler. ik
durumun olumsuzlanmastyla birlikee bir nesneyi dolaysizca bilmenin miimkiin olmadig
ortaya gikar. Ciinkii bizim bilebilmemizin yegine kogulu, evrensellerin varligidir. Duyusal
olanin dile getirilmesi, belli ifadeler alunda yansiulmasi zorunlu olarak evrensellerin
toparlayiciligini gerekli kilar. Dolayistyla, bundan béyle yeni nesne evrenseller olacakur.
Haliyle, bu gelinen agama bakimindan varilan sonug, duyusal tekllllgm kesinliginin
evrensel oldugu gergegidir. “Boyle yalin birsey, ki olumsuzlama yoluyla vardir, ki ne Bu ne
de Sudur, bir Bu-olmayan, ve esit ilgisizlikle Bu oldugu denli de u olandir —, béyle birseye
bir Evrensel deriz; Evrensel dyleyse aslinda duyusal pekinligin gergegidir.” Bilebilmemiz
ve ifade edebilmemiz agisindan evrenseller belirgin bir role sahip olduklarindan, dolaysiz
olarak bilemeyecegimiz de agikur. Baska bir deyisle, evrenseller dolayimlayict bir etkiye
sahiptirler. Zaten bu yiizdendir ki, biz 4o grudan duyumladigimuz tekil bir seye iliskin bilgi
kuramayrz. Alg! diizeyinde evrensellerin oldugu bu, tekil olan: agar, kapsar ve belli bir
baglamda dile getirip tanimlar. Tekil olan, evrensellerle donaulmadig: takdirde kaginilmaz
olarak onu bilmekten de yoksunuzdur aslinda.

Boylelikle, duyusal kesinligin bilginin biitiinii oldugu iddiasinin gegersizligi
gitgide belirginlik kazanir. Ciinkii onun bilginin biitiinii degil, yalnizca bir pargast oldugu
actkga goriilmiis bulunulmakeadir. Ayrica, burada numen-fenomen gibi a priori bir
belirleme yapilmamakra; tam tersine, boylesi ayrimlarin nasil bir siirecin devam olarak
ortaya gtkuklan gosterilmekredir, Hegel tarafindan. Duyumlamanin zemin hazirladig
dolaysiz bilmenin Gtesinde, alginin ro| iistlenmesi sonucunda artk, yeni bir nesneyle
kargt karstya kalinmigtr. Bundan béyle bilginin bu, su denilerek kurulacag) iddiasi da
geserliligini yitirecekeir. Ciinkii siirece belli bir dolayimlilik kazandiran evrenseller, biitiin
duyumlananlarin gruplanmasina ve bu yolla tanimlanmasina olanak saglayacakur. Buna
kargilik alg1 asamasinda evrensel amaaynizamanda duyusallif: da bulunan bir nesnenin var
oldugu unutulmamalidir.

Ele alinan nesnenin pek gok 6zelligi olmasina kargin o, ayni zamanda bir birligi
deyansiur. Ancak, algilayan biling, nesneyi bir birlik olarak tarif etmeye giristikge ¢elismeye
diiger. Alginin son asamasinda kendisi-iin-varlik ile baskasi-igin-varligin 6zdeglestigini,
eslestigini gorityoruz. Alginin bizzat kendisinde bu 6zdeglik yokrur; ancak son agamasinda
ortaya gikar. Algilayan bilincin, nesneyi hem bir birlik hem de goklukolarak algilayamamast
ister istemez yeni bir biling bigimini gerekirir. Ayrica, yavag yavas algiya konu olan kogullu

1 G.W.F. Hegel, Tinin Gériingiibilimi, gev. Aziz Yardiml, istanbul: idea Yayinlari, 2004, s. 79.
2 G.W.F. Hegel, Tinin Goriingiibilimi, s. 79.
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nesnenin, arkasindaki kogulsuz evrensel aranmaya baglanur. Ciinkii hakikat, duyu algisinda
kavranamadigindan biling de kogulsuzu bilme istegi yoniinde algilarla yetinmemeye
baglayacakur. Hakikati, gériingiiniin arkasinda duran seyi ortaya ¢tkarmada duyu algsi
degil, diisiiniim rol oynar.?

Birligin ve goklugun agildig1 kosulsuz evrensel ise bilincin gelinen asamasinda,
Hegel'e gore, “kuvvet’tir. Bir anlamda bundan béyle, daginik 6zellikler kuvvetin belirisi
haline geleceklerdir. Algt iin belirlenmis kuvvet, anlak igin nesnenin igerigini olugturur
ve onun bigimidir. O halde, kuvvet bu bigimleri, bu kargitliklar ortadan kaldirdig siirece
varligin siirdiirir.

Ote yandan, biling biciminin degismesiyle nesnenin de degismesi gerekliligine
pararlel olarak anlakta bir bagka yeni nesne ortaya gtkmaya baglamugtir: I¢/6z. Anlak
(understandig); altta durany, icte olan, 6z diye belirleneni anlamaya yarayacakur. Burada
fenomen ile 6z aynminin belirginlik kazanmaya baglamast s6z konusudur. Algida,
duyumlananlara evrenseller yitklenmigti. Simdi ise gitgide duyumlanan eyin bir goriinen
ylizii bir de 6zii/igi oldugunun ayirdina varilmakradir. Yeni bir nesne ve yeni bir biling
asamasinin kendini dayatmasi bundan kaynaklanmakradir.

Algilayan biling icin her sey “pek cok Gzellikli sey” iken, anlak agamasina
gesilmesinden otiirii, pek ok ozellikli sey'in muhatap alimigina da son verilmigtir. Bu
baglamda aruk, anlak icin her sey bir kuvvettir veonun nesneyi agiklayist bunun izerinden
gergeklesecekrir. Ayrica algidan farkli olarak nesnenin harekete sahip oldugu ortaya gikar.
Anlakta sonsuz bir hareketin varlig1 s6z konusudur. Bu yiizden de nesne, kuvvetaraciligiyla
tanimlanmaya baglanir. Dolayistyla biitiin algilar, kuvvet kavraminda toplanur.

Kuvvetin, nesnenin ugraklariyla yakin bir ilgisi var. Ciinkii goklugu yansitan
Bagkast-icin-varlik ile birligi yansitan Kendisi-igin-varlik arasindaki gegisliligi saglayan yine
kuvvet olacakur. Bagkasi-icin-varlik olma ile Kendisi-igin-varlik olma yalnizca bigimsel
degil, aym zamanda igeriksel bir biitiinlitkeiir. Yani nesne, Baskas-icin oldugu kadar
Kendisi-igin; Kendisi-igin oldugu kadar da Bagkast-igindir. Anlagin nesnesi olarak alinan
sy, bu ikisinin bilesimden ibarettir. Diger yandan, Baskast-igin varlik ile Kendisi-igin-
varlik her ne kadar bir birlik olugturuyor olsalar da ayrimlagmug ugraklardir. Zaten nesnede
hem bir birlik olugturmalart hem de ayniliklarini koruyup birinin digerine gore oncelikli
saylmamasi, anlagin algilayan bilingten farkina isaret eder. Zira bunlar aymi nesnede
yogunlagirlar. {ki ayrivarligaayrilan bu iki ey artik, aynt nesnede birlesirler. Anlak, nesneyi

3 Buna kargilik nesneyi anlak agamasinda her ne kadar kavramsal olarak bilsek de nesne bize
yabancidir. Nesnenin yabanci olmadigini s6ylemek, 6zne-nesne ayrimini yadsimak anlamina
gelir. Kosulsuzun kavrami heniiz biling tarafindan kavranmamistir. Burada nesne, kavram olarak
kavranilmaktadir. Biling ile nesne arasindaki farkin iistesindense heniiz gelinememistir. Nesne,
biling igin bir kavramdir ama kendi kendisine daha bir kavram degildir. Zira kavramin kavram olarak
kavranmasi, 6zbilince varildigi anlamina gelir. Oysa biling heniiz nesnede kendi kendisinin farkinda
degildir: “Bununla Anlak hi¢ kuskusuz kendi 6z gergekliksizligini ve nesnenin gergekliksizligini
ortadan kaldirmigtir; ve onun igin bu yolla olusmus olan Gergegin Kavramidir — ama salt kendinde
varolan Gergek olarak, ki heniiz Kavram degildir, ya da bilincin kendi-igin-varligindan yoksundur.”
(G.WF. Hegel, Tinin Goriingiibilimi, s. 100)
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bu birligi icinde kavrar. Daha karmagik bir birligi kavramak amaciyla nesnede derinlestikge
de bu iki ugragin gesislilik ozelligi oldugunu fark eder.

Iste boyle bir nesne arkasina zemin olarak kuvveti alacaknr. Nitekim, nesnedeki
gesisliligi saglayan, kuvvetlerdir. Nesne bu kuvvetlerin birligidir. Bagimsiz 6zelliklerin,
pargalarin olugturdugu bir birlikten doguyor nesneler; bir araya geliyorlar, sonra da disa
yanstyorlar. Nesnede ayrimlasmig bulunan yanlar gosteren, sonra da bu daginik yanlan
ortadan kaldiran sey, “kuvvet devinimi”dir. Kuvvet kendini kuvvetler araciligiyla gosterir.
Nesne bir kuvvetler toplamudir. Bu yiizden de sbzii edilen dinamizme sahiptir. Igsel
aynmlanin siirekli olarak birbirlerine ge¢meleri kuvvette bir hareketlilik bulundugunun
gostergesidir.

Boylelikle, algisal bilincin gelismesine neden olan gelismenin de aslhnda kuvvetin
oyunundan bagka bir sey olmadig; ortaya ¢ikiyor. Algt bu celiskinin iistesinden gelemedigi
icin 0 agamada daima kogullu varlktan sz edilmekteydi. Oysa aruk, anlak asamasiyla
birlikte nesne, kosulsuz evrensel haline gelmigtir. Ciinkii hem Bagkasi-igin-varlik hem de
Kendisi-igin-varlik olan anlak bunlarin 6zdegligini kavramig durumdadir. Alginin agamadi
geliskiyi doguran sey, bunlardan yalnizca birini dzsel sayip bu Gzdesligi kuramamasidur.
Dolayistyla, algilayan bilincin konumu, anlagin konumuna gére kugkuludur. Ayrica, bu iki
ugrak arasindaki gegislilik bitimsiz oldugundan bu ayrima sahip bir nesne ayni zamanda
kendini sonsuza dek iiretebilen bir nesne olacakur. Ustelik yalnizca nesnede bir birlik sz
konusu degildir; ayni zamanda biling de bu birligi kavramaktadir. Pek gok 6zelligi kavrayan
biling asamasi olarak anlak, yavag yavas somuta gestigimizin de bir isaretidir. Anlayan
biling, nesnenin tekilin evrensele, evrenselin tekile gecisi oldugunu kavrar. Gergek nesnenin
oaselligi bu sekilde tarif olunur. Bu gegisler kuvvetin belirisine, digavurumuna igaret ederler.
Ne var ki, seylerin i¢i kuvvetin belirisi gibi nesnel degildir. Anlak diizeyinde kuvvet t6zsel bir
sey olarak goriiliir. Nesnenin diger ozellikleriyse ilinekseldir; kuvvet kendisine bu 6zelliklerle
“anlaum vermistir”. Dolayusiyla, bu noktada bir ayrim ortaya gikar: Ozgin kuvvet tézdiir;
sahip olunan 6zniteliklerse belirlenmemis kuvvet olarak tanimlanir. Téz olmasindan 6tiirii
6zgiin kuvvet kalici olandir da; degismenin-degismemenin, varligin-yoklugun birligidir.

Nesnenin icindeyse 6zgiin, agimlanmamig kuvvete digsal olan bir sey onu siirekli
olarak diglasurmaya kigkirur. Bu durumda kuvvet, nesnede, kendi igerisinde “kiskirtan
kuvvet” ve “kigkirtilan kuvvet” diye ikiye boliiniir. Bunlar aslinda birlik halinde olmalarina
ve ayni kavrami paylagmalarina kargin anlak bunlari ayirarak ele almaya; bu ayni kipilan
ayriolarak bilmeye ahsmakradir. Oysa kigkirtan kuvvet ne denli bagkasi olarak ortaya gikip
kuvveti kendini anlatmaya ve kendi igine dsnmeye kigkirtsa da; ve bu baglamda kigkirulana
gore evrensel gibi goriinse de gergekte o da boyle olmaya kigkiruldigs igin belli bir evrensellik
iddiast tagir. Yani aslinda kargilikls iligkisellik ve gegislilik iki kuvvet arasinda hikim olan
unsurdur. “Iki Kuvvetin oyunu bylelikle ikisinin kargitlar olarak belirlenmisliklerinden,
bu belirlenimde birbirleri i¢in olmalarindan ve belirlenimlerin saluk, dolaysiz almagindan
olusur — bir gecis ki belirlenimler ancak onun yoluyla vardirlar ve onlarda Kuvvet bagimsiz
olarak ortaya qikiyor goriiniir.” Kuvvetin devinimi agisindan bir bagka alt ayrim, “igerik”

4 G.WF. Hegel, Tinin Goriingiibilimi, s. 105.
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ve “bigim” baglaminda gergeklegtirilir, Hegel tarafindan. Biimsel aynm anlak igin varken
icerik ayrimi “biz”im igin vardir. Buna kargilik igerik aynmuni olugturan iki ug, kendi igine
yansimis Kuvvet ile 6zdeklerin ortamudir. Bicimsel diye nitelenen ayrimsa, kiskirtan ve
kigkirulan kuvvetin, diger bir deyisle etkinlik ve edilginligin var kildig1 bir ayrimdir.

Ancak, bicimsel ayrimlardan hareket eden boylesi bir yonelim ister istemez
dogal olarak birligin ve canliligin 6lmesiyle sonuglanacakur. Bu yiizden anlak, kuvvetlerin
aynmindan yalin ilkeye dogru yonelir. Bu ilke, kendisi degismeyen, degisimi yoneten,
degisimin kuralini koyan ve degisimde bildirilen bir ilkedir. Ilke biitiin belirigleri kapsami
dahiline alir ve onlari yoneten yasayla ifade olunur. Yasa, her tiir degisimi, akis icinde
olani, evrensel bir ayrimi yansitmaktadir. Bu evrensel ayrim, kuvvetler oyununun en
indirgenemez dgesi ve goriingiilere iligkin asil gergeklikrir. Yasa, bir anlamda goriingiiniin
gergevesi; degisebilen, dayaniksiz goriingfilerin dayanikl, kalici imgesidir. Nesneye iligkin
tim agiklama, ifadesini yasada bulacakur. Yasalarin inga olunma nedeni, olgulart bir
birlik alunda toplayabilmektir. Yasalarin bulundugu yerde goriingiilerin de birlige sahip
olduklarindan soz edilir. Boylelikle, gokluk birlik iizerinden bir anlatima sahip olmustur.
Goriingiilerdeki biitiin hareket kurallidir yani. Bu da aslinda evreni rasyonel kilar. Aruk,
askinlk ve ickinlik i¢ ice girmis vaziyettedir. Yasalar araciligryla belirginlik kazanan
duyuluriistii evren de “dingin bir yasalar iilkesi” olarak tarif edilmeye baglanir.

