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REC UREDNIKA

Druga po redu medunarodna studentska konferencija Summa Studiorum
Philosophiae odrzana je u leto 2018. godine na Filozofskom fakultetu u Novom Sadu.
Tema konferencije — Materijalizam — okupila je mnogobrojne mlade istraZivaée iz Grcke,
Bosne i Hercegovine, Slovenije i Srbije. Sirina tematskog okvira konferencije omoguéila je
pluralitet pristupa problemu materijalizma, o kojem se govorilo iz ugla mnostva razlicitih
disciplina, filozofskih i drugih pozicija. Rezultati izlaganja i diskusija sa konferencije
sakupljeni su u zborniku koji se nalazi pred nama.

O kompleksnosti odredenja i shvatanja materijalizma kao specifi¢ne filozofske
pozicije svedo¢e radovi u zborniku, koji predstavljaju ujedno i Sirok spektar perspektiva
koje se mogu zauzeti pri istrazivanju ove teme. Problem materijalizma, tako, prepoznat je
ve¢ kod anti¢kih autora kao $to su Platon, Demokrit i Epikur. Da li se moze govoriti ve¢ o
Platonovoj konstituciji materijalizma na samim zacecima filozofije, te kako razumeti odnos
izmedu teorije atoma, determinizma i slobodne volje kod Demokrita i Epikura neka su od
pitanja o kojima se moze Citati u ovom zborniku.

Materijalisticka pozicija u filozofiji jedna je od sustinskih odlika marksisticki
orijentisanih autora. Shodne tome, na konferenciji, bilo je re¢i o nac¢inu na koji se moze
govoriti o problemu saznanja u kontekstu dijalektiCkog materijalizma u okvirima Sire
marksisticke teorije. Problemu materijalizma moze se pristupiti i s pozicija savremene
analiticke filozofije. U zborniku se nalaze tekstovi koji temu materijalizma obraduju s
obzirom na ¢uveni problem kvalija. Osim toga, u zborniku mozemo pronaci i radove iz
tematskog okvira filozofije duha koji ispitiuju fizikalisticko shvatanje coveka, te i na koji
nacin koncept vestacke inteligencije osvezava ve¢ tradiranu diskusiju izmedu dualistickih i
materijalistickih filozofskih pozicija. Problemu materijalizma pristupalo se i iz perspektive
tzv. kontinentalne filozofije.

lako radovi iz zbornika pruzaju u uvid u odgovore na neka od temeljnih pitanja i
diskusija vezanih za problem materijalizma, ipak, ovi radovi istovremeno i otvaraju mnoga
druga pitanja i potencijalna polja istrazivanja.

Milos Miladino
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PROBLEM SAZNANJA U FILOZOFIJI DIJALEKTI-
CKOG MATERIJALIZMA - KLASIKA MARKSIZMA

Apstrakt:Radi razumijevanja problema saznanja u filozofiji dijalekti¢kog materijalizma,
odnosno u tzv. klasinom marksizmu, potrebno je izvesti viseslojnu re-interpretaciju
osnovnih postavki same ove filozofije, kako bi se sa jedne strane pokazao razvojni tok, a sa
druge misaoni motivi koji su ucestvovali u otvaranju perspektive za formiranje
odgovaraju¢eg problemskog rjeSenja, ¢ime bi se, na koncu, doSlo do razumijevanja
osebujnosti rezultata koji su sadrzani u dijalekticko-materijalistickom odgovoru na ovo
pitanje. Naime, problem teorije saznanja nije kod samog Marksa dobio kona¢nu formu, veé
je tek tu i tamo zapocet, tako da su se ovim problemom, tijekom dinami¢nog razvijanja
marksizma bavili i Engels, Lenjin, T. Pavlov, jugoslovenski praxis filozofi itd. Ovim radom
se daje uvid u osnovne elemente teorije (odnosno — pitanja) saznanja sa stanovista klasika
marksizma, buduéi da se u njemu nalazi stozer sa svako dalje bavljenje doti¢nom
problematikom koje bi htjelo biti marksisticko. Na koncu, daje se uvid u specifi¢nu prirodu
zadatka koji ova filozofija, u cjelini uzevsi -postavlja ispred sebe, te se otuda izlaze
vrijednovanje i razumijevanje nacina na koji dijalekticki materijalizam rjeSava postavljeni
zadatak.

Kljuéne rijeci: Materija, dijalektika, praksa, stvarnost, saznanje, proces, istina, odraz, rad,
otudenje, samodjelatnost

Materijalizam pred »klasi¢nim« marksizmom

U filozofiji klasikd marksizma?, koncept dijalektickog materijalizma zauzima
opSte mjesto, figurirajuci i kao izraz koji istiCe sintezu ,,ontoloski* primarnog, i

! Kao o »klasicima marksizmag, ovdje je rije¢ o Marksu, Engelsu i Lenjinu. Iako se doti¢ni
pojam mahom vezuje za imena Marksa i Engelsa, ipak su oni prvenstveno osnivaci ove
Skole, dok je stav autora da sa Lenjinom ¢ine trojac koji valja nazivati klasicima; Lenjin
nije osnivac, ali jeste najmonumentalniji nastavlja¢ intencije ove skole da filozofski i
»naucno« utemeljeno interencionise u drustvenu stvarnost, dok se ovdje na saznajno-
teorijskom planu ukazuje na moguénost takvog shvatanja ne samo na planu politicke
filozofije i akcije (gdje se obicno govori o marksizmu-lenjinizmu) ve¢ i tipi¢nijih



metodskog; te ukratko, drzi da metod dijalektike stoji u identitetnom odnosu sa
imanentim dijalekticitetom materije kao subjekta, nosioca stvarnosti. Bez obzira
kako starija filozofska ucenja pozicioniraju samu materiju, neka od njih sadrze
nukleuse ovog shvatanja: neki su ¢ak vr$njaci evropske filozofije, recimo vec¢ u
presokratskoj filozofiji. To je npr. prepoznao i Lenjin, istakavsi slede¢u Hegelovu
misao o Heraklitu: ,,On (Heraklit) je prvi izrazio prirodu... tj.njenu sustinu kao
proces”.? Materijalizam novovjekovlja ve¢ predstavlja poblizi primjer uticaja na
marksizam; Lenjin primera radi, isti¢e da je Didro ,,sasvim blizu do glediSta sa-
vremenog materijalizma”.3

Medutim, sam pojam materijalizma nije istoznacan za razlicite filozofske
koncepcije. Zaklju¢no sa Kantom, materijalizam se vise-manje poima kao prihva-
tanje postojanja stvari po sebi. Radi toga Lenjin parafrazira Berklija: ,,Materijali-
zam — to je priznanje objekata “po sebi”, ili van uma; ideje, osjecaji — to su kopije
ili odrazi tih objekata. Suprotno ucenje (idealizam) — Objekti ne postoje “van uma”,
objekti su “kombinacije osje¢aja”.”* Sa Kantom se opet, dogada izvjesno pomje-
ranje ove distinkcije: “Idealizam se sastoji u tvrdnji da postoje samo misleca bica, a
da ostale stvari za koje vjerujemo da ih percipiramo u opazanju jesu samo predsta-
ve u misle¢im bi¢ima, predstave kojima zaista ne odgovara nikakav predmet §to se
nalazi izvan misle¢ih bi¢a. Nasuprot tome ja kazem: Nama su date stvari kao pre-
dmeti nasih cula koji se nalaze izvan nas, ali o tome kakve su one po sebi mi nista
ne znamo, ve¢ poznajemo samo njihove pojave, to jest predstave koje proizvode u
nama tako $to djeluju na nasa ¢ula. Dakle ja naravno priznajem da izvan nas posto-
je tijela, to jest stvari koje — iako su nam sasvim nepoznate u pogledu onog §to one
same 0 sebi jesu — mi poznajemo zahvaljuju¢i predstavama, predstavama koje nam
daje njihov uticaj na nasu ¢ulnost i koje dobijaju od nas naziv tijela, naziv $to dak-
le, oznacava samo pojavu onog nama nepoznatog, ali niSta manje stvarnog predme-

filozofskih interesa, gdje Lenjin i jeste “klasik marksizma i istaknuti autoritet kada se
raspravlja o raznim aktuelnim problemima danasnjeg sveta” (Vidi: Zajearanovi¢ Gligorije,
Dijalektika ljudskog sveta, Centar za politicke studije, Novi Sad, 1969. str 181)

2 Lenjin V.1. Filozofske sveske, Kultura, Beograd, 1960. Str 254. Inace, Lenjinov odnos
prema Hegelu obojen snaznim interesom za pronalazenjem klica materijalistickog gledista
unutar Hegelovog dijalektickog misljenja; Poznato je da je u tom smislu Lenjin Zelio
ustanoviti »Drustvo materijalistickih prijatelja Hegelove dijalektike«, dok u Filozofskim
sveskama kaze da je “Pametni idealizam je blizi pametnome materijalizmu nego glupi
materijalizam.“ (Vidi: Filozofske sveske, Cit. 1zd. str 265)

3 Lenjin V.I. Materijalizam i empiriokriticizam, Kultura, Beograd, 1960. Str 24

4 |bid. Str 14
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ta. MozZe li se to nazvati idealizmom? — To je upravo njegova suprotnost.” Ta su-
protnost, Kantov transcendentalni idealizam, u kom je stvar po sebi principijelno
nespoznatljiva, budu¢i da pojava nuzno potpada pod apriorne forme culnosti (pros-
tor — vrijeme), razuma (kategorije) i eventualno uma (ideje), te se stoga, uprkos
dubini prodora u spoznaju prirode ipak sve odvija na planu pojave i nase subjektiv-
nosti koja svojim formama propisuje zakone stvarima.

Odnos idealizma i materijalizma se, unutar klasi¢no—marksisticke filozo-
fije, (buduci da idealizam ne pretpostavlja negaciju materijalnog,) konkretizuje kao
pitanje o odnosu miSljenja prema bi¢u®, ili kao pitanje o supremaciji prirode ili du-
ha: ,,Prema tome kako su odgovarali na ovo pitanje — piSe Engels — filozofi su se
podijelili na dva velika tabora. Oni koji su smatrali da je prvobitan duh, a ne priro-
da, koji su dakle, u krajnjoj liniji, pretpostavljali bilo kakvo stvaranje svijeta ...
¢inili su tabor idealizma. Oni pak koji su smatrali da je priroda prvobitna, pripadaju

raznim $kolama materijalizma. Ova dva izraza ... i ne znace nista drugo”.’

