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Abstract: Epistemology is one of the most fundamental disciplines of philosophy and the history of thought.
The discipline of epistemology, which problematizes the source and formation of knowledge, has an intricate
relationship with all fields of science. In the traditional history of thought, theorists and thinkers who want to
reveal the source and formation of knowledge are divided into two different intellectual tendencies, mainly
rationalist and empiricist. In line with this classical and naive distinction, rationalist thinkers base the source
of knowledge on reason, while empiricist theorists want to base it on experience and sensation. Although these
different epistemological approaches present similar or very different arguments, they have virtually
determined the nature and direction of the history of thought. Today, these epistemological debates and
disagreements continue in many fields such as psychology, neuroscience, technology, and artificial
intelligence.

While claims regarding the source and formation of knowledge vary widely, they are actually based on certain
fundamental principles. These principles or foundations constitute, in essence, the internal structure of
traditional epistemology. Therefore, the issue that needs to be problematized is primarily the internal structure
and scripting of what we might call traditional or orthodox epistemology. Thus, the fundamental problem
emerges as a structural one. Traditional epistemology draws its nourishment from flawed and inaccurate
sources.

The main purpose of this article is to problematize the possibility of an epistemology that can constitute an
alternative to these epistemological approaches that have become orthodox views. Spinoza's epistemology
contains claims that can offer this opportunity with its challenging nature to traditional or orthodox
epistemological approaches. Another aim of this article is to reconsider the concepts of knowledge and
cognition in Spinoza and to diagnose how Spinoza's heterodox epistemology eliminates traditional
epistemological approaches and discussions.

Keywords: Philosophy, epistemology, infinite understanding, adequate idea, knowledge, cognition.

Oz: Epistemoloji, felsefe ve diisiince tarihinin en temel disiplinlerinden birisini olusturmaktadir. Bilginin
kaynagmi ve olusumunu sorunsallagtiran epistemoloji disiplini, biitiin bilim alanlanyla girift bir iligki
icerisindedir. Geleneksel disiince tarihinde bilginin kaynagmi ve olusumunu agiga cikarmak isteyen
teorisyenler ve disiiniirler, baslica rasyonalist ve empirist olmak iizere iki farkli diisiinsel egilimde
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birbirlerinden ayrilmaktadir. Bu klasik ve naif ayrim dogrultusunda rasyonalist diisiiniirler bilginin kaynagini
akilda temellendirirken, empirist teorisyenler deneyde ve duyumda temellendirmek istemektedir. Bu farkli
epistemolojik yaklasimlar, benzer veya cok ayri argiimanlar ortaya koysa da diisiince tarihinin niteligini ve
yoniinii adeta belirlemistir. Giiniimiizde psikoloji, sinirbilim, teknoloji, yapay zeka gibi pek cok alanda bu
epistemolojik tartismalar ve anlagmazliklar devam etmektedir.

Bilginin kaynagina ve olusumuna yonelik iddialar ¢ok cesitli olsa da aslinda temel bazi ilkelere
dayanmaktadir. Bu ilkeler veya dayanaklar geleneksel epistemolojinin adeta igsel yapisini olusturmaktadir. Bu
nedenle sorunsallastirilmasi gereken olgu dncelikle geleneksel veya ortodoks diyebilecegimiz epistemolojinin
i¢sel yapisi ve senaryolastirilmasidir. Boylelikle esas problem, yapisal bir sorun olarak kargimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Geleneksel epistemoloji, hatali ve yanlis kaynaklardan beslenmektedir.

Iste bu makalenin baslica amaci, ortodoks goriis haline gelmis bu epistemolojik yaklagimlara bir
alternatif olusturabilecek bir epistemolojinin imkanimni sorunsallastirmaktir. Spinoza’nin epistemolojisi,
geleneksel veya ortodoks epistemolojik yaklagimlara meydan okuyucu niteligi ile bu imkan1 sunabilecek
iddialar barindirmaktadir. Bu makalenin diger bir gayesi de Spinoza’da bilgi ile bilis kavramlarini yeniden ele
almak ve Spinoza’nin heterodoks epistemolojisinin geleneksel epistemolojik yaklagimlari ve tartismalar
bertaraf ettigini teshis etmektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Felsefe, epistemoloji, sonsuz anlayis, upuygun fikir, bilgi, bilis.
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Structured Abstract:

Epistemology, as the most fundamental branch of science, actually forms the origin and foundation of
all scientific fields. However, epistemology still retains its mysterious nature. Very little is known about the
origin and formation of knowledge that has been made over time. the sources of knowledge. Many claims and
arguments have been made over time regarding the origin and formation of knowledge. the origin and
formation of knowledge Over time, scholars have made numerous claims and arguments regarding the origin
and formation of knowledge. made over time. These arguments remain speculative. Whether rationalist or
empiricist, these claims are actually based on certain fundamental dynamics. Therefore, the primary issue that
epistemology must problematise is not to explain the claims regarding the source and formation of knowledge,
but rather to uncover the fundamental dynamics underlying these claims. The fundamental problem is to
identify the facts that support these arguments. These fundamental facts have enabled the scenario-setting of a
traditional or orthodox epistemology. Therefore, the necessary action is to expose the flawed structure of this
scenario. The flawed epistemological perspective on reality has created a problematic intellectual
understanding. This intellectual understanding also creates a false and flawed worldview. The greatest problem
of the modern age is how humans, as knowing subjects, relate themselves to external reality and the known
object. This relationship has also created a flawed epistemological scenario. It was Baruch Spinoza who, in the
history of thought, recognised this flawed structural scenario and perhaps challenged this understanding by
offering a systematic critique. Human "consciousness", as a finite faculty of understanding, necessarily lacks
the ability to grasp things with sufficient causality and adequate ideas; however, as a finite faculty of
understanding, human "consciousness" necessarily cannot grasp things with sufficient causality and adequate
ideas. Yet as a finite faculty of understanding, it necessarily lacks the ability to grasp things with sufficient
causality and adequate ideas; however, in all his studies, Spinoza's primary goal in epistemology was to identify
erroneous genealogical perspectives.

Spinoza's epistemology is a necessary consequence of his systematic metaphysics or ontology.
Spinoza uses epistemological concepts such as knowledge, cognition, comprehension, or intellect—that is,
mind—in conjunction with ontological concepts such as substance, mode, attribute, causality, and power.
According to Spinoza's epistemology, reality is nothing apart from God expressed in a problematic, intellectual,
specific and determinate way, and reality has an intelligible or graspable nature. Therefore, for Spinoza, the act
of knowing or cognition is essentially synonymous with existence. Spinoza asserts that everything necessarily
exists through its ideas, and only through its ideas. Therefore, everything is produced from Being through its
complete and adequate idea, which is a finite faculty of understanding that cannot grasp things with sufficient
causality or adequately grasp things with sufficient causality and adequate ideas or conceptual determinations.
Something, distinct from the finite minds that perceive or comprehend it, possesses in its essence complete
cognition, comprehension, adequate causality, proper ideation, and complete conceptual determination.
Therefore, the object does so through its ideas, and there is a complete cognition outside of the finite minds
that perceive it, and as a finite mind, the human mind establishes an asymptotic epistemic relationship with
objects, gradually grasping them through sufficient causality and adequate ideas. Therefore, our understanding
of reality and things, whether beautiful or ugly, is nothing more than an inadequate understanding due to
differences in our levels of knowledge, which are limited to a certain extent or time frame. Human
"consciousness", as a finite faculty of understanding, necessarily lacks the ability to grasp things with sufficient
causality and adequate ideas; however, as a finite faculty of understanding, human "consciousness" necessarily
lacks the ability to grasp things with sufficient causality and adequate ideas, yet, in fact, everything outside the
illusion of consciousness fully and completely explains and describes reality. Therefore, according to Spinoza,
everything that exists does so through its ideas, and there can be no independent, noumenal realm outside of
cognition. If the situation were different, we, as finite minds, would be unable to grasp reality or create
cognition and, moreover, would remain unconscious of things. The reason why we finite minds can grasp
reality and create cognition is because the “source” that creates us and everything else is the same.

All these epistemological explanations also express the elements that led the 18th-century philosopher
Maimon to criticise Kant based on Spinoza's ideas. As Maimon, inspired by Spinoza, argued, for cognition to
exist, all elements constituting reality must flow from the same source. In Spinoza, this source is the single
substance whose different formal attributes describe and explain the same thing. Thus, Spinoza rejects the
fundamental foundations, formal structure, and intellectual understanding of what we call orthodox or
traditional epistemology. Spinoza's epistemology not only eliminates the disconnect and chasm between the
knowing subject and the known object, but also deconstructs the methodology and epistemic scripting of
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orthodox epistemology. Furthermore, in Spinoza, the idea is not a creation, construct, or artefact of the mind.
The idea has an objective reality. The mind does not generate ideas or create them ex nihilo. If there were no
substantial, adequate ideas, the human mind would be unable to form cognition about reality. Therefore,
knowing is essentially grasping ideas, reaching them, and understanding them. Therefore, we understand that
finite minds are essentially parts of the infinite mind. Thus, Spinoza both rejects the already flawed claims of
orthodox epistemology and offers heterodox and alternative approaches to the unresolved problems of these
claims.

Keywords: philosophy, epistemology, infinite understanding, adequate idea, knowledge, cognition.
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Résumé Structuré:

L’¢épistémologie, comme branche la plus fondamentale de la science, constitue en réalité I’origine et
le fondement de tous les domaines scientifiques. Cependant, I’épistémologie conserve encore aujourd’hui son
caractére mystérieux. Nous connaissons mal 1’origine et la formation des connaissances acquises au fil du
temps, ainsi que leurs sources. De nombreuses théses et arguments ont été avancés au fil du temps concernant
’origine et la formation des connaissances. L’ origine et la formation du savoir. Au fil du temps, les chercheurs
ont avancé de nombreuses théses et arguments concernant 1’origine et la formation du savoir. Ces arguments
restent spéculatifs. Qu’elles soient rationalistes ou empiristes, ces théses reposent en réalité sur certaines
dynamiques fondamentales. Par conséquent, la question principale que 1’épistémologie doit se poser n’est pas
d’expliquer les théses relatives a la source et a la formation du savoir, mais plutdt de mettre au jour les
dynamiques fondamentales qui sous-tendent ces théses. Le probléme fondamental consiste a identifier les faits
qui étayent ces arguments. Ces faits fondamentaux ont permis 1’élaboration d’un scénario épistémologique
traditionnel ou orthodoxe. Par conséquent, il est nécessaire de mettre a nu la structure défaillante de ce scénario.
La perspective épistémologique erronée sur la réalité a créé une compréhension intellectuelle problématique.
Cette compréhension intellectuelle engendre également une vision du monde fausse et erronée. Le plus grand
probléme de I’ére moderne réside dans la maniére dont les étres humains, comme sujets connaissants, se
rapportent a la réalité extérieure et a 1’objet connu. Cette relation a également donné naissance a un cadre
épistémologique défaillant. C’est Baruch Spinoza qui, dans I’histoire de la pensée, a reconnu ce cadre structurel
défaillant et a peut-étre remis en cause cette conception en proposant une critique systématique. La «
conscience » humaine, comme faculté de compréhension finie, est nécessairement dépourvue de la capacité de
saisir les choses avec une causalité suffisante et des idées adéquates. Cependant, en tant que faculté
d’entendement finie, elle est nécessairement incapable de saisir les choses avec une causalité suffisante et des
idées adéquates ; néanmoins, I’objectif principal de Spinoza en épistémologie, dans toutes ses études, était
d’identifier les perspectives généalogiques erronées.

L’ ¢épistémologie de Spinoza est une conséquence nécessaire de sa métaphysique ou ontologie
systématique. Spinoza utilise des concepts épistémologiques tels que la connaissance, la cognition, la
compréhension ou I’intellect — c’est-a-dire I’esprit — en conjonction avec des concepts ontologiques tels que
la substance, le mode, ’attribut, la causalité et la puissance. Selon 1’épistémologie de Spinoza, la réalité n’est
rien d’autre que Dieu exprimé de maniére problématique, intellectuelle, spécifique et déterminée, et la réalité
possede une nature intelligible ou saisissable. Par conséquent, pour Spinoza, I’acte de connaitre ou la cognition
est essentiellement synonyme d’existence. Spinoza affirme que tout existe nécessairement par ses idées, et
uniquement par ses idées. Par conséquent, tout est produit a partir de 1’Etre par le biais de son idée compléte et
convenable. Ceci constitue une faculté d’entendement finie incapable de saisir les choses avec une causalité
suffisante, ni de les appréhender de maniére adéquate avec une causalité suffisante et des idées appropriées ou
des déterminations conceptuelles. Quelque chose, distinct des esprits finis qui le pergoivent ou le comprennent,
posseéde en son essence une cognition compléte, une compréhension, une causalité adéquate, une idéation
propre et une détermination conceptuelle compléte. Par conséquent, 1’objet agit ainsi par le biais de ses idées,
et il existe une connaissance compléte en dehors des esprits finis qui le pergoivent ; en tant qu’entité limitée,
I’humain établit une relation épistémique asymptotique avec les objets, les saisissant progressivement par le
biais d’une causalité suffisante et d’idées adéquates. Ainsi, notre compréhension de la réalité et des choses,
qu’elles soient belles ou laides, n’est rien d’autre qu’une compréhension inadéquate due aux différences entre
nos niveaux de connaissance. Ces derniers sont limités dans une certaine mesure ou a un certain cadre temporel.
La « conscience » humaine, comme faculté¢ finie de compréhension, est nécessairement dépourvue de la
capacité de saisir les choses par une causalité suffisante et des idées adéquates ; cependant, comme faculté finie
de compréhension, la « conscience » humaine est nécessairement dépourvue de la capacité de saisir les choses
par une causalité suffisante et des idées adéquates, mais, en réalité, tout ce qui se trouve en dehors de I’illusion
de la conscience explique et décrit pleinement et complétement la réalité. Par conséquent, selon Spinoza, tout
ce qui existe existe a travers ses idées, et il ne peut y avoir de domaine nouménal indépendant en dehors de la
cognition. Si la situation était différente, nous, en tant qu’esprits finis, serions incapables de saisir la réalité ou
de créer de la cognition et, de surcroit, resterions inconscients des choses. La raison pour laquelle nous, esprits
finis, pouvons saisir la réalité et créer de la cognition, c’est que la « source » qui nous crée, nous et tout le reste,
est la méme.
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Toutes ces explications épistémologiques expriment également les éléments qui ont conduit le
philosophe du XVIII¢ siécle Maimon a critiquer Kant en s’appuyant sur les idées de Spinoza. Comme 1’a
soutenu Maimon, inspiré par Spinoza, pour que la connaissance existe, tous les éléments constituant la réalité
doivent provenir de la méme source. Chez Spinoza, cette source est la substance unique dont les différents
attributs formels décrivent et expliquent la méme chose. Ainsi, Spinoza rejette les fondements fondamentaux,
la structure formelle et la conception intellectuelle de ce que nous appelons 1’épistémologie orthodoxe ou
traditionnelle. L’épistémologie de Spinoza élimine non seulement la rupture et le fossé entre le sujet
connaissant et I’objet connu, mais déconstruit également la méthodologie et le schéma épistémique de
I’épistémologie orthodoxe. De plus, chez Spinoza, I’idée n’est ni une création, ni une construction, ni un
artefact de I’esprit. L’idée posséde une réalité objective. L’esprit ne génére pas d’idées ni ne les crée ex nihilo.
S’il n’existait pas d’idées substantielles et adéquates, 1’esprit humain serait incapable de former une
connaissance de la réalité. Par conséquent, connaitre consiste essentiellement a saisir les idées, a les atteindre
et a les comprendre. Nous comprenons donc que les esprits finis font essentiellement partie de 1’esprit infini.
Ainsi, Spinoza rejette les affirmations déja erronées de 1’épistémologie orthodoxe tout en proposant des
approches hétérodoxes et alternatives aux problémes non résolus que posent ces affirmations.

Mots-clés: philosophie, épistémologie, entendement infini, idée adéquate, savoir, cognition.