Ne var ki, yasann, ifadesini tam bulabilmesi icin bir adim daha ileriye gitmek
gerekmekredir. Ciinkii yasalar goklugu da iistesinden gelinmesi gereken bir sorun agiga
¢ikarir. Yasalarin eksikligi daha ¢ok, birbirleriyle iliskili olup olmadiklari konusunda
odaklanir. Bu bakimdan, bazi yasalarin tek bir yasa alunda toplanmast bir gereklilikrir.
Dolayistyla, belirli yasalarin iistiinde yer alan “an yasa” kavrami bu toparlayiciligs iistlenir. A
yasa, yasalan diizenler ve onlar arasinda birlik olugturur. O ayrica bizzat yasa kavraminin ta
kendisidir. Nitekim, yasadaki ifade netligi bu asama itibariyle belirginlesmeye baslayacakur.
Ariyasa, yasalari asmakla kalmaz, onlarin 6tesine de geger. O bir bakima yasanin kavramini
yansimaktadir. Yasa icerisindeki ayrim fark edilmig ve buradan evrensele taginmugtir. Ne var
ki bu evrensellesme yasanin yansitug: kipilara bir ilgisizligi de beraberinde getirmigtir. Aruk,
ar yasa icin ya da yasanin kavramu icin bir kendindelik ve kalicilik iddiast soz konusudur.
Ari yasanin evrensel kapsayiciliginda yasanin sahip oldugu ayrimlar yalin bir birlik haline
getirilip ige geri dondiiriilmelidir.

“Yasa béylece ikili bir kipte bulunur: Bir kez i¢inde aynmlarin bagimsiz kipilar
olarak anlauldiklar yasa olarak, ve ikinci kez yalm bir kendi-igine-geri-gekilmiglik
bigiminde, ki buna yine Kuvvet denebilir, ama bu kendi igine geri itilmis Kuvver degil de
genelde Kuvvet ya da Kuvvetin Kavramidir. Hegel'in bu baglamda ele aldi 6rneklerden
biri elektrik konusudur. Yalin elektrik bir kuvvet kavrami olarak kargimiza ¢ikar. Ancak,
elekerigin sahip oldugu pozitif ve negatif durum bu kuvvetin ilgi alanimin digindadir.
Giinkii ayrimi anlatmak kavrama degil, yasaya diiser. Ustelik yalin kuvvet olarak elekrik,
yasadaki bu pozitif-negatif ayrimina ilgisizdir. Yani Hegel'in belirlemesiyle Kavram varliga

5 G.W.F. Hegel, Tinin Goriingubilimi, s. 113.
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karg: ilgisizdir. Gergi kavram bu ayrimi tagir, ama o kadar; onun disinda bu 6zellik kavram
igin bir kendinde-zorunlu degildir. Bu durumda elekerikeeki pozitif-negatif ayriminin da
bir kend; kendisinde ayrim olmadig1 rahathkla belirlenebilir. Bu ayrimi yasa igerisinde ve
onun araclliftyla anlak tagimakradir. Ayrica, kavram ile varlik arasinda kurulan i; aynm
yalnizca anlak diizeyinde belirlenmigtir; heniiz olgu agisindan bu aynmin gosterilmesi soz
konusu degildir. Bu nedenden étiirii de buradaki zorunluluk szde bir zorunluluktur. Esas
zorunluluk, ayrimin olgusal bakimdan da gosterileceg, bilincin daha ileriki asamalarinda
ortaya konulacakur. Bdylece bilgiyle olgu arasindaki ayrim da giderilmis olacakar.

Bilincin anlagin sonuna kadar gesirdigi safhalan incelemenin ozbiling
noktasindaki kirdmay: ve istegin ortaya gikisini konu alan bir yazida hakli bir nedeni
bulunmakradir. Oncelikle, 6zbilincin belirginlesebilmesinin 6nkogullarini tam anlamuyla
belirgin kilabilmek; duyusal, algisal ve anlaksal diizeylerden olusan biling ajamasimi
ele almayr kagiulmaz olarak gerekli kilar. Ciinkii aslina bakilirsa bu, esasta Hegel'in
fenomenolojisinin getirdigi bir zorunlulukeur. Hegel, siireg ierisindeki bilincin seriivenini
anlaurken her bir ugrag1 hem tiim ayrintlanyla ¢oziimleyip kendinden 6nceki filozoflarla
hesaplagmus hem de her asamay1 bir digeriyle iliskili klmistr. Dolayistyla, fenomenoloji
her ne kadar kesit ¢tkarmaya misait bir seyri gozler 6niine seriyor olsa da ele alinan ugrak
kesinlikle koksiiz, bagsiz bir ugrak olmayacakur. Ona iliskin bilgi de, bilginin konusu olan
nesne de daima bir siirekliligin ve doniisiimiin pargasidir. Bu anlayigin tersi bir gabayla
Hegel'i degerlendirmek, onun bir yaninin mutlaka eksik birakilmastyla ya da onun, bizzat
kendi elegtirdigi konuma itilmesiyle ayn: anlama gelecektir. Bu nedenle, dzbilincin ele
alinmasinda da onun bilingle olan baginin, daha dogrusu, nasil bir siirecin icerisinden
gegmig bir bilincin iriini oldugunun ana hadariyla gosterilmek durumunda kalinmasi
boylesi bir sebepten ileri gelir.

Bilingten sonra gelen agama olan ézbiling nesneyle farkl: bir kargilagmay ifade
eder. Buna kargtlik, 6zbiling konusu Hegelden 6nce de ele alinmug bir konudur. Ciinkii
Tiilin Bumin'in de belirtrigi gibi, “Insanin diinya ile iligkisi sorunu bir 6zbiling sorunudur
ve hem bilmenin hem de eylemin temellendirilmesinde ortaya ¢tkan bu sorun, modern
felsefenin baglica konusunu olugturur.” Ancak ne var ki, Hegel'in 6zbiling konusuna iliskin
kendinden 6nce yapilmig agiklamalani daha ileri bir nokraya tasidigini da hemen belirtmek
gerekmektedir. Ozbilince giden siireci anahatlariyla anlatan yukaridaki biitiin bu agamalar
aslinda ayni zamanda Hegel'i, kendisinden dnce 6zbiling hakkinda gikarimlar yapilabilecek
filozoflardan farkl kilar. Ciinkii Hegel igin 6znenin dzbilincine varma siireci hig de dnsel bir
sey degildir. Ozbiling her geyden 6nce bilinci gerektirir. Bilincin ele alinan duyumsal, algsal,
anlaksal asamalar: &zbilincine varma potansiyeline sahip 6znenin esasen dncelikle bedenen
varoldugunu ortaya koyar. Yani Hegel, fenomenolojisine biling konusuyla baslamakladaha
kokensel bir yonelim sergilemistir. Bu haliyle 6zbiling, siirecin bir parcasidur. Ustelik, her
biling asamasinin bir dncekini kendi iginde barindirtyor olmast nedeniyle, nesneyle somur,
dogrudan yiiz yiize gelindigi ilksel bir ugraga da sahip bulunmaktadir — hem Mutlak

6 Tiilin Bumin, Hegel, [stanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlan, 2001, s. 23.
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Bilgi'ye giden biitiin siireg hem de 6zbiling. Ancak biling agamalar gegildikten sonradir ki,
6zbiling bu temel iistiinde yiikselebilir.

Kendisinden 6nce ozbiling konusuna egilmis filozoflardan olan Descartes
ve Kant, Hegel'in bu baglamda karglastirilabilecegi, boylelikle de ayirnci yanlarimin
daha belirgin ortaya konabilecegi dizgelere sahiptirler. Hegel'le karilagurildiklarinda
her iki filozofun da ozbiling hakkinda soyledikleri belli agilardan 6nemli eksiklikler
barindirmakeadir. Her seyden once, nesnenin ya da diganisiin 6zbilingle olan baginin
ortaya konulabilmesine, bunlarn dzbilince erisebilmede nasil bir rol istlendiklerine dair
bir agiklama bulunmamaktadir. Boylesi bir tutum sonucunda beliclenen 6zbiling de
kaginilmaz olarak koksiiz ya da siireg yoksunu olarak rahadlikla nitelenebilmekredir. Oysa
Hegel'in fenomenolojisi degerlendirmeye tabi tutuldugunda bu konuda daha biitiincil bir
agklamanin var oldugu goze garpar. Fenomenoloji, ilgili bélimleri araciligyla 6zbilincin
kaynaklarina, nereden, nasil bir siireci geride birakarak geldigine isaret eder. Onu daha
somut bir zemine oturtur. Yani denilebilir ki, Descartes ve Kanta gore Hegel ozbilincin
digsal kaynaklarina isaret etmis, onu nesneyle, daha kapsayici bir ifade kullanilacak olursa,
yasamla olan bay icerisinde ortaya koyabilmigtir. Ayrica,-diger ozbilinglerle olan tanima
iliskisi bu baglamda Hegel'deki en 6nemli ayirict yandur.

Descartes agisindan soz konusu olan ozbiling kavrayig kusku iizerine
temellenmistir. Nitekim, bir yontem olarak kugku’, diisiinen Ben'in varlik zeminini ortaya
¢tkarmada vazgegilmez bir iglev yiiklenecekrir. Descartes dig diinyadan, nesnelerden,
diger Ben'lerden ve hama Tanridan bile kusku duydukran sonra artik daha fazla kugku
duyamayacag; osaglam noktaya ulagr.? Ki bu noktadan itibaren kugku, islevini tamamlams,
stra bu y6ntemle vanlan saglam ve kendisinden kugku duyulamaz dayanak nokeasindan
hareketle giivenilir bilgiyi kurmaya gelmigtir. Descartes'n, kendisinin yasadig1 bu siireci
diger insanlarin da yasayabilecekleri konusunda herhangi bir tereddiitii yokeur. Her insan
yontem olarak kuskuyu hakkiyla kullandifr takdirde varolusunu kesinleyebilecekir.
Ancak, Descartes gelisik bir bigimde, bilingsel varolusunu ortaya koymada temel aldig
kendi bilincini, dogantn ve diger 6znelerin varligini kanitlamada kullanmaz. Onun yerine,
Tanrr'yr dig diinyanin giivencesi haline getirir. Boylelikle de bir anlamda sonrasindaki siireg
aslinda ellerinden kaymu olur. Sahip olunan biling, 6zné igerisinde hapsolmus; dig varligi
kanitlamada safdigt kalmigtr. Oysa “Kugkunun yikugs alaiilarin enginlig iizerinde yiikselen
bu kiigitk ama giivenli ada, ilk anda, gelecekre tizerinde bijtiin hayaun ve diinyanin yeniden
kurulacag bir toprak gibi goriinmektedir. Ama, Descartes, hayata ve diinyaya bu adadan
hareketle atlamaz (...) kendi bedeniyle, dis diinyayla, ve bu arada, diger dzbilinglerle olan
iliskilerini, bir bagka dolayimla, tanrilik giivencesiyle temellendirir.” Hic kusku yok ki,

7 Kuskunun y6ntem olarak benimsenmesi agik veya ortiik Descartesin pek ok metninde dile
getirilir. Ancak, bu konuda Metot Uzerine Konugma ile Meditasyonlar’in ozellikle vurgulamast
gerekir., '

8 Ozellikle bkz. René Descartes, Meditasyonlar, ¢ev. Ismet Bitkan, Ankara: BilgeSu Yayincihk,
2007, s. 19.

9 Tiilin Bumin, “Hegel’de Kole Efendi Diyalektigi Uzerine Notlar”, Hegel’i Okumak, der. ve cev.
Tiilin Bumin, [stanbul: Kabalci Yayinlari, 1993, s. 174.

274



felsefelogos « 2012/4

bu durum da 6zbiling ile nesne arasinda bir bag olugturulamamastyla sonuglanmugur.
Dolayisiyla, Descartes'in 6zbilinci nesneyle girilen bir etkilesimin ya da hesaplasmanin bir
tiriindi olarak nitelenemez.

Kant'in, 6zbiling belirlemesinde bulunma yolunda hareket nokrast olarak aldig
sorun ise goriingiilere iliskin saglam bir bilgi kurabilmemizin 4 priori kogullarinin neler
oldugudur. Yani duyularimiza verili olan nesnelerle sahip oldugumuz kavramlar nesneye
iliskin bir bilgi kurarken nasil 6reiiebilmekredirler? Bu 6nemli bir sorundur, giinkii Kant'a
gore deneyimi olanakli kilan kogullar ayni zamanda deneyime konu olan nesnelerin de
olanakliligy anlamina gelecekrir. Ote yandan anligin kategorileri 6ncelikle 6znenin sahip
oldugu bilgi kosullaridir. Dolaysiyla nesneyi goriileyebilmek iin zorunlu bir kogul degildir
kategoriler. Ancak, sorun, 6znel kogul diye nitelenen kategoriler araciligtyla diigiinmenin
nesneye ait bir bilgiyi nesnellik iddiast alunda kurabilmesidir. O halde nesneyle bu
kategorilerin tekabiiliyetinin ne oldugunun ya da nasil gergeklestiginin gosterilmesi gerekir.