Dijalekti¢ki materijalizam klasika marksizma:

Osim odredenja materijalizma spram idealizma, treba istaéi i specifi¢ne
odlike dijalektickog materijalizma klasika spram ,,raznih $kola materijalizma”. O
toj specificnosti Engels kaze da je ,,materijalizam prosloga vijeka (18.) bio pretez-
no mehanic¢ki™®, te da ne uspijeva ,,da shvati svijet kao proces, kao materiju koja se
istorijski razvija”.? Shodno Marksovom stanovistu, (saznajno-teorijski vaznom za
dijalekticki materijalizam), klju¢ni nedostatak prethodnih materijalistickih koncep-
cija se sastoji u tome §to Culnost uzimaju samo u svojstvu objekta, dakle kontem-
plativno, a ne i kao ljudsku ¢ulnu djelatnost, praksu, subjektivno®®.

Od ovih zamjerki se da poci u razumijevanje na¢ina na koji klasici marksizma
posmatraju prirodu, stvarnost. U tom konceptu je: ,,Velika osnovna misao da svijet
ne treba shvatiti kao kompleks gotovih stvari, nego kao kompleks procesa, u kome
se prividno stabilne stvari, isto kao i njihove mislene slike u naSoj glavi, pojmovi,

S Kant . Prolegomena za svaku buducu metafiziku, Plato, Beograd 2005. Str 40 -41

® Ovo bi se pitanje moglo postaviti kao pitanje o odnosu misljenja i drugih izraza materije.
Ovdje ga postavljamo na ovaj nacin, bududéi da ¢e se kasnije vidjeti da Lenjin upozorava da
je doti¢na suprotnost stvar gnoseoloskih operacija, ali ne i preko toga.

! Marks—Engels, I1zabrana dela Il ( Ludvig Fojerbah i kraj nemacke klasicne filozofije ),
Kultura, Beograd, 1950. Str 358

8 Ibid. 361

®Ibid. 362

Wy pitanju je Marksov sud iz prve od Teza o Fojerbahu. (Vidi Marks—Engels, Izabrana
dela I1,Cit. Izd. str 392)



neprekidno mijenjaju, nastaju i nestaju, pri ¢emu pored sve prividne slucajnosti i
uprkos svem trenutnom nazadovanju, naposljetku ipak pobeduje progresivni razvi-
tak”.!* Shodno je tome i shvatanje ontolo$ki ,,nose¢e kategorije, materije. Ona je
subjekt svih promjena, i nikada nije bilo materije bez kretanja. Tako shvacen svijet
potrebuje korespodentan, dijalekticki metod misljenja: ,,uzimajuéi stalno u obzir
uzajamna dejstva postajanja i nestajanja, progresivnih i regresivnih promjena”.?

Dijalekticka metoda u klasika marksizma misaoni je zalog njemacke klasi¢ne
filozofije, naroCito Hegelove, te zato treba ukratko izloziti neke od sli¢nosti, odno-
sno razlika, na relaciji Hegel — klasici marksizma i dijalektika, budu¢i da to otvara
prostor preciznijem poimanju dijalektike u marksizmu.

Kako za Hegela, tako i za klasike marksizma, dijalektika predstavlja metod
pogodan misaonom obuhvatanju totaliteta zbilje; Ne kao puki metod, ve¢ i kao i-
manentni zakon kretanja i razvitka (prirodne i povijesne) zbilje. ,,Dijalektika kao
metoda upravo omoguéava spoznaju dijalekti¢koga toka pojava opstojnosti,*® radi
Cega Hegel kaze da je dijalektika ,,priroda samog misljenja‘.*

Klju¢na se razlika, medutim, javlja na relaciji idealizam—materijalizam. Hege-
lova filozofija po¢iva na stavu da ,,sve biva po zakonima uma*'®; te svoj zadatak
dovodenja bitka u najSirem smislu od apsolutne ideje, do svjesnoga bitka, ,,postize
kad uspije Citavu objektivnu stvarnost izloziti iz vlastite logicke konstrukcije... A
to je stajaliSte apsolutnog znanja po kome se onda Hegelov sistem naziva sistemom
apsolutnog idealizma‘.

Kod Hegela se, ukratko, ovaj proces razvija na planu svijesti, na planu ideal-
nog kao primarnog, u kome se kao oshovne kategorije javljaju: apsolutna ideja,
priroda, i duh'’. Apsolutna ideja kao ono §to, makar u logickom smislu prethodi;
priroda se javlja kao otudenje, kao drugobivstvo, suprotnost same ideje, te duh kao

Hpid. 375

12K Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela Il.(Razvitak socijalizma od utoije do nauke), Cit. Izd.
str. 126

BEilipovi¢ Vladimir, Klasicni njemacki idealizam, Matica hrvatska, Zagreb,1962 str. 102
14 Hegel, G.W.F. Enciklopedija filozofijskih znanosti, Veselin Maslesa-Svjetlost, Sarajevo,
1987 str 40

15 Hegel, G.W.F. Istorija filozofije 1, BIGZ, Beograd, 1975, str 24

18 Filipovi¢ Vladimir, Klasicni njemacki idealizam, Matica hrvatska, Zagreb,1962 str. 104
17 «“Tako se —kaze Hegel- filozofija dijeli na tri dijela: 1. Logika, znanost ideje po sebi i za
sebe Il. Prirodna filozofija kao znanost ideje u njenoj drugobitnosti I11. Filozofija duha kao
ideje koja se iz svoje drugobitnosti vraéa u sebe.” Prema tome su ,,razlike posebnih
filozofijskih znanosti samo odredenja same ideje.“ (Vidi. Enciklopedija filozofijskih
znanosti, Cit. Izd. Str 47)
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mjesto vracanja otudene ideje sebi, postajanje ideje svjesnom sebe. Ovdje je dakle,
duh saznajni subjekt apsolutne ideje kao zakonitosti, kao logosa svijeta.

Klasici, medutim, krecu iz suprotnog ontoloskog koncepta, te proistice da dija-
lektika zadobija provjeru svoje pravilnosti kroz potpunu drugaciji predmetni pros-
tor. U tom smislu Marks istice: ,,Po svojoj osnovi, moj dijaletkicki metod ne samo
da se razlikuje od Hegelovog, nego mu je i neposredno suprotan. Za Hegela je pro-
ces misljenja, koji on pod imenom ideje pretvara ¢ak u samostalni subjekat, demi-
jurg stvarnosti koja sacinjava samo njegovu spoljasnju pojavu. Kod mene je idejni
svijet, naprotiv, samo materijalni svijet prenijet i preraden u ¢ovjekovoj glavi”.*¥ U
vezi sa tim Engels dodaje: ,,Hegel nije naprosto bacen u stranu. Naprotiv, nadove-
zali smo na njegovu... revolucionarnu stranu, na dijalekticki metod. Ali taj metod je
bio neupotrebljiv u svom hegelovskom obliku. Kod Hegela je dijalektika samoraz-
vitak pojma... Tu ideoloSku izvrnutost je trebalo ukloniti. Mi smo pojmove nase
glave opet shvatili materijalisticki — kao slike stvarnih predmeta, mjesto da stvarne
predmete shvatimo kao slike ovog ili onog apsolutnog pojma. Time je dijalektika
svedena na nauku o opstim zakonima Kkretanja; kako spoljnog svijeta, tako i
ljudskog misljenja (podvukao N.N.)*.*°

Time je priroda (tj. materija) zadobila drugaciji znacaj; dok kod Hegela mani-
festuje drugobivstvo ideje etc. kod klasika ona postaje topos odvijanja dijalekti¢kih
procesa. Tako se upravo priroda javlja kao ,,probni kamen za dijalektiku”? te se
pokazuje ,,da se u prirodi sve odvija dijalekticki, a ne metafizicki, da se ona ne kre-
¢e u krugu koji se neprestano ponavlja, nego da dozivljava pravu istoriju*?, te da
»tacan prikaz svjetske cjeline, njenog razvitka i razvitka covjeCanstva, kao i odraza

tog razvitka u glavama ljudi, moze se, dakle, posti¢i samo dijalektickim putem.”??

Praksa, covjek, materija

Kroz interes za pitanje o tatnom prikazu, tacnom saznanju svijeta, moze se
sprovesti uvid u kljuéne gnoseoloske postavke filozofije klasika. Ovo pitanje En-
gels konkretizuje kao pitanje odnosa misljenja prema bicu: ,,Da li je naSe misljenje
sposobno da spozna stvarni svijet, da li mi mozemo u nasim predstavama i pojmo-

BMarks K. Kapital, Kultura, Beograd, 1947. (Pogovor drugom izdanju) Str. LIV
9. Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela 2.(Ludvig Fojerbah ...), Cit. 1zd. str 374-375
20 K. Marks, F. Engels, lzabrana dela 2.(Razvitak socijalizma ...), Cit. 1zd. str 127
2L |pid.
22Ihid,
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vima o stvarnom svijetu da damo pravilan odraz stvarnosti? Ovo se na filozofskom
jeziku zove pitanje o istovjetnosti misljenja i bi¢a 1 veéina filozofa odgovara na
njega pozitivno”.? Ali, na drugoj strani postoje koncepcije koje ovu moguénost
osporavaju (npr. Kantova koncepcija, koju Engels i uzima za primjer): ,,Najodlu-
¢nije opovrgnuce tih, i drugih filozofskih bubica jeste praksa, naime, eksperiment i
industrija. Ako pravilnost naseg shvatanja o nekom prirodnom procesu mozemo
dokazati time $to sami stvaramo taj proces, $to ga izvodimo iz njegovih uslova, §to
ga primoravamo da sluzi naSim ciljevima, onda je svrSeno sa Kantovom nesaznat-
ljivom »stvari po sebi«”.2* Uloga prakse se sli¢no shvata i kod Marksa: ,,Pitanje da
li je ljudskom misljenju svojstvena predmetna istinitost — nije pitanje teorije vec
pitanje prakse. Covjek mora da u praksi dokaZe istinu, tj. stvarnost i mo¢, ovostra-
nost svog misljenja. Spor o stvarnosti li nestvarnosti misljenja koje se izolovalo od
prakse, Cisto je skolasti¢ko pitanje”.? Pojam prakse, dakle, podjednako bitno figu-
rira U saznajno-teorijskom (uz misao o jedinstvu svijeta u dijalekti¢noj materijalno-
sti 1 materiji svojstveno odrazavanje), koliko i u antropoloskom smislu: sto je u
krajnjoj liniji isti smisao o covjeku — stvaralackom bicu. Stoga Marks u pocetku,
istie From: ,,¢ovjekovu radnu funkciju naziva samodjelatnos¢u a ne radom.“% Co-
vjek medutim, jeste bice rada u pozitivnom odredenju ovog pojma, koji u Markso-
vim radovima ne treba uzeti uvijek istoznac¢no: ,,Dok u ranim radovima, gdje je rad
stalno odreden kao otudeni rad, pa to odredenje konsekventno kulminira u revolu-
cionarnom zahtjevu kako »proleteri moraju ukinuti rad«, u Kapitalu, u Grundrissi-
ma i nekim drugim spisima nalazimo i tzv. pozitivno odredenje pojma rada kao
»procesa ¢ovjekove razmjene materije s prirodom«*.?” U tom smislu se rad, kao
otudeni rad, da razumjeti kao otudena ljudska samodjelatnost, kao otudenost ovje-
kovog samopostajanja ¢ovjekom. Praksa bi, sa druge strane trebalo da oznacava
samoproizvodenje ljudskog roda. Sustinski, rad je u pozitivnom, neotudenom obli-
ku (van eksploatatorskih, danas kapitalistickih formi), istoznacan sa praksom, sa-
modjelatnoscu, pozitivnim odredenjem rada, koji je, prema Engelsu, ,,prvi osnovni
uslov svega ljudskog Zivota, i to u tolikoj mjeri da u izvjesnom smislu moramo re-
¢i: rad je stvorio samog covjeka (kurziv N.N.)”.2 Rad dakle figurira kao ljudski