Resumen Estructurado:

La epistemologia, como rama mas fundamental de la ciencia, constituye en realidad el origen y el
fundamento de todos los campos cientificos. Sin embargo, la epistemologia sigue conservando su caracter
misterioso. Se sabe muy poco sobre el origen y la formacion del conocimiento que se ha ido acumulando a lo
largo del tiempo, asi como sobre las fuentes del conocimiento. A lo largo del tiempo se han planteado
numerosas afirmaciones y argumentos sobre el origen y la formacion del conocimiento. El origen y la
formacion del conocimiento. A lo largo del tiempo, los estudiosos han planteado numerosas afirmaciones y
argumentos sobre el origen y la formacion del conocimiento. Estos argumentos siguen siendo especulativos.
Ya sean racionalistas o empiristas, estas afirmaciones se basan, en realidad, en ciertas dinamicas
fundamentales. Por lo tanto, la cuestion principal que la epistemologia debe abordar no es explicar las
afirmaciones relativas a la fuente y la formacion del conocimiento, sino mas bien descubrir las dindmicas
fundamentales que subyacen a dichas afirmaciones. El problema fundamental consiste en identificar los hechos
que respaldan estos argumentos. Estos hechos fundamentales han permitido establecer el marco de una
epistemologia tradicional u ortodoxa. Por lo tanto, lo que hay que hacer es poner al descubierto la estructura
defectuosa de este marco. La perspectiva epistemoldgica erronea sobre la realidad ha creado una comprension
intelectual problematica. Esta comprension intelectual genera, ademas, una vision del mundo falsa y erréonea.
El mayor problema de la era moderna es como los seres humanos, como sujetos cognitivos, se relacionan con
la realidad externa y con el objeto conocido. Esta relacion también ha creado un marco epistemologico
defectuoso. Fue Baruch Spinoza quien, en la historia del pensamiento, reconocié este marco estructural
defectuoso y tal vez cuestion6 esta concepcion ofreciendo una critica sistematica. La "conciencia" humana,
como una habilidad limitada del entendimiento, no tiene la capacidad de entender las cosas de manera
suficiente ni de tener ideas adecuadas. Sin embargo, al ser una habilidad limitada, la "conciencia" humana no
puede, por naturaleza, entender las cosas de manera suficiente ni tener ideas adecuadas. Sin embargo, como
una facultad limitada del entendimiento, no puede entender las cosas con suficiente causalidad e ideas
correctas. A pesar de esto, en todos sus estudios, el objetivo principal de Spinoza en la epistemologia fue
sefialar las perspectivas genealdgicas incorrectas.

La epistemologia de Spinoza es una consecuencia necesaria de su metafisica u ontologia sistematica.
Spinoza utiliza conceptos epistemoldgicos como conocimiento, cognicion, comprension o intelecto —es decir,
la mente— junto con conceptos ontolégicos como sustancia, modo, atributo, causalidad y poder. Segun la
epistemologia de Spinoza, la realidad no es otra cosa que Dios expresado de manera problematica, intelectual,
especifica y determinada, y la realidad tiene una naturaleza inteligible o aprehensible. Por lo tanto, para
Spinoza, el acto de conocer o la cognicion es esencialmente sinénimo de existencia. Spinoza afirma que todo
existe necesariamente a través de sus ideas, y solo por ellas. Asi, todo surge del Ser a través de su idea completa
y apropiada. Esta es una capacidad limitada del entendimiento que no puede comprender las cosas de manera
suficiente o integrarlas correctamente con suficiente causalidad e ideas claras o definiciones. Algo, distinto de
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las mentes finitas que lo perciben o comprenden, posee en su esencia cognicion completa, comprension,
causalidad adecuada, ideacion propia y determinacion conceptual total. Por lo tanto, el objeto lo hace a través
de sus ideas. Existe una cognicion completa al margen de las mentes finitas que la perciben. Como una
cognicion completa al margen de las mentes finitas que lo perciben; y, como mente finita, la mente humana
establece una relacion epistémica asintdtica con los objetos, aprehendiéndolos gradualmente a través de la
causalidad suficiente y las ideas adecuadas. Por lo tanto, nuestra comprension de la realidad y de las cosas, ya
sean bellas o feas, no es mas que una comprension inadecuada debido a las diferencias en nuestros niveles de
conocimiento, que estan limitados en cierta medida o en un marco temporal determinado. La «conciencia»
humana, como facultad finita del entendimiento, carece necesariamente de la capacidad de aprehender las cosas
mediante la causalidad suficiente y las ideas adecuadas. Sin embargo, como facultad finita del entendimiento,
la «conciencia» humana carece necesariamente de la capacidad de aprehender las cosas mediante la causalidad
suficiente y las ideas adecuadas. No obstante, como facultad finita del entendimiento, la «conciencia» humana
carece necesariamente de la capacidad de aprehender las cosas mediante la causalidad suficiente y las ideas
adecuadas; no obstante, de hecho, todo lo que se encuentra fuera de la ilusion de la conciencia explica y describe
plena y completamente la realidad. Por lo tanto, segin Spinoza, todo lo que existe lo hace a través de sus ideas,
y no puede haber un reino nouménico independiente fuera de la cognicion. Si la situacion fuera diferente,
nosotros, como mentes finitas, seriamos incapaces de comprender la realidad o de crear cognicion y, ademas,
permaneceriamos inconscientes de las cosas. La razén por la que nuestras mentes finitas pueden comprender
la realidad y crear cognicion es porque la «fuente» que nos crea a nosotros y a todo lo demas es la misma.

Todas estas explicaciones epistemoldgicas expresan también los elementos que llevaron al filésofo
del siglo XVIII Maimoén a criticar a Kant basandose en las ideas de Spinoza. Tal y como argumenté Maimon,
inspirado por Spinoza, para que exista la cognicion, todos los elementos que constituyen la realidad deben
manar de la misma fuente. En Spinoza, esta fuente es la sustancia inica cuyos diferentes atributos formales
describen y explican lo mismo. Asi, Spinoza rechaza los fundamentos basicos, la estructura formal y la
comprension intelectual de lo que llamamos epistemologia ortodoxa o tradicional. La epistemologia de Spinoza
no solo elimina la desconexion y el abismo entre el sujeto conocedor y el objeto conocido, sino que también
deconstruye la metodologia y el guion epistémico de la epistemologia ortodoxa. Ademas, para Spinoza, la idea
no es una creacion, un constructo ni un artefacto de la mente. La idea tiene una realidad objetiva. La mente no
genera ideas ni las crea ex nihilo. Si no existieran ideas sustanciales y adecuadas, la mente humana seria incapaz
de formar una cognicion sobre la realidad. Por lo tanto, conocer consiste esencialmente en captar ideas,
alcanzarlas y comprenderlas. De ahi que entendamos que las mentes finitas son, en esencia, partes de la mente
infinita. Spinoza no acepta las afirmaciones incorrectas de la epistemologia tradicional y propone enfoques
diferentes y alternativos para abordar los problemas que estas afirmaciones no resuelven.

Palabras clave: filosofia, epistemologia, entendimiento infinito, idea adecuada, conocimiento,
cognicion.

SR E:

PRI AEARIE B ARLK 70 32, SEPR_EAMIB T I Bl 22 U e I 5 2k Al 2810, DORIRK
SRR B AP AR o S8 TR AR 5 TR A R IR, AT R KIBIBR, 56T
SRR IESTE R, AR T2 RIRFI s R REIR 5 1 B RS I (] 1 HERS , Z AT 50
WAGERIE 5T IR 1182 ERAMG . XEe B A0S AN ZE . Ttk £ T2
200 N, XL TRSLPR A TR R B R, DA URIR e ZIE BRI 1R A
MR G T RN ORI ST UK 25K, TR 48 78 IX 26 15K 1 J5 B 8 AR A R B A L o ARAS il RELAE
TIPSR LR KA . LR IAR A R AR S BUE SRR I BB HESS . (R, %455
B TR — PR P A AE BRI o XA B SE A A IR AT A A7 AE BRI T 20T A TR A
FORLAA . XA B RIE A T — SRR E A SR I . BUARECR 1) ABE TS E A
M B B BRI SE RN R B B A LR R o XM R R AR 1 — M SR RIRHESL.
FERBAR S b T T B - 0 S b PR 13— A BB R S A PR 2R T B VR I 4 AR G Rk
TR NI ER N — M BR A B AR RE 0, 20 SR 2 LLIE S A TR R AR Y RO & KT 1R
FEVITIRE 152K, IE R N2 A IR A AR RE 70, N SER R AR TETE DA TE 40 O TR -1 229 0 2k 4

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



4238 Hasan Ali Basaran

REY. SR VR — R IR A BARRE 71, E 6 2RI Z LLIE 43 BOIR ReE Gbs S ROWL & RAE IR M RE
(ELERT S V5 A BT T 7 b AR AR T TG A L b TR B R A1 R A A

RS AR R R AUV 2 AR IR 05 PR S WSS, U, 3
A B HI0 72— SR, U, R, R, TR R RS A
WS O RUENTSC S OISR L . U ELT i 07 X AR
KA L, FILSCAA TR TR0 AR . Wi, XENFFIAISTI S, SRS AR
AR . WIS, LRI, LGB BT Kk, 731
T 52 8 FL T AN OB T IR AR ) B LA TS 4 R B R 0, R
I R L7555 6 DR 576 20 B AR SR 0, S 3 NS 4R
D RMKAMAELE, 6 AT R A E A AL, TR, 7850 DS L 2 RO BL I e s
MBLETERE. B, A GRIB IR SR SIIUX A, TIAERRATE B 0 R 2 S 2 —
SRR (ARG R, AJob R SRE RS T TR AR R, B 74 R S 7
FLAEN R R B, RATRIIUSE 5 IR B R AR A E T AT
SERT B L 2 SRR, KT SRR I SR TR N AT IR, AZERITEU,
R IRAIUARRE S, ISR Z AL 75 4 DR A SRR R IR T0 AT R R
MERRRREJ1, NS B AR BT 7620 DR P S48 4R PR IR B ), (S
RRKIRZ AN —Y), AL SRR AA LS. P, RISy O, — I
2GR, LSS0 B RS0, TR, SR AL
TP A, SRR AT L 2 BT B RESAER L SE
WAL LB KRR AT BT Pk A A 0.

FTA IR LA AR AR 7RG 18 I 20 22 500 S T M s v 0 i) AR RIS O 4R
RS2 v Ib R R B S TR IRRE, INREAEAE, ML SERI T Z R L AR B [F— k.
FEH SR VS BRIE rh, IX YRR A B SR, AR T SR R R R — S, BRI,
W € T BA VTR IE G B SRR RIS ASERY . XAt R BE P . s i v AR
WABUERR TIAR B SRR Z B SI80, IEM T IESORIB TR S RIBHE
2. UbAh, FEMTREEISIE R, BEIHEO R ENE. MEE Y. BEAARERIENE. LR
AL ERE, WAL PAEGHMENE TN WRBA LN, RS, ANRORETIEN
WITEEONFR . Bk, AR Bl RAEIR I S il B R ER AR R S el FRATERMRE], AR
Rt RASJFT L TE PR R — 870 o PRI, Wi b BE U T IR0 R A AR BRI ) 225K,
SUBFRPIZ 6 5 1 A A o (9 1) AR 3t 7 AR IEGE 00 BRARKEIR A ki A2

A P, AUNE. CIRERM. AAEA. M. A,

CrpykrypupoBanHoe Pe3iome:

OnucteMonorus, Kak Haubonee (yHIaMEHTAbHAs HAay4dHas TUCLUILIMHA, (DAKTHYECKU SIBISETCS
HCTOYHHUKOM M OCHOBOM BCE€X Hay4HBIX oOnactei. OZHAKO SMHCTEMOJIOTHS MO-TIPEKHEMY COXpPaHSEeT CBOI
3arajouHblii xapakrep. O TPOUCXOXKIEHUU W (OPMHUPOBAHMM 3HAHHMH, HAKOIUICHHBIX HA IPOTSIKECHUU
BPEMEHH, U3BECTHO OUeHb Maso. VicTounnky 3HaHUH. Ha MpoTskeHUH BEKOB BBIABUTAJIMCh MHOT'OYHCIICHHBIE
YTBEPXK/ICHHSI U apTyMEHThl OTHOCHUTEIBHO MPOHUCXOXKAEHHUS W (GOpPMUPOBaHUs 3HaHWU. [Ipoucxoxnenue u
¢opmupoBanne 3HaHWS. Ha NpOTSDKEHNM BPEMEHM yUYEHbBIE BBIABUTAIM MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE YTBEPXKICHHS H
apryMEHTBI OTHOCHUTEIILHO MPOUCXOKACHHS U (POPMHUPOBAHMS 3HAHMS, HAKOIUIEHHOTO C TEYCHUEM BPEMEHH.
OTU apryMeHTBl OCTAIOTCS CHEKYJIATHBHBIMHU. Byab TO palMOHaIMCTHYECKHE WM SMIMPUYECKUE, ATU
YTBEPIK/ICHHS] HAa CAMOM JIeJIe OCHOBAHbI Ha ONpe/IeIEHHON (yH1aMeHTanbHON quHamMuKe. [loaToMy ocHOBHas
3a/1a4a, KOTOPYIO IOJKHA MTOCTABUTH MIEpe]] COOOH MUCTEMOJIOTHS, 3aKITI0YAETCSI HE B TOM, YTOOBI OOBSICHUTD
YTBEP)KICHUS OTHOCHTEIBHO HCTOYHHMKOB M (OPMHPOBAHUS 3HAHWSL, a B TOM, UYTOOBI PacKpHITh
(yHIaMEHTAIBHYIO JAWHAMHKY, JIEXKAI[yl0 B OCHOBE 3THUX yTBepxkaeHHH. DyHIaMeHTambHas 3amada
3aKJIFOYAaeTCs B BBIABICHHUH (DAKTOB, MOATBEPKIAIONINX ATH apryMeHThl. VIMEHHO 3TH (QyHAaMeHTaJIbHbIC
(hakTHI TO3BONIMIIH CPOPMUPOBATH CIICHAPHUIA TPASAUIIHOHHON WM OPTOAOKCAIBHON 31ncTeMoiorun. IlosTomy
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HEOOXOIMMO PACKPBITH HECOBEPIICHHYIO CTPYKTYPY 3TOTO clieHaprsi. HecoBepieHHas 3MHCTeMOIOTHIecKast
MePCIEeKTHBA Ha PEabHOCTh PHBEa K POPMHUPOBAHHUIO IPOOIEMATHIHOTO HHTEIUIEKTYaIbHOTO IIOHIMAaHHSI.
OTO HWHTEIUIEKTyalbHOE NOHHUMAaHHE Takke (OPMHUPYET JIO)KHOE W HECOBEPIICHHOE MHPOBO33PCHHE.
Benmuaiimas npo0ieMa COBPeMEHHOCTH 3aKIII0YACTCs B TOM, KaK JIFOAX, OyIydn O3HAIOIMINMHI CyObeKTaMH,
COOTHOCST ce0sl C BHEIIHEH PeabHOCTHIO M MO3HABaeMBIM OOBEKTOM. JTa B3aMMOCBS3b TAK)Ke ITOPOJANIA
OIMMOOYHBINH dMUCTEMOIOTHUeCKri crieHapwid. imenHo Bapyx CrnimHO3a B HCTOPUH MBICITH Paco3HAI 3TOT
OIUOOYHBIA CTPYKTYPHBIN CICHAPHIA ¥, BO3MOXKHO, OpPOCHJI BBI30B 3TOMY IOHHUMAHHUIO, MPEIUIOKUB
CHUCTEMATHYCCKYIO KPUTHKY. UeloBeUeCKoe «CO3HAHUEY, KaK KOHEUHAsI CIOCOOHOCTh MOHUMAHHUS, HEU30CIKHO
JIMIICHO CITOCOOHOCTH MOCTUTATh BEIIM C JOCTATOYHOW MPHUYMHHOCTHIO M aJICKBATHBIMHU HICSIMU; OJHAKO,
OyJy4H KOHCYHOH CIIOCOOHOCTBHIO MOHUMAHUS, YEIIOBEUSCKOE «CO3HAHUE» HEU30CIKHO HE MOXET IOCTHUTaTh
BEIIM C JOCTATOYHOW NPUYMHHOCTHIO W aJeKBAaTHBIMH HACSIMU. TeM He MeHee, Oyaydd KOHCYHOM
CIIOCOOHOCTHIO TOHUMAHWS, OHO HEHM30€)KHO JIMIICHO CIIOCOOHOCTH IMOCTUTaTh BEIIM C JOCTATOYHOM
MPUIMHHOCTBIO U aJIeKBaTHRIMH HICSIMH; OJTHAKO BO BCEX CBOMX HCCIICAOBAHMAX IIaBHOH menpio CIIMHO3H B
SMHUCTEMOJIOTHH OBLTO BEISBICHUE OITNOOYHBIX TeHEAJOTHYECKIX TTOAXO00B.