Goriiye verili olan nesneler genel olarak, cesitliligin getirdigi belli bir daginikliga
sahip bulunmakradir. Bu gokluk kargisinda diisiinme edimi toparlayici ve bag kurucu bir
rol istlenir. Nesneler arasinda anlik araciligryla kurulan bu bag ayni zamanda gesicliligi
birlik alunda toplamakla da eganlamlidir. Bu birligin saglanmasinda diigiinme ve anlk
vazgecilmez bir iglev yiiklenir. Bu da demekir ki, Ben bu diisiinmeyi gergeklestiren unsur
olarak merkezi bir yer tutmaya baslar. Ciinkii Ben, diigiinerek anlik yardimiyla goklugun
yansitugt karmasay giderir. Dolayisiyla burada olusturulacak tiim tasarimlar 6zbilince ait
olacaklardir. Yalniz, 6znenin bir farkindaligindan, kendinin bilincinde olma durumundan
soz edilemez. Boylesi bir farkindalik ancak bilincin transandantal birligi durumunda gegerli
olacakur. Oysa nesne tasarimlarini olugturan, diger bir deyisle, goriiledigimiz goklugu
birlik altunda toplayan biling bigimi ampirik bilingtir. Bu asamada heniiz tasarimlari s
toparlayan bir bilingten soz etmemektedir Kant. Nesnelere iliskin tasarimlar da birbirleriyle
iliskili kilindiklarinda, goriilerin goklugu gibi tasarimlarin daginiklig1 da giderildiginde Ben
tam anlamuyla kendi kendini bulgular. Boylelikle bu tasarimlar: toplayanin 6zbiling sahibi
bir Ben oldugunun farkina varilr.

O halde Kantta bilincin transandantal ve ampirik olmak iizere ikili bir
yonii bulunmakradir. Bu baglamda transandantal yan nesnel bilginin digavurumunu
yansityorken ampirik yan znel bir birligin sonucundaki bilgiyi yansiur. Transandantal
birlik araciligiyla bir nesne hakkinda yargida bulunulmast ayni zamanda 6znenin kendisini
kavramasini da beraberinde getirir. Kategoriler de bu noktada bir nesneye iliskin diigiinceyi
ve buna paralel bir bicimde 6zneyi kurucu bir rol iistlenir.

Kant'in bu iki biling bigimi tistiinden tamimladigs bilgi siireci ayni zamanda
Descartesla kendisi arasindaki farka da isaret eder. Kant pesine diigtiigii bu sorularla
Descartes'a gore dis diinya ile Ben arasinda gok daha siki bir iliski 6ng6rmiigtiir. Ama ote
yandan o da hep bir kargiliklilik degil de tekyanli bir Ben bilinci ileri siirmiigtiir. Kant'in
boyle bir tutum sergilemesi ya da diger ozbilingleri hesaba katacak kadar ileri gitmemesi,
esasen Kant'la Hegel'in sorduklar: sorularin ne denli farkli oldugunu da yansiur. Soru,
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Kant'ta bilgimizin olanak ve siirlartyla iliskili bir bigimde kurulmugsken Hegelde bilginin
gerekligi iizerine kurulur.

Bu farklilk neredeyse tim ayrinularda kendini gosterecektir. Sozgelimi,
goriingii ile kendinde-gey arasinda Hegel igin, Kant'ta oldugu gibi, asilamaz bir mesafe
yokuur. Anlak ile duyuluriistii evren arasindaki iliskinin agiklamasi goriingii araciligyla
gerceklegtirilir. Goriingli goriiniigten farklidir. Goriinilg, algida aldanmanin nesnesidir.
Yani goriingii duyuluriistilyii fark ettigimiz, duyuluriistiiniin ortaya qikug goriiniigtiir.
Bizim, duyuluriistiiyii bilebildigimiz aracidir. Iste bu noktalarda Hegel'de anlakean
duyuluriistiine bir gegis goriiliir. Oysa Kant'ta fenomen ile duyuluriistii ayr: iki yan olarak
nitelenmekeedirler. Goriingii, kendinde-geyin kendini disavurumudur demiyor Kant.
Oysa Hegel tam da bu baglantyr kuruyor. Goriingii, duyusal evrenle, algyla ilgili evren
degil; buna, yani algisal olana ilaveten duyuluriistii de iliskiye kauliyor. Dolayistyla, bu
noktadan itibaren Hegel'in altum gizmeye galisu: sey, algilanan evren ile duyuluriistii
evrenin birbiriyle kesinlikle alakasiz olmadif gercegidir. Burada artik, anlagin yavas yavag
duyusal evrene bir miidahalesi gorillmeye baglanmakradir.

Biling, nesnesinde kendisine ulagn1 anda 6zbilince geger. Yasada kendi kendinin
bilincini bulur, ozkesinlige vanr. Oysa Kant analitik ¢6ziimlemesinde doga bilimcisine
ozbiling yiklemektedsr. Aynca, bu 6zbiling anlak diizeyinin transandantal 2 prior:leridir.
Yani Hegeldeki gibi, yasamla bir ilinti yoktur Kant'm. Dolayisiyla ondaki 6zbiling
kavrayig, kafanin icindekilerin bilim adamina bir anlamda hatirlanlmasidur. Ustelik, Kant
icin anlak, zorunlulugu gosterecek olandir. Hegel'de ise, Kant'inkinden tamamuyla farkl
olarak, zorunlulugun gosterilmesi ya da ayrimin hem yasada hem de olguda gosterilmesi
icin yalnizca bir agamadur daha. Ciinkii Hegel'de zorunluluk anlagin kurdugu yasanin (ki
bu yasa, bilindigi tizere olgusal olmayan ayrimi yansiur) yani sira ayrimun olgusallikea da
kavranabilmesiyle kurulacakur. Bu yiizden, zorunlulugu anlak degil, bir sonraki evre olan
akil gosterecektir..

Hegelde iligkisellik dogrultusunda giidiilen temel amag; degisimi, olusu, 6zdes
olmama durumunu ve aynm: yanswan goriingii diinyasi ile degismezi, olusmayan,
ozdesligi ve birligi simgeleyen duyuluriistii diinya arasindaki ayrim: ortadan kaldirmakuor.
Bu ikili aynm Gyle bir sekilde ortadan kaldirilmalidir ki, varlik ile olug bir birlik haline
gelebilsin.

Ote yandan, duyulur ve duyuluriistii diinya aynminin ortadan kalkmast belli bir
tiir biling bigiminin de belirginlesmeye bagladiginin gostergesidir. Goriingii, duyuluriistii
diinyaya girdikge biling bigimi farkllagmaya baglayacaker. Yani olguya bu gézle ancak belli
tiir bir biling agamasinda bakilabilmekredir. Ciinkii bu dogrultuda olgunun derinliklerine
indikge biling kendisinin farkina varacakur.

O halde, nesnede nasil derinlegebiliyorsak, o nesnede derinlesen bilingte de
derinlesebiliyoruz demekrir. “Nesnenin en icinde kendi igini buluyor.” Nesnenin, asi
anlamini kazand s yer 6zbilingtir. Nitekim “Agiklamanin ok fazla 6z-doyum getirmesinin
nedeni bilincin onda deyim yerindeyse dolaysizca kendi ile soylesiyor, salt kendi
kendisinden haz duyuyor olmasidir; baska bir seyle ilgileniyor gibi goriinse de, gergekte
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salt kendi kendisi ile ugrasmakeadir.”™® Daha énceki agamalarda olan da buydu aslinda.
Ama biling, nesneye batmushg yiiziinden bunun farkinda degildi. Oysa siireg, geldigi
nokta itibariyle bizi yeni bir biling bicimine hazichyor. Simdiye kadarki faaliyet edilgen,
nesnenin Gzneye hitkmettigj, teorik bir faaliyetti. Ama 6zbiling agamasina varildiginda
biling, kendisinin etkin oldugunu fark ediyor — hatta daha énceki asamalarda bile edilgin
bir turum sergilemediginin ayirdina vaniyor.

Tinin Gériingsibiliminde anlaumuni bulan biitiin bu gegigliliklerden de
anlagilacag tizere Hegel'de Gzbilingten soz edebilmek iin 6ncelikle insanin nesneyle olan
ilk kargilasmasinin ele alinmast gerekir. Ciinkii 6zbiling bir anlamda bu ilk karilasmanin
ardindan gelen siirecin bir {riinii olacakur. Yine bu gereklilik nedeniyledir ki, insanin
bilincini konu alacak bir inceleme dogrudan 6zbiling asamasindan yadaakildan baglayamaz.
Bagladigy takdirde Hegelci kavrayisa gore tersten gelen bir tutum sergilenmis olacakur.
Zira biitiin biling asamalan aslinda nesneyle gergeklestirilmis ve gerceklestirilmekte olan
iliskiselligin bir sonucudur. O yiizden de Hegel, bilinci ele almaya gok temel bir noktadan
baglar. Biling oncelikle dogaya batmug bir vaziyere, nesnenin hilkmii alunda bulunur. Ne
var ki zaman icerisinde, yine nesne iizerinden yalnizca dogal bir varlik olmadiginin farkina
varir; ki bu da ozbilincin dogusunu kesinleyecek agilima olanak taninmasi demektir.

Kojéve'e gore Hegel 6ncesi biling tanimlamalary, sozii edilen bu baglardan yoksun
bir goriiniime sahiptir. Boylelikle doga bir yanda, insansa ona yabanci, onun uzaginda ve
onu disaridan seyreden bir varlik olarak diger yanda yer alir. Nitekim Descartes'in ya da
Kant'in, bilme ¢abasi icindeki 6zneye adfettikleri biling bdylesi bir yabanciligi ve kopuklugu
tagtyan bir bilingtir. Bu iki filozof igin 6znenin sahip oldugu biling ile doga arasinda bir
bakima kapaulamaz bir mesafe bulunmaktadir. Hegel, fenomenolojisinde yansitug
bilincin seriiveniyle ashnda béyle bir mesafenin bulunmadigina, insanin daha, biyolojik
varolusundan itibaren dogayla ili dish bir iliskisellik igerisinde bulunduguna isaret eder.
Doga, insana yabanci bir kategori deildir. Tam tersine, ona varolusunda eglik eden ve
agiklama getirebilmesinin kogulunu yaratan unsurdur. Denilebilir ki, insan bilinci, dogayla
olan miicadelesi gercevesinde neyse o olmustur. Bununla birlikte, daha énceki agiklamalara
gore, yalnizca doga degil, biling sahibi olan diger insanlar da ozbilincin ortaya ¢ikisinda
herhangi bir etki giiciine sahip bulunmamakradirlar. Ogzbilinglerarasi bir yabancilikur,
daha ¢ok gegerli olan. Boylelikle, insan kendi bilincine erismede hem dogadan hem de
bagkalarindan anindinlmug olur. Bilincin seriiveninde her ikisine de yer yoktur. Oysa
Hegel'in yapug katky, bunlarin birbirlerinden kesinlikle ayrilamayacaginin, zira varolugsal
bir igsel bag ile birbirlerine bagh olduklarinin gosterilmesi olmustur. Kendi kendisinin
bilincine varan insan kendini ne dogadan ne de diger insanlardan soyutlayabilir.

Bu ig igelik ayni zamanda dzbilince sahip olabilmenin dnkosuludur da. Insan, di
diinyanin bilincine vardig) élgiide kendine giden yolu da agmus olur. Zaten insani varolu
yalnizea dig diinyanin bilinciyle sinirlanan bir varolug degildir. Insan nesneye iliskin bir
biling edinebildigi gibi, kendine yonelik bir bilincin de sahibidir; Ben diyebilendir. Ve Ben
deyisiyle doganin karsisinda konum alandir. Dolayssiyla insan, esast itibariyle dzbilingtir.

10 G.W.F. Hegel, Tinin Goriingiibilimi, s. 123.
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Hegel'de 6zbilincin dogusuna vesile olan temel tavir istemedir. Bir seyi isteme her seyden
once bir seye yonelmeyi, yani etkin bir tavir almay: gerektirdiginden, 6rnegin Kant'ta
oldugu gibi dogaya belli bir mesafe koyup onu bilmeye calismanin agiga gikarabilecegi bir
sey degildir zbiling. Tersi bir deyisle, Hegelci 6zbilincin kendini gostermeye baglamasinda
Kantgi tavir yetersiz kalmakradir. Hegcl ozbilinci somut olandan, doga icerisindeki insanin
tavrindan hareketle belirginlestirir. “Ozbiling genel olarak /#ekrir” Ben ilk kez, bir seyi
istemesiyle ve bu istek pesinde eylemde bulunmastyla kendisine d6nme firsaun: yakalar.
Istenen sey, 5znede o an igin bulunmayandir. Dolayistyla, istegin doyurulmast bir yoklugun
giderilmesi anlamini tagir. Ne var ki bu durum yalnizca, gegici bir tatmin saglayacakur.
Tatminin gegiciligini Peter Singer su ifadelerle dile getirir: “Arzu, 6z-bilingliligin digsal
bir nesneye ihtiyag duydugu ama yine kendisini kendisinin disinda olan herhangj bir
seyle stnilanmig buldugu olgusunun disavurumu gibi gériinmekeedir. Ne var ki, bir seyi
arzulamak demek, tatminsiz olmak demektir (...) Daha da beteri, 6z-bilinglilik, daima
tatminsiz kalacak bigcimde lanetlenmis gibi goriinmektedir; zira arzunun nesnesi, bagimsiz
bir nesne gibi ortadan kaldurilir ise, 6z-bilinglilik, kendi varolusu igin gerekli olani yok etmig
olacakur.” O halde istek ayni zamanda bir bitimsizligin de disavurumudur. Ote yandan,
6znenin elinde bulunmayan ve isteginin konusu olan seye yonelik ihtiyacin: anlatabilmesi
kagimimaz olarak Ben demeyi gerektirecektir.

Oubiling tinden farkl olarak oncelikle tekil bir bireyin bilincidir. Kendisini tiim
baskaliga kargt gerceklik olarak gosterir, bu tekil birey. Ozbiling, bilincin ilk asamasinda
oldugu gibi, edilgin olmadigindan, tam tersine olguya kendini dayattugindan 6tiirii de ilk
etapta nesneyi olumsuzlamaya, onu tamamen ortadan kaldirmaya ¢aligir. Bundaki amag
ise nesne olmadan salt bir Ben'i inga edebilmenin ya da onun varligini kesinleyebilmenin
yolunu aramaktadir. Ayrica, ozbiling sadece algilayan, anlayan bir biling degil, miidahale
eden bir bilingtir de. Bir baska deyisle, teorik bir biling degil, pratik bir bilingtir. Ama her
ne olursa olsun, sonunda nesneyi mutlak olarak yadsimayacagini, kendisiyle nesne arasina
bir ugurumun konulamayacagini anlayacakur.

