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Her tekil seyin sonu bir kétu karsilagsmayla agiklanabilir. O tekil seyi kendine
6zgl bir cisimsel bireylik olarak anlamamizi mimkin kilan dizenlenisin, o
tekilligi olusturan pargalar arasindaki 6zgln hareket ve duraganlik oraninin
bozulmasina yol agan karsilagsma, kétl bir karsilagmadir. Bir cismin kendine
6zgu varolus bigimini dagitacak kadar gigli olmayan ama o cismin varlikta
kalma gliclinu azaltan ya da engelleyen karsilasma da kétl bir karsilagsma-
dir. Oliim, k6ti kargilagmanin sinindir. Fiili olarak varolan bir cisimsel bireyin
artik o birey olmaktan ¢ikmasina varacak sekilde dagilmasina neden olan
kargilagmada neler olur? Ornegin zehirlenme sonucunda yasamsal fonksi-
yonlari krize siriklenen ve duran bir organizmanin éliminde neler olur?
Deleuze, 24 Ocak 1978’de Spinoza uzerine verdigi derste anlattigi carpici
drnekle bunu agikhyor: “Eger arsenik denen bedenin karakteristik oraniyla
insan bedeninin karakteristik orani izerine yeterince bir seyler bilseydim, bu
iki oranin hangi bakimdan uyum i¢inde olmadiklarinin bir mefhumunu olug-
turabilirdim; hi¢ dedilse arsenig@in, kendi karakteristik oraninca, bedenimin
karakteristik oranini yikima u@ratacagini bilecek kadar. Zehirlendim, 8liyo-
rum... [...] Zehirlendigimde bu, arsenigin bedeninin benim bedenimin par-
galarini beni karakterize eden orandan bagka bir orana gegcmeye zorladigi
anlamina gelir. O anda, bedenimin pargalari, arsenikle tam tamina uyum igin-
de olan, arsenig@in dayattigi yeni bir orana girerler [...]. Bedenimin pargalari
onunla, arsenikle belli bir orana, belli bir iliskiye gegmeye zorlanmistir.”" De-
leuze’lin Spinoza yorumuna odaklanarak dislnurken, arsenikle zehirlenip
dlen bir bedenin deneyimine dair ilk gézimuize ¢arpan sey su olsa gerek: bir
insanin arsenikle zehirlenmesi ve 6lim iki bedenin karsilagsmasindan ve bu
bedenlerin etkilesiminden dogan bir sonug. Her karsilagma, bu karsilagsma-
nin taraflari Gzerinde bir etki yaratir; her kargilasmada tekilliklerin karakteris-
tik yapilarinda bir yeniden diizenlenis olur. Su ya da bu beden/cisim igin iyi
bir kargilagma, o cismin/bedenin varlikta kalma gliclinu destekleyen, eyleme
glictnd artiran bir yeniden dizenlenige yol agar. Spinoza’nin seving, nese
dedigi sey tam da budur: Bir tekilligin, kendisi disindaki bir sey tarafindan et-
kilendiginde, yani bir karsilagsma dolayisiyla eyleme gliciiniin artmasi. Keder
de bunun tam tersidir; yani eyleme guciinde bir disus. Spinoza’nin duygu-
lar teorisi baglaminda nese ve kederi bdyle tanimladigimizda, olup biten her
seyi varolugsun uzamsal yapilari iginde anlamaya galigiyoruz; sevingli kargi-
lagmalar bir bedenin oldugundan daha yetkin bir duruma gegisini, kederli
karsilagmalar ise yetkinlik derecesinde bir dugusu ifade ediyor. Ethica’nin IV.
Bolimi'nin Onsdz’iinde de séyle diyor Spinoza:

Birinsanin daha yetkin bir durumdan daha az yetkin bir duruma ya da daha
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The end of every singular thing can be explained with a bad encounter. An
encounter that decomposes the arrangement enabling us to understand that
singular thing as a unique bodily individuality and the unique motion-rest
proportion between parts constituting that singularity, is a bad encounter.
Also, an encounter that is not powerful enough to decompose the unique
manner of existence of a body, but that can disempower or decrease that
body’s power to persevere in its being, is a bad encounter. Death is the limit
of the bad encounter. What happens during an encounter that causes the
dissolution of the actual existence of a bodily individual to the point that it
ceases to be that individual? For instance, what happens at the moment of
death of an organism whose vital functions are dragged to crisis and stop,
due to poisoning? Deleuze explains this in his lecture on Spinoza dated 24
January 1978 with a striking example: “An example: if | knew enough about
the characteristic relation of the body named arsenic and the characteristic
relation of the human body, | could form a notion of the disagreement of
these two relations to the point that the arsenic, under its characteristic
relation, destroys the characteristic relation of my body. | am poisoned, |
die... [...] When | am poisoned, the body of arsenic has induced the parts
of my body to enter into a relation other than the one which characterizes
me. At that moment, the parts of my body enter into a new relation induced
by the arsenic, which is perfectly combined with the arsenic. [...] It has
induced the parts of my body to enter into a relation which is combined with
its own, the arsenic’s.” Conceiving Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza, our first
observation on the experience of a body dying of arsenic poisoning would
be the following: arsenic poisoning of a man and his death is a consequence
of an encounter of two bodies and their interaction. Every encounter has
an effect on the parties involved in this encounter; every encounter is a
scene of re-arrangement of characteristic structures of singularities. A
good encounter for this or that body leads to a re-arrangement supporting
the power to persevere in its being and the power of acting of that body.
That is exactly what Spinoza calls joy: Increase in the power of acting of a
singularity thing under some external effect, following an encounter. And
sadness is just the opposite, i.e. diminution of the power of acting. Once
we define joy and sadness in this way in the context of Spinoza’s theory of
affects, we try to understand everything within the extensional structures
of existence: joyful encounters refer to a transition of a body to a greater
perfection compared to its current existence, whereas sad encounters refer
to a transition to a lesser degree of perfection. As Spinoza states in the
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Ethica’nin II. Kitabinin, XIlI.
Onermesini takip eden
11l Yardimei Onermenin
devamindaki Ill. Aksiyom’un
basindaki Tanim. Ethica’nin
1. Kitabinin XI11. Onermesi,
Spinoza’nin zihin-beden
birligine dair diiglincesini ortaya
koydugu bélimin ilk dénim
noktasidir. XIll. Onerme’de
Spinoza “insan zihnini kuran
fikrin nesnesi bedendir; yani
fiili olarak varolan belli bir yer
kaplama tavridir [modudur],
baska bir sey de degildir.”
dedikten sonra “bir beden/
cisim nedir?” sorusuna cevap
veren yalin bir hareket-
duraganlik fizigini ortaya
koydugu Yardimci Onermeleri ve
Aksiyomlari siralar ve bunlarin
arkasina da insan bedeni ile
ilgili alti tane Onkabul ekler.

az yetkin bir durumdan daha yetkin bir duruma gectigini séyledigimde, o
insanin bir 6z ya da bigimden bagka bir 6z ya da bigime gectigini kastetmi-
yorum. Sézgelimi bir at b6cegde dénisse de yikima ugrar, insana dénigse
de; ben burada sadece, kendi dogasindan kaynaklandidi sekliyle insanin
eyleme gliciiniin arttigini ya da azaldigini kavrayabildigimizi s6ylemeye
cahigiyorum.?

Spinoza bizi burada bir kafa karisikligina karsi uyariyor: Bir bedenin oldugu
durumdan daha yetkin ya da daha az yetkin duruma gegisi, kendine 6zgu
temel bir karakteristigi koruyarak deneyimledigi bir seydir. Basit bir bedenin
butindlyle kendinden daha karmasik bir bedene «dénismesi» (eder boyle
bir sey olabilseydi!) bir yetkinlesme degil bir yikimdir. Atin bitiiniyle at ol-
maktan ¢ikip insana dénigmesi bir yetkinlesme degil, at tekilliginin dagil-
masl, yok olmasidir. Gergi Spinoza bu tirden radikal degisimlerin mimkin
olup olmadi@iyla hig ilgilenmez; onun dislncesi, fiili olarak var olan tekillik-
lerin, uzamsal bireyliklerin kurulusu ve dagilisiyla, bu bireyliklerin varoluslari
boyunca deneyimledikleri glc¢ artiglari ve azalslariyla ilgilidir daha ziyade.
Peki Spinoza’nin bir bedenin/cismin kendi karakteristik yapisini, sadece ona
6zgu olan uzamsal dogasini ifade ederken kullandigi«birey»den anladigi sey
nedir tam olarak?

Cisimlerin surekli karsilagmalari, bilegsmeleri ya da dagiimalariyla agiklanan
bir iligkisel ag, farkli karmasiklik derecelerinde tekilliklerin bilesip, dagilip
durdugu bir materyal ag, Spinoza’nin “Tanri ya da Doga” dedigi tek toézun,
ezeli-ebedi bir Uretim glcunin bizim deneyimleyebildigimiz iki veghesin-
den biridir: Uzam. Kendi kendinin nedeni olan “Tanri ya da Doga”nin Uzam
sifati altindaki belirsiz sayida gesitlenisleri de cisimler/bedenler, yani uzamli
seylerdir. Spinoza’ya gdére bu materyel agi olusturan cisimler/bedenler ara-
sinda bilesik olmayan tek bir sey bile yoktur. iste bu her biri “goklugun birligi”
olan uzamsal tekillikleri agiklarken Spinoza “birey” kavramini kullanir, Do-
ga’nin surekli olarak bireyler Urettigini séyler ve Ethica’da son derece yalin
bir fizik teorisiyle “birey”in ne oldugunu agiklar®:
Birbiriyle ayni ya da farkl blylklikte birka¢ cisim baska cisimlerin zor-
lamasiyla birbirilerinin Gstine binerse ya da birbirleriyle ayni ya da farkli
hizlarda hareket halindeyken hareketlerini birbirlerine sabit bir bigimde
iletirlerse, bu cisimlerin birbirleriyle birlestiklerini ve hepsinin birlikte bir
cisim ya da cisimlerin bu birlikteligiyle diger cisimlerden ayirt edilen bir
birey olduklarini olugturduklarini séyleriz.