Snuctemonorust CIIHHO3H ABIAETCS HEOOXOIUMBIM CIICACTBHEM €r0 CHCTEMATHUECKOH MeTahU3UKH
unn oHtonoruy. CIHHO3a HCHONB3YeT SMUCTEMOJIOTHYECKHE MOHATHs, TaKHe Kak 3HAHHE, MO3HAHUE,
NOHUMAaHHE WM MHTEIUIEKT — TO €CTh PasyM — B COYETAHHUHU C OHTOJOTMYECKUMH MOHITUSMH, TAKUMH KaK
cyOcTaHIs, PEKUM, aTpUOYT, IPUIMHHOCTH U cria. CoryacHO snucteMosioru CIIMHO3EL, PEaTbHOCTh — 3TO
HE 4TO MHOE, Kak bor, BeIpa>keHHbIH Mpo0ieMaTHYeCKiM, HHTEIUIEKTY aJIbHBIM, KOHKPETHBIM U OTIpeIeIEHHBIM
0o0pa3oM, U peasbHOCTh OOJIafaeT MOHATHOW WM MOCTIOKUMOW mpupojod. [lostomy mis CHuHO3BI aKkT
IMO3HAaHUA WK IIO3HABATCJIbLHOI'O0 IIpoHecca 1o CYTU SABJIACTCAd CHHOHHMMOM CYIICCTBOBAHUA. CruHo3a
YTBEP)KAACT, 4TO BCE 0053aTEIILHO CYIIECTBYET IOCPEACTBOM CBOMX HJEH U TOJIBKO IIOCPEACTBOM CBOUX UJICH.
CrenoBartenbHO, BCE IPOUCTEKAET U3 BbITHA Yepe3 ero MojaHyo U aJeKBaTHYIO UIEH0, KOTOpasl IPEACTaBIIseT
c000if KOHEUHYI0 CTIOCOOHOCTH IIOHNMAaHUs, HECOCOOHYO OXBATHIBATh BEIH C JOCTATOYHONW IIPHIMHHOCTBIO
WM aJeKBAaTHO OXBaTbIBaTh BEIIUM C [JOCTATOYHOW MPHYMHHOCTBIO W AaJEKBAaTHBIMU MICSMH HWIH
KOHLIENTyalbHBIMH OnpefeneHusIMA. HeuTo, OTIMYHOE OT KOHEUHBIX YMOB, KOTOPBIE €70 BOCIIPMHUMAIOT UIIH
MOCTHTAIOT, 00IaaeT B CBOEH CYIIHOCTH IOJIHBIM ITO3HAHHEM, IIOHUMAaHUEM, aJICKBATHONH MPHYMHHOCTHIO,
HaJUISKAIIUM HEaTOM M IOJIHBIM KOHIENTYAJILHBIM ompeneneHneM. CieoBaTeIbHO, OOBEKT CyIIECTBYET
HNOCPEJICTBOM CBOMX HIEW, U 3a MIpeAelaMH KOHEYHBIX yMOB, KOTOpPBIE €ro BOCIPHHUMAIOT, CYHIECTBYET
MOJTHOE IIO3HAHME; a YeJIOBEYeCKHH yM, OyIydd KOHEYHBIM YMOM, YCTaHABIMBAET ACHUMITOTHYECKYIO
SMUCTEMHNYCCKYIO CBA3b C O6'beKTaMI/I, TOCTCIICHHO OXBAThIBasA UX MOCPEIACTBOM HOCTaTOHHOﬁ MMPUINHHOCTHU
U aZieKBaTHBIX uiel. [lo3ToMy Halle MoOHMMaHUE PeabHOCTH U BelleH, 0y1b TO IPEKPACHBIX WIH YPOIIUBBIX,
ABJIISACTCA HC UEM HHBIM, KaK HCAACKBATHBIM ITOHUMAHUCM, 06yCJ’IOBJ’I€HHLIM pa3InurudgaMi B HalllUX YPOBHAX
3HaHUA, KOTOPBIEC OI'paHUYCHBI B onpeneneHHoﬁ CTCTICHW WJIM BPEMCHHBLIX paMKax. YenoBeueckoe
«CO3HaHHE», KaK KOHEYHasi CIOCOOHOCTh MOHMMaHus1, Hen30exHO JHIIeHO CrIocOOHOCTH OCTUTATh BELIH C
MOMOIIBIO JIOCTATOYHOM NPUYMHHOCTH W afeKBAaTHBIX MIEH; OAHAKO, OyIy4n KOHEYHOH CIIOCOOHOCTBIO
MOHVMAaHHMS, YEJIOBEYECKOE «CO3HAHME» HEU30€KHO JIMIIEHO CHOCOOHOCTH INOCTHraTh BEIIM C MOMOUIBIO
JIOCTaTOYHOW MPUYMHHOCTH U aJ€KBATHBIX HJEH, HO, IO CYTH, BCE, YTO HAXOAUTCS 3a MpeAeIaMU HILUTIO3HH
CO3HaHMS, OJHOCTHIO M UCUEPTIBIBAIONIE OOBSICHSACT U OMMCHIBAaET peasibHOCTh. [TloaToMy, coriacHo CrimHo3e,
BCE CYILECTBYIOIIEE CYIIECTBYET IOCPEICTBOM CBOMX HJIEH, W 3a IpeAedaMd IO3HAHHS HE MOXKET
CYIIECTBOBAaTh HHKAKOH HE3aBHUCHMOM, HOyMeHalbHOH cdepbl. Ecian Obl cuTyaums Obula MHOW, MBI, Kak
KOHEYHBIE YMbI, ObUIM Obl HECIIOCOOHBI MMOCTHraTh PEANLHOCTh WM CO3/laBaTh IO3HaHHE M, Ooliee TOro,
OCTaBAINCH OBl B HEBEIEHUHM OTHOCHUTENBHO Bemied. IIpuunHa, Mo KOTOPOIl MBI, KOHEYHBIE YMBI, MOXEM
IMOCTUTaTh PECAJILHOCTD U CO3AaBaTh IMO3HAHUE, 3aKIIOYACTCA B TOM, YTO <<I/ICTO‘IHI/IK)>, CO3I[21}OH.II/IIZ Hac " BcE
OCTaNbHOE, SIBIAETCS OHUM U TEM XKe.

Bce »tH smmcTtemMonornyeckie OOBSCHEHHS TaKKe OTPAKAIOT Te 3JIEMEHTHI, KOTOpPHIC MOOYIMIN
¢unocoda X VIII Beka Maiimona kputukoBats Kanta, onupasice Ha naen CrimHo3bl. Kak yTBepxaan MaiimoH,
BJOXHOBJIEHHbI CIHMHO30M, JUI CYIECTBOBAaHUS MO3HAHUS BCE DJIEMEHTHI, COCTABISIOIIUE PEAbHOCTH,
JIOJDKHBI TIPOMCTEKATh U3 OAHOTO M TOTO e NCTOYHHUKA. Y CIMHO3BI ATOT UCTOYHHUK — €JJMHast cyOcTaHus,
pasnuHble (opMabHBIE aTpUOYTHI KOTOPOW ONMCBHIBAIOT U OOBSCHSAIOT OJHO M TO k€. TakuM o0Opasom,
CnHo3a oTBepraeT (GyHJaMeHTaNbHbIE OCHOBBI, (POPMAIBHYIO CTPYKTYpPY M MHTEIUIEKTyalbHOE TIOHUMaHue
TOr0, YTO MBI Ha3bIBAEM OPTOJOKCATBHOM WM TPaJULMOHHON 3nucTeMosioruei. dnucremonorus CHuHO3bI
HE TOJBKO YCTpPAHSET Pa3phiB M IPOMACTh MEKIY IMO3HAIOMNM CyOBEKTOM U ITO3HABAEMBIM O0BEKTOM, HO U
JEKOHCTPYHPYET METOAOJIOTHIO U 3MUCTEMUIECKHE CXEMbI OPTOJOKCAIBHOM amucTemMonioruu. boiuee toro, y
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CrHO3bI Ues He SBISETCS TBOPEHUEM, KOHCTPYKTOM HITH apTedakToM pasyma. Mes obiaanaeT 00beKTUBHON
peanbpHOCThIO. PazyM He HOpOXAaeT HWIAeM W HEe CO3[aeT MX M3 Hudero. Eciaum Obl HE CyINIECTBOBAIO
CcyOCTaHITMATBHBIX, aJIeKBaTHBIX HICH, YeTOBEUSCKUH pa3yM ObLI OBl HECITOCOOeH (hOPMHUPOBATh TTO3HAHKE O
peanpHocT. ClieZOBAaTENbHO, MMO3HAHUE IO CYTH 3aKIIOYAETCS B OXBAaTe HJCH, JOCTIKCHHH HX M UX
MoHMMaHUU. TakkuM 00pa3oM, Mbl IOHMMAEM, YTO KOHEUHBIC YMBbI [0 CYTH SIBIISIOTCS YacTsIMU OECKOHEYHOTO
pasyma. Takum obpaszom, CrimHO3a Kak oTBepraeT W 0e3 TOro onmmOOYHbBIC YTBEPKICHUS OPTOAOKCATHLHOM
SMUCTEMOJIOTHH, TaK M MpPEJIaracT HEOPTOJOKCAIbHBIC M ANbTCPHATHBHBIC IMOIXOABI K HEPCIICHHBIM
npoOIeMaM 3TUX YTBEPKICHUI.

KiaioueBble cioBa: (1)I/IJ'IOCO(1)I/IH, SIMUCTCMOJIOT U, OECKOHEUHOE IIOHUMaHHC, aJCKBaTHasd HJICH,
3HaHUC, IIO3HAHUC.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bilimin en temel dali olan epistemoloji, aslinda tiim bilimsel alanlarin kékenini ve temelini olusturur.
Bununla birlikte, epistemoloji hald gizemli dogasini korumaktadir. Bilginin kaynagi hakkinda ¢ok az sey
bilinmektedir. Ge¢misten giiniimiize bilginin kékeni ve olusumuyla ilgili sayisiz iddia ve argiiman ortaya
atilmistir. Bu argiimanlar spekiilatif kalmaktadir. Rasyonalist veya ampirist olsun, bu iddialar aslinda belirli
temel dinamiklere dayanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, epistemolojinin ele almasi gereken temel sorun, bilginin
kaynagi ve olusumuyla ilgili iddialar1 agiklamak degil, bu iddialarin altinda yatan temel dinamikleri ortaya
¢ikarmaktir. Aslinda, temel sorun bu argiimanlar: destekleyen gercekleri belirlemektir. Bu temel gergekler,
geleneksel veya ortodoks bir epistemolojinin senaryosunu olusturmayi miimkiin kilmistir. Bu nedenle, gerekli
eylem, bu senaryonun kusurlu yapisini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir. Gergeklige iliskin kusurlu epistemolojik bakis agisi,
kusurlu bir entelektiiel anlayis yaratmistir. Bu entelektiiel anlayis ayni zamanda yanlig ve kusurlu bir diinya
goriisli de yaratir. Modern ¢agin en bilyiik sorunu, bilen 6zneler olarak insanlarin kendilerini dis gergeklikle ve
bilinen nesneyle nasil iligkilendirdikleridir. Bu iliski ayn1 zamanda kusurlu bir epistemolojik senaryo da
yaratmigtir. Diislince tarihinde bu kusurlu yapisal senaryoyu fark eden ve belki de sistematik bir elestiri sunarak
bu anlayisa meydan okuyan kisi Baruch Spinoza olmustur. Tiim ¢aligmalarinda oldugu gibi, Spinoza'nin
epistemolojideki temel amaci hatali soybilimsel bakis agilarini belirlemekti.

Spinoza'nin epistemolojisi, sistematik metafiziginin veya ontolojisinin zorunlu bir sonucudur.
Spinoza, bilgi, bilis, kavrayis veya akil gibi epistemolojik kavramlari, 6z, kip, nitelik, nedensellik ve gii¢ gibi
ontolojik kavramlarla birlikte kullanir. Gergekten de, Spinoza'nin epistemolojisine gore, gerceklik, Tanri'nin
kendini belirli ve kesin bir sekilde ifade etmesinden baska bir sey degildir ve gergekligin anlasilabilir veya
kavranabilir bir dogasi vardir. Bu nedenle, Spinoza i¢in bilme veya bilis eylemi, 6ziinde varolusla es anlamlidir.
Bu heterodoks epistemolojik argiiman dogrultusunda, Spinoza igin her sey zorunlu olarak fikirleri araciligiyla
var olur. Bu nedenle, her sey Varlik'tan, eksiksiz, tam ve yeterli fikirleri veya kavramsal belirlemeleri
araciligiyla iiretilir. Gergekten de, onu algilayan veya kavrayan sonlu zihinlerden farkli bir sey, 6ziinde eksiksiz
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bilis, kavrayis, yeterli nedensellik, uygun fikir ve eksiksiz kavramsal belirlemeye sahiptir. Dolayisiyla, sey
veya nesne, sonlu zihinlerin bilisinin diginda tam bilisiyle var olur ve sonlu bir zihin olarak insan zihni, seylerle
asimptotik bir epistemik iliski kurar, seyleri yeterli nedensellik ve uygun fikirlerle kademeli olarak kavrar. Bu
nedenle, gercekligi ve seyleri, giizel veya cirkin, belirli bir dl¢lide veya belirli bir zaman dilimi i¢inde
anlamamiz, bilgi seviyelerimizdeki farkliliklardan kaynaklanan eksik veya yetersiz bir anlayistan baska bir sey
degildir. Sonlu bir anlama yetenegi olarak insan "bilinci", seyleri yeterli nedensellik ve uygun fikirlerle
kavrayamaz, ancak aslinda biling yanilsamasinin digindaki her sey gercekligi tam ve eksiksiz olarak agiklar ve
tanimlar. Bu nedenle, Spinoza'ya gore, var olan her sey fikirleri araciligiyla var olur ve bilisin disinda bagimsiz,
numenal bir alan olamaz. Eger durum bdyle olmasaydi, sonlu zihinler olarak gergekligi kavrayamaz, bilis
yaratamaz ve dahasi, seylerin bilincine varamazdik. Biz sonlu zihinlerin ger¢egi kavrayabilmesinin ve biligsel
stiregler olusturabilmesinin nedeni, bizi ve her seyi yaratan "kaynagm" ayni olmasidir.

Tiim bu epistemolojik aciklamalar, 18. yiizy1l filozofu Maimon'un Spinoza'ya dayanarak Kant1
elestirmesine yol acan unsurlari da ifade eder. Spinoza'dan ilham alan Maimon'un savundugu gibi, bilisin var
olabilmesi i¢in, gercekligi olusturan tiim unsurlarin ayni kaynaktan gelmesi gerekir. Spinoza'da bu kaynak,
farkli bicimsel nitelikleri ayni seyi tanimlayan ve agiklayan tek bir tdzdiir. Dolayisiyla Spinoza, ortodoks veya
geleneksel epistemoloji olarak adlandirdigimiz seyin ana temellerini, bigimsel yapisini ve entelektiiel anlayisini
reddeder. Spinoza'nin epistemolojisi, bilen 6zne ile bilinen nesne arasindaki kopuklugu ve ugurumu ortadan
kaldirmakla kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda ortodoks epistemolojinin metodolojisini ve epistemik senaryosunu da
yapibozuma ugratir. Dahasi, Spinoza'da fikir, zihnin bir yaratimi, kurgusu veya yapay iriinii degildir. Fikrin
nesnel bir gergekligi vardir. Zihin fikirleri liretmez veya yoktan var etmez. Eger somut, yeterli fikirler
olmasaydi, insan zihni gergeklik hakkinda bilis olusturamazdi. Dolayisiyla, bilmek 6ziinde fikirleri kavramak,
onlara ulagmak, onlar1 anlamaktir. Bu nedenle, sonlu zihinlerin 6ziinde sonsuz zihnin pargalari oldugunu
anltyoruz. Boylece Spinoza, hem ortodoks epistemolojinin zaten kusurlu olan iddialarini reddeder hem de bu
iddialarin ¢6ziilmemis sorunlarina heterodoks ve alternatif yaklasimlar sunar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Felsefe, epistemoloji, sonsuz anlayis, upuygun fikir, bilgi, bilis.
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Introduction

Discussions about epistemology, which problematizes the source and structure of
knowledge, retain their contemporary relevance. While theorists who seek to find the source of
knowledge in certain principles of reason, experience, or sensory experience present different
arguments, they essentially draw upon certain common understandings and approaches. At this point,
the issue that needs to be problematized is not so much showing what conclusions theorists have
reached, but rather identifying the solutions and modes of thought that led to these conclusions.
Indeed, the important issue revealed here is to show the framework of understanding within which
epistemologists operate. Perhaps one of the best examples of this is Reid, an 18th-century
epistemologist. Reid argues that Berkeley and Hume made excellent inferences from Locke's
epistemology, but that the concept and understanding of "idea," central to Locke's epistemology,
were flawed, and that the claims derived from this understanding were also incorrect. Here, Reid
argues that in the understanding of Locke, Hume, and Berkeley, the erroneous belief that ideas are
the immediate objects of our perceptions is flawed; the causal relationship between sensation and
ideas or concepts in the mind is incorrectly constructed, and sensation remains insufficient and
incomplete in forming our perceptions. According to Reid, who posits a common-sense realism
epistemology, the mind does not grasp the external world through the representation of ideas; he
states that we perceive things directly, not ideas. This example serves as an attempt to identify the
fundamental motivation behind the problem. On the other hand, as we encounter in the Cartesian
understanding, an ontological separation is made between the mind, which is a thinking thing, and
the body, which occupies space. Accordingly, mind and body are separated into different substances
or entities. The problem here is how mind and body, being different entities, can have a causal
interaction. Indeed, how can something that thinks influence something that does not think, and how
can it transform it into something "known" or "conscious"? Indeed, how can something that
influences the mind “from the outside” be brought into a conscious state? Therefore, all
epistemological arguments, whether rationalist or empiricist, must adhere to certain ontological
assumptions. Furthermore, how the mind produces or acquires ideas or concepts from external things
presents a major ontological problem. Moreover, how can a “causal” or “semi-causal” relationship
arise between something spatial or material and something conceptual or non-spatial? How can
something conceptual form a cognitive relationship with something spatial in a way that leads to
knowledge? All these epistemological problems will remain a major point of contention, whether
considered within a rationalist or empiricist context. All these explanations, while exhibiting internal
differences, have essentially characterized the conceptual and methodological orthodox
understanding and approach in epistemology.