23 K. Marks, F. Engels, lzabrana dela 2.(Ludvig Fojerbah ...), Cit. 1zd. str 358
24 |bid 359

25 K. Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela 2. (Teze o Fojerbahu ...), Cit. Izd. str 391
26 \sidi: From Erih, Marksovo shvatanje coveka, Grafos, Beograd, 1979. str 48
27Kangrga Milan, Praksa Vrijeme svijet, Nolit, Beograd, 1984.str. 62

28 K. Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela 2.( Uloga rada u pretvaranju majmuna u coveka ),
Cit. lzd. str 73
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imanentan; Marks je ukazao da se ne radi o stihijskoj nesamoreflektovanoj djelat-
nosti kakva je svojstvena instinktivnim aktima Zivotinja; radi se o tome da je Co-
vjek, kvalitativno superiorno u odnosu na druga Ziva bica, postao sposobnim da
prepoznaje prirodne sile, da njihove “vektore” medjusobno sukobljava, te da ih tog
sukoba “izvla¢i” namjeravane (ali i neo¢ekivane) posljedice, o ¢emu se u Kapitalu
kaze:

,»U prvom redu, rad je proces izmedu ¢ovjeka i pri-
rode, proces u kome Covjek vrsi svoju razmjenu materije
sa prirodom i ovu razmjenu omogucava, ureduje, i nadzi-
re vlastitom djelatnos¢u. Prema prirodnoj materiji on is-
tupa kao prirodna sila (kurziv N.N). On pokrece prirod-
ne snage svoga tijela, ruke i noge, glavu i Saku, da bi pri-
rodnu materiju prilagodio obliku upotrebljenom za nje-
gov zivot. Time §to ovim kretanjem djeluje na prirodu
izvan sebe, i mijenja je, on ujedno mijenja i svoju vlastitu
prirodu. On razvija potence koje njoj drijemaju, i potci-
njava svojoj vlasti igru njenih snaga. Ne radi se ovdje o
prvim Zzivotinjskim instinktivnim oblicima rada... Mi
pretpostavljamo rad kakav je svojstven samo covjeku.
Pauk vrsi radove sli¢ne tkacevim, a gradnjom svojega sa-
¢a pcela postiduje ponekog ljudskog graditelja. Ali $to
unaprijed odvaja i najgorega graditelja od najbolje pcele
jeste da je on svoju gradnju izradio u glavi prije no §to ¢e
je izraditi u vosku. Na zavrSetku procesa rada izlazi re-
zultat kakav je na pocetku procesa ve¢ postojao u radni-
kovoj zamisli, dakle idealno. Ne postizava on samo
promjenu oblika prirodnih stvari; on u njima ujedno os-
tvaruje i svoju svrhu koja mu je znana, koja poput zako-
na odreduje put i na¢in njegova radenja, i kojoj mora da
potcini svoju volju. A ovo potCinjavanje nije usamljen
¢in. Pored naprezanja organa koji rade trazi se za sve vri-
jeme trajanja rada i cjelishodna volja koja se ocituje kao
paznja, i to tim viSe Sto radnika manje bude privlacila sa-
drzina samog rada ili put i na¢in njegovog izvodenja, da-
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kle $to manje on bude uzivao u radu kao igri svojih tjele-

snih i duhovnih sila”.%®

Dakle, bivajué¢i sobom, covjek ne mijenja samo materijalnu stvarnost, ve¢ tim
mijenjanjem mijenja i sebe. Radi toga Engels dodaje: ,,Ruka je postala slobodna i
mogla je sada da sti¢e sve nove i nove vjestine, a time steCena veca gipkost nas-
ljedivala se i napredovala iz pokoljenja u pokoljenje.

Prema tome, ruka nije samo organ rada, ona je i njegov proizvod. Jedino ra-
dom, prilagodavanjem sve novim i novim operacijama, nasljedivanjem time stece-
nog narocitog razvitka misica, tetiva, a u duzim periodima i kostiju, i sve novom
primjenom te naslijedene istanCanosti na nove, sve sloZenije operacije, Covjecija
ruka je dostigla onaj visoki stupanj savrSenstva na kojem je mogla stvoriti Rafaelo-
ve slike, Torvaldsenove kipove i Paganinijevu muziku*.*

Slicno Marksu i Engelsu, i imajué¢i u vidu neke od citiranih postavki, Lenjin
praksu uzima za kljucni kriterij teorije saznanja: “Glediste Zivota, prakse, mora biti

prvo i osnovno glediste teorije saznanja” 3!

Praksa, odraz i saznanje

Osnovno glediSte medutim, ne moze biti jedinim glediStem. Lenjin stoga kaze
da ,,ne treba zaboraviti da kriterijum prakse nikad ne moze, po samoj sustini stvari,
potpuno potvrditi ili pobiti ma kakvu ljudsku predstavu.(kurziv N.N) Taj kriterijum
je takode toliko neodreden da ne dopusta ljudskom saznanju da se pretvori u “apso-
lut” a u isto vrijeme toliko odreden da vodi borbu protiv svih vrsta agnosticizma i
idealizma”.®? Da bi praksa, odgovorivsi postavljenom zahtjevu, uopste zauzela ovu
poziciju unutar teorije saznanja u klasika, potrebno je pokazati na sponu koja pove-
zuje materiju kao svijet i materiju kao svijest, pokazati garant jedinstva svijeta u
materijalnosti: ,,Ako je praksa polazni i fundamentalni pojam u gnoseologiji, ona
nije eo ipso i zbog toga primarni filozofski pojam uopste. Njoj su potrebne pretpos-

29 K. Marks, Kapital 1,Kultura, Beograd, 1947. str 127-128

30K, Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela 2.(Uloga rada pri pretvaranju majmuna u covjeka),
Cit. lzd. str 74-75

31 Lenjin V.I. Materijalizam i empiriokriticizam, Kultura, Beograd, 1960. Str 129

32 Ibid 130. Vazno je ista¢i da Lenjin na ovom mjestu nagovjestava svoje shvatanje o
apsolutnosti i relativnosti saznanja.
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tavke. Ona se mora ontoloski zasnovati”.*® U protivnom, praksa ostaje da, takoreéi,
visi U vazduhu -ili da trazi kojekakvo misti¢no utemeljenje. Naprosto — ako postoji
stanoviSte o primatu materije, onda mora postojati moguénost dosezanja, poimanja
materijalnog svijeta. Otuda u marksizmu pojam odraza.

Uloga odraza, ve¢ je reeno, ponice uz pitanje o mogucnosti naSeg mislje-
nja da pravilno odrazi stvarnost (Engels). Eksplicitno iznoSenje ove ideje, kod
Marksa se javlja, kako je takode navedeno, tek na jednom mjestu, a u vezi sa odno-
som prema Hegelovoj dijalektici (,,kod mene obratno -misaono nije nista drugo do
materijalno preneseno u covjekovu glavu i preradeno u njoj”) Engels ovu ideju,
kako je navedeno, iskazuje u vise navrata: U L. Fojerbahu (,,Mi smo pojmove nase
glave opet shvatili materijalisticki — kao slike stvarnih predmeta, mjesto da stvarne
predmete shvatimo kao slike ovog ili onog apsolutnog pojma ... Na taj nacin je i
sama dijalektika pojmova postala svjestan odraz dijalektickog kretanja stvarnog
svijeta.®)), u Razvitku socijalizma; pojmovi se uzimaju kao "odrazi realnih stvari",
priroda je “probni kamen dijalektike" koja uzima "stvari i njihove pojmovne odraze
u sustini u njihovoj uzajamnoj vezi, u njihovom kretanju, nastajanju i nestajanju".®

One oblasti filozofije, koje stoje u indirektnoj sponi sa kljucnim interesom
klasika, po prirodi stvari disperzivno su rasporedenje u njihovim spisima, pa im se
principi i pravac mogu rekapitulirati tek putem pribiranja te disperzije. Ovo se od-
razava i na saznajno-teorijski problem, ¢iji sljede¢i iskorak pripada Lenjinu. Mate-
rijalizam i empiriokriticizam daje dalju razradu saznajnoteorijskog problema kroz
uvid u idejno kao odraz materijalnog. Tu sre¢emo prvi §iri interes marksizma za
ovaj problem, te i sam izraz teorija odraza. Lenjin se u ovom radu nije dao na kon-
stituisanje dovrSene marksisticke gnoseologije, ali je dao niz opaski koje se trebaju
imati u vidu pri razmatranju gnoseologije u marksizmu. Prije svega, ,,.Lenjin je bio
taj koji je kazao da materijalizam svesno stavlja u osnovu svoje gnoseologije teori-
ju odraza“ 3®