Demek ki Spinoza’nin “birey”den anladigi sey, ortak bir hareket-duraganlik
oraninda bilesen bir cisimler ¢oklugunun, diger tim seylerden ayri, karak-
teristik bir batunldk kurarak varolmasindan baska bir sey degil. Yani “birey”
dedigimizde Spinoza baglaminda anlamamiz gereken sey, cisimsel bir bi-
lesimden bagska bir sey degil. Bir birey oldugunu sdyledigimiz her cisimsel
tekilligin kendine 6zgi dogasini ifade eden sey ise bu yalin fizik anlayisindan
¢Ikip gelen bir hareket-duraganlik orani ve bu oranin sirdurdlmesine yone-
lik, 0 seyi o sey yapan bilesigin varoldugu haliyle sirmesine ydnelik bir gaba,
bir varlikta kalma gucd.
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The Definition in Ethics I,
before Axiom Ill, at the end of
Lemma Ill following Proposition
XIll (Spinoza Reader, p. 126).
Proposition XlII is the first
landmark of Spinoza’s thought
on mind-body unity. In this
Proposition, Spinoza states
that «The object of the idea
constituting the human mind is
the body, or a certain mode of
extension which actually exists,
and nothing else» (Spinoza
Reader, p.123) and gives his
Lemmas and Axioms with which
he lays out a simple motion-rest
physics answering the question
«What is body?»,then comes
six Postulates related to human
body.

Introduction to Chapter IV of Ethics:
For the main thing to note is that when | say that someone passes from a
lesser to a greater perfection, and the opposite, | do not understand that
he is changed from one essence, or form, to another. For example, a horse
is destroyed as much if it is changed into a man as if it is changed into
an insect. Rather, we conceive that his power of acting, insofar as it is
understood through his nature, is increased or diminished.?

Here Spinoza warns us against confusion: Transition of a body to a greater
or a lesser state of perfection is something it experiences by keeping a
unique characteristic. Complete * transformation” of a simple body into a
more complex body than its own (if that is possible at all!) is not a perfection
but a destruction. A horse leaving being a horse, becoming a human, is not
a perfection, but is dissolution of singularity of being a horse, its vanishing.
Though Spinoza is not interested at all whether such radical changes are
possible or not; his thought is more concentrated on the processes of
composition and decomposition of actually existing singularities and on
the experiences of increase and decrease of power of these extensional
individualities through their existences. Then what exactly Spinoza refers
to when he says “individual” to express the characteristic structure, the
unique extended nature of a body?

Extension is the relational network explained with continuous encounters,
unions or dissolutions of bodies, and this material network in which
singularities with a variety of degrees of complexities keep uniting and
dissolving, is one of the two attitudes of a unique Substance —as we
experience it— that is called by Spinoza as “God or Nature,” i.e. that eternal
power of production.. And the countless variations of “God or Nature” -that
is the unique cause of itself- under the attribute of Extension are bodies,
i.e. extended things. According to Spinoza, there is nothing that is has not a
composite structure among those bodies constituting this material network.
And Spinoza uses the concept of “individual” to explain the extensional
singularities each of which is “the unity of a multitude.” He affirms that
Nature continuously creates individuals and explains the “individual” in his
Ethics with the following extremely simple theory of physics:®
When a number of bodies, whether of the same or of different size, are
so constrained by other bodies that they lie upon one another, or it they
so move, whether with the same degree or different degrees of speed,
that they communicate their motions to each other in a certain fixed
manner, we shall say that those bodies are united with one another
and that they all together compose one body or individual, which is
distinguished from the others by this union of bodies.

Therefore, what Spinoza understands of the “individual” is but the existence
of a multitude of bodies compounded with a certain motion-rest proportion,
forming a characteristic union separate than all other things. In other
words, what we, in the context of Spinoza, must understand is nothing but
a compound of bodies. And what refers to the unique nature of every bodily
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E Il, Yardimci Onerme 4:«Birkag
cisimden bilesik olan bir
cisimden, yani bir bireyden
birkag cisim ayrilsa ve ayni
zamanda bu ayrilanlarin yerini
ayni sayida ve ayni dogada
baska cisimler alsa, bu bileisik
cisim, formunda higbir degisiklik
olmadan 6nceki dogasini aynen
korur.»
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E Il, Yardimci Onerme 6 :«Bir
bireyi olusturan pargalar,
birbirleriyle olan hareket ve
duraganlik derecelerini 6nceki
gibi korumalari kaydiyla,
daha buyuyebiliyor ya da
daha kigulebiliyorsa, o birey
formunda hig bir degisiklik
olmadan dnceki dogasini aynen
koruyacaktir.»