In his attempt to define the limits of knowledge and synthesize empiricist and rationalist
claims, Kant creates a duality between the faculties of sensibility and understanding. Furthermore,
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while the faculty of sensibility is capable of relating to something that comes "from the outside"—
from experience—the faculty of understanding cannot establish any epistemological relationship
with something that comes from experience. However, Kant also speaks of the noumenal,
independent of perceptions, unknowable, or indefinable being in itself, existing outside the realm of
subjective experience and consciousness. According to this view, the appearances of objects are
knowable, but what they are in themselves is unknowable. These epistemological problems arise as
a consequence of the conclusions of orthodox epistemology. While Kant sought to create a synthesis
between rationalist and empiricist approaches, he made the discussion even more complex and
intractable, leading us to consider a reality that exists outside of consciousness and cognition.
Maimon, one of the great but forgotten thinkers and theorists of the 18th century, does not accept
Kant's cognitive dualism between faculties and his conception of the thing-in-itself as separate from
consciousness. According to him, the source of the faculty of sensibility and the faculty of
understanding must be the same, and they must flow from the same source. Furthermore, he argues
that Kant must adhere to certain ontological commitments (Thielke & Melamed, 2024; Kelley, 2005).
Therefore, faculties originating from these two different sources cannot constitute cognition in any
way. The issue that needs to be problematized here is how a thing or object, apart from the subjects
who perceive it, actually possesses consciousness and cognition. According to Maimon, a thing or
phenomenon must have "complete cognition" or "complete, total conceptual determination" outside
of the subjects perceiving it, and the object is the sum of the qualities attributed to it. Furthermore,
to make these epistemological inferences, Maimon had to discuss the concept of an infinite mind
(Thielke & Melamed, 2024; Kelley, 2005). This reveals that while we, as finite minds, perceive and
comprehend reality and everything that constitutes it, with necessarily incomplete or insufficient
degrees of difference in terms of time and space forms, the infinite mind perceives and knows reality
or everything not insofar as it appears to be given from something outside of us, but as quantitative
relations in terms of rational form (Kelley, 2005). Therefore, according to Maimon, we, as finite
minds, comprehend reality, which consists of complete and perfectly appropriate ideas, in different
degrees, that is, in different modes of knowledge and cognition. Thus, Maimon attempted to resolve
the complex problem of cognition posed by traditional epistemology and Kant's epistemological
approaches in a rationalist and metaphysical, yet fascinating and heterodox way. Maimon's
opposition to Kant primarily involves radical elements concerning the dual nature of cognitive
faculties with differing origins. Furthermore, another crucial element that Maimon cleverly
recognizes is that traditional or orthodox epistemology further deepens the cognitive disconnect
between the knowing subject and the known object.

From the past onwards, when the genealogical structure of "orthodox or traditional
epistemology" is problematized through Maimon, the formation of cognition seems to have taken on
a "contingent" rather than a "necessary" character. On the other hand, the relationship between the
noumenon, a boundary concept, and the phenomenon points to an irrational situation that separates
reality. Along with all this, how certain raw data from experience and "external" sources are
synthesized with a structure that does not originate from experience remains hypothetical but
unexplained. Furthermore, orthodox epistemology reduces reality to the level of representation, first
dividing existence into parts and then attempting to establish an epistemological relationship between
them again. Therefore, far from correctly identifying the source, structure, and formation of
knowledge, orthodox epistemology has made it even more complex and contradictory. Of course, at
the foundation of this lies the aim of maintaining a self-contained understanding of the subject,
isolated from external reality. This hidden agenda of orthodox epistemology has exacted a heavy
price from the history of thought, creating an epistemological chasm between the knowing subject
and the known object that can never be bridged. This is why orthodox epistemology is fraught with
numerous theoretical, structural, methodological, and ontological problems.
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The problems that Maimon identified and sought to dismantle in orthodox epistemology have
actually been pointed out by other thinkers as well. While Maimonides and Leibniz influenced
Maimon's radical epistemological opposition, Spinoza had a profound impact. This is because
Spinoza emerges as a theorist of knowledge who opposes orthodox epistemology. His metaphysics
of substance constitutes not only an ontological and logical system, but also, essentially, an
epistemological system. His epistemology, firmly rooted in his ontology, both deconstructs the
understanding and thought processes of orthodox or traditional epistemology and offers different and
new perspectives on the seemingly intractable problems of epistemology. Following all these
explanations and presentations, the aim of this article is to argue that Spinoza's epistemology
dismantles the already "wrongly" constructed traditional epistemology we call orthodox, and creates
entirely new concepts of knowledge and cognition. Another important aim of this article is to show
that Spinoza cannot be considered a naive and typical rationalist epistemologist.

The Integration of Reality and Completeness: The Concept of Adequate Idea and
Infinite Cognition

Understanding the implications of Spinoza's epistemology directly depends on
understanding the nature of his ontology. To this end, the primary starting point is to identify his
understanding of substance and its ontological character. Thus, Spinoza's understanding of substance
is not merely metaphysical or ontological; it also carries an epistemological quality. In this way, the
ontological concept of "reality” is integrated with the epistemological concept of "truth." It becomes
clear that a correct analysis of the components that constitute reality is an essential undertaking for
epistemological analysis. This metaphysical or ontological plane of reality is essentially nothing
more than a single substance or Being and its modes, or modes; by substance, we mean that which
is conceived through and in itself, that is, that whose concept does not contain the concept of anything
else. When we speak of modification or accident, we understand it to mean that which is in something
else and is grasped through that thing (Spinoza, 2014, p. 69; Ethica, Chapter 1, Definitions 3, 5).
This ontological conceptual exposition reveals itself, first and foremost, through the quality of
existence of something grasped in itself and through the quality of existence of something that cannot
find its existence in itself. It becomes clear here that Spinoza's ontology is essentially a
problematization of causality, and therefore his epistemology must parallel this problematization of
causality. Spinoza finds the essential and substantial nature of substance in the concept of causa sui.
Clearly, this concept describes that which carries its cause within itself, that which derives its cause
from itself, and that which is conceived absolutely in itself (Ethica, Chapter 1, Definition 1).
Therefore, to analyze reality, it is first necessary to analyze this concept. Because the fundamental
element at the source of everything is the ontology of causality, and the essential nature of substance
itself rests on the analysis of causality.

What constitutes reality in all its parts is essentially the concept of God, identified with
substance or Being, and Spinoza's primary aim is to reveal the concept of God and the attributes,
predicates, or qualities that constitute God.! For reality is nothing other than God, that is, the
predicates considered with Him and the modes necessarily linked to these predicates. According to
Spinoza, "God [Deus] is understood as the absolute infinite Being, in other words, the substance
consisting of infinite predicates, each describing the eternal and infinite essence," and "the predicate
[attributum] is what the intellect perceives in the substance as constituting its essence" (Ethica,
Chapter 1, Definition 4, 6). Therefore, in Spinoza's ontology, Being and substance are integrated with
God, and according to this understanding, reality, or ontological reality, essentially consists of God's
attributes. It should be stated here that substance and attributes should actually be considered

! The concept of attributum, a fundamental concept in Spinoza's ontology, is synonymous with the concepts of adjective,
predicate, and characteristic. Accordingly, the attributes of Being are nothing other than its adjectives, predicates, or
characteristics.
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together. Therefore, neither substance can exist and be explained separately from its constituent
attributes, nor can attributes exist and be explained separately from the substance whose attributes
they are. Thus, when we speak of God, we must necessarily think of Him together with His attributes.
Spinoza likens this to understanding the third prophet when we say Israel, and the same person
holding his brother's heel in the womb when we say Jacob (Spinoza, 2014, p. 92). Therefore, Israel
and Jacob are actually expressions describing the same thing in different ways. Similarly, whether
we speak of substance or attributes, we are essentially speaking of the same thing.

From all these problematizations of reality, it becomes clear that Spinoza's main aim is to
problematize the nature of God's attributes. According to this, although God possesses infinite
attributes, these attributes, while appearing in different forms, essentially describe the same God. It
is at this point that it becomes clear that only one substance can exist, and that there can be no
substance other than God (Ethica, Chapter 1, Propositions 10, 11). Therefore, there is nothing other
than the unique substance, and reality is nothing other than the substance and the plane formed by
the modes dependent on it; on the other hand, Being is essentially singular and unique. However,
Spinoza's metaphysics finds a parallel relationship between the number of predicates, or attributes,
of something and its factuality, or reality (Ethica, Chapter 1, Proposition 9). It is clear from all these
ontological explanations that, for Spinoza, factuality and completeness, that is, reality and perfection,
mean the same thing (Ethica, Chapter 2, Definition 6). According to this understanding, the attributes
that constitute Being also establish the complete and perfect reality. Therefore, God's purpose due to
existence is one and the same (Ethica, Chapter 4, Preface). Thus, reality is also perfect, appropriate,
complete, sufficient, and total.> Here, the complete conceptual determination of reality is also
revealed. Spinoza, starting from his understanding of God, attributes a qualitative and appropriate
conceptual determination to reality. This point reveals the relationship between Spinoza's ontology
and epistemology, while also leading the issue back to the theory of attributes and essentially to the
question of what kind of relationship exists between attributes.

Because of the concept of God and its complete conceptual determination, it is understood
that Being is determined and qualified by an infinite number of attributes. We know that He has an
infinite number of attributes, but we can comprehend thought and extension—from which we are
composed—through these attributes. Therefore, God, or substance, is something that is both thinking
and spatial (Ethica, Chapter 2, Propositions 1, 2). Here, for Spinoza, the important point is to focus
not so much on the formal variations and properties of the attributes, but on the relationship between
them. From this perspective, Spinoza's primary aim is to reveal a positive relationship between the
attributes that qualify and determine Being, such as thought and extension. Indeed, how can a
relationship be found between the attributes that constitute reality? How can harmony and
correspondence be established between something that does not occupy extension, like thought, and
something that cannot think, like extension—that is, between different formal attributes? From this
perspective, it is first necessary to analyze the concepts of body and idea. Body is the mode that
describes the essence of God in a specific and definite way, while idea is a concept formed by the
mind because it is a thinking thing (Ethica, Chapter 2, Definition 1, 3). Accordingly, both body and
idea, which exist depending on the attributes that constitute reality, must also be modes. Spinoza's
main aim, while characterizing God as something that thinks and extends, is actually to break the
negative connection between these attributes, and on the other hand, Spinoza wants to reach the idea
of God and the concept of "infinite understanding,”" that is, God's infinite power of understanding.
Accordingly, there must be an idea of everything that necessarily arises from God's essence, and the
idea of God, from which an infinite number of things arise in an infinite way, can only be one in this

2 Spinoza's ontology and epistemology necessarily have a parallel relationship. Therefore, ontological completeness
necessarily brings about epistemological completeness. The concepts of complete, whole, sufficient, or perfectly adequate
actually express the same thing, namely the concept of adequatio.
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context, and the order and connections of the ideas that constitute reality are one and the same as the
order and connections of things (Ethica, Chapter 2, Proposition 3, 4, 7). Thus, in Spinoza, thought
and extension appear as essentially the same thing, but with different formal qualities. Therefore, as
Deleuze argues, Being in Spinoza seems to possess a unified or monophonic quality. For this reason,
attributes are the unified expressions of God, infinite forms of being, unlimited formal causes, and
these forms are common with God, whose essence they constitute, and with the modes that contain
them in their essence (Deleuze, 2013, p. 49). It is clearly demonstrated here that, as the relationship
between Israel and Jacob also shows, attributes are qualities that describe and express the same thing
in different ways, and there is no causality or cause-and-effect relationship between them as in the
Cartesian understanding. Spinoza's aim here is directly related to his linking the fact that Being is the
cause of everything to an immanent understanding of cause. Therefore, the unified nature of Being
can be considered together with its immanent character. Indeed, God is the immanent, not temporary,
cause of all things (Ethica, Chapter 1, Proposition 18). Immanence is the element that, as it were,
imbues all attributes with the singular nature of Being.

All these ontological claims are nothing more than a genealogical analysis of an attempt to
reveal Spinoza's true intention. This attempt is an effort to establish a parallel between thought and
extension. According to this understanding, the knowledge of effect is dependent on and includes the
knowledge of cause (Ethica, Chapter 1, Axiom 4). Therefore, everything that exists is essentially
expressed completely and perfectly in all its attributes, and reality and perfection are reintegrated in
this understanding. The element Spinoza seeks to identify here is that everything necessarily
originates from God in its essential, complete, sufficient, and perfectly appropriate causality and
ideas, and all these qualities are identical with reality itself. Therefore, since God is also a thinking
thing, or thought is an attribute or predicate of God, He must essentially possess an infinite capacity
for understanding. According to this understanding, the "infinite intellect" or God's faculty of
understanding comprehends nothing other than God's predicates and variables, and accordingly, the
idea of God, from which an infinite number of things arise in an infinite number of ways, can only
be one (Ethica, Chapter 2, Proposition 4, Demonstration). Therefore, everything or reality necessarily
arises or is formed, both spatially and conceptually, from God or His attributes with sufficient,
complete, or perfectly appropriate causality (Ethica, Chapter 2, Proposition 3). Thus, Spinoza posits
a concept of a sufficient or perfectly appropriate idea. According to this, a sufficient idea, as long as
it is seen in itself without relation to the object, must possess all the properties or internal signs of a
true idea, and a true idea must necessarily be compatible with what it is an idea of (Ethica, Chapter
2, Definition 4; Chapter 1, Axiom 6). Therefore, in Spinoza's epistemology, the idea has an objective
reality. Accordingly, it becomes clear that everything is essentially connected to the idea of God and
possesses a perfectly appropriate conception of it. Thus, Spinoza's main aim is to construct an
epistemology of causality parallel to his ontology of causality. Therefore, everything that exists is
essentially produced from Being in a sufficient, complete, and perfectly appropriate and necessary
manner. Furthermore, everything exists and is known in a sufficient and complete manner when
considered in itself and understood separately from external things. However, simultaneously and
necessarily, from God, both objects, ideas about these objects, and ideas about these ideas are
produced (Fransez, 2004, p. 167).

It is clear from all these explanations that Spinoza's ontology transforms into an
epistemology and essentially reveals an epistemological concern. Thought, like extension, is an
attribute of God and is real. Spinoza's main aim is to reveal the infinite thought corresponding to
infinite extension, which is nothing other than God's infinite power of understanding or infinite mind.
Indeed, "there is also an infinite power of thought in nature, and insofar as this power is infinite, it
objectively contains the whole of Nature within itself and functions thoughts in the same way as
nature, for the subject of its idea is Nature." (Spinoza, 2014, p. 196) This understanding connects
Spinoza with the medieval thinker Moses Maimonides, who conceived of God as both
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"understanding," "understood," and "understanding" (Fransez, 2004, p. 169). Thus, complete
elongation corresponds in parallel to complete thought. Therefore, Spinozan cognition is essentially
the complete cognition, complete consciousness, and complete comprehension of a complete and
perfect reality; it is complete knowing. This cognition, therefore, is nothing other than God's
understanding and power. Thus, in Spinoza's epistemology, there can be no separate, independent,
noumenal realm or plane distinct from infinite and complete cognition or consciousness.* Reality or
truth exists and manifests itself through its complete cognition and perfect conceptual determination,
and through its perfectly appropriate causal ideas. Therefore, in Spinoza, ontology is integrated with
epistemology, and God's understanding becomes the same as His creation of modes. God's self-
understanding stems from His nature, and everything, according to necessity, stems from God's
nature (Spinoza, 2014, p. 238). Thus, necessity becomes the only modality of what is, and everything
that is is necessary by itself or because of itself (Deleuze, 2005, p. 118). Therefore, Spinoza integrates
causality with the infinite capacity for understanding, with God's will and creation. God's necessity
to understand himself cannot be grounded in merely existing; in fact, it is equivalent to it (Deleuze,
2005, p. 73). However, Spinoza's epistemology is based on this relationship between necessary
causality and the capacity for understanding or comprehension. For these reasons, according to
Spinoza, the infinite faculty of understanding, that is, the mind, must be distinguished from finite
minds and faculties of understanding: “Even if God knew Adam’s past and present state, He would
not, accordingly, conceive of Adam as deprived of his past state; in other words, He would not see
that past state as belonging to Adam’s present nature. If He did, God would have conceived
something contrary to His own will, that is, to His own faculty of understanding.” (Spinoza, 2014, p.
156). Indeed, while the infinite mind comprehends reality with its necessarily appropriate ideas, finite
minds comprehend reality with its incomplete and insufficient causality based on variation. This
problem leads to a re-problematization of Spinozan epistemology and the degrees of knowledge.