To svakako (kao ni sam pojam odraza) ne znaci da Lenjin mehanicisticki gle-
da na problem spoznaje. Sam Lenjin doslovce kaze: ,,U teoriji saznanja, kao i u
svim drugim nau¢nim oblastima treba rasudivati dijalekti¢ki (kurziv N.N), to jest,
ne treba pretpostaviti da je naSe saznanje zavrSeno i nepromenjivo, nego ispitati na
koji na¢in iz neznanja postaje znanje, na koji na¢in nepotpuno, neta¢no znanje pos-

33 Zajecaranovi¢ Gligorije, Dijalektika ljudskog sveta, Centar za politi¢ke studije, Novi
Sad, 1969. Str 132

34 K. Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela 2.(Ludvig Fojerbah...), Cit. 1zd. str 375
3 K. Marks, F. Engels, Izabrana dela 2.(Razvitak socijalizma...), Cit. 1zd. str 126-127
36 pavlov Todor, Teorija odraza, Kultura, Beograd, str 23
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taje potpunije i ta¢nije*.¥” Tako Lenjin nagovjestava koegzistentnost uloga odraza i
prakse u spoznajnoj teoriji marksizma. Naprosto, teorija odraza ne iskljucuje, vec¢
podrazumijeva ulogu prakse. Stoga Lenjin iznosi sud da aktivne sile (prakse, na-
pomena N.N) ,,po Marksovom misljenju, treba oteti od idealizma i uvesti ih takode
u materijalisticki sistem; ali, razumije se, tim silama treba pridati onaj realni i ¢ulni
karakter koji im idealizam nije mogao priznati. Marksova misao je, prema tome,
ova: isto onako kao Sto predstavama odgovaraju realni objekti van nas, tako i nasoj
fenomenalnoj djelatnosti odgovara realna djelatnost izvan nas, djelatnost stvari; u
tom smislu ¢ovjeanstvo uzima uces¢a u apsolutnom, ne samo preko teorijskog
saznanja, nego i preko prakti¢ne djelatnosti; i sva ljudska djelatnost dobija na taj
nacin ono dostojanstvo, onu veli¢anstvenost koja joj dopusta da ide uporedo sa teo-
rijom* %8 SaZeto re¢eno, ¢ovjekovo saznanje odrazava apsolutnu istinu, praksa pro-
vjerava naSe predstave, u njima potvrduje ono Sto odgovara apsolutnoj istini.

Nakon toga, Lenjin istice da suprotnost izmedu materije i miSljenja postoji
samo u granicama gnoseologije: ,,gnoseolosko suprotstavljanje materije duhu, ma-
terijalizma idealizmu ... gubi svaki smisao. Granice apsolutne nuznosti i apsolutne
istinitosti tog relativnog suprotstavljanja jesu upravo one granice koje odreduju
pravac gnoseoloskih ispitivanja. Operisati preko tih granica sa suprotno$¢u materije
i duha, fizi¢kog i psihickog, kao sa apsolutnom suprotnos¢u — bilo bi ogromna po-
greska“.*® Iz pogreske na koju Lenjin ovdje upozorava, moglo bi se lako upasti u
suprotnost na relaciji misljenje — predmet misljenja; moglo bi da se do¢i do para-
doksa po kom su kretanje i svijest odvojeni od materije! To svakako nije Lenjinova
namjera ali bi Lenjin rekao da materija ima osjec¢aju srodno svojstvo, svojstvo da
odrazava.*’ Iz toga proisti¢e stav koji saznanje uzima kao odrazavanje objektivnih
stvari-procesa u ljudskoj svijesti, odnosno, u svjesnom bi¢u. Samo svojstvo odra-
zavanja garant je mogucnosti prelaska zbilje iz onoga po sebi, u ono za nas; pretpo-
stavka ovog svojstva, pretpostavka je ideje o primatu materije: ,,Materijalizam — to
je priznanje objekata po sebi, ili van uma“.*

Istina se dakle, pokazuje kao svojstvena onoj misli koja odrazava objektivnu
stvarnost. U tom smislu Covjeku je (za)dat izvjestan, od njega nezavisan sadrzaj.
lako po Lenjinovom konceptu istina ima objektivan karakter, to ne podrazumijeva
postojanje istine kao istine po sebi. ,,Pod tim §to je objektivno Lenjin misli na sadr-

37 Lenjin, V.I. Materijalizam i empiriokriticizam, Kultura, Beograd, 1960 str 1960
38 Ibid. str 94

39 Ibid. str 233

40 1bid. str 80

L Ibid. str 14
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7aj istine, na izvjesna svojstva i relacije koji postoje u objektivnom svijetu doista
nezavisno od ¢ovjeanstva, a koje se u istini, kao ljudskom saznanju odrazavaju‘.#?
Jednim slovom, odredena istina odrazava odredeno svojstvo ili odnos objektivnih,
izvan ¢ovjeka postojecih, predmeta.

Da se marksisticka teorija odraza mora drzati ne samo stanovista objektivno
postojeceg, materijalnog svijeta, koji se odrazava u ljudskoj svijesti, ve¢ takode i
pojma prakse, ali i dijalekti¢kog razumijavenja, mogucénosti saznanja istine, kao
relativnog (progresivno adekvatnog) odraza materijalne zbilje u nasoj svijesti, Le-
njin visestruko isti¢e i u Filozofskim sveskama: ,,Dijalektika kao Zivo, mnogostrano
(i to sa brojem strana koji se vjecito povecava) saznanje sa bezbroj nijansi svakog
prilazenja, priblizavanja stvarnosti ... evo neizmerno bogate sadrzine u u poredenju

"4 materijalizmom, ¢ija je glavna nevolja u tome $to ne umije da

sa "metafiziCkim
primijeni dijalektiku na teoriju odraza, na proces i razvoj saznanja“.** Lenjin ta-
kode naglasava da su ljudski pojmovi ,,subjektivni u svojoj apstraktnosti, otrgnuto-
sti, ali objektivni u cjelini, u procesu, u ukupnom rezultatu, u tendenciji, u izvo-
ru“.* Stoga ,,saznanje je vjecno, beskonacno, priblizavanje misljenja objektu. Od-
razavanje prirode u Covjekovoj misli ne treba shvatiti ,,mrtvo®, ,,apstraktno*, bez
kretanja, bez protivrje¢nosti, nego u ve¢nom procesu kretanja, nastajanja proti-

vrje¢nosti i njihovog razrje$avanja".4®

Zakljucni uvid

Kao i za ma koje filozofsko ucenje, tako i za klasike marksizma vazi da je
nacin obuhvatanja odredenog problema oblikovan ops§tim ontoloskim, prakti¢kim,
intencionalnim, etc. karakterom. Ukoliko se to smetne s uma, ne moze se vidjeti
stvarni znacaj nacina kojim jedna filozofija rjeSava odredeni disciplinarni, ili prob-
lemski korpus pitanja. Zato se taj stvarni znacaj izlaganih gnoseoloskih razmislja-
nja mora posmatrati i iz ugla zadatka koji ova filozofija sebi postavlja.

42 Zajecaranovi¢, Gligorije, Filozofija marksizma, Gradina, Ni§, 1979 str 177

43 Kada Lenjin na ovom mjestu koristi termin ,,metafizicki* on nesumnjivo misli na
marksisticko znacenje te rijeéi, na oznacavanje nacina misljenja koji pojmove uzima u
mirovanju, stagnaciji nepokretnosti; nasuprot onome $to bi bilo ,,dijalekticki®. Ovdje se
zapravo Lenjinov stav poklapa za Englesovim stavom o materijalizmu 18. vijeka.

a4 Lenjin V.1. Filozofske sveske, Kultura, Beograd, 1960 str 354
%5 Ibid. 198
8 1bid. 185
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U tom smislu Marks i Engels pred sebe postavljaju izrazito originalan za-
datak: ,,Filozofi su do sada samo razli¢ito tumacili svijet, stvar je u tome da se on
promijeni‘4’. Ovaj ,,nefilozofsk“i poziv filozofiji kao i kasnija Lenjinova reagova-
nja na gnoseoloske (Materijalizam i empiriokriticizam), politicko i ekonomsko-
filozofske etc. probleme (Drzava i revolucija, ili Impreijalizam kao najvisi stadij
kapitalizma) upravo onda kada politicka praksa revolucije zahtijeva reanimaciju
svojih filozofskih pretpostavki, ve¢ dovoljno pokazuju odstupanje intencija ove
Skole spram ,tradicionalnih* filozofskih nastojanja. Naravno, namjera filozofije da
interveni$e u politicko nije Marksov novum u filozofiji, ali nadin tog nastojanja
jeste: tu se ne radi 0 konteplaciji za sustinom drusStvene zbilje, jo§ manje o utopisti-
¢kom apelu za popravkom svijeta. Medutim, radi se o tome da ,,Komunizmom na-
zivamo mi stvarno kretanje koje ukida i prevazilazi danasnje stanje“®, Tako filozo-
fija postaje misao o prevladavanju konkretne drustvene stvarnosti, i to usljed njene
stvarne i imanentne prirode, a stvarnim i ovostranim ljudskim djelanjem. Postaje
konkretizacija pitanja o tome zasto i kako mora do¢i do prevladavanja kapitalistic-
ke zbilje humanom ali »nau¢no« osmisljenom komunistickom perspektivom. Ovi-
me klasi¢ni marksizam ,,probija“ pitanje da li filozofija ostaje filozofijom prekora-
cujuci u sfere praksi koje nijesu izravno filozofske. Ona se postavlja kao poopstiva
misao o cjelokupnom ljudskom svijetu, kao i nuznosti kretanja koje vodi ka huma-
nijoj ljudskoj stvarnosti. Da bi ova misao posjedovala nauc¢no a ne utopisticko ute-
meljenje, njena je potreba da njeguje misao o mogucnosti spoznaje objektivnog
svijeta, o davanju pravilnog odraza stvarnosti u misljenju. Kako je nemoguce dje-
lovati na svijet koji je nepoznanica, tako je nemoguce i svako osporavanje ove pot-
rebe marksizma shvatiti drugacije nego kao implicitno potiranje, u najboljem sluca-
ju nekakav ,,samozaborav bi¢a“ u odnosu na ono §to Marks, Engels i Lenjin vide
kao nacin i cilj svoje filozofije.
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The problem of epistemology in the philosophy of dialectical
materialism - a classic of Marxism

Abstract In this paper, the author presents a broader perspective and analysis of the
problems that are, directly or indirectly, crucial for understanding the views on the prob-
lems of epistemology in classical Marxism. Even though the problem of epistemology was,
more or less, discussed by numerous Marxist theorists, we have chosen to limit this analysis
to the so-called classics of Marxism (i.e., Marx, Engels, Lenin), believing that any dealing
with Marxism, if it wants to be truly Marxist, must start with the views of the classics as a
basis. In re-interpreting these basics, we start with specifics of the classic's materialism — in
intellection of the notion of materialism and the original comprehension of dialectical mate-
rialism of the classics of Marxism. This section of the work exposes the explication of the
notions of materialism, work, praxis, reflection, and the capability of the human mind to
give its thoughts the character of the correct reflection of reality. In conclusion, the final
insight justifies the necessity and importance of the interpreted understanding of the epis-
temological problems in the philosophy of the classics of Marxism.