6
Ozellikle organik tekilliklerin
Spinoza’nin birey anlayisi
gergevesinde agiklanigiigin,
biyolojik olgular Gzerine
varoluggsal ve fenomenolojik
bir analiz yapan, felsefi bir
biyoloji Gzerine 6nemli eserleri
olan Hans Jonas’in su metnine
bakilabilir: “Spinoza and the
Theory of Organism”, Journal of
the History of Philosophy, Vol.
3,19665.
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E IV, Onerme 39, Not.

8
Spinoza’nin verdigi bu ispanyol
sair 6rnedi, Spinoza yorumculari
arasinda ¢ok gesitli tartigmalara
neden olmustur. Farkli bakig
acllarindan bir kagi igin bkz. E.
Curley, Behind the Geometrical
Method. A Reading of Spinoza’s
Ethics, Princeton University
Press, 1988, 5.86; L. Rice,
“Spinoza on Individuation”, The
Monist, 55 (4), 1971, 5.640-659;
F. Ablondi, “Individual Identity in
Descartes and Spinoza”, Studia
Spinozana: An International
and Interdisciplinary Series,
10,1994, 5.69-92; S. Barbone,
“What Counts as an Individual
for Spinoza?”, Spinoza:
Metaphysical Themes,
Olli Koistinen & J. 1. Biro
(eds.),Oxford University Press,
2002,s.89-112.

Spinoza’nin birey kavrami ile ifade ettigi cisimsel tekillidi, organik ya da inor-
ganik bltunleri distnirken kullanima sokmak Spinoza’nin yasadigi dénem
icin 6nemli bir disutnsel atihmi da ifade ediyor. Nedir bu dustnsel atilim?
Hem organik hem de inorganik tekillikleri, onlari olusturan pargalarin meka-
nik biraradaligindan ibaret, makinevari kapali bir sistem gibi tahayyil etmek-
ten kurtulma atihimi... Her tirden bedenin/cismin kendi materyal karmasikli-
g1 Olglistinde karmasik bir fikre denk geldigini ve o dlgide “canl” oldugunu
distinmemize izin veren Spinoza’nin tek tézcl metafiziginde, ruhtan/zihin-
den, canlliktan anlayacagimiz sey de, ancak ve ancak uzamsal tekilliklerin
bilesik fiziksel yapisini anlayarak ortaya koyulabiliyor. Bunu fark ettigimizde,
organik tekillikler ile inorganik tekillikleri ya da bunlarin bilesiminden olugan
¢ok daha karmasik bitinleri anlamanin, tek bir diizeni ¢ézlimleyerek, yani
cisimlerin diizen ve zincirlenisini ¢dzimleyerek mumkin oldugunu hisse-
debiliyoruz. Spinoza’ya lazim olan tam da bu anlamda biyolojiden ya da kim-
yadan ¢ok fizik gibi gorindyor. Son tahlilde, Ethica’nin ikinci kismindaki yalin
fizik teorisinin bize 6grettigi 6nemli sey su: Bir bedenin pargalari azalip ar-
tabilir®, bliytyip kiigilebilir® ama varolan pargalar arasinda ayni hareket-du-
raganlik orani korundugu sirece hala ayni bireyin varoldugunu sdylemeye
devam edebiliriz. Béyle disindigimuizde, Spinoza’da organik bireylikler de
dahil, her turden bireyligin kendine 6zgu igleyisini belirleyen varlikta kalma
glcind, conatus’u, aslinda bireyi kuran pargalarda degisiklikler, yenilen-
meler, eklenmeler ya da eksilmeler olsa bile surdurilen, o tekillige 6zgu bir
fiziksel oran ve onunla belirlenen bir varolug stratejisi gibi dusinulebiliriz.
Tam da bu bakimdan, her bireyin kendine 6zgu karakteristik yapisini belirle-
yen sey cisimsel pargalarin kendilerinden gok bu pargalar arasinda kurulan
ve siirdiiriilen iliski bigimidir diyebiliyoruz®. Oliim ise, Deleuze’iin arsenik
drneginde anlattigi gibi, bir bireyi olusturan pargalar arasi oransal iligkinin
bozulmasidir. Bu bozulma, bir insanin arsenikle zehirlenmesi gibi bir vaka-
da tam bir dagilmaya, arsenikle karsilagsan bedenin 6nceden igledigi sekilde
isleyemez olmasiyla tetiklenen bir ¢dzilmeye ugramasi gibi gok belirgin bir
pargalanma seklinde gérilebilir. Ama Spinoza biraz daha ayrintili diginme-
ye davet ediyor bizi 6lim konusunda’:
«Ben 6lmek deyince, bedeni olusturan pargalarin kendi aralarinda baska
bir hareket ve duraganlik iliskisi olusturmak Gzere ¢ézilmelerini anliyorum.
Clnku bedenin kan dolasimi ve onun yasam emareleri olarak algilanabile-
cek bagka 6zellikleri aynen devam etse bile, insan bedeninin kendi doga-
sindan busbdtin farkli bir dogaya gecebilecedini inkara yeltenmiyorum.