Hegel, bilincin 6zbiling noktasina geldigi asamada iki nesnesi olacagini belirtir:
Biri, dolaysizca deneyimlenen, duyum ile alginin konusu olan ve dzbilincin yadsimaya
galigtigr nesne; bir digeriyse nesneye kargit konumda bulunan 6zbilincin bizzat kendisi.
Ozbiling nasil ki, bilincin kendi igerisine kivrilmast sonucunda ortaya gikiyorsa, upks onun
gibi nesne de kendiigine yanstyarak “yasam” halini alir. Bu durumda, birbirine zit ve kendi
baginasiiregler yasayan iki seyden soz edilmekeedir. Ustelik, dolaysiz istegin deneyimleyecegi
nesne diinyast dirimli bir gey olma 6zelligini kazanmstr.

Ne var ki istek oncelikle dogal bir zeminde temellenen seylere yonelikrir.
S6zgelimi yeme istegine benzer istekler bu baglamda rastlanan Grnekleri yansitr. “Demek
ki, Kendininbilincinin temelinde, yani hakiki insansal varolusun temelinde (ve dolayisiyla,
isin sonunda, felsefi varolusun temelinde), kauksiz bilgisel ve edilgin seyredis degil, ama
Istekvardur. (Ve bundan otiirii —parantez iginde sdyleyelim- insansal varolus, biyolojik hayat,

11 Peter Singer, Hegel, gev. Bahar Ocal Diizgéren, [stanbul: Altin Kitaplar, 2003, s. 83.
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hayvansal hayat diye adlandirilan o seyin bulundugu yerde gerceklegebilir ancak. Ciinkii
Hayar yoksa Istek de yoktur.)”'? Ne var ki, bu tiir istekler insanin yalnizca, dogal bir varlik
oldugu gergegine yonelik bir biling edinmesini saglayacakur. Bu ise 6zbilincin amamini
yansitmakran uzakur. Kojeve'in belirlemesiyle bu, hayvanlarin dasahip olabilecegi 6zduygu
diye niteledigi seyden ibarettir. Bu bakimdan, insanin iste§i yalnizca dogal seylerle sinurli
degildir. Ciinkii eger istek bunlarla sinirli olsayd, insan kendisini nesnelegtirerek ele
almakran da yoksun kalirdi. Yani 6zbiling sahibi bir varlik olarak gerek kendisini gerekse
baska ozbilingleri sorgulayabilmek i¢in ihtiyag duydugu mesafeyi araya koyabilmesinin
kosulu, isteginin dogal olan nesnelerin digindakilere de uzanabilmesidir. Ciinkii insandaki
6zbilinci kuracak olan asil sey, dogal olanlarin yant sira dogal olmayan seylerin de isteginin
konusu olmasindan ileri gelir. Diger 6zbilingler tarafindan taninma isteginin agirligin:
hissettirmesi de boyle bir gereksinimden kaynaklanir. Bu bizzat istegin istenmesidir. Bilinci
dzbilince tagtyan istek, bu haliyle de birden fazla isteyen varligi ongerektirir. Ciinkii “bir
dzbiling bir dzbiling igin vardir. Gergekte salt bu yolla 6zbilingtir; ¢iinkii kendisinin kendi
bagkaligindaki birligi onun igin salt bu yolda belirtik olur (...) Bir 6zbiling nesne iken,
nesne oldugu denli de Bendir (...) Ben, ki Bizdir, Biz, ki Bendir. Ik olarak 6zbilingte, Tinin
Kavramindadir ki biling déniim noktasint bulur.”*?

Daha 6nce deginildigi iizere Tin'e kadarki bilingler evrensel ama bireysel biling
diizeyleridir. Daha belirleyici bir ifadeyle, duyusal biling, algilayan biling ve 6zbiling hep
“tekil biling durumlar:"dir. Kolektif biling iginse boylesi bir bireysellik durumu s6z konusu
degildir. Tin'de 6zne nesnelegtigi kadar tin de kendi 6zbilincini yakalamaya galisacakur. Ben
ile Biz 8zdesligi de bu noktada gegerlilik kazanacakur.

Ozbiling sahibi pek cok bireyin kabul edilme istegi beraberinde kaginilmaz olarak
¢atisma icerisine du;ulmcsme yol agar. Nitekim tam anlamiyla ézbilincin olanaklilig ancak
ve ancak dzbilinglerarast bir iliskisellikten hareketle gerceklesecek; ve bu amagla da savas
kaginilmaz hale gelecektir. Burada iyiden iyiye, bir Gzbiling olarak kabul edilme talebi
diglagmakradir. Oyle ki, bu talebin dillendirilmesine paralel olarak bir nesneye yonclm1§ bir
bagka istei egemenlik aluna alma miicadelesi de baglamig bulunmaktadir. Ciinkii “sonugta
her birimizin kendimizi hayvani dogamizdan bagimsizlagugimizi iddia edebilmemizin
ve bagkalarinin da kendi hayvani dogalarindan kurtulabilmelerinin uygun gozlemcileri
olabilmemizin yolu, salt sayginlik igin oliimiine bir miicadelenin icine girmek olacakti.™
Bu yiizden, eylemin, 6zbilinci ortaya gikaran istegin gergeklestirilmesinde olesiye bir
agirhiga sahip oldugu ortadadir. Hegel'in fenomenolojisindeki efendi-kéle diyalektiginde
efendi, bu talep igin bastirmug ve kendini kabul ettirmis olan tarafi yansiirken kéle bu
talebi onaylayan ve doyuran roliinil iistlenmistir. Ne var ki bu miicadeleden galip cikmug

12 Alexandre Kojéve, Hegel Felsefesine Girig, gev. Selahattin Hilav, istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yaymlan,
2001, s. 41,

13 G.W.F. Hegel, Tinin Goriingiibilimi, s. 132.

14 J.M. Bemnstein, “From Self-Consciousness to Community: Act and Recognition in the Master-
Slave Relationship”, The State and Civil Society, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984,
s.16.
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goriinen efendi, dogayla olan temasint yitirmis, her tiir gelisme olanaginin da uzagina
diigmiigtiir. Zira “Koleyi boyunduruk aluna alarak ve galismaya zorlayarak Efendi, Dogay
da boyunduruk altina alir ve boylece Dogadaki dzgiirliigiinii geryeklegtirir"® Ote yandan,
kendisini bir 6zbiling olarak kabul eden kargisindakinin aslinda bir 6zbiling olmadigin:
bizzat efendinin kendisi varsaymakeadir. Boylelikle, kabul gormek ya da kendini
kabul ettirmek iizere Glesiye savag verdigi, gelisik bir bicimde, beklentisini kargilayacak
denli degerli bir kisi degildir, kendi goziinde. Ustelik efendi, bu asag: gordiigii kélenin
onayimna da halen gereksinim duymakeadhr, zira elinde kendisinin bir 6zbiling oldugunu
kanitlayacak bagka bir arag yokuur. Korkuyla ¢aliyma igerisinde yer alan kéle ise nesneye
olan yakinligindan 6tiirii her an 6zbilincinin farkina varma firsatimi yakalama sansiyla karg
kargiyadir. Ama sonugta bu diyalektik, kargilikh olarak her iki tarafin da eninde sonunda
mevcut konumunu yitirmesine yol agacakur.

Oubilingle birlikee agiga gikan ey, bilincin kendini fark edebilmesinin yolunun
doganin edilgin bir sekilde seyredilmesinden degil de baska bilinglerle etkilesimde
bulunulmasindan gegtigidir. Buna bagli olarak kendi bilincine varmada kuramsal etkinligin
hicbir zaman 6ncelikli bir yere sahip olmadigi agiga qlkmakradir. Ciinkii bilme bizi
kendimize degil, nesneye goriiriir. Dolayisiyla, Kant'ta oldugu gibi, 6zbilincin kaynagmda
bilme etkinligi yatmaz. Oncelik eylemindir. Bagka bilinglerle etkilesime girmesi bilincin
kuramsal etkinlikte bulunabilmesinin de 6niini agar.

Hegel'in, zbilincin kaynag: olarak gosterdigi istek(ler) Thomas Hobbes'un
da doga durumu tasarimini agiklar niteliktedir. Daha 6nce de vurgulandigi iizere her
tarihsel olay ya da hemen her filozof Hegel'in fenomenolojisinde bir yere oturrulabilir.
Zira fenomenoloji esasen seriivenin biitiiniiniin anlatldig, ugraklarinin tek tek ele alindig
kapsayici dizgedir. Iste Hobbes'un topluma giden yolda bir agama olarak belirledigi doga
durumu da yansimasini 6zbilincin ortaya gikisindaki istek kavraminda bulur.

Hobbes, insanin dogasini ortaya koyarken bunu oncelikle hayvanlarla olan
benzerlikler ve farkliliklar Gizerinden gergeklestirmeye galisir. Boylelikle, hem insanin doga
igerisindeki yeri daha belirgin kilinmis olunacakur hem de diger yandan insana 6zgii
aywriar niteliklerin neler oldugu sergilenebilecektir. Bu baglamda insanla hayvan arasinda,
devinimler {izerinden bir benzerlik kurar Hobbes. “Hayati hareket” ve “hayvansal [iradi]
hareket” olarak adlandinilan iki tiir devinim insanla hayvan arasinda ortakur. Hayati
hareket, Hobbes tarafindan, “Canlilarda ... dogum ile baglayan ve biitiin hayatlar boyunca
kesintisiz devam eden ... kan dolagims, nabiz, soluk alma, sindirim, beslenme, bogalom
gibi™ hareketler olarak tantmlanicken hayvansal hareket ise “gitmek, konusmak, ellerimizi
ve kollarimizi oynatmak gibi™"” hareketlerin ardinda yatan imgelem olarak tamimlanur. Yani
bir bagka deyisle, hayvansal hareketler, bedenin igsel devinimleri olan tutkular ve istekler
seklinde beliren duyumlardan olusurlar. Bu tutkular ya da istekler; az 6nce belirtilen
konugmak, yiiriimek, iletiim kurmak gibi hareketlerin temelinde yatan unsurdur.

1S Alexandre Kojéve, a.g.e., s. 47. .
16 Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, gev. Semih Lim, Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlan, 2001, s. 46.
17 THOMAS HOBBES, A.G.E., S. 47.
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Bununla birlikee bu iki devinim iirii birbiriyle iliski icerisindedir. Hayvansal hareket
(yani duyumlar) hayati hareketin digsal bir olay ya da nesneye verdigi tepki araciligryla
olusur. Herhangi bir kisi bu soz konusu olaydan ya da nesneden olumlu ya da olumsuz bir
bigimde etkilenebilir. Buradan hareketle de iki tiir duyum belirlemek miimkiindiir: Istek
ve nefret. Nitekim, Hobbes'a gére bu iki temel duyum diginda kalan tiim diger duyumlar,
istek ve nefretin farkli bigimleri olarak kargimiza gikarlar. Istek duyularak yonelinen her sey
insana haz verir. Buna kargilik, nefret edilen bir seyle muhatap olmak iiziintii kaynagidur.
Yine bu iki duyumnla baginult bir bigimde, haz beklentisinin umut, hiizniin varliginin ise
umumuzluk doguracag) agikur.

. Hobbes'a gore insan davraniginin temelinde yatan giidii, kendini korumadir.
Insan bu dogrultuda kendini hazza gotiirecek geylere yonelen, iziintii kaynag olacak
seylerden de kagan bencil bir varlikur. Insanin bu dogal bencil yapist ahlaki degerlerin
de belli bir gorecelilik kazanmasina yol agar. Dogal durum olarak belirleyebilecegimiz
bir durumda insan, kendi yagamini giivence aluna alacak seylere yonelirken yagamini
tehdit edici unsurlardan da kaginacakur. Bu nokrada herkesin iyi-kotii belirlemesi farkl
olacagindan 6tiirii de ahlaki tutumlar haliyle greceli bir gériiniim sergjleyeceklerdir.

Ana hatlanyla insan agisindan buraya kadar yapilan belirlemeler bir bakuma
hayvanlarla paylagilan alanlari da yansiurlar. Duyumlar, duygular Hobbes'a gére hayvanlarda
da goriilebilen ozelliklerdir. Buna karstlik insani hayvandan ayiran ve dahasi, onun devleti
kurabilmesine olanak tanuyan farkli yetileri vardir. Ciinkii dogal haliyle insan zayif,
istekleri peginde kogan, dolayusiyla da baskalan igin kériidiir. Insanun bencillii ikarlarini
diigiinmesi ve yagamun siirdiirme istegi nokrasinda kendini gosterir 6zellikle. Insan yagam
icerisinde siirekli bir isteme faaliyetinde bulunur ve bunu gergeklestirmek iizere eylemde
bulunur. Ustelik, bu tutum yalnizca su anki istekler icin degil, gelecekeki olast isteklerine
de yoneliktir ayni zamanda. Bu durum, hig kugku yok ki, bir ¢atigma ortamina yol agar.
Bir anlamda, giicii giiciine yetene boyun egdirerek kendi bencil isteklerinin gergeklesmesini
salar. Ne var ki, insant bu catigma ve bencil isteklerinin arkasindan kogma durumundan,
onu hayvandan ayiran iki ozellik kurtarir. “Insanlar igsel [yasamsal] ve digsal [hayvansal]
devinimlerin etkisinde olmakla birlikte, bu iki 6zelliklerinden dolay1 tutkularini en akillica
kullanma bigimini hesap edip dogay! yadsimaya ve yapay bir cisim olan devleti kurmaya
kadar varirlar.”’18 Bir bakima, akhn kullanimini devreye sokan bu iki 6zellik, konugma/
dil ve gelecegi diisiinmedir. Insant ayirict kilan bu iki ozellik, ayni zamanda, toplumun
sonradan olugturulan “yapay” bir sey olduguna da isaret eder niteliktedir.

Hobbes un bakis agisinagore, konugma, doga tarafindan insanlara verilmis degildir.
Tam tersine, konugmay insan yaratmustir. Insanin en bagindan itibaren sahip oldugu yeti,
konugma degil, konugmay yaratabilme yetisidir. Zaten konugmanin, hayvanlarin gikardig
seslerden farki da bu nokrada belirginlesir. Hayvanlar duygularinin “zorunlu” bir sonucu
olarak ses gikarirlar. Bu ifade bigimi onlarda zorunlulukla olan, herhangi bir iradenin
s6z konusu olmadig disavurumlardir. Oysa insanin konugmast iradeseldir. Insan, kendi

18 Mehmet Ali Agaogullary/Levent Kéker, Kral-Devletyada Oliimlii Tanri, Ankara: imge Kitabevi,
2000, s.172.
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iradesi dogrultusunda digiincelerini digavuracak yapay bir dil kurgular. Nitekim Hobbes,
“kavramlarin bize sagladigy iistiinlitk nedeniyle, biz, bilimlere yetenekliyiz,” der. Konugma,
bilimin yanu sira birarada yagamay1 olanakli kilacak sézlesmenin de temelinde yatar. Insanlar
ancak konugma araciligtyla dogal durumlarindan kurtulup birlikee yasayabilecekleri bir
toplum inga edebilme firsatini yakalayabileceklerdir. Konusma “olmadan once, insanlar
arasinda, aslanlar, aylar ve kurtlar arasinda oldugundan fazla devlet veya toplum veya
anlagma veya barig yokeu.”” Boylelikle, insan doga igerisindeki var olma durumuna bir de
kendisinin olugturdugu yapay bir diinyay1, yapay kurgulamalari sokabilecekir.