Key Words: alienation, cognition, dialectics, matter, praxis, reality, reflection, self-
sufficiency, totality, truth, work
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PLATONOVO KONSTITUISANJE MATERIJALIZMA

Dakle, Jedno nece biti ni razlicito, ni identicno, ni od sebe ni od drugog — Biti identican sebi, jeste

prestati biti jedno*®!

Sazetak: U radu nastojimo da pokazemo kako se ono, $to mi danas nazivamo
materijalizam, pojavljuje upravo kod Platona i na koji nacin je njegova ontoloSko-
prirodnjacka postavka presudno uticala na konstituisanje ovog filozofskog koncepta, kao
onog drugog u odnosu na idealizam. U nameri da ovo sprovedemo, osim izvornog i
interpretativnog analiziranja Platonove filozofije, Koristili smo i analogije sa
najsavremenijim naucnim otkri¢ima iz oblasti neuronauke i savremene fizike. U okviru
Platonovih dijaloga Sofist i Timaj pronasli smo klju¢na mesta na kojima Platon, u prvom
dijalogu negativnim putem, a u drugom pozitivnim, dolazi do odredenja onoga §to smo mi
postavili kao Platonov ,koncept materije”. Zakljucili smo da su ,metodo(onto)loske
drugosti*“ prevashodno u izvodenju ,.koncepta materije u Timaju presudno uticale na
moguénost razdvajanja idealizma i materijalizma i1 postavili pitanje iz perspektive
sadasnjosti, da li nam je povrh svega ontolosko-prirodnjackog u Platonovoj filozofiji,
trenutno fundamentalan njen eticko-antropoloski smisao?

Kljuéne reéi: Platon, ,.koncept materije*, ontolo§ko, materijalno, Sofist, Timaj,
bice, isto, drugo, prostor, postajanje.

49 Platon, Parmenid, BIGZ, Beograd, 1973., str. 24. Za svojevrsni ,,credo* ovog
istrazivanja uzet je Platonov citat iz Parmenida pag - 139e, koji zajedno sa napomenom
Auguste Dies-a iz dela Oeuvres completes povodom mesta u Parmenidu na kojem, po
ovom interpretatoru Platon iznosi sofisticki zakljucak, a koje je navedeno u fusnoti nasega
izdanja. Po naSem uverenju, ovaj zakljucak zajedno sa gorenavedenim citatom mozda na
najbolji nacin iskazuje sav Platonov dijalekticki raskos koji vrhuni upravo u ovom
njegovom delu, ali i odnose onog to auto i to heteron, ovde postavljene spram “Jednog”,
koji ¢e nam biti vazni celinu ovoga rada.
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Uvod

Materijalizam je u (filozofsku) upotrebu morao u¢i putem pojma materia,
odnosno kroz latinski jezik. Ovo treba da bude kako povesna tako i filozofska
indikacija da se ovaj termin u kontekstu filozofije svakako pojavljuje vremenski
kasnije, ali mozZe se reéi i kao ono drugo® u odnosu na idealizam, koji nam dolazi
putem onog povesno-filozofski starijeg i “prvog”, tj. pojmova eidos-a - oblika i
idea — ideja dokucivih samo logos-om, kao tekovine grcke filozofije i jezika. Da li
je to slu¢ajno ili postoji i filozofsko utemeljenje za tako nesto, treba da proverimo
kod Platona koji je filozofski konstruisao gorepomenute pojmovne koncepte, koji
su svakako uéinili da nastane termin idealizam.

Na pocetku, treba da nam bude jasno da ovo istrazivanje nema za cilj da
pokaze kako je Platon bio materijalista ili konstituisao materijalizam kao filozofski
pravac, na Sta moze da ukaze sam naslov ovog rada. -Naprotiv, ovaj pojam
konstitucije treba da shvatimo u funkciji svojevrsnog sa-stavljanja, kao jednu od
karakteristika Platonove filozofije u kojoj je i pitanje o ,,konceptu materije*, kako
¢emo ga postaviti - vazan integralni deo tog sa-stava.

Dakle, ovo istrazivanje treba da pokaze putem analize Platonovih stavova i
dovodenjem istih u vezu sa nekim stavovima savremene nauke, da je pojava
upravo njegove filozofije uslov moguénosti da se govori o neCemu §to u
savremenom filozofsko-nauénom diskursu nazivamo materijalizam. Iako govor o
arhe-u, sa kojim zapocinje filozofija grckih fizi¢ara u svojoj osnovi ima principe
koje bismo danas nazvali materijalistickim, to ipak nije dovoljno da se ona
nazove materijalizmom. Principi koji su uzimani za pocelo nemaju jasne ontoloske
okvire, odnosno shvatani su jednozna¢no, nemaju¢i modele negacije po kojima su
izvedeni, stoga nisu na dovoljno sistemati¢an nacin utemeljeni da bi mogli da se
podvedu pod neki ,izam*. Jo$ jedan od razloga jeste taj $to pojedina¢na bica
(¢itajmo - ljudi) koja uc€estvuju u saznanju ovih principa, nisu jasno i sistematski
podeljena na ono $to je dusevno i telesno, kao i to $to u njihovim filozofijama nisu
tematizovani ,.koncept ideja“, kao eidos-a odnosno praoblika i hyle-a kao onoga §to
je tvar, odnosno potonji - ,.koncept materije*.

Ovim putem dolazimo do uvida da se svaki od ,,izama* konstituie pre
svega u obliku neke filozofske sistematicnosti, stoga treba da nam bude jasno da je
upravo Platon prvi koji odbija da na jednostavan i jednoznacan nacin govori 0

50 sva podebljanja, navodnici i kurzivi za vlastita imena ili strane reci, kao i potpune
kurzive za doslovno citiranje - V. T.
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navedenim ontoloskim problemima. Njegov projekat je ,,pionirski®, jer se putem
jasno utvrdenog metoda dijalektike, na sloZeniji, odnosno (mogli bismo re¢i —
ucitano na nacin — ,,izma*) pitao o onome §ta je to on, na koji nacin je ono ontos
on i koji su najvisi rodovi bi¢a (magiste gene). Platon je takode na sasvim drugaciji
nacin tematizovao pitanja o ousia to on i ontos einai, te ga zbog toga mozemo
smatrati osnivacem ontologije ¢iji je materijalizam, o kojem ovde govorimo jedan
od osnovnih formi, ili kako bi analiticka definicija glasila osnovnih ,klasa®,
naravno u okviru ontologije ,,monizma”.

Struktura ovog istrazivanja je koncipirana da ide u dva smera istog pravca.
Zadati smerovi odredeni su u odnosu na jedno mesto iz Platonovog Fedra® na
kojem Sokrat, nastoje¢i da ispita korist i Stetu pojma - ideje ljubavi, kaze Fedru da
oni treba slozno da se sporazumeju oko navedenog pojma Eros-a imajuci na oku i
umu ono na ¢emu ova ideja (a i druge) pociva, a to su njena dynamis (mo¢, snaga) i
njena fizis (sustina, priroda).

Prvi smer nam je upravo odredio pojam dynamis-a kojim Platon odreduje
bivstvovanje u okviru ontolo$ke rasprave u Sofistu, koja se ispostavlja kao
negativan put utemeljenja, odnosno konstituisanja materijalizma.

Drugu stranu, odnosno pozitivan put, otvori¢e nam pojam fizis-a koji kao
»priroda” za Platona ne postoji kao samostalan filozofski koncept, ve¢ je uvek
odredujuci za nesto, dakle priroda je za Platona uvek priroda neéega. Prirodno je
da nas pojam fizis vodi u rakurs Platonove rasprave u Timaju o pitanjima koja su u
osnovi ontoloska, ali koju bi ,,danas“ pre smestili u podrucje o kojem raspravlja
»filozofija prirode”. Naravno da je Timaj kljuan kada su u pitanju pozitivna
odredenja pojma onoga S$to je Platonov ,,koncept materije, a samim tim i uslov
mogucénosti nastanka i utemeljenja ,,materijalizma kod Platona”.

Negativni put konstituisanja materijalizma u ontoloskoj raspravi iz Sofista

Platon u okviru rasprave o bi¢u i nebi¢u u Sofistu dolazi do stava da
odrediti 3ta je biée nije nista lakSe nego odrediti §ta je nebiée®. Analiziratemo deo
rasprave koja je u okviru onoga §to je u navedenom izdanju dijaloga oznaceno
podnaslovom: ,,0brazlaganje filozofije materijalizma‘ u kojem Platon, kroz lik

%1 platon, Fedar, Dereta, Beograd, 2002., str. 89., - paginacija (u daljem tekstu pag.) 237d.

52 platon, Sofist, Naprijed, Zagreb, 1975., str. 251., pag. - 246a.
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Stranca, kaze da je prisutna izvesna gigantomahija usled prepirke o egzistenciji.
Dakle, ciljaju¢i na ,fiziGare“, ,,atomiste i Aristipa on istice da oni telo i
egzistenciju definiSu isto, jer po njima postoji samo ono §to dopusta neki otpor i
dodir, a da neée ni da ¢uju da postoji nesto drugo®.

Sa druge strane, navodi Platon, oni koji se brane sa nekog nevidljivog
mesta prisiljavaju samo neke misaone i bestelesne oblike da budu prava
egzistencija, a istinu njihovih protivnika, odnosno tela koja razbijaju u govorima
na komade nazivaju pokretnim postajanjem®. Postajanje je pojam, koji ¢emo na
ovom mestu markirati po prvi put, jer ¢e nam on kroz celo istrazivanje biti vaZzan u
formiranju Platonovog ,,koncepta materije*.