Cunku hicbir sey bana, beden cesede dénismedikce 6lmez dedirtemez;
zaten yasadigimiz deneyimler de bunun tersini kanitliyor gibi. Bazen
bir insan &yle degisimler gegirebiliyor ki, onun hala ayni insan oldugunu
dyle kolay kolay séyleyemiyorum. Bir ispanyol sair hakkinda anlatilaniar
hatirliyorum da; bir hastaliga yakalanmis bu sair ve sonra iyilesmis, ama
iyilesmesinin ardindan ge¢mis yasamini hepten unutmus, 6yle ki yazmig
oldugu hikéyelerin, oyunlarin kendisine ait olduguna inanmamacasina. Bir
de anadilini unutsaymisg, onun kesinlikle eriskin bir cocuk oldugunu séyle-
yebilirmigiz.8»
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Book Il, Lemma IV: “If, of a
body, or of an individual, which
is composed of a number of
bodies, some are removed,
and at the same time as many
others of the same nature take
their place, the [NS: body, or
the] individual will retain its
nature, as before, without any
change of its form” (Spinoza
Reader, p. 126).
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Book Il, Lemma VI: “If certain
bodies composing an individual
are compelled to alter the
motion they have from one
direction to another, but so
that they can continue their
motions and communicate
them to each other in the same
ratio as before, the individual
will likewise retain its nature,
without any change of form”
(Spinoza Reader, p. 127).
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For a commentary on organic
singularities in the context
of Spinoza’s conception of
individual, see Hans Jonas, a
thinker working in the area of
philosophical biology: “Spinoza
and the Theory of Organism,”
Journal of the History of
Philosophy, Vol. 3,1965. Jonas
makes an existantialist and
phenomologic analysis on
biological phenomena.

7
E IV, Proposition 39, (Spinoza
Reader, p. 221-222).

singularity that we call individual is a motion-rest proportion emerging from
this simple physics and the effort towards sustaining this proportion, this
union as it is, in short the power of persevere in its being.

Spinoza’s conception of bodily singularity expressed with the concept
of individual, embracing both organic and inorganic unities, was an
important philosophical leap in his times. And what is that philosophical
leap? It is a move towards getting rid of conceiving organic and inorganic
singularities as comprising of mechanic togetherness of their parts, as a
closed machine system... The monist metaphysics of Spinoza tells us that
all kinds of bodies correspond to a complex idea to the extend of their own
material complexity and that they are “animated” to that degree. And in that
metaphysics, what we make sense of mind/soul and animation can only be
manifested by understanding the compound physical structure of extended
singularities. When we recognize this, we can affirm that understanding
organic or inorganic singularities or more complex totalities consisting of
their compounds, is possible by analyzing a single order, i.e. the order and
connection of bodies. In that particular sense, it can be said that Spinoza
needs physics rather than biology or chemistry. In the final analysis, what
we learn from the simple physics theory in the Book Il of Ethics can be
summarized as follows: Number of bodies forming a body can increase or
decrease’, grow or lessen®, but we can keep saying that same individual
is preserved as long as the motion-rest proportion between bodies
forming that individual is preserved. Following this idea, we can also refer
to Spinoza’s conception of conatus of all kinds of individuals -including
the organic ones- as a power to persevere in being determined by their
particular bodily complexion and also as a certain strategy of existing oras a
particular physical proportion that can be sustained despite some changes
or rearrangements in their composite material structure. In this sense, we
can argue that what defines the unique characteristics of every individual is
more the way of relation established and sustained between those bodies,
than bodily parts that constitute it.° And death is, as in Deleuze’s arsenic
example, deterioration of the proportion between parts constituting an
individual. In the case of arsenic poisoning of a human, this deterioration
is manifested as a complete dissolution, a clear fragmentation triggered by
the body that encounters with the arsenic and becomes non-functioning
as before. On the other hand, Spinoza invites us to reflect on death in more
detail”
But there it should be noted that | understand the body to die when
its parts are so disposed that they acquire a different proportion of
motion and rest to one another. For | dare not deny that —even though
the circulation of the blood is maintained, as well as the other [signs]
on account of which the body is thought to be alive— the human body
can nevertheless be changed into another nature entirely different
from its own. For no reason compels me to maintain that the body does
not die unless it is changed into a corpse.

And, indeed, experience seems to urge a different conclusion.
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Bir insanin gocukluk hali ile
yetiskin hali arasindaki biytk
degisim de Spinoza igin zorlu
bir tartigma konusudur. ispanyol
Sair érnegini verdigi Not’un
sonunda bu bahsi agar ve bu
tartigmayi tamamlanmamig
olarak birakmayi tercih ettigini
sOyleyerek konuyu kapatir.