Hobbes, insanin bir diger aymrici Gzelligi saydigr gelecegi diisiinmeyle onun
akil yiiritme giiciine gonderme yapar. Insan, istekleri pesinde kosan ve bu amagla
¢ikarlart dogrulrusunda hareket eden bir varlik olmast nedeniyle siirekli gelecegine iligkin
ongoriilerde bulunmak durumundadir. Bu, hem ilerideki isteklerini belirleyip onlar: elde
etmeye yonelik planlari agisindan gegerlidir hem de isteklerine ulagma yolunda kargisina
stkacak tehlikeleri bertaraf edebilmesi konusunda. .. Ciinkii dogal durumda 6liim tehlikesi,
yasamunt kaybetme korkusu ve olasilig1 her an insanin tepesinde durmakradir. Dolaysstyla,
oniindeki zaman kesitinde yer alan firsatlar ve tehlikeler gozden kagirlmamalidir. Tersine,
kendi giigsiiz yasamunt giivence aluna almak yolunda insan her zaman tutkularina
giden yolu akli araciligtyla hesap ederek kat etmelidir. “Sonug olarak, gelecegi diisiinen
ve bunu, yarawg; sozciikleri sistematik bir gekilde kullanarak 6nermeler yoluyla yapan
insan, teleolojik hesabr gergeklestirebilen, dolayistyla genel yasalara, bilime ulagabilen tek
yaraukur (...) aklini galitirarak rasyonel hesap yapan insan, tutkularini (6zellikle, en giigli
tutku olan 6liim korkusunu) dogru yonlendirip arzuladiy bariga, yani toplum durumuna
varr.”®

Hobbes'a gore insan, dogustan toplumsal bir varlik degildir. Toplum denilen yapt

ancak, belli bir sozlesmeyle doga durumundan ¢ikildikean sonra kurulur. Toplum haline
gelme Hobbes'ta ayni zamanda siyasalligin da bir ifadesidir.
Hobbes insant 6ncelikle, doga durumu dedigj, ¢ikarlarin qaugugi ve her insamun bir
digerinin kurdu (homo homini lupus) oldugu bir ortama yerlegtirir. Bu bakimdan da onu
oncelikle toplumsal kilmaz. Toplumsallik, insanin hesap edip alal yiiriiterek olugturdugu,
boylesinin daha ¢ikarina olacagini diistindiigii sonradan kurulma bir yapidir.

Hobbes, az 6nce de belirtildigi iizere ilk elde, devletin bulunmadig: bir “doga
durumu” tasarlar. Bu, gercekten bir tasaridir. Yoksa, Hobbes agirlikl olarak béyle bir
donemin filen yasandify iddiasinda bulunmaz;”* yalnizca, bu tasarimi kendi devlet
kuraminin manuksal dizgesi bakimindan iglevsel bir yolla kullarur. Burada 6nemli olan,
devlet olmadiginda insanlarin yaganusinin ne halde oldugunu betimleyebilmektir.

Doga durumu, insanlarin yan yana yagamalanmin bir toplum haline
geldikleri anlamina gelmedigini vurgular. Siyasallik da, aymi sekilde, toplum igerisinde
gerekleseceginden bu agamada belli bir siyasal etkinlikten de bahsedilemez. Doga

19 Thomas Hobbes, a.g.e., s. 34.
20 Mehmet Ali Agaogullari/Levent Koker, a.g.e., s. 175.
21 Thomas Hobbes, a.g.e., s. 95.
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durumunda, insanlar kendi istekleri pesinde 6lgiisiizce kogmakradirlar. Bu bakimdan da
her biri, bir digeri iin bir tehdit unsurudur. Ciinkii doga durumunda kendi isteklerini
ne pahasina olursa olsun yerine getirmek olanag bulunmaktadir. Bu amagla girisilecek
her eylem de mubahur. Elbette, insanlar yalnizca istekleri pesinde kogma amaciyla hareket
etmezler. Bunun yani sira giivenliklerini de saglamaya caligirlar. Siirekli bir savag halinin
mevcut bulunmasi Hobbes'a gére ayni zamanda, insanlar arasinda bir esitlik durumunu
yanstur. Ciinkii insanlar doga durumunda birbirleriyle savagirlarken hem bedensel hem de
zihinsel giiglerini kullanurlar. Bu iki giig unsuru ise herkeste bulunan yetilerdir. Bu giiglere
—ama Gzellikle bedensel giiglere~ yalnizca, sahip olmak bakimindan esit durumda bulunan
insanlar, aynigiiclere nederecesahip olduklar noktasinda birbirlerinden aynlirlar. Ancak, bu
derece farkliliklar: herkesin bir bagkas! tarafindan engellenmesi ya da 6ldiiriilmesi olasilig:
nedeniyle ortadan kalkar. Boylelikle de son noktada insanlar arasinda kendiliginden/dogal
bir eitlik s6z konusu olmug olur. Zaten savag durumunu yaratan da herkesin herkesten
korkmas! ve siirekli bir bicimde kendini garantiye almaya galismasidir. Bu arada insanlar
arasindaki eitlikten zihinsel yetiler agisindan daha ok soz edilebilir. Burada zihinsel eitlikle
kast edilen ey, herkesin kendi gikarini goz oniinde tutup bu yonde en iyi akil yiiriitmeyi
yapabilmesidir. Burada kilavuz, akil olarak belirlenmektedir. Bu noktada Hobbes aslinda
esitsizlik iizerinden bir esitlik tanimi yapar. Ciinkii her bir insan kendi zihinsel yetisinin
digerlerine gore daha yetkin oldugunu diisinmektedir. Zihinsel agidan esasta var olan
farklar nemsenmemekte, tersine, yadsinmakradir. Yani bir anlamda insanlarin zihinsel
esitligi, birbirlerini zihinsel agidan yadsimalarindan ileri gelmektedir. “Ciinkii insanlarin
dogas! oyledir ki, bagka birgoklarinin daha zeki veya daha giizel sozlii veya daha bilgili
olduklarini teslim etseler de, kendileri kadar zeki gok fazla insan bulunduguna kolay kolay
inanmazlar (...) Fakat bu, insanlarin bu alanda egitsizligini degil, tersine, esit olduklarini
kanitlar aslinda. Ciinkii, bir seyin esit pay edildiginin en bityitk kaniu, herkesin kendi
payindan memnun olmasidir.”

Insanlar arasinda dolayli bir bigimde egitlik yaratan bu giigleri Hobbes “erk”
(power) kavram altinda toplar. Hobbes, erki Leviathan'da s6yle tammlayip aynnulandinir:
“Bir insanin kudreti (...) ya dogal ya da aragsaldsr (...) Dogal kudret, bedenin veya zihnin
melekelerinin iistiinligiidiir: olaganiistii giig, bigim, sagduyu, maharet, hitabet, comertlik,
soyluluk gibi. Aragsal kudretler ise, bunlar yoluyla veya talih sayesinde elde edilir ve mal
miilk, sohret, arkadas ve Tanr’'min gizli islerinden daha fazla elde edilmesine yarayan yol
ve yontemlerdir.”? Erk, bir anlamda insanlar arasindaki gaugmay: yaratan isteklerde zemin
bulur. Ayrica, bu istekler, insan éliinceye dek son bulmayacakur. Dolayisiyla da doga
durumunda ¢ikar causmalar ve kendi bencil isteklerinden 6tiirii birer tehlike unsuru
olan “diger’leri her zaman mevcut bulunacakur. Ote yandan, herkesin kendi isteklerini
gergeklestirme yolunda eylemde bulunmasi, onun en dogal hakkidur. “Yazarlarin genellikle

jus naturale dedikleri DOGAL HAK, kendi dogasini, yani kendi hayatini korumak igin

22 Thomas Hobbes, a.g.e., s. 93.
23 Thomas Hobbes, a.g.e., s. 68.
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kendi giiciinii diledigi gibi kullanmak ve, kendi muhakemesi ve akl1 ile, bu amaca ulagmaya
yonelik en uygun y6ntem olarak kabul ettigi her seyi yapmak 6zgjirliigiidiir. " Bir seye sahip
olma konusunda hak bakimindan kimse kimseden tistiin degildir. Herkes bir seyi elde etme
konusunda egit hakka sahiptir. Ama o geyin kimin olacag1 causmanin sonucunda belli olur.
Bu bakimdan da insan, her tirlii araci kullanabilir. Herhangj bir kuraln baglayiciligina
tabi degildir. Ciinkii yasa, adalet ya da benzeri kurallar biitiinii ancak ve ancak doga
durumundan kurtulundugu takdirde s6z konusudur. Ayrica, herhangi bir seyi elde eden
kimse agisindan da bu durum nihai degildir. Bir zaman sonra o elde etigi seyi, gaugmaya
girdigi bir baskasina pekila kaybedebilir. Mehmet Ali Agaogullar dogal hakkin mutlak
bir nitelik tagidiginy, ancak keyfi olmadigin belirtir. ... insan, dogal hakkin kendisine
tanidigs her seyi yapabilme ve (bagkalarinin bedenlerini kapsayacak denli) her sey iizerinde
hak iddia etme olanaginy, salt kendini korumak amaciyla ve aklinin yargisina bagvurarak
kullarur. Demek ki, dogal hak, herkese bagkalarin 6ldiirmeyi bile bir hak olarak tanimasina
karsin, yine de aklin, daha dogrusu akil yiiriitmenin bir tiriiniidiir.”” Haurlanacay gibi,
akil yiiriitme insanlarin, kendi isteklerine ulasma dogrultusunda yapuklar hesaplarda
s6z konusu oluyordu. [steklere, arzulara, amaglara ulagmada en iyi yolu saptayabilme akil
yiiriitme ile olas: bir geydi.

Hobbes doga durumunda, erk sahibi olmaamaciyla yiiriitiilen gausmalar: baglica
iic nedene balar: “Birincisi, rekabet; ikincisi, giivensizlik; iiciinciisii de, san ve seref.”™ Bu
nedenler bir anlamda erki olusturan nedenlerdir; onun altbagliklaridir. Erk edinme ¢abasi,
yalnizca bugfin igin istenilir bir yasanu siirdiirme amaciyla gergeklestirilmez; aymi zamanda
bu yasanu bigimini ve istekleri gelecek agisindan da garanti aluna almayt hedefler. Zaten
amaglanan da kendi erki iizerinde herhangi bir erkin olmamasi durumudur. Bu bakimdan
bitimsiz ve kendini tekrar eden bir siire¢ soz konusudur ashnda.

Doga durumunda siirekli bir savas hali bulundugundan ve her zaman giiglii
olan hakh oldugundan topluma iligkin yerlesik unsurlardan bahsedilemez. Ciinkii her
seyden 6nce toplum denilen yap: yokwur. Toplum, ayni zamanda siyasalligin da ortaya
¢kugr zemindir. Zaten toplumun, dolayisiyla da bir siyasal iktidarin bulunmayis doga
durumunun da siiriip gitmesine yol agmakradur. Boylelikle de yasamdan herhangi bir seyin
miilkiyetine kadar higbir seyin bir garantisi bulunmamakradir.

Birbirlerinden bagimsiz ve ayn: dogal hakka sahip doga durumundaki insanlarin
¢ausmalarinin son bulmast, bir sozlesme kapsaminda ellerindeki erki kendileri diginda ve
tistiinde yer alan bir erke devretmeleriyle miimkiin goriinmekredir Hobbes'a Ciinkil insan,
akl araciligiyla iginde bulundugu qtkmazin farkina vanr. Doga durumunda higbir zaman
tam ve siirekli bir huzuru bulamayacaginin bilincindedir. Her tiirden olumlu durum, gegici
bir nitelik tair, doga durumunda. Bu yiizden de insan, iginde bulundugu dogalligs agip
barist garanti edecek yapay bir unsur inga eder: devlet.

24 Thomas Hobbes, a.g.e., s. 96
25 Mehmet Ali Agaogullari/Levent Koker, ag.e., s. 180.
26 Thomas Hobbes, a.g.e., s. 94.
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Insanlan, bir sozlesme ercevesinde toplum kurmaya iten bazi nedenler siralanabiliyor
olsa da esasta yer alan neden, olim korkusudur. Herkesin, gikan pesinde kogtugu bir
ortamda kimsenin yagam garantisi olamaz. Her an bir bagkasinin qikariyla augilabilir ve
bunun sonucunda da ongoriilemez durumlarla karst kargtya kalinabilir. Korku, toplum
kurmaya gotiiren neden olarak akil yiiriitmeyi de tetikleyen unsurdur. Ciinkii insan ne
ile karglasacagini bilemedigi ortamdan kurtulmak amaciyla rasyonel bir karara varir; ki
bu karar, herkesin esit olgiide ¢ikarinadir. Sonugta, 6liimle yiiz yiize gelmek kimsenin
istemedigi bir durumdur. Bu bakimdan da “Konugmayla ve gelecegi diisiinmeyle rasyonel
hesap yapan insanlar, giivenliklerini tam olarak ancak barig ortaminda salayabilecekleri
kanisina ulagirlar™ Bununla birlikte, toplum denilen yap: yapay bir 6zellige sahiptir;
dogadabulunmaz ve kurgulanisinda bizzat insanlarin etkin olmas: s6z konusudur. Nitekim,
toplumsal yapi inga edilirken yagami garanti aluna alacak her tiirlii karar ya da kural insanin
akil yiiriitmesi sonucunda ortaya konan doga yasalariyla ifadesini bulur.