The Integration of Modes of Existence and Degrees of Knowledge: An Asymptotic
Cognitive Experience

What is knowledge in Spinoza, and how can the act of knowing or cognition be
conceptualized? This problematic is directly related to the ontological character of reality. Thus, in
Spinoza, epistemology is integrated with ontology, and at its center is the idea of God, integrated
with reality, and the infinite power of understanding and intellect. Above all, reality is the same as
the infinite mind, and there is nothing outside of this reality that could give rise to a cognitive or
conscious being. Therefore, epistemology is nothing more than the epistemological problematization
of truth dependent on this reality. Indeed, the infinite faculty of understanding and the mind
comprehend things only in terms of rational forms, with sufficient and complete causality. The fact
that needs to be problematized here is to correctly establish the distinction between the finite mind
of man and the infinite mind. Accordingly, from the perspective of nature, there are not only the
unifications of relationships but also their merging, and the whole of nature encompasses all
relationships. However, finite minds necessarily grasp relationships in nature incompletely because
they sever or abstract a part of nature from the rest (Deleuze, 2000, p. 164). This point also
problematizes the relationship between the infinite mind and the finite mind. Here, the problem of
the disconnect between the knowing subject and the known object in the history of modern thought

3 The Spinozan concepts of cognition and consciousness here essentially refer to complete cognition or the complete idea
that reveals the conceptual determination of everything as being connected to God, conceived in itself. Indeed, according
to Spinoza, God's understanding encompasses nothing other than the sufficient, complete, appropriate, and perfect
comprehension of everything that constitutes reality. Therefore, it is necessary not to confuse God's understanding and
complete consciousness with human understanding and insufficient consciousness. Human understanding necessarily
grasps and knows things with incomplete causality. On the other hand, throughout this article, we have used concepts such
as infinite mind, infinite intellect, infinite understanding, infinite intelligence, or infinite comprehension in a way that is
related to the concept of infinite and boundless intellect, with the same or similar meanings.
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and traditional epistemology comes to light. It becomes clear that essentially everything in reality
and nature exists with its perfectly appropriate and sufficient ideas. Therefore, everything that
constitutes reality, all events and occurrences, are essentially integrated with God's infinite
understanding. Thus, there is essentially nothing outside of infinite understanding or comprehension.
Therefore, there is essentially no disconnect or separation between finite minds and the infinite mind.
The epistemological disconnection experiences of finite minds are nothing more than their grasping
of things with insufficient causality. From the perspective of the totality of reality, everything in
nature exists with its perfectly appropriate and complete ideas. The primary aim of Spinoza's
heterodox epistemology is to establish that this discontinuity is an illusion and that reality necessarily
exists through infinite cognition. From this point of view, reality is integrated with the idea of God
and his infinite power of understanding. Therefore, God's power is essentially the same as his essence
(Ethica, Chapter 1, Proposition 34). Thus, God's power, his capacity for understanding, and his
ability to produce everything are essentially the same thing, and the idea of God corresponds to a
power of thought equal to the power of being and acting (Deleuze, 2005, p. 73). In this way, the true
position of the infinite power of understanding emerges as God producing as He understands
Himself, God understanding everything He produces, and God producing the way He understands
Himself and everything else (Deleuze, 2005, p. 73). From this perspective, the fundamental
motivation and necessarily linked element of Spinoza's epistemology is the idea of infinite
understanding or God integrated with reality itself, and "epistemology," or knowing, being
conscious, understanding—that is, the cognitive activity—is an asymptotic activity of finite minds
reaching or "grasping" this infinite understanding.* The issue to be problematized here is what the
finite mind, that is, the human mind, is and what kind of intricate epistemological relationship it has
with infinite understanding.

The human mind and body are a modal totality dependent on the attributes of God, and
necessarily arise from His nature with sufficient causality and perfectly appropriate ideas. Thus,
“ideas and things are modes that exist on different faces of the same reality but express reality in
exactly the same way, and therefore follow the same order in their internal relations” (Nahum, 2021,
p. 23). Accordingly, the body is the mode that describes the essence of God, dependent on the
attribute of extension, in a certain and specific way, and the idea is a concept formed by the mind
because it is a thinking thing, and from this conclusion, man appears as a modal totality necessarily
composed of mind and body (Ethica, Chapter 2, Definitions 1, 3 and Proposition 13, Conclusion).
Therefore, the mind is the idea of the body, the mind and body are parallel to each other, and the
object of the idea that constitutes the human mind is the body (Ethica, Chapter 2, Propositions 12,
13). The unary, monophonic, and parallel relationship established between adjectives is also true for
the modes or styles that produce them. According to this understanding, the parallelism between
mind and body integrates a relationship of order based on isomorphism with a relationship of
connection based on coherence and equivalence (Deleuze, 2005, pp. 114-115). It is understood from
these ontological and epistemological arguments that the human mind and body essentially exist on
this plane of reality, with sufficient causality originating from God and with its correspondingly
appropriate ideas. Spinoza's striking diagnosis here is that he conceives of types of knowledge and
modes of existence as the same thing, emphasizing that although they are presented in different
formal adjectives, they describe the same thing (Deleuze, 2005, p. 53).

In the realm of reality, bodies and the ideas that parallel them encounter other bodies and
their ideas. Spinoza calls the cause whose effect can be clearly and distinctly perceived through itself
the sufficient cause, and the cause whose effect cannot be perceived through itself the insufficient
cause. Accordingly, he calls the changes in the body that increase or decrease its own power of action,

4 Essentially a mathematical term, the concept of asymptotics, in the classical sense, describes the behavior of approaching,
converging, but not meeting. In Spinoza's philosophy, the finite mind and the infinite mind, along with degrees of
knowledge—which are inseparable from modes of existence—necessarily enter into an asymptotic relationship.
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and the ideas of these changes, emotions. He defines emotion as an action if we can be the sufficient
cause of any of these changes, and as passion if we cannot (Ethica, Chapter 3, Definition 1,3). At
this point, Spinoza once again integrates ontology and epistemology. Infinite understanding or
infinite cognition becomes the same as infinite power of being and acting, that is, adequate and
complete causality.

All these explanations indicate that the human mind is a part of God's infinite power of
understanding or mind, and that the essence of human thought is constituted by universal intelligence,
innate understanding (Ethica, Chapter 2, Proposition 11, Conclusion; Fransez, 2004, p. 171). The
human mind and body, along with their bodies, necessarily encounter other bodies and their ideas on
the plane of reality. Accordingly, everything essentially originates from God with its necessary
sufficient causality and perfectly appropriate ideas. In contrast, encounters with other bodies arise
from inappropriate ideas, from a mixture of things, from the influence of one body on another, and
therefore, an inappropriate idea lacks a "comprehension" based on causality (Deleuze, 2005, p. 51).
Thus, on the plane of reality, the human mind, as a finite mind or understanding, cannot comprehend
the idea of God integrated with reality and the perfectly appropriate ideas emanating from it. Here,
degrees of knowledge are revealed, but in essence, reality contains complete, perfect, and appropriate
ideas, and different degrees of cognition are experienced for the finite mind, not the infinite mind.
Therefore, types of knowledge are not separate and distinct faculties, but parts and degrees of one
and the same activity (Ramond, 2014, p. 15). Thus, everything can be graded in terms of cognition
with its sufficient causality. The first type of knowledge is necessarily incomplete and is knowledge
of the imagination; the second type is the comprehension of things with sufficient causality and the
knowledge that reveals the faculty of reason; and the third type of knowledge is nothing other than
intuitive knowledge, the comprehension of things with sufficient causality and the corresponding
appropriate ideas (Ethica, Chapter 2, Proposition 40, Note 2). All these degrees of knowledge are
entirely an epistemological process of arriving at the idea of God and the appropriate ideas that stem
from it. Of course, variation in this process is relevant for the finite mind. Spinoza states that there
are sufficient causes, ideas, or concepts that are common to all things and equally present in both the
part and the whole (Ethica, Chapter 2, Proposition 38, Proposition 40, Note 2). From this perspective,
sufficient ideas can be reached through the production of common concepts. Therefore, there is a
parallel and integrated relationship between sufficient ideas and common concepts. Furthermore,
epistemologically, there is a unity between sufficient ideas and ontologically, the feelings and
emotions in the body. Therefore, knowing and understanding are parallel to being aware of active
emotions. From this point of view, active emotions begin with the second type of knowledge; the
third type of knowledge finds a causa fiendi in the second type of knowledge. Furthermore, what
makes it possible for us to move from the second type of knowledge to the third is the idea of God
itself, and the shape corresponding to the third type is a triangle that unites the appropriate ideas of
ourselves, God, and other things (Deleuze, 2005, pp. 54, 67).

All these epistemological arguments reveal that, in Spinoza, knowing or cognition can be
understood as grasping the complete, perfect, and appropriate idea of reality. However, there is an
immanent and asymptotic epistemological relationship between the finite mind and the infinite mind,
that is, the idea of God. The finite mind's grasping of things with sufficient causality and appropriate
ideas—that is, its approaching and distancing itself from them—forms an immanent asymptotic
cognitive experience between itself and the infinite mind. From this perspective, in Spinoza,
understanding is always necessarily grasping something that already exists, and understanding or
comprehension is the opposite of grasping something as possible. Therefore, Spinozan knowing or
cognition, or knowledge, is not an operation of the subject but an affirmation of the idea in the mind
(Deleuze, 2005, pp. 52-53). Thus, the knowing or comprehension of something by finite faculties of
understanding is essentially nothing more than the grasping, to varying degrees or perspectives, of
ideas that exist perfectly and completely. Understanding, knowing, or comprehending is the process
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that establishes a necessary epistemological relationship to the causality of things. Therefore, the
knowing or cognition of the human mind, as finite minds, is essentially a necessary activity toward
complete cognition, or the comprehension of things with their complete conceptual determination,
understanding them with sufficient causality—that is, knowing with the third kind of knowledge.
This is like the necessity in geometry, where the sum of the interior angles of a triangle is equal to
the sum of two right angles. The third kind of knowledge, cognition with appropriate ideas,
necessarily gives rise to intellectual love of God, insofar as we understand it eternally, accompanied
by the idea of God as its cause; and God loves himself with infinite intellectual love; and God's nature
experiences the pleasure of infinite perfection, and this pleasure is accompanied by the idea of his
cause; and with all this, the intellectual love of the mind toward God becomes part of the infinite
love with which God loves himself (Ethica, Chapter 5, Proposition 32, Conclusion, Propositions 35,
36). Spinoza's striking diagnosis here is that God's infinite understanding or mind, His infinite power
or might, and along with it, God's self-love are one and the same. Thus, God's infinite understanding
and knowledge converge with His power to produce infinite actions and modes, and with God's
understanding and love of Himself. Indeed, fascinatingly, Spinoza has succeeded in seamlessly
integrating epistemology with ontology and axiology. Spinoza states that "while each individual
thing finds expression in infinite ways in God's infinite understanding, the infinite ideas in which
these ideas find expression do not constitute one and the same mind of a single thing, but rather an
infinity of minds" (Spinoza, 2014, p. 314). Thus, the infinite mind, the infinite understanding and
comprehension, or the infinite knowledge, constitute an infinity of minds. Indeed, infinite thought or
infinite intelligence is, in a sense, simply an affirmation of the traditional doctrine of divine
omniscience, and this idea of infinity is a complete and accurate representation of everything that
exists, of every part of reality (Hiibner, 2022).

Conclusion

Spinoza's epistemology is a necessary consequence of his systematic metaphysics or
ontology. We understand that epistemological concepts such as knowledge, cognition,
comprehension, or intellect—that is, mind—are used in the same contexts as ontological concepts
such as substance, mode, attribute, causality, and power. However, one of Spinoza's most
fundamental epistemological and methodological commitments is his commitment to universal
intelligibility (Hiibner, 2022). Indeed, according to Spinoza's epistemology, reality is nothing more
than God's self-expression in a certain and specific way, and reality has an intelligible or
comprehensible nature. Therefore, in Spinoza, the act of knowing or cognition is actually
synonymous with existing. In line with this heterodox epistemological claim, everything necessarily
exists through its ideas for Spinoza. That is, everything is produced from Being with its complete,
perfect, and perfectly appropriate ideas or conceptual determinations. Indeed, something possesses a
complete knowledge and comprehension, with sufficient causality and appropriate ideas, beyond the
finite minds that perceive or comprehend it; it has a complete conceptual determination. Therefore,
the thing or object exists with its complete knowledge outside the knowledge of finite minds, and the
human mind, as a finite mind, establishes an asymptotic epistemological relationship with things,
comprehending them gradually, with sufficient causality and appropriate ideas. For this reason,
according to Spinoza, beauty is not so much a quality of the perceived object as an effect awakened
in the perceiver, and when considered "in themselves" or in relation to God, things are neither
beautiful nor ugly; and even the most beautiful hand appears repulsive when viewed through a
microscope; therefore, concepts such as measure and time are nothing more than modes of
imagination, and thus it is impossible for us to understand the workings of nature based on these
notions (Spinoza, 2014, p. 103, 279). Therefore, our comprehension of reality and things, whether
beautiful or ugly, or to a certain degree or time, is in fact nothing more than a comprehension of them
with varying degrees of incompleteness or inadequacy. Human "consciousness," possessing a finite
capacity for understanding, is necessarily incapable of grasping things with sufficient causality and
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perfectly appropriate ideas, whereas, in essence, everything outside the illusion of consciousness
fully and completely explains and describes reality. Therefore, according to Spinoza, everything that
exists exists through its ideas, and there cannot be an independent, noumenal realm outside of
cognition. If this were not the case, we, as finite minds, could not comprehend reality, nor could we
form cognition, let alone become conscious of things. The reason why we, as finite minds, can
comprehend reality and form cognition is related to the fact that the "source" that constitutes us and
everything else is the same. Thus, as Maimon, criticizing Kant and drawing inspiration from Spinoza,
argues, for cognition to occur, all the elements that constitute reality must flow from the same source.
This source, in Spinoza, is the single substance whose different formal attributes describe and explain
the same thing. Thus, Spinoza rejects the fundamental pillars, formal structure, and intellectual
understanding of what we call orthodox or traditional epistemology. Spinoza's epistemology
eliminates the disconnect and chasm between the knowing subject and the known object, while also
deconstructing the methodology and epistemological scenario-building of orthodox epistemology.
On the other hand, in Spinoza, an idea is not a creation, construct, or fabrication of the mind. The
idea has an objective reality. The mind does not create ideas, it does not create them from nothing.
If there were no substantial, perfectly appropriate ideas, the human mind could not form cognition
about reality. Therefore, knowing is essentially about grasping ideas, reaching them, seizing them.
For this reason, we understand that finite minds are essentially parts of the infinite mind. Thus,
Spinoza both rejects the already flawed claims of orthodox epistemology and offers heterodox and
alternative approaches to the intractable problems of these claims.
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Giris

Bilginin kaynagin1 ve yapisini sorunsallastiran epistemoloji hakkindaki tartismalar giincel
degerini korumaktadir. Kabaca bilginin kaynagini aklin birtakim ilkelerinde ya da deneyde veya
duyumsal deneyimde bulmak isteyen teorisyenler farkli argiimanlar ortaya koysa da esasinda belirli
birtakim ortak anlayislardan ve yaklasimlardan beslenmektedir. Iste bu noktada sorunsallastiriimasi
gereken olgu, teorisyenlerin hangi ¢ikarimlara ulastiklarini gostermekten ¢ok, bu ¢ikarimlara giden
¢0ziim yollarini ve diisiince bigimlerini teshis edebilmektir. Ger¢ekten de burada agiga ¢ikan 6nemli
olgu, bilgi kuramcilarinin hangi anlayis ¢ergevesinde hareket ettiklerini ortaya koymaktir. Bu konuda
verilebilecek en giizel drneklerden birisi belki de 18. yy epistemologlarindan birisi olan Reid’dir.
Reid, Berkeley ile Hume’a Locke’un epistemolojisinden ¢ok giizel ¢ikarimlarda bulunduklarini ama
Locke’un epistemolojisinin merkezinde bulunan “ide” kavraminin ve anlayisinin yanlis oldugunu ve
bu anlayisdan ¢ikarilan iddialarin da yanlis olacagini ifade etmektedir. Burada Reid Locke, Hume ile
Berkeley anlayisinda idelerin algilarimizin dolaysiz nesneleri oldugu yanlis inancini, duyumdan
zihindeki idelere veya kavramlara nedensellik iliskisi ortaya koyan gecisin hatali kurgulandigini,
duyumun algilarimizi olusturmada yetersiz ve eksik kaldigimi tespit etmektedir. Buna gore bir
sagduyu gercekeiligi epistemolojisi ortaya koyan Reid’e gore zihin, dis diinyay1 idelerin
temsiliyetiyle kavramamaktadir ve O, ideleri degil seylerin kendisini direkt algiladigimizi
belirtmektedir. Bu 6rnek, sorunun esasen temel motivasyonunu tespit etmeye yonelik tegebbiis olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Diger taraftan Kartezyen anlayista karsilagtigimiz gibi diisiinen bir sey olan
zihin ile yer kaplayan bir sey olan beden arasinda ontolojik bir ayriliga gidilmektedir. Buna gore
zihin ve beden farkli tdzlere veya varliklara ayrilmaktadir. Buradaki sorun farkli varliklar olan zihin
ile bedenin nasil bir nedensellik etkilesimine sahip olabildigi sorunudur. Gergekten de diigiinen bir
sey diisiinmeyen bir seye nasil etkide bulunabilir ve onu nasil “bilinen” veya “bilingli” bir sey haline
dondstiirebilir? Gergekten de zihne “digaridan” etki eden bir sey nasil bilingli bir duruma sokulabilir.
Demek ki ister rasyonalist egilimli olsun, ister empirist egilimli olsun biitiin epistemolojik
argiimanlar belirli ontolojik kabullere bagli kalmak zorundadir. Dahasi zihnin kendisine dissal
seylerden fikirleri veya ideleri nasil iirettigi veya bunlara nasil vakif oldugu biiyiik bir ontolojik
sorunu da beraberinde getirmektedir. Bununla birlikte uzamsal veya maddi bir sey ile diisiinsel veya
yer kaplamayan sey arasinda nasil bir “nedensel” veya “yar1 nedensel” iliski ortaya cikabilir?
Diisiinsel olan sey uzamsal olan bir seyle nasil bilmeye yonelik biligsel bir iligki olusturabilir? Biitiin
bu epistemolojik problematikler, ister rasyonalist isterse de empirist baglamda diistintilsiin biiyiik bir
tartisma olarak kalacaktir. Iste biitiin bu agiklamalar, esasinda kendi icerisinde farkliliklar ortaya
koysa da epistemolojideki kavramsal ve metodolojik ortodoks anlayis1 ve yaklagimi adeta karakterize
etmistir.