Nakon ovoga, Stranac iz pobuda za traZenjem istine, za Ciju je potragu
osim pristanka ,,boljih* (idealista), potrebno imati, iako je manje vredan, ipak i
pristanak ,,gorih* (materijalista), te je potrebno uéi u, kako to prevodilac® naziva:
,polemiku sa filozofijom materijalizma“*®.

U okviru ovog poglavlja Sofista iznosi se da se ,,gorima“ ¢ini da i dusa
ima telo, iako smatraju da je ona neko bi¢e koja mozZe da poseduje pravednost ili
nepravednost - stvari koje nisu vidljive. Ipak ,materijalisti su i dalje
nepokolebljivo uvereni da sve §to nisu u moguénosti da stisnu rukama uopste ni ne
postoji. Medutim, Stranac u c¢ijem se liku verovatno sam Platon u okviru ovog
dijaloga javlja, Zeli da ih pita iznova, jer ako su voljni da dopuste da postoji neko
bice, koje je ma koliko malo, ali bestelesno to ¢e za njega biti dovoljno®’. On
smatra da je u raspravi neophodno objasniti ono $to je kod ovih netelesnih i
telesnih bica iste prirode (fizis) i s obzirom na $ta kazu - da i jedna i druga postoje,
te u odnosu na to se pita da li bi prihvatili njegovu definiciju bivstvovanja (bitka) tj.
bica:

~Kazem da Sto god ima neku snagu da ili djeluje
na bilo koju drugu stvar ili da trpi i najmanje djelovanje
od najneznatnije stvari, pa bilo to i samo jedanput —
kazem da sve to zaista ima bivstvovanje (ontos einai).
Postavljam naime definiciju bi¢a da ono nije nista drugo
osim moguc¢nost (ta onta dynamis)®.

53 Isto., str. 251., pag. - 246b.

54 Up. Isto., str. 252., pag. - 246¢.

% Branko Pavlovi¢ je preveo i priredio ovo izdanje Platonovog Sofista.
56 piaton, Sofist, Naprijed, Zagreb, 1975., str. 252., pag. - 247a.

57 platon, Sofist, Naprijed, Zagreb, 1975., str. 253, pag. - 247a-d.

58 Isto., str. 253-254., pag. - 247e.
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Posle iznoSenja ove definicije Stranac ostavlja ponovo tu moguénost
(dynamis), da ¢e se ovaj stav ,kasnije” €initi drugacije i jednima i drugima®®. Na
ovom mestu mozemo dovesti u pitanje spekulativnu viSesmislenost ovog
Platonovog ,,kasnije”, jer nije jasno da li se misli jednostavno na dalji tok rasprave,
njegove naredne dijaloge, ili Stranac naizgled bezazlenom i skromnom
konstatacijom na kraju poglavlja, ipak briljira anticipiraju¢i dalji tok razvoja
(zapadne) filozofije.

Svakako ovde treba da naglasimo da Platon dynamis shvata mnogo
slozenije nego neprekidnu promenu, kao §to smo mogli da vidimo na
gorenavedenom primeru promene stavova, jer u toj promeni se ipak zahteva da
bude necega $to je samo-stalno, $to nije puki varijetet, stoga moze i mora da
postoji ono §to je jedno-stavno. Dakle, Platonov dynamis ne mozemo odrediti
stavom da niSta nije po sebi, nego da je sve po drugom, nasuprot tome tako treba
odrediti, ve¢ naglaseno postajanje (genesis) za koje ¢emo u drugom delu rada
videti na koji na¢in ima direktne veze sa ,,konceptom materije”.

Platon ovu distinkciju postojanja i postajanja u daljem tekstu i eksplicira
stavom: postajanje zovete jedno, a egzistencija drugo i nastavlja time da smo
telom putem oseta u vezi sa postajanjem, a du$om putem misljenja sa pravom
egzistencijom (postojanjem), odnosno idejama kao istinskim bi¢em. Egzistencija
je uvek ista i nepromenljiva, a postajanje joj je svaki ¢as drugacije, odnosno nesto
je po samom sebi, a neSto uvek tezi za drugim®. Postojanje, kao izvorna dynamis,
se kod Platona takode odreduje u odnosu na delovanje i trpljenje koje su kod ovog
filozofa ponovo odlike jednog fizisa, ovoga puta kao prirode duse, bilo bozanske
ili ljudske; Ona se otkriva u odnosima delovanja i trpljenja, dok se kosmicka dusa
pokazuje kao svrsishodna (umna) organizacija postojec¢e materije, analogno njoj
tako se ispostavija i individualna dusa u individualnom organizmu, a to mozemo
objasniti time $to je dusa kao bi¢e odredena sustinom istog i sustinom drugog®. U
prilog ovome, treba dodati da je ,.koncept duse” mozda i kljucan kod Platona kako
u okviru njegove antropologije, tako i problema dijalekti¢kog autodijaloga duse i
dijalektike odnosa ¢ulnog i inteligibilnog.

Raspravu o dynamis-u, postojanju, postajanju i dusi ilustrova¢emo jedinim
savremenim stanoviStem koje moze da pomogne da bolje razumemo ovaj deo
Sofista. Odabrana “ilustracija” nam dolazi putem ozbiljnih istrazivanja na podrucju

59 Isto., str. 254., pag. - 248a.
60 Up. Isto., str. 254., pag. - 248a-b.
61 Predgovor Branka Pavlovica u: Platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995., str. 30-33.
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neuronauke iz prethodne decenije. Naime, neuronauc¢nik BPulijo Tononi na
Univerzitetu Vinskonsin-Medison u okviru centra za san i svest izloZio je svoju
»integracionu informati¢ku teoriju” koja se i trenutno smatra za jednu od
najboljih teorija o tome $ta je consciousness odnosno svest. Fenomenoloska je
teorija u osnovi, ali jedna od centralnih tvrdnji ove teorije jeste da svest mora imati
uzrok-efekt od same sebe. Dok je Tonini razradivao svoju teoriju, osim $to mu je
pomagala, njegova specijalizantkinja, neuroloskinja Melanija Boli, koja je na istom
univerzitetu radila sa Toninijem je mozda citala Platona, a mozda i nije, ali je
putem svog istrazivanja doSla do stava: ,,da sve §to postoji (odnosno bivstvuje)
mora da bude u moguénosti da ima efekat, da napravi malu razliku u odnosu na
nesto drugo®. Bolijeva zakljuCuje da svest postoji za sebe i po sebi, tako bi
trebalo da ima uzrok za sebe®?.

Iz ovoga uvidamo da u savremenoj (neuro)nauci, koja je svakako
formirana u okvirima nekog vida materijalizma, istrazivaci imaju prilike da daju
pozadinu, odnosno svesno ili nesvesno potvrduju da je ova definicija bivstovanja i
bi¢a iz Platonovog Sofista itekako aktuelna i da mozemo re¢i kako dobro
funkcioni$e u tumacenju filozofskog problema svesti, za koji nam je jasno da nije
na ovakav nacin tematski razmatran kod Platona, nego je tek od doba modernosti u
sredi$tu interesa filozofije.

Iz svega navedenog, jasno nam je da kako svest kod neuronauc¢nika, tako i
svet koji je kod Platona u prvom planu, mora da ima taj dynamis, koji je kao
ontoloski koncept odnosa Istog (to auto) i Drugog (to heteron) koje uspostavlja
kretanje u Istom, u osnovi i danas aktuelan, kao i u Platonovo vreme. Ipak, treba da
istaknemo kako je ova definicija bi¢a iz Sofista kao dynamis-a za Platona u
izvensnoj meri materijalisticka, stoga on nije zeleo da je afirmiSe, nego da
pomocu nje u razmatranju pitanja o tome kako je moguca greska u misljenju odredi
da niSta nije samo po sebi, ve¢ da ukljuduje i drugo. Sa druge strane, definicija

62 Goldhill., 0., ,,2,300 years later, Plato’s theory of consciousness is being backed up by
neuroscience®, https://qz.com/709969/2300-years-later-platos-theory-of-consciousness-is-
being-backed-up-by-neuroscience/, 30. 09. 2018., preveo V.T., kao i: ,,Ova teorija podataka
sadrzi nekoliko aspekata odnosa izmedu svesti i mozga. Pocinje od su$tinskih osobina
fenomenalnog iskustva, iz kojeg se dobijaju zahtevi za fizickom podlogom svesti. Teorija
tvrdi da fizi¢ki supstrat svesti mora biti maksimalna intrisi¢na snaga uzroka i efekta i
daje sredstvo za utvrdivanje u principu kvaliteta i kvantiteta iskustva. Teorija vodi ka
nekim kontinuiranim predvidanjima i moze se koristiti za razvoj novih alata za procenu
svesti kod nekomunikativnih pacijenata.” na:
https://www.nature.com/articles/nrn.2016.44, poslednji ulaz: 30.09.2018.
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je i antimaterijalistika, jer u sebi sadrzi svakako i ono netelesno i upravo se time
pokazuje da je kod Platona, a ni bilo kog drugog ontologa nemoguca jednozna¢na
definicija bivstovanja®,

Dakle, Platon u Sofistu jo§ uvek ne odreduje blize ,,koncept materije*, iako
je jasno da je to za njega jedna vrsta bica, koja se ipak ne moze jednostavno
odrediti kao puko nebice, jer nebice ima samo relativno vazenje, posto je uvek u
relaciji spram bi¢a i kao drugo (heteron) udestvuje u bicu i zbog toga jeste®.
Aristotel je pojednostavljeno izneo u Fizici® time da je ,,ono materijalno® za
Platona nebice, ali ipak treba razluciti da li je to sasvim tako, odnosno izloziti kako
je Platon pozitivnim putem razmatrao pitanje o ,,konceptu materije“ i koja mu je
odredenja davao.

Pozitivni put konstituisanja Platonovog , koncepta materije” u Timaju

Cinjenica koju odmah, na podetku ovog poglavlja, treba da naglasimo jeste
da termin, tj. pojam materija kao takav kod Platona ne postoji, ali ni samostalni
“koncept materije”. Aristotel ga uvodi, kao “koncept pratvari” — ,,prve materije”
(prote hyle), a Platonov treéi rod biéa o kojem ¢emo ovde, putem Timaja govoriti,
proglasava za hyle®, Kod Platona ovaj pojam postoji u znaéenju drvne grade za
brodove, grade, gradiva. Platon ga koristi u Zakonima kada pita o pomorskoj ili
kopnenoj mo¢i i vrlini drzave®’, dok se u Timaju termin hyle pominje u funkciji
gradiva koje lezi pred graditeljima®®.