Doga durumunda, istekleri pesinde kogan ve yagamlarini giivence altina almaya
¢alisan insanlar arasindaki ¢atsma ortami, Hobbes'a gore, ancak bir sozlesmeyle ortadan
kaldinlabilir. Sozlesme, herkesin, sahip oldugu erki, diisiiniip karar vererek daha iist bir
unsura, devlete, Leviathan'a devretmesiyle gerceklesir. Tek tek herkesi tehditeden “digerinin
erki” bir bakima bundan byle bir bagka iist-yapinin elinde bulunacakur. Boylelikle de her
insan kendi yagamini giivence altina alabilmis olacakur. Bir anlamda ortak kayg olan 6liim
korkusu, toplumun her bireyinde ayn refleksi dogurmugtur. Ayrica, bu siiregle birlikte
siyasal iktidar gorillmeye baglanur.

Hobbes'un, istekleri pesinde kosan ve bu istekleri doyurmak ugruna giig
kullanmakea herhangi bir sakinca gormedigi doga durumundan ¢ikmadiksa da toplumu
inga edemeyen insanini Hegel fenomenolojik siirecin bir ugrag olarak ele alir. Ozbilincin
ortaya cikisinda temel rol iistlenen istek Hobbes'ta toplum 6ncesi karmasanin temel
nedeni olarak goriiliir. Istegin ele alinigt baglaminda Hobbes'la Hegel arasinda hem baz
paralellikler hem de bazi farkliiklar belirlemek miimkiindiir. Hobbes, istegi genelde
arzunun konusu olan geylere y6nelik sayar. Bunun ardindan gelen, bagkalarinin egemenlik
aluna alinmasi gibi eylemler hep bu istek dogrultusunda elde edilenlerin korunabilmesi
amactyladir. Ancak Hegel, istegi, Hobbes'unkini asan, gokboyutlu bir agiklamaya tabi
tutar. Bu baglamda istegin nasil d6niigiime ugradigina, daha dogrusu, yalnizca hayvansal
diyebilecegimiz seylerle sinith olmadigina isaret eder. Hegel icin bunun 6nemi, hayvansal
isteklerle sinurl: kalacak bir bilincin, kendinin bilincine varamayacak olmasinda yatar. Insan
yalnizca yasamsal gereksinimlerini doyuracak isteklerin pesinde kogmaz, ayni zamanda
istegin bizzat kendisini de ister. Bir bagka deyisle, taninma istegidir bu. Nitekim baska
isteklerin istenmesi zbilinci doguracak asil ugrakur.

Istegin Hobbes tarafindan ele alinmamigbu yonii Hegelle arasindabelirlenebilecek
bir bagka farklilia da zemin tegkil eder. Hobbes, siirekli isteklerin doyurulmas: yoniinde
eylemde bulunulan doga durumunu herkes igin mutlak giivenli bir ortamin bulunmadig

27 Mehmet Ali Agaogullan/Levent Koker, a.g.e., s. 189.
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durum diye tasvir eder. Boyle bir ortamda herkes herkesin kurdu olacak, istekleri yoniinde
giristigi her eylemi hakh gorecek ve gosterecektir. Hobbes'a gore, insan doga durumunda
her daim varligini hissertiren 6liim korkusu ve giivensizlik kargisinda, aklinin da igaret erigi
iizere bir sozlesme yapip toplum durumuna gegecekeir. Boylelikle de 6nceki kaotik ortam
ailmus olunacakur. OysaHegel'de, 6liim korkusuya da 6liimii goze alarak eylemde bulunma
temel istekler baglaminda gergeklegen gelismeler degildir. Oliimciil sonuglara yol agacak
olan miicadele Hegel fenomenolojisinde taninma isteginin dayaulmastyla ortaya gikacakaur.
Efendi kendi bilincinin taminmasini istedigi anda dogayi/nesneyi ve koleyi yadstyacak,
bu ugurda da 6liimii bile g6ze alacakur. Ayrica, bu siirecin sonu bir sozlesmeyle karara
baglanmayacakur. Hegel igin burada da nesneyle olan iliski belirleyicidir. Nesneyle siirekli
etkilesim halinde olan kole dzbilince dogru ilerleyecekken efendi, bulundugu konumda
gitgide bir yetersizlik duygusuna savrulacakur. Tarihin sonunun gelecegi, Hobbes'a bir
gonderme yapilacak olursa, devletin huzur ve giiven verici ortamina kavugulacagi durum
ancak bu kirilma yasandiktan sonra miimkiin olacakur.

Yukaridaki belirlemelerin de gosterdig iizere yalnizca istege odaklanildigs takdirde
Hegel'in daha kapsayci bir agiklama getirdigi soylenebilir. Ciinkii o, her biling durumunu
oldugu gibi, 6zbilincin agiga tkmasinda rol oynayan istegi de siirecin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirmigtir. Ustelik, Hobbes doga durumunu bir énkabulle, iizerinde ok fazla
durmaksizin temellendirirken Hegel, istegin ozbilincin agiga ¢tkmasindaki roliinii adim
adim gostermigtir. Bilincin, varolu kogulu olarak her zaman bir muhatabi gerektirdigi
gergegi Hegel'in hicbir zaman elden birakmadigi dayanak nokrasidir. Nesneyle olan
iliski temelinde bir agiklamaya yer vermeden bir belirlemede bulunmak siireci gerekrigi
gibi agiklayamamakla eganlamlidir onun igin. Bu yiizden Hegel'de nesne ya da diger bir
ifadeyle ‘baska yoksa, doniisen bir bilingten s6z etmenin olanag: da zaten olmayacakur.
Bu bakimdan, yasam ve bilincin ig igeliginden, karsilikliligindan bagka bir énkabule yer
vermek bilinci ve onun digavurumlanini agiklayacak bir zeminden de yoksun kalmak
anlamin: tagtyacakaur.
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Beliri Olumsuzlama

Ar. nafi muayyan - Ing. determinate negation
- Fr. négation déterminée — Rus. opredelennoe
otricanie — Isp. negacién determinada - Cince

guiding de fouding, MENEE.

Herbert  MARCUSE'nin  gosterdigi
gibi, MARX “baska, baskici olmayan
bir topluma” gegisi “kapitalizmin belirli
olumsuzlamass” olarak diisiiniir (bkz. 1989,
356-7). “Onun kapitalizmin nasil olumlu
olarak olumsuzlanabilecegine iliskin 6zgiin
sorusu, saklanip-korunmak istenen ile
astlmak istenen arasindaki ayrimi kapsar”
(KRUGER 1990, 202). Bununla isaret
edilen diyalektik sorun, elestirel kuram
ve doniigtiiriici praksis anlayigi, yontemi
ve temel tutumu idzerine tarugmalara yol
agmaktadir. Burada bir seyin belirlenimde
o seyin bagka bir sey olarak ifade edilisine
dair —sagduyu icin paradoks gibi goriinen—
bilgi cikis noktasini olugturur.

1. Her ne kadar SPINOZA belirli
olumsuzlama terimini tanimasa da bu terim
konu baglam: agisindan diigiincesinde
yer alr. Hakikat yanls olanin belirli
olumsuzlamasidur: est enim verum index sui
et falsi (Epistolae, No. 76, O III, 233). Bu
onun, her olumlu belirlemenin (tanimin
ya da belirlenimin de) sinirlamalara -
yani olumsuz belirlemelere~ sinir gizme
olduguna dair anlayiginin bilgi kuramsal
uygulaniidir: determinatio negatio est (a.
¥ No. 50). - HEGEL bu ciimleye (omnis
determinatio est negatio olarak depistirdig|,
dahasonragenellikle SPINOZA'yaatfedilen
bu ciimleye, or. kars. TEUNISSEN
1978, 156) “sonsuz onem” verir ve onu
soyle yorumlar: “Belirlilik olumlu olarak
koyulmug Olumsuzlamadir” (Hegel 2008,
84). TEUNISSEN'in spritiialize ederek
soyledigi gibi, Hegel olumsuzlamay:

“saf siiregsellik, yani hicbir dayanaga
gereksinimi olmayan, bilakis siirece dair
gliciinii kendisinden alan bir icra” (1978,
173) olarak devingenlestirir.

HEGEL, Manuk Bilimi'nin 6ns6ziinde,
“nesnenin  kendi devinimi” olmasindan
otiri  “felsefi bilimin biricik gercek
yontemi olabilecek” (kars. Hegel 2008,
37 ve devami) seyi irdelerken, belirli
olumsuzlama terimini ortaya atar. O
once “bu yontemin 6rnegi olarak™ Tinin
Gariingiibilimi'ne gonderme yapar. “Bunlar,
her biri kendini gerceklestiritken aym
zamanda kendisini ortadan kaldiran [...]
ve boylelikle daha yiiksek bir bigime gecen
biling formlandir” (kars. 37). Hegel'in
anahtar bilgi, yani “bilimsel ilerlemeyi
basarabilmek icin gereken tek sey”, olarak
agikladig1 sey “manuiksal ilkenin bilgisidir:
Olumsuz olan o denli de olumludur
ya da kendi ile gelisen kendini higlige,
soyut yokluga degil, ama ozsel olarak
yalnizca tikel igeriginin olumsuzlanmasina
gozer, ya da boyle bir olumsuzlama tiim
olumsuzlama degil, ama kendini ¢6zen
belirli olgunun olumsuzlamas, boylelikle
belirli olumsuzlamadir, 6yleyse sonug
ondan sonuglandigin 6zsel olarak kapsar”
(a. .). Yalnizca “sonucun, olumsuzlamanin,
belirli olumsuzlama oldugu igin, bir sgersgi
vardir. Olumsuzlama yeni bir Kavram, ama
oncekinden daha yiiksek, daha varsil bir
Kavramdir; ¢iinkii onun olumsuzlanmas
ya da karsiu yoluyla daha varsil olmugtur,
Oyleyse onu, ama ondan da gogunu kapsar,
kendisinin ve kargiumin birligidir” (38).
Boylece belirli olumsuzlama gergi bir
yontemdir, ama “nesnesinden veigeriginden
aynt bir sey olmayan [bir yontemdir] -
¢linkii onu ileriye devindiren sey igerigin
igselligi, kendisinde tagdsgy Diyalektiktir”

(A. y.). Belirli olumsuzlama kategoriler
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dizisini ve manugin yapisii boyle yonetir.
“Varlik”tan “kavram™a gegig olarak “6z” bu
bigimde kendini “belirli bir olumsuzlama”
(298) olarak varlikla iligkilendirir.

Hegel islemsel kavram olarak belirli
olumsuzlamayi, (salt) warligm karsin
olarak yoklugu, birseyin [Etwas] karsin
olarak yokluktan ayirt ederken gelistirir.
Sonuncusu “belirli bir yokluktur”, yani
“soyut, dolaysiz olumsuzlamayr [...],
baginusiz  degillemeyi” (61) imlemez.
Boylelikle 6rnegin sogukluk ve karanhk
“belirli olumsuzlama®y: temsil ederler.
“Bunlarin genel olarak Yokluk degil, ama
aydinlgin , sicakhgin vb., belirli birgeyin,
belirli bir igerigin Yoklugu olmalar: gerekir;
boylece belirli, eger deyim yerindeyse,
igerikli Yokluklardir” (76). Insan sagduyusu
niteligin dolaysiz verili oldugunu zanneder,
¢linkii “var olma tizerine vurgu ile Nitelik
olarak Olgusallskta onun belirlilik ve dyleyse
Olumsuzlama da kapsadigi gizlenir”, o
“olumlu birsey olarak gecerli sayir” (83).
Oyle ve boyle olan gey boyledir ve baska
bir sey degildir. Buna gore birsey (Etwas]
kendisini ayirt ettigi belirli bir digeri ile
birlikte distiniilmeksizin belirligi iginde
diigiiniilemez; o ancak ayirt edilis yoluyla
belirli bir sey olarak kendisini gosterir. Bagka
olan, kendi belirligini yitirmeksizin belirli
bir varolanin, “aynizamanda Olumsuzlama
olarak koyuldugunda, Sinirsdir. Buna gére
Bagkalik onun disinda ve ona ilgisiz olan
bir sey degil, tersine onun kendi kipisidir
[momentidir]” (Hegel 2006, §92).

2. MARX'n  Hegel-elestirisi ~ belirli
olumsuzlama diiglincesini tinin
kurgusal romanindan kurtarir:  Belirli
olumsuzlamanin daha ‘yiiksek’ bir bigime
gesis olmasinin aruk bir garantisi yoktur,
bu gegis kuram ve praksisin hata barindiran,
bagarisizlik riski tagtyan bir olgusu haline

gelir. Ama bu diinyevilestirmeyle, belirli
olumsuzlama pratik-kuramsal bir anlam
kazair. SPINOZA'min  her  belirliligin
olumsuzlama ierdigine dairciimlesi MARX
tarafindan sadece belirgin bir bigimde kabul
gormekle kalmaz (kars. Marx Grundrisse,
131), kurgusal olmayan kuram anlays
temelinde uygulanir da. Miilk edinme ve
yabancilagma elegtirisi baglaminda ya da
“bicimi ve iglevi bir¢ok insanin miilkiyetten
yoksun birakilmasina dayanan, birilerinin
miilkiyeti olarak” (Haug 1972, 175)
sermayenin belirlemesinde oldugu gibi.
Nassau W. SENIOR “iretim araci olarak
gordiigli sermaye sozciigiini, kaginma
sozciigiiyle” (1836, 309) degistirdiginde,
Marx sadece bayag; iktisadin “bir ekonomi
kategoriyi lafazanlikla” ikame etmesine
isaret etmekle kalmiyor, aym zamanda
Kapitalin 2. baskisimin dipnotuna sunu
ekliyordu: “Insanin her hareketi bunun
kargiu bakimindan bir ‘kaginma’ olarak
gorilebilir. ~ Yemek orug  tutmaktan
kaginmakur,  yiirimek  durmaktan
kaginmakur, ¢alismak bos durmaktan
kaginmaker, bos durmak galigmaktan
kaginmakur, vb. Bu beyler, Spinoza'nin su
sozii hakkinda bir diigiinseler iyi ederlerdi:
Determinatio  est  negatio  (siurlama/
belirleme olumsuzlamadir)” (Marx 2011,
577). Ekonomi Politigin Elestirisi “bir yanda
sermayenin kendisine doniistiigii toplumsal
glig ve ote yanda bireysel kapitalistlerin bu
toplumsal kogullar iizerindeki ozel kisisel
glgleri arasindaki ¢eliski” (Marx 1990,
233) baglaminda kendisini yapilandirir.
Ancak boylesi olumsuzlamalarla “bugiin
vazgecilmez ama ashinda gereksiz olan
sayisiz iglevin” (Marx 2011, 505), bedeli
ornegin faux frais [ek harcamalar] olarak
ortaya gikar. Marx kapitalist iktisatgilarda,
“onlarin kapitalist iiretim gergevesine bagl
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kalarak, toplumsallagan isin ortaya ¢tkug:
gatsgkils bigimin ki bu toplumsallasma
bu bi¢imin kendisi kadar zorunludur- bu
¢auskidan muaf oldugunu” (Marx 1968,
255) agiklamalarini elegtirir. Onlardan farkl
bir bigimde Marx belirli olumsuzlamay:
sanayi toplumundaki alismanin antagonist
islevsellestirilmesinin olumsuzlamasi olarak
kullanr - bu galigmayr genellegtirerek,
yani onun kapitalist sinurlarini agarak. Bu
yizden Marx, “her ne kadar yabancilagmig
bir bi¢imde olsa da toplumsallasan
dretimin” (Marx 1968, 309) yeni bir
toplumun, eski toplumun bagrindaki,
temel bir unsuru olduguna inamr - yani
6zel miilkiyetin siurlari igindeki tiretimin
toplumsallagmasinda “iiretim  iligkilerinin
haldeki [mevcut] yapisinin agilmastna isaret
eden, boylece gelecegin ipuglarimi veren,
bir olusum siirecini gosteren noktalar1 da
ortaya ¢ikaracakur” (Marx  Grundrisse,
424). “Eski toplumu devirecek giigler”
Marx'a gére “dolayisiyla da ayni zamanda
yeni bir [toplumun] kurucu unsurlaridir”
(Marx 2011, 478).