Kant bilgiye sinir ¢izme ve empirist ile rasyonalist iddialar1 sentezleme gayretiyle duyusallik
ile anlay1s yetileri arasinda bir ikilik meydana getirmektedir. Dahasi bu yetilerden duyusallik yetisi
“disaridan” deneyden gelen bir seyle iliski kurabilen bir yetiyken anlayis yetisi higbir sekilde
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deneyden gelen bir seyle epistemik iliski kuramamaktadir. Bununla birlikte Kant, 6znel deneyim
alaninin ve bilincin disinda duran numenal, algilardan bagimsiz, bilinemez veya tanimlanamaz
kendinde olan seyden de bahsetmektedir. Buna gdre nesnelerin goriiniisleri bilinebilir, onlarin
kendinde ne olduklar1 bilinemezdir. iste bu epistemolojik sorunlar, ortodoks epistemolojinin
¢ikarimlarinin bir sonucu olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Kant rasyonalist ile empirist yaklagimlar
arasinda bir sentez olusturmak isterken tartismay1 daha da karmasik ve i¢inden ¢ikilamaz bir hale
doniistiirmiis, bizleri bilincin ve bilisin disinda duran bir gercekligi diisiinmeye sevk etmistir. 18.
yy’1n biiylik ama unutulmus diisiiniirlerinden ve teorisyenlerinden Maimon, Kant’in yetiler arasinda
kurdugu bilissel ikiligi ve bilincin disinda duran kendinde sey anlayisini kabul etmemektedir ve ona
gore duyusallik yetisi ile anlayis yetisinin kaynag1 ayni olmali ve bunlar ayni kaynaktan akmalidir
ve de biitiin bunlarla birlikte Kant’in belirli ontolojik taahhiitlere dayanmasi gerektigini de iddia
etmektedir (Thielke & Melamed, 2024; Kelley, 2005). Demek ki bu iki farkli kaynaktan gelen yetiler
higbir sekilde bilisi olugturamazlar. Burada sorunsallastiriimasi gereken olgu, bir seyin ve nesnenin
onu algilayan 6zneler diginda aslinda nasil bir bilince ve bilise sahip oldugudur. Maimon’a gore seyin
veya fenomenin, onu algilayan 6zneler disinda “tam bilis”i veya “eksiksiz, tam, tiim kavramsal
belirlenimi” bulunmak zorundadir ve nesne, ona atfedilen niteliklerin toplamidir, dahast Maimon bu
epistemolojik ¢ikarimlari yapabilmek i¢in sonsuz bir zihin kavramindan da bahsetmek durumunda
kalmistir (Thielke & Melamed, 2024; Kelley, 2005). Burada agiga ¢ikmaktadir ki bizler sonlu
zihinler olarak, gercekligi ve onu olusturan her seyi ve nesneleri zaman ve uzay formlariyla zorunlu
olarak eksik veya yetersiz bir derece farkliligiyla goriileyip kavrarken, sonsuz zihin gercekligi veya
her seyi bizim distmizdaki bir seyden verilmis gibi goriindiikleri dl¢iide degil de rasyonel form
agisindan niceliksel iligkiler olarak goriir ve bilir (Kelley, 2005). Demek ki Maimon’a goére sonlu
zihinler olarak bizler eksiksiz ve upuygun fikirlerden olusan gercekligi, farkli derecelerde yani farkli
bilgi ve bilis tarzlarinda kavramaktayiz. Boylelikle Maimon, geleneksel epistemolojinin ve Kant’in
epistemolojik yaklasimlarinin ortaya koydugu karmasik bilis problemini rasyonalist ve metafiziksel
bir karakterde ama oldukc¢a da ilgi ¢ekici ve heterodoks bir bigimde ¢dziimleme ¢abasi igerisinde
olmustur. Maimon’un Kant’a kars1 ¢ikisi, 6ncelikle kaynaklar farkl biligsel yetilerin ikili dogalarina
yonelik radikal unsurlar igermektedir. Ayrica Maimon’un zekice fark ettigi diger bir 6nemli unsur,
geleneksel veya ortodoks epistemolojinin bilen 6zne ile bilinen nesne arasindaki bilissel kopuklugu
daha da derinlestirdigidir.

Gegmisten itibaren Maimon dolayimiyla “ortodoks veya geleneksel epistemoloji’nin
soykiitiiksel yapisi sorunsallagtirildiginda bilisin olusmast “zorunlu” degil de sanki “olumsal” bir
karaktere biiriinmiis gibidir. Diger taraftan bir sinir kavrami olan numen ile fenomen arasindaki iligki
de gercekligi ayiran irrasyonel bir duruma isaret etmektedir. Biitiin bunlarla birlikte deneyden ve
“disaridan” gelen birtakim ham verilerin deneyden gelmeyen bir yapiyla nasil senteze girdigi de
varsayimsal kalmakta ama agiklanmamaktadir. Dahasi ortodoks epistemoloji, gercekligi temsil
diizeyine indirgemekte, varlig1 once parcalara ayirmakta ve sonra tekrar bunlar arasinda epistemik
bir iliskiyi kurmaya ¢abalamaktadir. Bu nedenle ortodoks epistemoloji, bilginin kaynagini, yapisini
ve olusumunu dogru teshis etmek bir yana, daha da karmasik ve geliskili bir bigime sokmustur.
Elbette bunun temellerinde kendinden menkul, dig gergeklikten izole bir 6zne anlayisinin muhafaza
edilmesi maksadi da bulunmaktadir. Ortodoks epistemolojinin bu gizli maksadi, diistince tarihine
bilen 6zne ile bilinen nesne arasinda hi¢ kapanmayacak epistemolojik bir ugurumun yaratilmasi
bedelini &detmistir. Bu yiizdendir ki ortodoks epistemoloji kuramsal, yapisal, metodolojik ve
ontolojik pek ¢ok soruna gebedir.

Maimon’un ortodoks epistemolojide fark ettigi ve yikmak istedigi sorunlara aslinda baska
disiiniirler de dikkat ¢ekmistir. Maimon’un epistemolojik radikal karsi ¢ikisinda Maimonides ile
Leibniz gibi diisiintirlerin etkisiyle birlikte esasinda Spinoza’nin ¢ok biiylik bir etkisi olmustur.
Ciinkii Spinoza ortodoks epistemolojiye aykir1 bir bilgi teorisyeni olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Onun téz metafizigi yalnizca ontolojik ve mantiksal bir sistem degil, esasinda epistemolojik bir
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sistem de olusturmaktadir. Ontolojisine siki sikiya bagli olan epistemolojisi, hem ortodoks veya
geleneksel epistemolojinin anlayisini ve diisiince bigimini yapibozuma ugratmakta hem de
epistemolojinin ¢dzlimsiiz problemlerine yonelik farkli ve yeni bakis acilar1 sunmaktadir. Biitiin bu
aciklamalardan ve serimlemelerden sonra bu makalenin amaci, Spinoza’nin epistemolojisinin zaten
“yanlis” kurgulanmis olan ortodoks dedigimiz geleneksel epistemolojiyi yiktigin1 ve yepyeni bir
tarzda bilgi ile bilis kavramlart olugturdugunu iddia etmektir. Bu makalenin diger bir 6nemli amaci
da Spinoza’nin naif ve tipik bir rasyonalist bilgi kuramcisi olarak degerlendirilemeyecegini
gostermektir.

Gerg¢eklikle Eksiksizligin Biitiinlesmesi: Upuygun Fikir ile Sonsuz Bilis Kavram

Spinoza’nin epistemolojisinin  ¢ikarimlarin1  kavrayabilmek, dogrudan olarak onun
ontolojisinin niteligini kavramaya baglidir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda 6ncelikli hareket noktasi, onun
toz anlayisini ve toziin ontolojik karakterini teshis etmektir. Demek ki Spinoza’nin téz anlayisi,
sadece metafiziksel veya ontolojik karakter arz etmez, bununla birlikte bu tdz anlayisi, epistemolojik
bir niteligi de beraberinde getirmektedir. Boylelikle ontolojik “gerceklik” kavrami, epistemolojik
“hakikat” kavramiyla biitiinlesmektedir. Burada agiga ¢ikmaktadir ki gergekligi olusturan
bilesenlerin dogru analiz edilmesi, epistemolojik ¢dziimleme igin elzem olan bir girisimdir. Bu
metafiziksel veya ontolojik gergeklik diizlemi, esasinda tek bir tézden veya Varliktan ve onun
iiretimleri olan kiplerden yani tarzlardan baska bir sey degildir; T6z derken, kendisi araciligiyla ve
kendinde kavranan, yani kavrami bagka herhangi bir seyin kavramini igermeyen sey; modifikasyon
veya ilinek derken de, bagka bir seyde olan ve bulundugu bu sey araciligiyla kavranan sey
anlagilmaktadir (Spinoza, 2014, s. 69; Ethica, Bolim 1, Tanim 3.5). Bu ontolojik kavramsal
serimleme, kendisini her seyden once bir seyi kendisi araciligiyla ve kendinde kavranan varolus
niteligiyle ve varolusunu kendinde bulamayan bir seyin varolus niteligiyle ortaya koymaktadir.
Burada agi18a ¢ikmaktadir ki Spinoza’nin ontolojisi, esasinda bir nedensellik sorunsallastirmasidir ve
dolayisiyla onun epistemolojisi de bu nedensellik sorunsallastirmasiyla paralellik arz etmek
durumundadir. Spinoza toziin 6zsel ile tozsel niteligini causa sui kavraminda bulmaktadir. Agikgasi
bu kavram, nedenini kendinde tasiyani, nedenini kendinden alani ve mutlak olarak kendinde
diisiiniilen seyi anlatmaktadir (Ethica, Bolim 1, Tanim 1). O halde gercekligin analiz edilmesi i¢in
oncelikle bu kavramin analiz edilmesi gereklidir. Cilinkil her seyin kaynaginda bulunan asli unsur,
nedensellik ontolojisidir ve téziin de asli 6zii nedensellik ¢oziimlemesinin kendisine dayanmaktadir.

Gergekligi biitliin parcalariyla olusturan sey, esasinda t6z veya Varlikla 6zdeslesen Tanr1
kavramidir ve Spinoza’nin asli maksadi, Tanr1 kavramini ve Tanr1’y1 olusturan sifatlari, yiiklemleri
yani 6znitelikleri (attributum) ortaya koyabilmektir.! Ciinkii gergeklik, Tanr’nin yani onunla birlikte
diisiiniilen yiiklemlerden ve bu yliklemlere zorunlu olarak bagl olan kiplerden baska bir sey degildir.
Spinoza’ya gore, “Tanr1 [Deus] ile saltik olarak sonsuz Varlig, es deyisle, her biri bengi ve sonsuz
0zii anlatan sonsuz yiiklemden olusan t6z” ve “yiiklem [attributum] ile anlagin té6zde onun 6zilinii
olusturuyor olarak algiladig1 sey” anlasilmaktadir (Ethica, Bolim 1, Tanim 4, 6). Demek ki Spinoza
ontolojisinde Varlik ile t6z Tanr1’yla biitiinlesmektedir ve bu anlayisa gore gerceklik yani ontolojik
gergek, esasen Tanri’nin sifatlarindan olugmaktadir. Burada ifade edilmelidir ki, téz ile sifatlar
aslinda birlikte diistiniilmelidir. Bu nedenle ne t6z onu olusturan sifatlarindan ne de sifatlar,
Oznitelikleri oldugu tdzden ayr olarak varolamaz ve agiklanamaz. Demek ki Tanri’dan
bahsettigimizde, zorunlu olarak onu sifatlarryla birlikte diisiinmeliyizdir. Spinoza bunu Israil deyince
ticlincii peygamberi anlamamiz gibi, Yakup deyince de ana rahminde kardesinin topugunu tutan ayni
kisiden bahsetmemize benzetir (Spinoza, 2014, s. 92). Bu nedenle Israil ile Yakup ashinda ayni seyi

! Spinoza ontolojisinin temel kavramlarindan olan attributum kavramu, sifat, yiiklem, éznitelik kavramlariyla ayni anlama
gelmektedir. Buna gére Varligin attributumlari, onun sifatlarindan, yiiklemlerinden yani 6zniteliklerinden baska bir sey
degildir.
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farkl1 bigimlerde anlatan ifadelerdir. Iste bunun gibi ister toz diyelim ister sifat diyelim aslinda ayni
seyden bahsetmekteyizdir.

Gergeklik tizerine biitlin bu sorunsallastirmalardan agiga ¢ikmaktadir ki Spinoza’nin asil
gayesi, Tanri’nin sifatlarinin niteligini sorunsallastirmaktir. Buna gore sonsuzca sifata vakif olan
Tanr1’nin dznitelikleri farkli bigimlerde olsa da esasen ayn1 Tanr1’y1 anlatmaktadir. Iste bu noktada
tek bir toziin varolabilecegi ve Tanri’dan bagka higbir toziin olamayacagi anlasilmaktadir (Ethica,
Béliim 1, Onerme 10, 11). Bu nedenle biricik tozden baska bir sey yoktur ve gerceklik de tozden ve
ona bagl olan kiplerin olusturdugu diizlemden bagka bir sey degildir; diger taraftan Varlik esasen
tekil ve tektir. Bununla birlikte Spinoza metafizigi, bir seyin ne kadar ¢ok yiiklemi yani sifati
olmasiyla, onun olgusallig1 yani gercekligi arasinda paralel bir iliski bulmaktadir (Ethica, Bolim 1,
Onerme 9). Biitiin bu ontolojik agiklamalardan anlasiimaktadir ki Spinoza acisindan olgusallik ile
eksiksizlik yani gergeklik ile miikemmellik, ayn1 sey anlamina gelmektedir (Ethica, Boliim 2, Tanim
6). Bu anlayisa gore Varligi olusturan sifatlar, ayn1 zamanda eksiksiz ve miilkemmel olan gergekligi
de kurmaktadir. Bu nedenle Tanr1’nin varolus nedeniyle amaci da bir ve ayni seydir (Ethica, Bolim
4, Onsdz). Demek ki gerceklik de miikemmel, upuygun, eksiksiz, yeterli ve tamdir.> Burada
gergekligin tam kavramsal belirlenimi de agiga ¢ikmaktadir. Spinoza gergeklige Tanr1 anlayisindan
da hareketle niteliksel ve upuygun bir kavramsal belirlenim atfetmistir. Bu nokta Spinoza’nin
ontolojisi ile epistemolojisi arasindaki iliskiyi aciga c¢ikarmakla birlikte, sorunu yeniden sifatlar
teorisine ve esasen sifatlar arasinda nasil bir iligkinin varoldugu sorusuna gotiirmektedir.