Nakon ekspliciranja ove bitne ¢injenice, vraticemo se na odnos netelesnog
i telesnog iz Sofista, koji iz perspektive Timaja izgleda tako da ,,Kosmos* kao
organizam ima telo i da je njegov pocetak prelazak iz stanja haosa (B. Pavlovi¢ bi

63 Up. Prole, D., “Ontologija kao cikli¢no misljenje — Levinas i Platon” u Arhe 13 (2010).,
str. 43-44.

64 Up. Isto., str. 47.

85 Aristotel, Fizika, Globus, Zagreb, 1988., str. 26-27. pag - 192a.

66 Aristotel, Metafizika, Signum: Medicinska naklada, Zagreb, 2001., str. 26., pag - 988a.

67 platon, Zakoni,BIGZ, Beograd, 1990., str. 113, pag — 705c u okviru IV knjige pita
ATINJANIN: “A dalje? Kako stoje stvari sa drvetom za brodogradnju (hyle) u tom kraju?”
KLEINIJA mu odgovara: “Nema tu ni jela ni omorika u koli¢ini vrednoj spomena, nema
mnogo ni ¢empresa.”

68 piaton, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995, str. 134., pag. - 69a. Platon hyle pominje i u
Filebu pag. - 54c.
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rekao entropije®®) u stanje uredenosti, reda, kosmos-a, koji ve¢ sobom sadrzi sve
,»0N0 materijalno®, odnosno rodove vatre, vazduha, vode i zemlje koje su njegovo
telo, koje nakon §to Demijurg stavi Um u dusu, ona se skladno sjedinjava sa
telom™. Konfordovim komentarima’™ Timaja postaje nam jasnije da se ,,pitanje o
materiji“ kod Platona tematizuje kao delo ,,NuZnosti koja je na izvestan nacin
takode ,,ono drugo®“, jer je za razlikku od ,Uma“, koji je autonoman,
»NuZnost” treba shvatiti kao nesto §to se kao lutajuéi uzrok (planomene aitia)
suprotstavlja namerama ,,Uma‘“ i pokreée nestalni i neocekivani tok dogadaja, Koji
nije deterministicki, kako mi danas shvatamo nuznost, ali se moze se reci da je
izvesna smetnja u demijurgovom stvaranju’. Ipak, ,,Nuznost“ je nadvladana od
strane ,,Uma“, koji je “ubedio” da najve¢i deo onoga $to nastaje je po Dobru,
odnosno onom najboljem zbog Cega stvari postoje i koje je permanentno
postojano’, a zatim tok rasprave ide pravcu da podetna podela nije dovoljna i da se
u odnosu na podrudja inteligibilnog noeton-a i ¢ulnog horaton-a mora uvesti i
»treéi rod bic¢a“, koja kao ,,ono trece* ispostavlja sledeca odredenja ,koncepta
materije kod Platona:

Prvo je kao ,prihvatiteljka sveg nastajanja“, odnosno primateljka -
vmodyn (npod-je) i mivy (titini) — negovateljica sveg postajanja’™.

Drugo sto odlika jeste ,,stalni tok i promena“. Neprekidni proces u kojem
jedna suprotnost smenjuje drugu, sli¢an Heraklitovoj reci u kojem kako se Platonu
¢ini elementi vode, zemlje, vazdua i vatre jedni drugima daruju rodenje u krug”.

Treca karakteristika ,,koncepta materije* kod Platona jeste da nije neko
pojedina¢no bice (bivstvo, supstancija), ve¢ kakvoéa (kvalitet) — dakle ni za jedan
od gorepomenutih ,,rodova“ se ne moze reci ,,to, nego ,,takvo*, buduci da jednako
uvek kruzi, jer vatra je uvek nesto ,.takvo®, a na isti nacin treba razumeti i sve
drugo $to se odlikuje postankom?®.

Cetvrto odredenje jeste ,materijal za oblikovanje“. Platon sada i za
geometrijske oblike govori da im ne treba pripisati da su bica, ako nastaju u zlatu,

69 Predgovor Branka Pavlovi¢a u: Platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995, str. 39.

0 platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjac¢ka Banja, 1995., str. 75., pag - 30b-c., str 77., pag - 32d-33a.
i str 83., pag - 36e.

1 Beleska Branka Pavloviéa u: Platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995., str. 167.

72 platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995., str. 101., pag. - 48a-b. i na istoj i 102. strani
102. fusnota - Marjanca Pakiz.

73 Platon, Drava, BIGZ, Beograd, 1976., str. 202., pag - 509b-c.

74 Platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995., str. 102., pag. - 49a.

S sto., str. 103., pag. - 49b-c.

76 1sto., str. 103-104., pag. - 49d-e.
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ve¢ 1 njima treba dodeliti kvalitet ,takvo®, jer se u trenutku odredivanja
preobrazavaju. ,,Ono materijalno” za Platona ne moZze izgubiti sposobnost da sve
prima (panta dekestai). ,,Koncept materije” je ono §to je po prirodi podlozno
svakom oblikovanju - éxuayeiov ((ek)mageon) — ono oformljivo (meka materija u
koju se moze utisnuti neki lik ili bilo kako uobliciti). Zahvaljuju¢i tome se
pojavljuje svaki put drugacije, a ono §to u nju ulazi, kao i ono $to iz nje izlazi su
odrazi vec¢nih bica (geometrijski oblici, simetrija, brojevi i numericke relacije), koji
su utisnuti po uzoru na njih, i pojavljuju se na tesko izreciv, cudesan, samo osetu
ali ne i razumu dostupan nacin’’.

Kao petu stavku u okviru izlaganja ,.koncepta materije* Platon navodi tri
roda:
1. onaj u sli¢nosti sa kojim se rada postajuci rod - oblikujuéi, koji je uzor i
poredi se sa - ocem, to je sustinski kao §to je ideja, umstvena i svagda na isti nacin
bice, a za Culni svet bica je paradigma.
2. onaj u kome ovaj prvi postaje — primajuéi, odnosno u kome se desava rodenje i
koji se naravo jasno da uporediti sa - majkom - uiTypa (mitera, macera)®.
3. onaj koji postaje - radajuéi dakle priroda izmedu njih kao njihov potomak,
odnosno samo postajanje (genesis)”.

" sto., str. 104., pag - 50b-c.

8 ,»Shvatanje da pri nastanku novog bi¢a majka ima isklju¢ivo ulogu da pruzi mesto
(topos), gde ¢e se ono razviti, a da jedino otac ,,proizvodi* potomstvo i da je samo on pravi
roditelj, bilo je dosta rasireno u antici®. Marjanca Pakiz u Platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka
Banja, 1995., str. 105., napomena 108. Ovakvu tvrdnju mozemo podupreti i
novoplatoni¢kim, konkretno Plotinovim (kod koga se hyle kao tre¢i momenat emanacije
ispostavlja kao nebicée i koje poseduje neke sli¢nosti sa Platonovim ,,konceptom materije*)
poimanjem podudarnosti pojmova zene/majke i materije, kada govori, o ve¢ pominjanom
Erosu, jasno referiSu¢i ovoga puta ne na Fedar, nego na Platonovu Gozbu: Majka mu je
Penija zato $to teznja uvek pripada onome Sto je potrebito/oskudno. A Penija je materija
zato Sto je i materija oskudna u svemu, i zato Sto neodredenost Zudnje za Dobrim — jer u
onome Sto za njim teZi nema nikakvog oblicja niti pojma — cini to Sto tezi ukoliko tezi
materijalnim. A ono Sto je ka sebi (okrenuto) samo je oblik posto miruje u sebi; ono Sto tezi
da ga primi priprema to Sto ga moze pripremiti kao materiju za ono sto ée doci. Tako je
Erot neko materijalno (bice) i demon koga je dusa rodila, ukoliko joj Dobro ne-dostaje, veé¢
za njim tezi. U: Plotin, Eneade 1-VI, NIRO , Knjizevne novine*, Beograd, 1984., 111.5.9.49-
55, str. 67. Iako ovo nije srediSnja tema naseg istrazivanja, na ovo veoma treba obratiti
paznju, jer kako je u uvodu receno u latinskom jeziku se jasno oc€ituje etimoloska
povezanost pojmova majka i materija, a donekle se to moze i filozofski opravdati s obzirom
da je ve¢ kod grckih stoika Hrizipa i Zenona prva materija bila shvatana supstratom svih
stvari, kao onoga iz ¢ega je sve nastalo i $to niti raste niti se smanjuje, a $to je blisko i
savremenijim konceptima materije. Up. A¢imovi¢, M., “Platon i kvantna fizika” u Arhe 13
(2010)., str. 83.
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Sesti momenat ,,koncepta materije* jeste da je ono bezobli¢no §to ée u
sebi primiti sve rodove, odnosno vrste ¢ulno opazljivih bi¢a koje uporeduje sa
miriSljavim pomastima, koji ljudi prave na vesStacki nacin, po€injuéi time §to samu
osnovnu tecnost, koja ¢e u sebe primiti miris, prave §to je moguée bezmirisnijom.
Na osnovu toga Platon zakljuuje nesto slicno §to smo ve¢ istakli u Cetvrtom
odredenju: onome cemu predstoji da na lep nacin, vise puta i celom svojom
protezno§éu primi u sebi slike svih vecnih bica, dolikuje da samom svojom
prirodom bude izvan svih oblika®.

U sedmom odredenju Platon ponavlja odredenja iz petog kao majke
(upa) 1 prvog kao prihvatiteljke svega Sto se rodilo (t101vn) naglasavajuci da
negovateljica svega §to se rodilo nije nikakav element, nego naprotiv: ako kazemo,
ona je nekakva nevidljiva i bezobli¢na ideja, koja sve prima, a na neki zamrsen i
tesko uhvatljiv nacin ucestvuje u onom umnom necemo slagati. Ono §to se o njenoj
prirodi da dokuéiti je da: onaj njen deo, koji je zapaljen, pojavljuje se svaki put kao
vatra, kao voda, onaj koji je vlaZan, a kao zemlja i kao vazduh pojavijuje se u onoj
meri u kojoj prime njihove odraze®.