Bu oldukga carpici 6rnegi, Spinoza’nin bireylik tanimini belirleyen yaklagim-
la tutarlilik icinde degerlendirmeye devam ettigimizde sunlari sdyleyebili-
riz: Olum, bir bedenin kendine 6zgi bireyliginin cisimsel olarak tamamen
bozulup dagiimasi gibi distinilebilir. Bununla beraber, s6z konusu bedenin
pargalari arasindaki iligkinin radikal bigimde degisime ugradigi durumu, yani
bedeni olusturan pargalarin artik bambagska bir bigimde birbiriyle iligki kur-
dudu, o bedeni o beden yapan karakteristik iligkinin degistigi durumu da bir
tlr 6lUm olarak distnebiliriz. Bedenin pargalari arasindaki karakteristik ilig-
kinin bozulmasi demek, ayni zamanda -Spinozaci zihin-beden birligi anlayisi
geregi- o bedene denk gelen fikirsel gergekligin de bozulmasi, tamamiyla
yeniden diizenlenmesi demektir. Spinoza’nin drnegindeki ispanyol Sair dyle
bir hastalik gecirmistir ki, bu hastaligin etkileri belli ki anlama yetisinin de
yepyeni bir bigimde islemeye baglamasina, énceki deneyimlerine dair hig
bir sey hatirlamamasina neden olmustur. Amnezi, ispanyol Sair’in yasadig
ciddi hastaligin (muhtemelen son derece etkili bir bulasici hastalik mikro-
buyla kargilagmanin) belirgin bir sonucudur ve sairin hayatta kalma bigimini-
nin radikal bir sekilde degistigini agikga gdsterir. Sairin varolma bi¢imindeki
bu degisim, bir gocugun yavasg yavas biylimesinde gbzlemleyebilecegimiz
siireklilik ve gelisime benzemez®, bu daha ziyade ani bir kopus gibidir, bu
anlamda da gelisimden ziyade hizli bir bozulma ve 6lim olarak anlasiima-
ya daha agiktir Spinoza’ya gore. Bu hastalik, yakinlarinin, okurlarinin bildigi
ispanyol Sair’in élimiidir, bagka bir adamin varolusunun da baslangicidir. O
oyunlari, o 8ykileri yazmig olan sairle, hastaligi sonrasinda varolug bigimi de-
neyimsiz bir gocugunki gibi gok az veriyle belirlenen sair arasindaki radikal
farki bir yetkinlik disisi, eyleme ve disinme glcunde bir digus gibi de
distnemez miyiz? Bu 6rnegi anlatis bigimine bakilirsa, Spinoza bu denli ra-
dikal bir degisimi yetkinlik derecesinde bir azalma olarak gérmekten ziyade
busbitln bir degisim/bozulma olarak gérmeyi tercih ediyor.

Simdi bir dislnsel sigrama: Dinya dedigimiz cisimsel bittnin tarih boyun-
ca gegirdigi donusim ve degisimleri nasil anlayallim? Spinozaci gergeve-
de Dunya’y: cisimsel bir tekillik bi¢imi, bir birey olarak anlamaya caligsacak
olursak, “Dunya’nin sonu” diyebilecegimiz turden radikal degisimler neler
olabilir? Kitlece Dinya’dan gok daha buyuk bir gok tasinin gelip Dinya’ya
carpmasiyla gerceklesecek bir dagiimanin, Dinya’nin sonu, 6limu oldugu-
nu sdylemek son derece kolay. Peki, Dinya’nin cisimsel yapisina igkin iligki
bicimini neredeyse bitindyle dedisime ugratan blylk kimyasal ve biyolojik
hadiseler sonucunda, érnegdin milyonlarca yil dnce siyanobakterilerin oksi-
jen Uretimine bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikan «Kriz» i takiben o sirada Dunya’daki
yasamin yizde doksaninin yok olmasina neden olan Buyilk Oksidasyon Va-
kasi sonucunda, o zamana dek varoldugu haliyle Dinya’nin sonunun geldi-
gini ve yeni bir Dinya’nin kuruldugunu soéyleyebilir miyiz? Yani Buyluk Oksi-
dasyon Vakasi gibi, blyuk bir soy tikenmesini de tetikleyen siireg sonunda
Dunya’nin gegirdigi degisim bir rejenerasyon mudur, bir yikim midir? Yagamin
yuzde doksanini anaerobik organizmalarin olusturdugu bir Dinya’nin sonu,
Dunya’yl son derece karmasik bir cisimsel tekillik olarak anlamaya galistigi-
mizda nasil ifade edilmeli? Bugln insanin varolus bigimleriyle ortaya gikan
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Spinoza’s example of Spanish
poet has been a controvertial
issue among Spinoza scholars.
For different perspectives
see E. Curley, Behind the
Geometrical Method. A
Reading of Spinoza’s Ethics,
Princeton University Press,
1988, p. 86; L. Rice, "Spinoza
on Individuation”, The Monist,
55 (4),1971, p. 640-659; F.
Ablondi, “Individual Identity in
Descartes and Spinoza”, Studia
Spinozana: An International
and Interdisciplinary Series,
10,1994, p. 69-92; S. Barbone,
“What Counts as an Individual
for Spinoza?”, Spinoza:
Metaphysical Themes, Olli
Koistinen & J. 1. Biro (eds.),
Oxford University Press, 2002,
p.89-112.