Tanr1 kavramindan ve onun eksiksiz kavramsal belirleniminden dolayi, Varligin sonsuzca
sifat tarafindan belirlenmis ve nitelenmis oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bizler onun sonsuzca sifati
oldugunu biliriz, ama bu sifatlardan diisiince ile uzami- ki onlardan olustugumuz igin- kavrayabiliriz.
Demek ki Tanr1 yani téz, diisiinen ve uzamsal olan bir seydir (Ethica, Boliim 2, Onerme 1, 2). Burada
Spinoza agisindan 6nemli olgu, sifatlarin bicimsel c¢esitliliklerinden ile 6zelliklerinden ¢ok, onlar
arasindaki iliskiye odaklanmaktir. Bu agidan bakildiginda Spinoza’nin asli gayesi sifatlarin Varligi
nitelendiren ve belirleyen diislince ile uzam gibi sifatlari arasinda olumlu bir iliskiyi ortaya
cikarabilmektir. Gergekten de gercekligi olusturan sifatlar arasinda nasil bir iliski bulunabilir?
Diisiince gibi yer kaplamayan sey ile uzam gibi diisiinemeyen sey yani farkli bigimsel 6znitelikler
arasinda nasil bir uyum ve miitekabiliyet kurulabilir? Bu agidan bakildiginda oncelikle cisim ile fikir
kavraminin ¢ézlimlenmesi gerekir cisim ile Tanrinin 6ziinii belli ve belirli bir yolda anlatan kipidir
ve fikir yani idea ise anligin diisiinen bir sey oldugu i¢in olusturdugu bir kavramdir (Ethica, Bolim
2, Tanim 1,3). Buna gore gercekligi olusturan sifatlara bagl olarak varolug gosteren cisim ile fikir
de birer kip olmak zorundadir. Spinoza’nin asil maksadi Tanr1’y1 diigiinen ile uzanan bir sey olarak
nitelemekle birlikte aslinda bu nitelikler arasindaki olumsuz baglantiy1 koparmaktir ve diger taraftan
Spinoza Tanr ideasina ve “sonsuz anlak” kavramina yani Tanri’’nin sonsuz anlayis giicline de
ulagmak istemektedir. Buna gore Tanr1’da 6ziinden zorunlu olarak dogan her seyin bir ideas1 olmak
zorundadir ve kendisinden sonsuz sayida seyin sonsuz yolda dogdugu Tann ideas1 da bu baglamda
yalnizca bir olabilir ve de biitiin bunlarla birlikte gercekligi olusturan idealarin diizen ve baglantilari,
seylerin diizen ve baglantilar1 ile bir ve aymdir (Ethica, Bolim 2, Onerme 3,4,7). Boylelikle
Spinoza’da diislince ile uzam, esasinda ayni seyi anlatan ama farkli bigimsel nitelikler olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. O halde Deleuze’iin iddia ettigi gibi Spinoza’da Varlik, esasen tekanlaml
veya teksesli bir nitelige haiz gibi goriinmektedir. Bu nedenle sifatlar Tanri’nin tekanlamli
ifadeleridir, birer sonsuz varlik bi¢imi, sinirsiz bigimsel sebeptir ve bu bigimler, 6ziinii olusturduklari
Tanrt ile onlar 6zlerinde igerimleyen kiplerde ortaktirlar (Deleuze, 2013, s. 49). Burada agikga ortaya
konmaktadir ki Israil ile Yakup arasindaki iliskinin de gosterdigi gibi sifatlar ayni seyi farkli

2 Spinoza ontolojisi ile epistemolojisi birbirine zorunlu olarak paralel bir iligkiyi ortaya koymaktadir. Bu nedenle ontolojik
eksiksizlik zorunlu olarak epistemolojik eksiksizligi de beraberinde getirir. Eksiksiz, tam, yeterli veya upuygun kavramlari
aslinda ayni seyi yani adequatio kavramini ifade etmektedir.
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bicimlerde anlatan ve ifade eden 6zniteliklerdir ve bunlar arasinda kartezyen anlayista oldugu gibi,
bir nedensellik veya neden- etki bag1 bulunmamaktadir. Spinoza’nin buradaki amaci, esasen Varligin
her seyin nedeni olmasini ickin bir neden anlayisina baglamasiyla dogrudan ilgilidir. Demek ki
Varligin tekanlamliligi, onun ickin karakteriyle birlikte diisiiniilebilir. Gergekten de Tanri, tiim
seylerin gecici degil ama ickin nedenidir (Ethica, Boliim 1, Onerme 18). i¢kinlik, Varligin tekanlamli
dogasini biitiin sifatlara adeta niifuz ettiren unsurdur.

Biitiin bu ontolojik iddialar, Spinoza’nin asil maksadini ortaya koymaya yonelik bir
tesebbiisiin soykiitiiksel analizi olmaktan baska bir sey degildir. Bu tesebbiis, diislince ile uzam
arasinda bir kosutluk ortaya koymaya yonelik bir girisimdir. Bu anlayisa gore etkinin bilgisi nedenin
bilgisine bagimlidir ve onu icermektedir (Ethica, Bolim 1, Belit 4). Demek ki varolan her sey,
esasinda biitiin sifatlarda kosut olarak tam ve eksiksiz bir bicimde ifade edilmektedir ve gergeklikle
milkemmellik, bu anlayista yeniden biitiinlesmektedir. Spinoza’nin burada teshis etmek istedigi
unsur, her seyin Tanr1’dan zorunlu olarak esasinda eksiksiz, tam, yeterli ve upuygun nedenselligiyle
ve fikirleriyle ¢ikmis oldugudur ve biitiin bu nitelikler, gercegin kendisiyle 6zdestir. O halde Tanr1
da diistinen bir sey veya diisiince de Tanri’nin sifat1 veya yiiklemi oldugu igin, esasinda O, sonsuz
bir anlama yetisine sahip olmak zorundadir. Bu anlayisa gore, “sonsuz anlak” veya Tanr1’nin anlama
yetisi, Tanri’nin yiiklem ve degiskilerinden baska higbir seyi kavramamaktadir ve buna gore,
kendisinden sonsuz sayida seyin sonsuz yolda dogdugu Tanri1 ideas: yalnizca bir olabilirdir (Ethica,
Boliim 2, Onerme 4, Tanit). Demek ki her sey veya gergeklik, zorunlu olarak hem uzamsal hem de
fikirsel olarak, Tanri’dan veya onun sifatlarindan yeterli, eksiksiz veya upuygun nedensellikleriyle
cikmustir veya olusmustur (Ethica, Boliim 2, Onerme 3). O halde Spinoza yeterli veya upuygun bir
fikir kavram1 ortaya koymaktadir. Buna gore yeterli idea, nesne ile iliski olmaksizin kendinde
goriildiigi siirece, gercek bir ideanin 6zelliklerinin ya da ig¢sel imlerinin tiimiinii tasimalidir ve gergek
idea, ideas1 oldugu sey ile zorunlu olarak bagdasmalidir (Ethica, Bolim 2, Tanim 4; Boliim 1, Belit
6). Oyleyse Spinoza epistemolojisinde fikrin nesnel gercekligi bulunmaktadir. Buna gére her seyin
esasinda Tanrt idesiyle baglantili oldugu ve upuygun bir fikri bulundugu agiga c¢ikmaktadir.
Boylelikle Spinoza’nin asil maksadi, onun nedensellik ontolojisine paralel olarak bir nedensellik
epistemolojisi olusturmaktir. Bu nedenle varolan her sey esasinda Varliktan yeterli, eksiksiz ve
upuygun bir bigimde zorunlu olarak tiretilmistir. Dahasi her sey kendinde disiiniildiigiinde ve digsal
seylerden ayr1 olarak kavrandiginda yeterli ve eksiksiz bir bicimde hem varolmakta hem de
bilinmektedir. Bununla birlikte Tanri’dan zorunlulukla es zamanli olarak hem nesneler, hem bu
nesneler hakkindaki fikirler ve hem de bu fikirler hakkinda fikirler iiremektedir (Fransez, 2004, s.
167).

Biitiin bu aciklamalardan anlagilmaktadir ki Spinoza’nin ontolojisi, bir epistemolojiye
doniismektedir ve esasinda bir epistemolojik kaygiy1 agiga ¢ikarmaktadir. Diisiince, tipki uzam gibi
Tanri’min sifatidir ve gercektir. Spinoza’nin asil maksadi, sonsuz uzama karsilik gelen sonsuz
diisiinceyi ortaya koymaktir ki bu da Tanr1’nin sonsuz kavrayis giiciinden veya sonsuz zihinden baska
bir sey degildir. Gergekten de “dogada da sonsuz bir diisiinme giicii vardir ve bu gii¢ sonsuz oldugu
Ol¢lide Doganin biitiiniinii nesnel olarak kendinde igerir ve diisiinceleri doganinkiyle ayni tarzda isler,
nitekim fikrinin konusu [ideatum] Dogadir.”(Spinoza, 2014, s. 196) Bu anlayis, Spinoza’y1 Tanr1’y1
hem “anlayis”, hem “anlagilan”, hem de “anlayan” olarak kavrayan ortagag diislinliri Moses
Maimonides’le kesistirmektedir (Fransez, 2004, s. 169). Demek ki kosut bir bigimde tam uzama, tam
diisiince karsilik gelmektedir. Bu nedenle Spinozaci bilig, esasinda eksiksiz ve upuygun olan
gercekligin tam bilisi, tam bilinci ve tam kavranmasidir, eksiksiz bilmedir. Demek ki bu bilis,
Tanr’'nin anlama yetisinden ve giiclinden baska bir sey degildir. Bdylelikle Spinoza
epistemolojisinde sonsuz ve tam bilisden veya bilingten® ayr1, bagimsiz, numenal bir alan veya

3 Buradaki Spinozact bilis ile biling kavramlari, esasen her seyin Tanr’yla baglantili, kendinde diigiiniilen kavramsal
belirlenimini ortaya koyan tam bilisi veya tam fikrini ifade etmektedir. Gergekten de Spinoza’ya gére Tanri’nin anlama
yetisi, gercekligi olusturan her seyin yeterli, eksiksiz, upuygun ve tam kavranigindan baska bir seyi kapsamamaktadir. Bu
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diizlem hicbir sekilde olamaz ve kabul edilemez. Gergeklik veya gergek, tam bilisi ve eksiksiz
kavramsal belirlenimiyle ve de upuygun nedensel fikirleriyle varolus gdstermektedir ve vardir.
Oyleyse Spinoza’da ontoloji epistemolojiyle biitiinlesmektedir ve Tanri’nin anlama yetisi onun
kipleri meydana getirmesiyle ayn1 sey haline donlismektedir. Tanri’nin kendi kendisini anlamasi,
onun dogasindan kaynaklanir ve her sey zorunluluk uyarinca Tanri’nmin dogasindan kaynaklanir
(Spinoza, 2014, s. 238). Demek ki zorunluluk, olanin tek kipselligi haline gelir ve olan her sey
kendisiyle veya nedeniyle zorunludur (Deleuze, 2005, s. 118). Bu nedenle Spinoza nedenselligi,
sonsuz anlama yetisiyle, Tanri’nin iradesiyle ve yaratmastyla biitiinlestirmektedir. Tanri’nin
kendisini anlama zorunlulugu Tanr i¢in sadece varolmakla temellenemez, aslinda ona esittir
(Deleuze, 2005, s. 73). Bununla birlikte Spinoza’nin epistemolojisi, iste bu zorunlu nedensellik ile
anlayis veya kavrayis yetisi arasindaki iliskiye dayanmaktadir. Bu nedenler Spinoza’ya gdre sonsuz
anlama yetisi yani zihni, sonlu zihinlerden ve anlama yetilerinden ayrilmak zorundadir: “Tanr
Adem’in gegmis ve simdiki durumunu bilse bile, buna istinaden Adem’i geg¢misteki halinden
mahrum olarak kavramaz, baska bir deyisle o gegmis durumu Adem’in simdiki dogasina aitmis gibi
gormez. Oyle olsayd: Tanr1 kendi iradesine, yani kendi anlama yetisine aykir1 bir sey kavramis
olurdu.”(Spinoza, 2014, s. 156). Gergcekten de sonsuz zihin ger¢ekligi zorunlu olarak upuygun
fikirleriyle kavrarken, sonlu zihinler gergekligi varyasyona dayali eksik ve yetersiz nedenselligiyle
kavramaktadir. Bu problem, Spinozaci bilgi teorisini ve bilginin derecelerini yeniden
sorunsallagtirmaya sebep olmaktadir.

Varolus Tarzlariyla Bilginin Derecelerinin Biitiinlesmesi: Asimptotik Bir Bilissel
Deneyim

Spinoza’da bilgi nedir ve bilme veya bilis faaliyeti nasil kavramsallagtirilabilir? Bu
problematik, dogrudan gergekligin ontolojik karakterine baglidir. Demek ki Spinoza’da epistemoloji,
ontolojiyle biitiinlesmektedir ve merkezinde gerceklikle biitliinlesik olan Tanri idesi ile sonsuz
kavrayis giicii ve anlagi vardir. Her seyden once gerceklik, sonsuz zihinle ayni seydir ve bu
gergekligin disinda kalan bir biligsel veya bilince neden olacak bir sey bulunmamaktadir. O halde
epistemoloji, bu gercege bagl hakikatin epistemolojik sorunsallastirilmasindan baska bir sey
degildir. Gergekten de sonsuz anlama yetisi ve zihni seyleri sadece rasyonel formlar agisindan yeterli
ve eksiksiz nedenselligiyle kavramaktadir. Burada sorunsallastirilmasi gereken olgu, sonlu zihin
olarak insanin anlama yetisi veya anliginin sonsuz zihin ile olan ayrimini dogru bir bi¢cimde ortaya
koymaktir. Buna gore doganin bakis agisindan iliskilerin ¢oziilmesi degil yalnizca iliskilerin
birlesmeleri vardir ve doganin biitiinii, biitiin iligkileri kucaklamistir ve de bununla birlikte sonlu
zihinler doganin bir parg¢asini geriye kalanindan kopardigi veya soyutladigi i¢in dogadaki iliskileri
zorunlu olarak eksik kavramaktadir (Deleuze, 2000, s. 164). Iste bu nokta sonsuz zihin ile sonlu zihin
arasindaki iliskiyi de sorunsallagtirmaktadir. Burada modern diisiince tarihinde ve geleneksel
epistemolojide bilen 6zne ile bilinen nesne arasindaki kopukluk sorunu da giin yiiziine ¢ikmaktadir.
Burada agike¢a ortaya ¢ikmaktadir ki esasen gergeklikte ve dogada her sey, upuygun ve yeterli
fikirleriyle mevcuttur. Oyleyse gergekligi olusturan her sey ve biitiin olaylar ile oluslar esasinda
Tanrmin sonsuz anlayisiyla biitiinlesmektedir. O halde esasinda sonsuz anlayigin veya kavrayisin
disinda bir sey yoktur. Bu nedenle esasen sonlu zihinler ile sonsuz zihin arasinda bir kopukluk veya
ayriklik da bulunmamaktadir. Sonlu zihinlerin epistemolojik kopukluk deneyimleri, seyleri yetersiz
nedensellikleriyle kavramasindan baska bir sey degildir. Gergekligin biitiinii agisindan dogada her
sey, upuygun ve eksiksiz fikirleriyle varolus gdstermektedir. Spinoza’nin heterodoks
epistemolojisinin asli gayesi, iste bu kopuklugun bir yanilsama oldugunu ve gercekligin zorunlu
olarak sonsuz bilis ile varolus gosterdigini tespit etmektir. Bu agidan bakildig1 zaman gergeklik, Tanr1

nedenle Tanri’nin anlama yetisiyle eksiksiz bilincini insanin anlama yetisiyle ve yetersiz bilinciyle karigtirmamak
gereklidir. Insanin anlama yetisi, zorunlu olarak seyleri eksik nedenselligiyle kavrar ve bilir. Diger taraftan makalemiz
boyunca sonsuz zihin, sonsuz anlak, sonsuz anlay1s, sonsuz zeka veya sonsuz kavrayis gibi kavramlari, ayn1 veya yakin
anlamlara gelecek sekilde, sonsuz ve sinirsiz intellect kavramina bagl bir bigimde kullandik.
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fikriyle ve onun sonsuz anlayis giiciiyle biitiinlesmektedir. Oyleyse Tanrinmn giicii, dziiyle esasen
ayni seydir (Ethica, Bélim 1, Onerme 34). Demek ki Tanri’nin giicii, onun kavrayis yetisi ve onun
her seyi iiretmesi aslinda ayni seydir ve Tanr1 fikrine, varolma ve eyleme kudretine esit olan bir
diisiinme kudreti tekabiil etmektedir (Deleuze, 2005, s. 73). Boylelikle sonsuz kavrama giiciiniin
gercek konumu, Tanr1’nin kendini nasil anliyorsa dyle iiretmesi, Tanr1’nin {irettigi her seyi anlamasi
ve Tanri’nin kendini ve her seyi anladigi bigimi iiretmesi olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Deleuze, 2005,
s. 73). Bu acidan bakildiginda Spinoza epistemolojisinin hem temel motivasyonu hem de ona zorunlu
olarak bagli oldugu unsur, gercekligin kendisiyle biitiinlesen sonsuz kavrayis veya Tanri fikridir ve
“epistemoloji” veya bilme, bilingli olma, vakif olmak yani bilis etkinligi de sonlu zihinlerin bu
sonsuz kavrayisa ulasmasi veya onu ‘“yakalamasi” lizerine asimptotik bir faaliyettir.* Burada
sorunsallastirilmasi gereken olgu, sonlu zihnin yani insan zihninin ne oldugu ve bunun sonsuz
kavrayisla nasil bir girift epistemolojik iligkisi bulundugu sorunudur.