Dolayisiyla kapitalist ekonominin elegtirisi
dayanak aldir aynmlar, elestirilen
nesnenin kendisinde bulur. Marx uyguladig
diyalektige sunu atfeder: Diyalektik “var
olanin olumlu kavraniginda ayni zamanda
onun olumsuzlamasim da [...] igerir”
(Karg. Marx 2011, 29). O olumsuz olani
sermaye olumlanmasinda bulur - rekabet
ve kriz egilimi olarak. “Her bir kapitalist,
birgok kapitalistin bagini yer” (729).
Sermaye de “kendisine genel bir sinirlama
getiri:  Kendini evetlemesi kendisinin
degillemesine gotiriir. (...) Sinirlama
belirlenime iligkin bir sozcik olarak
anlagilabilir (Haug 1972, 176 ve devamu).
Belirli olumsuzlamanin yapisi  Ekonomi
Politigin - Elestirisinin  birgok kavramina

damgasini vurur: “Ozel meta iiretimine
iliskin kavramlari temellendiren toplumsal
tiretim perspektifi bu kavramlarin yapisinda
kendini gosterir. Bunlar olumsuz olarak
belirlenmiglerdir” (159).

2.1 Belirli olumsuzlama bakis agisindan,
kapitalist iiretim tarzinin —onun tarihsel-
gesissel dogasindan  dolayr gerekliligini
vurgulamakla birlikte~ bir tiir elegtirisi
ortaya ¢ikar. Belirli olumsuzlama olarak
Ekonomi  Politigin  Elegtirisi  “kapitalist
dénemin kazamimlarinin temeli” (kars.
Marx 2011, 729) iizerinde yiikselir. O, bu
kazamimdaki kargit olani reddettiginde,
“olumsuzlamanin  olumsuzlanmasi” (a.
y.) olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Kapitalizmin
¢augik bicimde gelistirdigi geyde 1srar
edip, onu ¢augkilarimin simirlamalarindan
kurtarmakla, kapitalist iretim tarziyla
birlikte onun kazanimlarini bir yana iten
bir degillemeye karsit olarak, Marxg
elestiri  belirli olumsuzlamadir. Marx
oncesi bazi sosyalist yazarlar boylesi bir
degillemeyi yapiyorlardi. “Onlar burada
~baska bir ugtan da olsa- bu gelismenin
gatsgtk  bigimini onun kendi icerigiyle
karigurarak  [burjuva) iktisatgilarin  dar
kafaliligini  paylasmaktadirlar. Bunlardan
birisi caugikhg: kazanimlardan dolay
ebedilegtirir; digerleri ise bu ¢augkidan
kurtulmak igin, bu antagonist bigimde
ortaya ¢ikan biitiin kazanimlari kurban
etmeye kararhdir” (Marx 1968, c. 3,
257). Dolayisiyla, sonuncular “gileci”
(a. y) olarak ortaya cikarlar. - Belirli
olumsuzlama program ve fiilen uygulanan
elegtiri birbirinden ayn: diigebilir; Kapitalin
birinci cildinin sanayi emegi bélimiinde
Marx elestiriyi kismen oyle bir bigimde
kullanir ki zanaat emegi bakis agisindan
sanayi emegini olumsuzladif gibisinden
bir goriiniim ortaya gikar ve bu da sanayi
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sosyolojisinin sefalet teorisi soyleminde
onun degerden diigiiriilmesine yol agar
(kars. PAQ 1987, 11 ve devamy; Frigga
HAUG, 110 ve devamu).

Belirli  olumsuzlama olarak  Ekonomi
Politigin Elestirisi, hakim tikelin hikimiyet
alunda bulunan temel olandan, tabir
yerindeyse, toplum yasamimin toziinden
ve 6znesinden yalimanin teorik ve pratik
¢abasi demektir. Maddi tedarik ve bigimsel
tedarik tarzi arasindaki analitik aynm da
buna dahildir ve MARX bu aynm igin
bigim-belirliligi kavramini ve bigim analizi
yontemini  geligtirmistir:  “Sermaye ve
onun kendini genisletmesidir ki iiretimin
hem ¢ikis ve hem de sonug noktasi, hem
itici glicli, hem amaci olarak goriiniir;
tiretim yalniz sermaye igin iretimdir ve
bunun tersi dogru degildir; yani iiretim
araglary, sitf, treticiler roplumunun yagama
siirecinde, devamli bir gelismenin araglar
degillerdic” (Marx 1990, 221). Ekonomi
Politigin Elestirisi burada ayni zamanda
ickin bir elestiridir, zira kapitalizmin
temsilcileri belirli olumsuzlamay: ideolojik
bir bigimde taklit ederek onu [kapitalizmi]
“refah devleti” olan bir “tiiketim toplumu”
olarak ifade ederler. Boylesi adlandirmalar,
6diin verilerek ortaya gtkan dengeyi hikim
ve hakimiyeti de hizmet olarak sunarak i¢
yapiyt illiizyon iinde tersine gevirir.

Belicli olumsuzlama olarak  Ekonomi
Politigin Elestirisi kendisinehep “genel olan:
ya da genellesmeyi tagtyabilecek seyin bakig
agisin” temel alr. “Genellegtirilmesini
ozellikle direten gey ¢aismadr, ¢iinkii bu
genellegtirilmeyle ¢aligma siiresi kisaltlir ve
¢atigkili bigiminden kurtarilir” (Haug 1972,
183 ve devamu). “Is giiniiniin kisalt:masinin
bu yondeki mutlak simri, ¢aligmanin
genelligidir” (Marx 2011, 505). Bagkalarin:
kendisi igin galistirma genellestirilemez,
dolayisiyla 0 genellegtirmeyle

olumsuzlanr. MARX'in VERGILIUSun
Epigramlarindan alinuladig (Marx 1968,
c. 1, 197) ve “calistyorsunuz, ama kendiniz
igin degil” olarak gevrilebilecek VOS,
NON VOBIS'teki NON 6zel gikarlarin
hakimiyetine igaret eder.

2.2 Tartyyma. — Bu yorum ozellikle
Michael WOLF tarafindan elegtiriye tabi
tutuldu. O MARX'in Ekonomi Politigin
Elegirisi'nde ~ “yontemsel arag  olarak
‘belirli olumsuzlamayr’ siirekli bir bigimde
kullandigina” (1974, 100) dair goriise
itiraz eder. Lakin bir celiski icine diiger:
Bir yandan Man'in, “sayesinde ‘nesnel
iligkilerin yapisint belirlemesini sagladig1”,
sermaye perspektifini onun “bagat bakis
agis” olarak ilan eder; diger yandan
“Marx mistiklegtirilen sermaye ilikilerini
(...) is ve (...) sosyalizm karsitliklarindan
desifre ettigini”, ama buna “oldukga seyrek
degindigini”, “clinkii bunlarin kapitalist
ekonomi siirecinin yapisini belirlemedigini”
(99) ileri sirer. Ama Ekonomi Politigin
Elestirisi’nin betimlenmesi, “mistiklestirilen
sermaye iligkilerinin desifre edilmesinden”
baska bir sey midir? Marx Ekonomi Politigin
Elestirisinde tam da kapitalist iligkilerin bir
tiir betimlemesini —ki bu betimlemeyle
elestiri aymi seydir- amaglamiyor mu? O
halde elegtiri digsal olamaz, o bu olumlu
olanin organize eden olumsuzudur. Marx
olus halindeki bir genelin perspektifinden
hareket eder. Bu agidan, bu ‘sosyalist’
perspektif emek/calisma  perspektifiyle
ortigi, WOLF  sunu diyebili:  “O
[sosyalist perspektif] kolaylkla olumlu
olarak belirlenemez, giinkii o alternatif bir
sistemin, baglam dncelenen  fragmanlar
halindeki niivelere dayanir” (A. y.).
“Sosyalizme iliskin auflarin  kipi hep
aynidir. Gergeklestirilen her bir analizin

olanakli kildig1 6lgiide kapitalizmdeki
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toplumsal iliskilere deginilir, sonrasinda
tiretimin kapitalist tarz1 araciigryla tiime
varilan  siirlamalar ve  Gzellikler yok
oldugu digiinilir ve toplumsallagma
egilimlerinden yola gikilarak sosyalist ya
da komiinist bir toplumun olasi yapilarina
kisa bir bakig atlir” (99 ve devami). — Bu
‘sinirlamalarin  yok oldugun diigiinme’
ortaya bazt problemler ¢ikarmakrtadir.
Nihayetinde burada s6z konusu olan gey
sinif karsithklarinin - agilmasidir ve bu
da, bu perspektifi bir simf perspektifiyle
baglanulandirir igine sokar ([eger] “boyle
bir elestiri, bir sinft temsil edecekse”, kars.
Marx 2011, 29).

Aslinda MARX'in anladig1 anlamda deger
ve deger biimi, iriinlere bu bigime veren
tiretim  iligkilerinin analizi yapilmaksizin
kavranamaz. Ote yandan bu iliskiler de
ancak toplum iliskileri olarak disiiniilebilir,
bu da onlarin -KANT 1n (burjuva) insanini
ele aldig gibi- ‘toplumsallagmamug-
toplumsal’ iliskiler olarak tezahiirlerini
igerir. Ayni sekilde bu da, —kendisini siirekli
bir bigimde toplumsal-olmayighkligin

toplumsallasmaya  zorlayarak  olumlu
yapmast  gereken-  bu iligkilerdeki
toplumsal-olmayan (6zeli) onun

hikimiyetine ragmen olumsuz olan olarak
ele alinmasini igerir. Nasil ki olumsuzlama
6zel miilkiyet bigiminde bu toplumsallik
icinde yer aliyorsa, ayni gekilde bu
olumsuzlamanin olumsuzlamasi da onun
teorik betimlemesi icinde yer alir, yani
‘agkin’ bir sosyalist perspektif bigiminin
iginde degil. O halde WOLF'iin kabuliiniin
aksine, burada s6z konusu olan gey, “tek tek
vechelerin siirekli bir bicimde yansitilarak
bir sisteme baglandig), daha sonra da
kapitalist iliskilere ve onlarin analizine geri
yansiuldigy bir sosyalizm perspektifi” (100)
degildir.

“Ekonomi Politigin Elegtirisi, ozel olamin
hakimiyetine karst bu igli temelde,
emekte, onun maddi iretim giiglerinde ve
dolaysiz toplumsal karakeerlerinde, 1srar
etmenin diginda bir sey yapmaz”, bigiminde
MARX’ta “sosyalist perspektifin belirli
olumsuzlama olarak”  temellendirildigi
tezine karst WOLF itirazda bulunur:
“Belirli olumsuzlama kendisinden hareketle
olumlanabilir belirlilikleri gostermek ister”;
“buna karsin, her ne kadar Marx Hegelci
sozvarligint kullansa da o kendine ‘belirli
olumsuzlamay’ dayanak olarak almaz,
daha qok ‘gergek hareketi' dayanak alir”
(1974, 100). Son andig tarusilacak bir
sey degildir. Ama soru: Marx'in ‘gergek
hareketi’ nas:/ diisiindiigii ve elestirisinin
nasil  kavranmast  gerekrigidir.  Belirli
olumsuzlama, “kendilerini ard arda
olumsuzlayan olumsuzlamalarin diyalektik
siireglerinin gelisimini ve amacini bildigini
| garantisi alunda oldugunu® (a. y.)
diigiinen bir tarih felsefesine mi baghdir?
Bu, Man<'in “kapitalist birikimin tarihsel
egilimi’ni (karz. Marx 2011, 731 ve
devami) hedef almaktadir. WOLF burada
“nesnelci bir tarih anlayig” goriir. O “belirli
olumsuzlama'yr (...) kapitalist sistemden
sosyalist sistem gegisin tek-gizgisel bir
perspektifinin mekanizmas: olarak” anlar ve
s0yle der: ““Tarihsel hareket’ (...) tedrici bir
bicimde alternatiflere bakigin 6niinii agar”
(1974, 100). Lakin burada elestiri etkinligi
ve etkinligin elestirisi unutulur ve Gte
yandan bakistan bakisa 6nii agan “tarihsel
hareket” ‘nesnelci’ bir diisiincedir. Belirli
olumsuzlama tam da pratik 6znelligin
6zgiil bir tiirii olarak anlagilabilir.