9

Big change from childhood

to adulthood is also a tough
subject matter for Spinoza.

He mentions this at the end

of the Note where he gives
the Spanish poet example and
closes the subject stating that
he prefers leaving this debate
incomplete.

Sometimes a man undergoes such changes that | should hardly have
said he was the same man. | have heard stories, for example, of a
spanish poet who suffered an illness; though he recovered, he was
left so oblivious to his past life that he did not believe the tales and
tragedies he had written were his own. He could surely have taken for
a grown-up infant if he had also forgotten his native language.®

Letus continue fromthis striking example of Spinoza,inline with hisapproach
determining his definition of individuality: Death can be considered as the
complete bodily deterioration and decomposition of the unique individuality
of a body. Yet, we can also think of the state of the body in which relation
between its parts is radically changed, in other words, parts constituting
the body are now in a totally different inter-relation, a state in which the
characteristic relation that defines that body is completely changed,
as a kind of death. Deterioration of the characteristic relation between
parts constituting the body also means —according to Spinozistic idea of
mind-body unity— deterioration of the idea corresponding to that body, a
complete re-arrangement of it. The Spanish poet in Spinoza’s example had
a condition that apparently caused his intellectual faculty start to function
in a completely new manner, causing him remember nothing of his earlier
experiences. Amnesia is an apparent consequence of the serious illness
experienced by the Spanish poet (who probably encountered with the
germs of a highly powerful contagious disease) that radically changed the
poet’s way of survival. This manner of existence of the poet doesn’t follow
a similar path with the gradual development of an infant;® so according to
Spinoza, it is rather an abrupt rupture, in that sense, an issue open to be
conceived as a rapid deterioration and death rather than development. This
disease is the death of the Spanish poet as his relatives, readers know him,
and the beginning of another man’s existence. Can’t we think of the radical
change from the poet who once wrote those tragedies, tales, to the poet
whose manner of existence is determined by few inputs as in the case of an
inexperienced infant, with the arrival of the disease, as a passage to a lesser
degree of perfection, of power of action and thinking? The way Spinoza
gives this example makes us think that he doesn’t see such a radical
change as a diminution in the degree of perfection, but a complete change/
deterioration.

And now a leap of thought: How can we make sense of historical changes
and transformations of the bodily totality that we call World (Earth)? If we
take the World in a Spinozistic sense, as a form of bodily singularity, as an
individual, then what would be radical changes such as “the end of the
World”? It is extremely easy to say that collapse of an asteroid with a mass
much bigger than the World’s, causing the break of the World to pieces is
the end, the death of the World. And can we say that the end of the World
as we know it has come and a new World was formed as the result of big
chemical and biological events that almost totally change the inherent
mode of relation of the bodily structure of the World, for instance, as the
result of Great Oxidation Event that caused the extinction of 90 percent
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10
Uzam ve Duslince, Tanr’nin
(ya da Doga’nin) sonsuz
sifatlar arasinda bizim
deneyimleyebildigimiz,
bilebildigimiz iki sifattir. Uzami
anlamak, cisimlerin diizen
ve isleyisine dair upuygun
fikirlere sahip olmak, Tanri’nin
surekli olarak hareket ve
dinginlik iligkileri kuran giictint
anlamaktir. Dusiince sifatini
anlamak ise, sirekli olarak
fikirler Ureten veghesiyle
Tanrisal glicun isleyisini
anlamaktir. Ethica’nin ézellikle
I.ve Il. Kisimlari bu metafizik
cergevenin agiklanmasiyla
ilgilidir.

kiresel isinmanin sebep oldugu ve olabilecedi radikal fauna ve flora degisik-
likleri “Dinya’nin sonu”nu getiriyor diyebilir miyiz? Yoksa Dinya dedigimiz
son derece karmaslk cisimsel bitin igin, insanin bakis agisindan kritik ve
yikici olan bu dénisimler, Diinya tekilliginin varlikta sirmesinde blyuk birer
kopus degil de sadece «bildigimiz Dinya»nin sonu mu?