Insan zihni ve bedeni, Tanr1’mn sifatlarina bagh bir kipsel biitiinliiktiir ve onun dogasindan
zorunlu olarak yeterli nedenselligiyle ve upuygun fikirleriyle ¢ikmistir. Boylelikle “fikirler ile seyler,
aym gercekligin farkl yiizlerinde yer alan ama gercekligi birebir ayni bigimde ifade eden, dolayisiyla
i¢ iligkilerinde ayn1 diizeni izleyen kiplerdir’(Nahum, 2021, s. 23) Buna gore cisim uzam sifatina
bagl Tanri’nin 6ziinii belli ve belirli bir yolda anlatan kiptir ve fikir ise anligin diislinen bir sey
oldugu i¢in olusturdugu bir kavramidir ve de bundan ¢ikan sonuca gore insan, anlik ve bedenden
zorunlu olarak olusan bir kipsel biitiinliik olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Ethica, B6lim 2, Tanim 1,3
ve Onerme 13, Sonurgu). O halde zihin bedenin fikridir, anlik yani zihin ile beden birbirine kosuttur
ve insan anligm olusturan ideanmn nesnesi bedendir (Ethica, Bolim 2, Onerme 12,13). Sifatlar
arasinda kurulan tekanlamli, teksesli, kosut iligki, onlarin tiretimi olan kipler veya tarzlar i¢in de
aynidir. Bu anlayisa gore zihin ve beden arasindaki paralelizm, esbi¢imlilige bagli bir diizen 6zdesligi
ile esyasalilik ve esdegerlilige bagli bir baglanti iligkisini biitiinlestirmektedir (Deleuze, 2005, s. 114-
115). Bu ontolojik ile epistemolojik savlardan anlagilmaktadir ki insan zihni ve bedeniyle birlikte
esasen bu gergeklik diizleminde, Tanri’dan kaynakli yeterli nedenselligiyle ve buna bagli upuygun
fikirleriyle varolus gostermektedir. Spinoza’nin buradaki carpici teshisi aslinda bilgi tiirleriyle
varolus tarzlarini, kiplerini ayni seyler olarak kavramasi ve bunlarin farkl bigimsel sifatlarda ortaya
konsa da, ayni seyi anlattiklarini vurgulamasidir (Deleuze, 2005, s. 53).

Gergeklik diizleminde bedenler ve onlara kosutluk gosteren fikirler, bagka bedenler ile
onlarin fikirleriyle karsilasmaktadir. Spinoza, etkisi kendisi yoluyla agik ve se¢ik olarak algilanabilen
nedene yeterli neden, etkisi kendisi yoluyla algilanamayan nedene yetersiz neden demektedir ve buna
bagli olarak bedende onun kendisinin etkinlik giiciinii arttiran ya da azaltan degiskileri ve degiskilerin
fikirlerine de duygu demektedir ve de bu degiskilerin herhangi birinin yeterli nedeni biz olabilirsek,
duyguyu bir eylem olarak, biz olamazsak tutku olarak tanimlamaktadir (Ethica, B6lim 3, Tanim
1,3). Spinoza bu noktada yeniden ontoloji ile epistemolojiyi biitiinlestirmektedir. Sonsuz anlama
yetisi veya sonsuz bilis, sonsuz varolma ve eyleme giicliyle yani yeterli ve eksiksiz nedensellikle
ayni sey haline gelmektedir.

Biitiin bu agiklamalardan anlagilmaktadir ki insan zihni, Tanrinin sonsuz anlayis giiciiniin
veya zihninin pargasidir ve insan disiincelerinin &ziinii evrensel zeka, dogustan igkin anlayis
olusturur. (Ethica, Béliim 2, Onerme 11, Sonurgu; Fransez, 2004, s. 171). Insan zihni ve bedeniyle
birlikte gerceklik diizleminde zorunlu olarak baska bedenlerle ve onlarin fikirleriyle
karsilasmaktadir. Buna gore esasinda her sey Tanri’dan zorunlu olarak yeterli nedensellikleriyle ve
upuygun fikirleriyle ¢cikmistir. Buna karsin baska bedenlerle karsilasma upuygun olmayan fikirlerle,
seylerin bir karigimiyla bir bedenin baska bir beden tistlindeki etkisini tutmasindan kaynaklanir ve

4 Temelde matematiksel bir terim olarak karsimiza ¢ikan asimptotik kavrami, klasik anlamda yaklasma, yakinsama ama
kavusamama davranisini tanimlamaktadir. Spinoza’da sonlu zihin, sonsuz zihin ile bilgi dereceleriyle- ki bunlar varolus
tarzlarindan ayrilamamaktadir- birlikte zorunlu olarak sanki asimptotik bir iliski igerisine girmektedir.
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bu nedenle upuygun olmayan fikir, nedenlere dayanan bir "kavrayistan" yoksundur (Deleuze, 2005,
s. 51). Demek ki gergeklik diizleminde insan zihni sonlu zihin veya kavrayis olarak, gerceklikle
biitiinlesen Tanr1 fikrini ve ondan ¢ikan upuygun fikirleri kavrayamamaktadir. Burada bilgi
dereceleri aciga ¢ikar ama esasinda gerceklik tam, eksiksiz ve upuygun fikirler icermektedir ve farkli
bilis dereceleri, sonsuz zihin i¢in degil sonlu zihin i¢in deneyimlenmektedir. Bu nedenle bilgi tiirleri,
ayr ve farkli yetiler degil, tek ve aym etkinligin pargalar1 ve dereceleridir (Ramond, 2014, s. 15).
Demek ki her sey, yeterli nedensellikleriyle bilisi agisindan derecelendirilebilir. Birinci tiir bilgi,
zorunlu olarak eksik ve imgelemin bilgisidir, ikinci tiir bilgi seylerin yeterli nedensellikleriyle
kavranmasi ve akil yetisini ortaya koyan bilgidir ve de li¢iincii tiir bilgi, sezgisel bilgi olarak seylerin
yeterli nedensellikleriyle ve buna tekabiil eden upuygun fikirlerle kavranmasindan baska bir sey
degildir (Ethica, Bolim 2, Onerme 40, Not 2). Biitiin bu bilgi dereceleri, tamamen Tanr1 fikrine ve
ondan ¢ikan upuygun fikirlere ulasmanin bir epistemolojik siirecidir. Elbette bu siireg ile varyasyon,
sonlu zihin i¢in s6z konusudur. Spinoza her seye ortak olan ve esit Ol¢iide parcada ve biitiinde
bulunan yeterli nedenler, fikirler veya kavramlar oldugunu ifade etmektedir. (Ethica, Bolim 2,
Onerme 38, Onerme 40, Not 2). Bu agidan bakildig1 zaman upuygun fikirlere ortak mefhumlarin
uretilisiyle ulasilabilmektedir Demek ki upuygun fikirler ile ortak kavramlar arasinda biitlinlesik ile
paralel bir iliski bulunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte epistemolojik olarak upuygun fikirler ile ontolojik
olarak bedendeki duygular ve duygulanislar arasinda da bir birliktelik mevcuttur. Bu nedenle bilmek,
kavramak ile aktif duygulara vakif olmak, birbirine kosutluk géstermektedir. Bu acidan bakildig
zaman aktif duygular ikinci tiir bilgide baslar, {igiincii tiir bilgi, ikinci tiir bilgide bir causa fiendi
bulmaktadir. Dahas: ikinci bilgi tiirlinden ii¢ilincii bilgi tiiriine gitmemizi miimkiin kilan sey, Tanri
fikrinin kendisidir ve de ti¢lincii tiire tekabiil eden sekil, bizim kendimizin, Tanrinin ve diger seylerin
upuygun fikirlerini birlestiren bir tiggendir (Deleuze, 2005, s. 54,67).

Biitiin bu epistemolojik savlardan acgiga c¢ikmaktadir ki Spinoza’da bilme veya bilis,
gercekligin tam, eksiksiz ve upuygun fikrini kavramak olarak anlagilabilir. Bununla birlikte sonlu
zihin ile sonsuz zihin yani Tann fikri arasinda ickin ve asimptotik bir epistemolojik iligki
bulunmaktadir. Sonlu zihinlerin seyleri yeterli nedenselligiyle ve upuygun fikirleriyle kavramasi
yani onlara adeta yaklasip uzaklasmasi, sonsuz zihin ile arasinda i¢kin bir asimptotik biligsel deneyim
olusturmaktadir. Bu a¢idan bakildigi zaman Spinoza’da anlamak daima, zorunlu olarak varolan
herhangi bir seyi yakalamaktir ve anlamak veya kavrayis herhangi bir seyi miimkiin diye kavramanin
karsitidir ve de bu nedenle Spinozaci bilme veya bilis yani bilgi, 6znenin bir islemi degil ama ruhtaki
fikrin olumlanmasidir (Deleuze, 2005, s. 52-53). Boylelikle sonlu anlama yetilerinin bir seyi bilmesi
veya kavramasi, esasinda upuygun ve eksiksiz olarak varolan fikirlerin belli derecelerden veya
acilardan kavranmasindan baska bir sey degildir. Anlamak, bilmek veya kavramak, seylerin
nedenselliklerine yonelik zorunlu bir epistemolojik iliskiyi ortaya koyan siirectir. Demek ki sonlu
zihinler olarak insan zihninin bilmesi veya bilisi, esasinda tam bilise veya seyleri tam kavramsal
belirlenimleriyle kavramaya, yeterli nedensellikleriyle anlamaya yani {i¢iincii tiir bilgiyle bilmeye
yonelik zorunlu bir faaliyettir. Bu tipki geometrideki, bir iiggenin i¢ agilarinin toplaminin, iki dik
acinin toplamina esit olmasi gibi bir zorunlulugu ifade etmektedir. Upuygun fikirlerle bilis olarak
ticiincil tlir bilgi, nedeni olarak Tanr ideasinin esliginde, bengi olarak anladigimiz siirece, anliksal
Tanr sevgisini zorunlu olarak dogurmaktadir ve Tanr1 kendini sonsuz anliksal sevgi ile sevmektedir
ve de Tanri’nin dogasi sonsuz eksiksizligin hazzin1 duymaktadir ve bu hazza kendi nedeninin ideasi
eslik etmektedir ve biitiin bunlarla birlikte anligin Tanriya dogru anliksal sevgisi, Tanrinin onunla
kendini sevdigi sonsuz sevginin pargasi haline doniismektedir (Ethica, Bolim 5, Onerme 32,
Sonurgu, Onerme 35, 36). Spinoza’nin buradaki carpic teshisi, Tanr1’nin sonsuz anlama yetisi veya
zihniyle, sonsuz giicii veya kudreti ve bununla birlikte Tanr1’nin kendine yonelik sevgisi bir ve ayni
seydir. Demek ki Tanr1’nin sonsuz anlayisi ile bilisi, onun sonsuz eyleme ve kipleri tiretme giicliyle
ve Tanri’nin kendini anlamasi ve sevmesiyle ayni anlamda bulusmaktadir. Gergekten de ilgi ¢ekici
bir bigimde Spinoza, epistemolojiyi ontoloji ve aksiyoloji ile kusursuzca biitiinlestirme basarisini
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gostermistir. Spinoza, “tek tek her sey Tanr1’nin sonsuz anlama yetisinde sonsuz tarzda ifade buldugu
halde, bunlarin ifade buldugu sonsuz fikirlerin tekil bir seyin bir ve aym zihnini degil, bir zihinler
sonsuzlugu olusturdugunu” sdylemektedir (Spinoza, 2014, s. 314). Bdylelikle sonsuz zihin, sonsuz
anlayis ile kavrayis veya sonsuz bilis, bir zihinler sonsuzlugunu olusturmaktadir. Gergekten de
sonsuz diisiince veya sonsuz zeka bir anlamda, geleneksel ilahi her seyi bilme doktrininin basitce bir
onayidir ve bu sonsuz fikir, var olan her seyin, gercekligin her pargasinin eksiksiz ve dogru bir
temsilidir (Hiibner, 2022).

Sonug¢

Spinoza’nin epistemolojisi, onun sistematik metafiziginin veya ontolojisinin zorunlu bir
sonucudur. Epistemolojik kavramlar olarak bilgi, bilis, kavrayis veya anlik yani zihin gibi
kavramlarin t6z, kip, sifat, nedensellik, giic gibi ontolojik kavramlarla ayni baglamlarda
kullanildigim1 anliyoruz. Bununla birlikte Spinoza'nin en temel epistemolojik ve metodolojik
taahhiitlerinden biri, evrensel anlasilabilirlige olan bagliligidir (Hibner, 2022). Gergekten de
Spinoza’nin epistemolojisine gore gergeklik Tanr1’nin kendini belli ve belirli bir yolda anlatmasindan
baska bir sey degildir ve gergeklik, anlasilabilir veya kavranabilir bir dogaya sahiptir. Bu nedenle
Spinoza’da bilmek veya bilis faaliyeti aslinda varolmak ile ayni1 anlama gelmektedir. Bu heterodoks
epistemolojik sav dogrultusunda Spinoza agisindan her sey zorunlu olarak fikirleriyle varolus
gostermektedir. Demek ki her sey tam, eksiksiz ve upuygun fikirleriyle veya kavramsal
belirlenimleriyle Varliktan iiretilmistir. Gergekten de bir seyin onu algilayan veya kavrayan sonlu
zihinler disinda, yeterli nedenselligiyle ve upuygun fikriyle esasinda tam bilisi ve kavranisi vardir,
eksiksiz kavramsal belirlenimi bulunmaktadir. Demek ki sey veya nesne sonlu zihinlerin bilisi
disinda aslinda tam bilisiyle bulunur ve sonlu zihin olarak insan zihni seylerle asimptotik bir
epistemik iliski kurmaktadir ve de seyleri dereceli olarak, yeterli nedensellikleriyle ve upuygun
fikirleriyle kavramaktadir. Bu nedenle Spinoza’ya gore giizellik, algilanan nesnenin bir niteliginden
¢ok onu algilayanda uyanan bir etkidir ve “kendilerinde” yahut Tanri’yla iligkili olarak
degerlendirildiginde seyler ne giizel ne de ¢irkindir ve de mikroskoptan bakildiginda en giizel el bile
igrenc goriiniir; demek ki Olgii, zaman gibi kavramlar da, imgeleme tarzlarindan baska bir sey
degildir ve bu nedenle doganin isleyisini bu nosyonlardan hareketle anlamamiz miimkiin de degildir
(Spinoza, 2014, s. 103, 279). O halde gergekligi ve seyleri, giizel veya ¢irkin ya da bir 6l¢iide veya
zamanda kavramamiz aslinda zorunlu olarak eksik veya yetersiz olarak derece farkliligiyla
kavramamizdan baska bir sey degildir. Sonlu bir anlama yetisine sahip olarak insanin “biling™i,
zorunlu olarak seyleri yeterli nedenselligiyle ve upuygun fikirleriyle kavrayamamaktadir, oysa ki
esasinda bilincin yanilsamasinin disinda her sey tam ve eksiksiz olarak realiteyi agiklamakta ve
anlatmaktadir. O halde Spinoza’ya gore varolan her sey fikirleriyle vardir ve biligin disinda kalan,
bagimsiz, numenal bir alan olamaz. Eger bdyle olmasaydi bizler, sonlu zihinler olarak gercekligi
kavrayamazdik ve bilisi olusturamazdik, dahasi seylerin bilincine varamazdik. Biz sonlu zihinlerin
gercekligi kavrayabilmesi ve bilisi olusturabilmesinin nedeni, bizleri ve her seyi olusturan
“kaynak™m ayni olmasiyla ilgilidir. Demek ki Maimon’un Kant’1 elestirip, Spinoza’dan ilhamla
ortaya koydugu gibi, bilisin olabilmesi i¢in gergekligi olusturan biitiin unsurlarin ayni kaynaktan
akmasi gereklidir. Bu kaynak, Spinoza’da farkli bigimsel sifatlarinin ayni seyi anlattigi ve acikladigi
tek tozdiir. Boylelikle Spinoza ortodoks veya geleneksel dedigimiz epistemolojinin temel
dayanaklarini, bigimsel yapisini ve diisiinsel anlayisini yadsimaktadir. Spinoza epistemolojisi bilen
Ozne ile bilinen nesne arasindaki kopuklugu ve ugurumu ortadan kaldirmakla birlikte ortodoks
epistemolojinin metodolojisini ve epistemik senaryolastirmasini de yapibozuma ugratmaktadir.
Diger taraftan Spinoza’da fikir veya ide, zihnin bir yaratimi, kurgusu veya yapintisi degildir. Fikrin
nesnel bir gergekligi vardir. Zihin fikirleri meydana getirmemekte, yoktan yaratmamaktadir. Sayet
tozsel, upuygun fikirler olmasaydi, insan zihni gergeklige iliskin bilis olugturamazdi. Demek ki
bilmek esasen fikirleri yakalamaktir, onlara ulagsmak, onlar1 kapmaktir. Bu nedenle sonlu zihinlerin
sonsuz zihnin esasen parcalar1 oldugunu anlamaktayiz. Boylelikle Spinoza ortodoks epistemolojinin
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zaten yanlis kurgulanmis iddialarin1 hem yadsimakta hem de bu iddialarin ¢6ziimsiiz sorunlarina
yonelik heterodoks ve alternatif yaklagimlar ortaya koymaktadir.
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