3. LENIN, Hegel'in “Mantsk Bilimi nin
Ozetinde belirli olumsuzlama kavramini
gozden kaginr (kars. Lenin1976, 79
ve 88). - Hegelin Mantsk'in1 alinular
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baglaminda neredeyse ciimle ciimle
yorumlayan THEUNISSEN de sagiruct
bir gekilde bu kavramin etrafindan
dolanan bir okuma gergeklestirir (kars.
1978, 157, orada bu kavrama olduk¢a

yakindir ve Hegel'in  olumsuzlamay
formiile ettigi, “olumsuzlama belsrliliktir”
ifadesini  alinular); ama onun ilgisi

“olumsuzlamanin  olumsuzlamasi” figiirii
tarafindan sogurulur. WOLF degillemeden
ayurt ettigi (174) Hegel'in “olumsuzlama”
anlayisini, Hegel'in sadece olumsuzlamay:
etkinlik olarak degil, biitiiniiyle etkinligi
olumsuzlama olarak kavrayigina baglar:
“Hegel daha bagstan itibaren etkinligin
oncelikle ayrrma  ve  bilme  oldugu
diigiincesindeydi” (175). Bu goriisiine
dayanak olarak da Tinin Géringiibilimi nin
onsoziindeki bir pasaja igaret eder:
“Disiincenin enerjisi olan, olumsuzun
muazzam giiciine”, bunun oncesinde su
ciimle vardir: “Ayirma etkinligi Anlagm
kuvveti ve isidir.” (kars. Hegel 2004, 39)

MARCUSE Hegel-kitabinda, kapitalizmin
teori ve pratik olarak aglmasina dair
Marin anlayigini ele almak igin, bu
kavrama yer verir; Marcuse'nin amaci bu
anlaywgin krizini gostermektir. Marx sif
tretim araglarinin  oniiniin  agilmasint
hedeflemez, aym zamanda “insanin
kendisinin 6zgiirlesmesini [...]: onun kendi
emeginin araglarina  koleliginin ortadan
kaldinlmas: ve boylelikle yiiriirlikeeki
tim degerlerin tam  bir yeniden-
degerlendirilmeleri” Marcuse igin: “Salt
bu ‘daha ok’ nicelii nitelige déniistiirecek
ve degisik, baskict olmayan bir toplum
kuracak — anamalciligin [kapitalizmin]
belirli olumsuzlanmasi” (Marcuse 1989,
356-7). Marcuse’ye gore bu anlayss
proletaryanin “anamalci toplumun saluk
olumsuzlanmas” (357) oldugu kabuliine

dayanr. Bu kabul “6zgiirliigiin nkogullar:
ve gergeklesmesi arasindaki tarihsel iligkiye”
dayamir. Kurtulug 6zgiirliigii - gerekeirir:
“Egemenlik ve baskinin gereksinim ve
¢ikarlarindan Gzgiir bireyleri tarafindan”.
Eger Gegiir degillerse, bu gikar [ilikileri]
yeni topluma “aktarilacakur” (a. y.). Iste
tam da bu 6nkogulun kapitalizmin Marx
sonrast  geligmeleriyle sorgulamr hale
geldigini  diigiiniir Marcuse:  “Devrim
oncesi ve devrim sonrasi proletarya
arasindaki iligkilerin belirleyici 6nemi
ancak Manin  oliimiinden  sonra,
ozgiir [rekabetgi] anamalciligin orgiitli
anamalciliga d6niigiimiinde belgitlenmigtir.
Bu doniisimdii ki Marxizmi Leninizme
doniigtiiriiyor ve Sovyet Toplumunun
yazgisim belirliyordu - yeni bir baskici

tiretkenlik dizgesi alunda ilerleyisini.” (A.
y.) BARAN ve SWEEZY'nin Keynescilik

araciglyla  —"Aruk  deger  emilmesi”
(Surplusabsorption] teknikleriyle—
miimkiin hale gelen kriz yonetimi

teorisiyle paralellik icinde, Marcuse “geg
igleyimsel [endiistriyel] uygarliga kendi
olumsuzlugunu sogurma yetenegi vermis
(...) birincil etmenlerin” birkaginin ana
hatlarint ~ gizer:  “Yonetimde ilerleme”
bireyleri  “toplumlarimin  biitiinlenmis
nesnelerine  déniistiirmektedir.  Bilincin
gelisimi diglanmuslarin tehlikeli ayricaliklan
olmakeadir” (358). Buna ek olarak kitle
tretimi ve kitle giidimi temelinde
tiretim ve dagiumin yeni biirokratlar
ortaya ¢tkmaktadir. Bu kogsullar altinda
proletaryanin ~ “anamala toplumun
saluk  olumsuzlanmas” oldugu aruk
varsayllamaz. “Emekgi siniflarin ekonomik
ve ekinsel esgiidiimii onlarin geleneksel
silahlarinin eskimelerinin egliginde ilerliyor
ve tamamlaniyordu” (359).

Bu pgozlem ampirik olarak ne kadar
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inandirict goriinse de buradan hareketle
¢izilen proletarya fikri de o denli saibelidir.
Frankfurt Okulu temsilcileri igin bu, praksisi
olmayan bir yonelim anlamimna geliyordu,
oyle bir yonelim ki buna dair soylenecek
sey sadece onun biitin varolanlardan
“cok bagka” oldugudur. Adorno oyle
agikliyor: “Onun ugruna gayretli bir
bicimde devam etmenin diginda, anlamlt
olanin belirli olumsuzlamasi ve anlamsiz
olanin kotii olgusalligr arasinda gizilecek
sarstlmaz bir 6lgiit yoktur” (1962, 426
ve devami). MARCUSE'nin olumsuzun

biitiinsellesmesine  iliskin  diisiincesine
(ornegin  bireylerin  “toplumlarinin
biitiinlenmis  nesnelerine”  déniigmeleri

tezine) benzer bir sekilde, ADORNO'da
olumsuz,  aruk  belirli  bigimde
olumsuzlanamayacak, biitiinciil bir “biiyii”
olarak diigiiniiliir (kars. 1966, 264, 335).
Boylece Adorno  Brecht-paradigmasint
Beckett-paradigmas adina reddeder. Onun
absiirdizminden beklentisi, onun, Beckett-
paradigmasinin  “aruk  diigiiniilemeyecek
olan bir dogrunun olanakliliginin empatik
bir bigimde” 6niinii agacagdir (1961, 319).
Bu yiizden de Elestirel Teori’'ye su suglama
getirilebiliyordu: O, bu gergekdist olanak
adina “Absiirdizm akimina” (Haug, 1966,
31) katilmakeadur.

Kugkusuz ~Elegtirel Teori'nin her bir
temsilcisi  birbirinden ayrilir;  6zellikle
de bir ad alunda, Elegtirel Teori, bir
araya  getirlen =~ HORKHEIMER'in
(redakeorii Leo LOWENHAL olan) Sosyal
Aragtsrmalar Dergisi'nin kurulug donemi ve
bilhassa ADORNO'da viicut bulan Federal
Alman ge¢ dénemi arasinda cagrigtirilan
ozdeslik bir yamlsamadi. HUYSENN'in
ADORNO'ya dair tezine “rejection of the
determinate negation as a key concept of
the philosophy of history” ve Adorno'nun

“insistence on negtivity and refusal as
crucial elements of a modern aesthetic”
(1975, 3), Leo LOWENTHAL kargi gikar:
“Grubumuzun hemen her tiyesi Hegel'in
felsefesine ve diyalektik Marksizmin
klasik yanlarina agina olup, ayni zamanda
sirekli olarak ‘belirli olumsuzlama’nin
elegtirel teorinin bir kilit kavram: oldugunu
vurgulamustie” (Schriften 4, 68). Tabii bu
durum onun igin, geg donem Adorno'sunda
oldugundan, daha gegerli olabilir. Yine
de Adorno da belirli olumsuzlamaya hal
elestiri bir deger bigiyordu. Bu elestirinin,
“insan bir seyin kargisina, olumsuz olarak
idrak edilen bir bagkasim koydugunda,
olumsuzlananin digeri iginde yeni bir
bigimde igerilmig olmast gerektigini” (alinti
Schweppenhiuserden 1993, 169) bildigini
sdyler Adorno.

ADORNO’nun diisiinceleri kargisindakine
kisiye ve konuya gore belli bir oranda
degismektedir. NIETZSCHE'yi ‘ahlakin
soyut olumsuzlamasindan™ dolay elestirir:
“Ahlakin belirli olumsuzlamast (...) onun
ortadan kaldirilmasina gotirmemelidir. O
daha ¢ok ahlakin kendisinin ne zaman ve
ne Olgiide ahlakdist oldugunu gostermek
ister” (Schweppenhauser, 168 ve devamu).
1964'teki BLOCHla  konusmasinda
belirli olumsuzlama kavramini ortaya atan
ADORNOdur. BLOCH iitopyanin “esas
islevinin” “varolanin elegtirisi” oldugunu
belirtir  ve ckler: “Engellerin  Gtesine
zaten gegmis olsaydik, onlar1 engeller
olarak algilayamazdik bile” ADORNO
kargilik verir: Evet, her haliikirda, titopya,
esas olarak belirlenmis olumsuzlanma
iginde, salt varolan seyin belirlenimli
olumsuzlanmast  iginde  bulunur ve
kendisini sahte [yanls] bir sey olarak
somutlagurarak, ayni zamanda daima
olmast gereken seye isaret eder”. Boylelikle
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yanhsin bilgisi dogrununkininin kargisinda
bir oncelik kazanir ve SPINOZAnin,
kendisinin ve yanhgin gostergesi olarak
dogru olana dair ciimlesi ADORNO
tarafindan tersine gevrilir, falsum index sui
et veri. (Kars. Aydinlanmanin Diyalektigi,
44, orada diyalektik ile ayni olarak goriilen
belirli olumsuzlama, her imgeden “kendi
yanhghgint itiraf edigini” okuma olarak
anlagilr). Iste ancak bu konusmada
BLOCH belirli olumsuzlama kavramini ele
alir — wmutu basit diigiincesiz bir giivende
ayirt etmek  igin: “Umut  tehlikelerle
kugaulmigtir  ve  tehlikenin  bilincidir,
ayni zamanda da umut edilen nesnenin
kargitini siirekli olarak miimkiin kilan geyin
belirlenimli olumsuzlanmasidic” (Bir Jeyler
Eksik, 162-168).

Ralf DAHRENDORE, ADORNO’nun
1968 Sosyologlar Toplantus'nda sundugu
giris  konugmasimi  “praksisi yasaklayan
teori’ olarak elegtiriyordu. Ona gore
bu teori “belirli tarihsel zorunluluklar”
imgesi sunan “biitiin analizi” olarak “tas
dinyayr” ¢ifte bir hale getirmektedir
(1968, 91 ve devami). Bu elestirinin
karsisna ~ ADORNO’nun ogrenci
hareketini degerlendirmesi gikar: O 6grenci
hareketinde “kori  koriine uyuma bir
bagkaldiry, rasyonel olarak segilmis amaglar
igin 6zgiirligii, kandirmaca ve imge olarak
diinya kargisinda igrenmeyi ve [toplumsal]
degisim olanaginin amimsanmasint” (1968,
24) goriir. Buna ragmen o “umutsuz’
diyalektik bilgiyi de veriyordu, “praksisin
insanlarin etrafina  serptigi biiyiiden,
yalmzcapraksiskurtarabilir, ama o su siralar
zorla dayaularak, -bogucu, dar kafali,
akildan uzak- bir praksis olarak artan bir
bicimde biiyiiye yardimci olmaktadic”
(1969, 673).

Boylesi bir praksise uzak durugtan farkl

olarak Marcuse 6grenci hareketinde yeni bir
devrimci 6znenin ortaya ¢ikigimi goriir. O
ig¢i hareketinin yerine “marjinal gruplar”
gesiriyordu. Toplumdaki geligkileri temel
alan elestirel kavramlar, 6rnegin Marn<'in
elestirel kavramlari, aruk bir kenara
birakiliyordu: ~ “Isleyim  toplumunun
artan  bitinlesmesiyle” bu  kavramlar
“betimleyici, aldauci ya da iglemsel terimler
[olma egilimi gosterirler] (2010, 13).
Kapitalist toplum igerden agilamayacak gibi
gorinmektedir. Aruk ickinlik degil, daha
¢ok agkinlik elestiriyi ve déniisiime yonelik
praksisi belirlemelidir. “Marcuse, Marksist
diyalektigin kalbi olarak goriilebilecek
belirli olumsuzlama kavramina kargi gikar.
O bu kavramin ‘belirli segim’ kavramiyla
degistirilmesini onerir (Haug 1968, 106).

Bertolt BRECHT belirli olumsuzlamanin
ierigini, kendisinin tim kurgu ve tarih
felsefesi karsisina koydugu dogru davranig
ogretisi olarak gordiigii felsefesine tagidu.
Kapitalizmin belirli olumsuzlamas: biligsel
olarak gereklidir. “Toplumsal ~diizen,
bir baskas: goriilmeden betimlenemez”
(Arbeitsjournal, 25.7.38). Temel bir sey:
“Zihnin bilgi sirecinde deneyimlenin ya
da (daha etkinlesecek) deneyimin organize
edilmesinin diginda, siireglerin goz oniine
serilmesi ve bunlarin diigiincedeki bir
olumsuzlamayla karsi karstya getirilmesi
gibi islevi de bulunmaktadir. Bu boyledir’
ifadesi, ‘yani bu baska degildir’ ifadesine
gore hayranlikla alglanir. Oyleyse insan
hep sadece belli bir oranda hakikati elde
eder” (GA 21, 410; GW 20, 136). Sosyalist
bir déniistiirme projesini adeta siki sikiya
tutulan vazgecis olarak formiile eder:
“Burjuvaca belirlenmis insanlik, insanligin:
elde tutmak igin, burjuvaca olandan
vazgesmelidir” (GA 21, 415; GW 20, 159).

Boylelikle, belirli olumsuzlama sadece
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yeninin iginde belirli bir eskinin korundugu
ve bagkasimn olumsuzlandigr anlamina
gelmez, ayrica o bir tutum ve y6nelim
etkinligidir. Insan sagduyusu sorunu bilir
(“pire igin yorgan yakmak”). Hayir demek,
tehlikesiz degildir; Klaus HEINRICH'in
(1966) gosterdigi gibi, yikima ve 6zyikima
gotiirebilir. Belirli olumsuzlamada s6z
konusu olan sey iliskilerde tutulacak/
korunacak olan ile degillenecek olan
momentler arasinda aynm  yapma
yetenegidir, ama bu elbette mekanik bir
yan yanahk degil, daha gok elestirilen
durumdaki ‘olumsuzun’ kazanimlarim -
Oyle ya sermaye sadece somiiriicii degil,
‘iretken’ bir etkisi de bulunur- korumak
amaghdr. Soyut olumsuzlamanin,
“tiimiiyle baska olana” y6nelimin aksine,
belirli olumsuzlama BLOCH'un —[heniiz]
olmamis olani arayan bulugsal yontemiyle,
daha iyi bir diinyann iligkilere niifuz eden
somut 6ndelemeleriyle— nesnel olanaklilk
ve somut iitopya kavramlarina egilim
gosterir.
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