iginde yasadigimiz Diinya’yla iligkimizin 6nemli bir boyutunun “anlama” oldu-
gunu sdyleyebiliriz. “Dinya’nin sonu” fikriyle hasir nesir olan herkes icin de
dncelikli gaba, Dinya’nin ne oldugunu anlamaya ve agiklamaya dair bir gaba
olsa gerek. Bugin bildigimiz Dlinya’nin sonundan séz ettigimizde, aslinda
dnimize koydugumuz sey, biylk élgide, “insani yagamin slrdiriimesi igin
uygun kosullari sagliyor olmasi itibariyla Dlinya” arastirmasinin sonucunda
elde ettigimiz verilerle agiklanan bir Diinya. “Dlinya’nin sonu” temasi lizerine
dislinmekise -her zaman degilse de gogunlukla- insan yasaminin sirebildigi
bir Diinya’nin sonu tzerine diisiinmenin étesine gegmiyor. Peki bunun 8tesi-
ne gegmek miimkiin mi? insan-merkezci olmayan bir Diinya tanimina, fikri-
ne ulasabilmek mimkin mi? Bu soruyu Spinoza baglaminda sordugumuzda
karsimiza ¢ikan bir diger soru su oluyor: Diinya dedigimiz cisimsel butlinin
upuygun fikrine sahip olmak mimkin mi? Tanri ya da Doga’nin gizemlerle
dolu bir agkin irade degil, dogru neden-sonug iligkilerinin anlasiimasi él¢i-
siinde biitiiniyle anlagilabilir olan bir uzamli sey™ oldugunu séyleyen Spino-
za’yl takip edecek olursak, Diinya tekilligi de Tanri’ya igkin bir cisimsel butin
olarak, Tanr’da upuygun fikri bulunan, son derece karmasik bir uzamsal yapi-
dir. Cisimsel karmasikhi§i 6lgiisiinde karmasik bir fikre (Dinya’nin zihni/ruhu
diyecegiz buna da) denk geldigini séyleyecegimiz Diinya’nin upuygun fikri-
ne sahip olabilirsek, insan-merkezci bir Diinya taniminin étesinde, Diinya’yi
fiili varolusu itibariyla tim bilesenlerinin birlikteliginden dogan bir cisimsel
tekillik bigimi olarak anladigimizi da séylememiz mimkin olabilir. Dinya’nin
insan-merkezci anlayiginin dtesine gegen bir upuygun fikrin olusturulmasi
icin ise, Blylk Oksidasyon Vakasi semasi gibi semalarin sonsuzca genig-
letilmesi, tutarhlikla birlestiriimesi ve ayrintilandiriimasi, maddenin biyolojik,
kimyasal,fizikselneden-sonugciligkileriyle 6rilt zorunluigleyisinin haritasinin
¢ikariimasi gerekiyor. @

10
Extension and Thought,
among infinite attributes of
God (or Nature), are two that
we can experience, we can
know. To understand the
attribute of Extension, to have
adequate ideas of the order
and connection of bodies is to
understand the power of God
who continuously produces
motion and rest relations. And
to understand the attribute
of Thought, is to understand
the operation of Godly power
with its continuous idea
generating aspect. Book |
and Il of Ethics are dedicated
to the explanation of this
metaphysical frame.

of life on the World following the “Crisis” related to the oxygen generation
of cyanobacteria millions of years ago? Or, was the change of the World
occurred through a process such as Great Oxidation Event that triggered
a massive extinction, a regeneration or a destruction? How should we
express the end of a World on which 90 percent of life consists of anaerobic
organisms, if we try to understand the World as an extremely complex bodily
singularity? Can we say that radical changes in the fauna and flora occurring
due to global warming that emerges as the result of today’s manners of
existence of humans, are leading to the “end of the World”? Or, are those
critical and destructive transformations from a human perspective, in the
extremely complex bodily totality that we call the World, not a big rupture
in the continuity of the existence of the singularity of the World but just the
end of “the World as we know”?

It can be stated that a significant dimension of our relation to the Worldthat
we inhabit is “understanding” or trying to have a proper knowledge about it.
Apparently, main effort for everyone dealing with the idea of “the end of the
World” is an effort towards comprehending and explaining what the World
is. When we talk about the end of the World as we know today, we basically
talk about a World explained with inputs obtained in the search of “the
World as a body providing proper conditions for the sustaining of human
life.” And reflecting on the theme of “the end of the World” does not go —not
always, but generally— beyond reflecting the end of the World where human
life can be sustained. And is it possible to go beyond that? Is it possible
to achieve a definition, an idea of a World that is not anthropocentric? If
we ask this question in the context of Spinoza we have another question:
Is it possible to have an adequate idea of the bodily totality that we call
the World? Following Spinoza who states that God or Nature is not a
transcendental will full of mysteries, but an extensional and thinking thing
that can completely be conceived to the extent that the proper cause-
and-effect relations are understood,™ it can be stated that the singularity
of the World is an extremely complex extensional thing, a bodily totality
inherent to God, a totality that has its adequate idea in God. If we can
have the adequate idea of the World that corresponds to a complex idea
matching to the degree of its bodily complexity (we’ll call it soul/mind of
the World), it would be possible to say that we understand it as a bodily form
of singularity arising from the togetherness of all its constituents, beyond
anthropocentricdefinitions of the World. And in order to form an adequate
idea going beyond anthropocentricconception of the World, schemes like
Great Oxidation Event should infinitely be extended, coherently combined,
and detailed; and compulsory operation of the matter within intertwined
biological, chemical, and physical cause-and-effect relations should be
mapped. @

translated by Gigek Oztek
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