U okviru daljih odredenja ,koncepta materije”, koja ¢emo prestati da
numeriSemo, Platon se jo§ znacajnije pita o egzistenciji Culnih stvari koje telom
osecamo i njihovim idejama, odnosno bi¢ima po sebi u smislu onoga §to ¢e kasnije
u filozofiji biti problem odnosa realizma i nominalizma®. Platon zatim dolazi do
klju¢nog principa podele koji je sliCan poredenjem sa linijom iz DrZave, jer po
Platonovom misljenju postoje dva razli¢ita zasebna roda koji su odvojeno postali.
Prvi je um (nous) koji ne moze biti poljuljan ubedivanjem, jer u njemu udela
imaju bogovi i tek nekolicina ljudskog roda, logicki je, jer poCiva na istinitom
dokazu i do njega dolazimo u¢enjem - dijalektikom, dok drugi je (istinito) mnenje
(doxa) koji pripada ve¢inskom broju ljudi, alogicki je, jer ne zahteva dokazivanje, i
naravno moze biti pod uticajem retorike®®. Pomoc¢u principa Platon ulazi dalje u
prvu kljuénu podelu jasno naglasiv$i razliku nerodene, nepromenjive i
nepropadljive ideje koja moze da se posmatra samo iz domena neopazljivog i
nepropadljivog noeton-a i ,,onog drugog“ $to je slicno ideji, ali je rodeno,

79 Platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995., str. 105., pag. - 50d.
80 |sto., str. 105-106., pag - 51a.

8 Isto., str. 106., pag - 51b.

82 1sto., str. 106., pag - 51c.

8 Isto., str. 106-107., pag - 51d-e. Branko Pavlovi¢ u predgovoru, na str. 40-41. navodi
kako bi se koncept ,,istinitog mnenja“ mogao dovesti u vezu sa onim $to je kasnije u
helenisticko-rimskoj i potonjoj filozofiji bio zajednicki osecaj stvoren navikom - sensus
communis, a jo$ kasnije u novovekovnom diskursu ,,zdrav razum*.
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postajuce i nestajuce, uvek u kretanju i do Cega dolazimo mnenjem uz pomoc
domena opazljivog - horaton-a®. | ovde Platon dolazi do prvog od dva po nama
klju¢na elemenata ,,koncepta materije” kod Platona a to je prostor - yépa (hora).
Potrebno je citirati celokupno Platonovo odredenje ovog pojma:

Trecée bice je, pak veciti rod prostora®, koji ne podleze
propadanju, a pruza boraviste svemu Sto postaje;
uhvatljiv je izvesnim nepravim zakljucivanjem u odsustvu
opazanja, i jedva da se u njega moZe verovati. Jer
zapravo ga gledamo kao u nekom snu, pa kazemo da
svako bi¢e nuzno mora biti na nekom mestu i zauzimati
neki prostor, a da ono, sto nije ni na Zemlji ni na nebu,
nije nista. Ali, obuzeti tim snovidenjem nismo u stanju,
ma i probudeni, da nacinimo sva ova i ovima srodna
razgranicenja, cak i ako se odnose na istinsku prirodu
izvan sna, fe da iskazemo ono istinito: da je, naime: slici
(re¢ je o Kosmosu) — kad ve¢ samo njoj ne pripada ono
prema cemu je postala ve¢ ona uvek trepti kao privid
neceg drugog — svojsveno da nastaje u ne¢emu drugom,
drzeci se kako tako bica, ili da uopste ne bude. S druge
strane stvarnom bi¢u (0ntos on) podrsku pruza ovaj
tacan i istinit govor: sve dok je jedno jedno, a drugo

84 Isto., str. 107., pag - 52a.

8 Marjanca Pakiz ovde stavlja jasnu napomenu (br. 110.) da je éxuayeiov (ekmageon) -
majka primateljka, treca vrsta mracna, teSka i bezobli¢na, koja u€estvuje u umnom na
»hepravi“ nacin tek je ovde, posle pregrst metafora, karakteristika i poredenja prvi put
nazvana imenom yapa — ,,prostor*. Interpretatorka smatra da bi ovaj naziv verovatno
trebao da asocira na glagol horein — dati mesto sadrzati i dodaje da je ,,koncept prostora® iz
Timaja kao starijeg od kosmosa i vremena vi$e podse¢a mnogo na Aristotelovu hile, nego
na Demokritovu prazninu i da bi ,,proteznost*, takode bio delimi¢no odgovarajuci prevod.
Medutim Platonov ,.koncept prostora“ kao yapa jeste predmet mnogih ozbiljnih filozofskih
studija na ¢elu sa Zakom Deridom koji je jednu celu svoju knjigu posvetio ovom problemu.
Kako ni ovo nije centralni problem naSeg istrazivanja uputi¢emo citaoce samo na
istrazivanja u kojima mogu pronaci kako Deridina, tako i ostala tumacenja Platonove
koncepcije ,,hore* u: Caputo, ,,Khora: Being Serius with Plato*,
https://grattoncourses.files.wordpress.com/2012/11/khora-by-caputo-in-deconstruction-in-
a-nutshell.pdf, 30. 09. 2018., ali i tekstove koji nas mogu uputiti na $iru upotrebu ovog
pojma u filozofsko-teoloskoj tradiciji kod: Hite, J., ,,Reflections on khora®,
https://jeanhite.wordpress.com/2012/02/15/reflections-on-khora/, poslednji ulaz:
30.09.2018.
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drugo, nijedno od ta dva ne moze nikad postati u onom
drugom — pa da tako ta dva u isti mah postaju i dva i
jedno te isto®.

Platon je svakako prvi filozof koji ovako temeljno razmatra problem
»koncepta materije* §to se vidi u obilju odredenja ovog problema, koja su izvodena
jedno za drugim. Medutim, nijedno u potpunosti ne zadovoljava, jer iako je kod
Platona u pitanju kvalitativan ,.koncept materije®, ,,Platonova materija“ je sa druge
strane jedan proces permanente negacije svakog kvaliteta, te se ne da definisati
konvencionalno, a ni univokacijski-racionalno, kao $to se to ne moze uciniti ni za
definisanje bivstovanja tj. bi¢a. Dakle, ,,Platonovo materijalno* jeste ono Sto
ispunjava prostor, ali je ,,to materijalno* nemoguce definisati, jer se moze re¢i da
nema temelja stabilnosti ,toga“. Platonovim uvodenjem ,koncepta
prostora“ uvidamo da ,koncept materije“ u odnosu na ono S$to su ,dva
domena“ noeton i horaton postaje na izvestan nacin ,,tre¢i domen®. Sa druge strane,
,koncept materije” je na neki nacin i drugo u odnosu na noeton i horaton, jer
Platon nema nameru da razdvaja ove, kako ih neki imenuju ,,svetove®, posto su oni
za njega u jednoj vrsti preplitajuceg dijalektickog puta logos-a koji se sluzi
idejama i time se gubi razlika medu ovim, kako smo ih oznadili ,,domenima“®’,
Ipak, u odnosu na ,,koncept materije®, ovakvo preplitanje nije izvodivo, jer (kao §to
je to Platon i izneo u gorecitiranoj ,,definiciji prostora® (52b-d)) ovaj koncept je par
exellence ,,drugo* u odnosu na bice, koje je po sebi i ima odliku samostalnosti, ali
je ipak i u nekakvom odnosu spram te ,,drugosti*, odnosno ,,domena opazljivog® i
»koncepta prostora“ koji ¢ine prvobitni Platonov ,.koncept materije”. Ova drugost
je svakako afirmativna, jer kao §to smo ranije istakli kod Platona svaka stvar ima
kvalitet po necemu drugom i postaju¢i Drugo (to heteron), koje svakako nije
mislivo bez onog Istog (to auto). Iz navedenih odredenja nam je takode postalo
jasno da kod Platona sve ,,ono materijalno® direktno prima svoja odredenja.
Upravo iz tog razloga je kod Platona koncept Aristotelove pratvari (prote hyle)
zamisliv isklju¢ivo hipoteticki, jer ,koncept materije* kod Platona ne moze biti
samostalan koncept, buduci da svoja odredenja prima samo po Drugom, $to je za
Aristotela forma, koja kao oblikovana tvar (ono Drugo od tvari) jeste jedan od
krajnjih dometa koji kod ovih filozofa misljenje postavlja u odnosu na bivstvovanje.

8 platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995., str. 107-108., pag. - 52b-d. Ova ,,dva® su
ovde ideje i prostor, odnosno bice i nebice.
87 platon, Drzava, BIGZ, Beograd, 1976., str. 204., pag. -511b-c.
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Platon je, nakon kod nas poslednjeg (sedmog) numerisanog odredenja
,koncepta materije®, a pre utvrdivanja principa podele u odnosu na um i istinito
mnenje, izneo da se u toj raspravi upustamo u razgranicavanje i temeljnije
obrazlaganje ovih (rodova)® i osim $to je u ovom delu tematizovao potonja
filozofska pitanja o dva gorenavedena ,,izma* (realizma i nominializma), mozemo
re¢i da se ovime anticipiraju idealizam i materijalizam, iako Platonu to nije cilj, jer
on ho¢e ono $to Aristotel uspeva svojim hilomorfizmom, da ,,ono $to sadrzi sve
stvari® (kosmos kao prostor) bude u moguénosti da primi (sve) oblike i bude u
nekom sistematskom odnosu sa bi¢em, kao eidos-om tj. idejama. Ipak, Platon mora
da na jasan nacin napravi ontolosku distinkciju izmedu zbiljskog bica, Sto su ideje i
onog drugog sto je ,.koncept materije“. U tom smislu donosi zakljucak izveden iz
onoga za $ta je glasao u raspravi® da je postojanje na tri nacina, a finalni
,koncet materije“ treba razumeti kao da ga Platon podvodi pod druga dva:

1. biée (ontos on)
2. prostor (hora)
3. postajanije (genesis —koji obuhvata domen horaton-a)®.

Mozemo zaklju¢iti da je za Platonovo konacno odredenje ,,onog
materijalnog® metodoloski bilo klju¢no upotrebiti brojne ,,metodo(onto)loske
drugosti“ kao S§to su principi podele, razgranienja i same podele, odnosno
mnogobrojne klasifikacije kako bi se time na neki nacin odvojilo i
»zastitilo* zbiljsko bi¢e (ontos on) od ,koncepta materije kao ,koncepta
prostora® i postajanja (genesis-a), koji kao i ontos on postoje pre Kosmosa
(neba). Ovakav odnos u smislu na neki naéin ,,uestvovanja“ Platon jo$ ranije
analogijski objasnjava: kao Sto se radanje odnosi prema bicu, tako se verovanje
odnosi prema istini®.

8 platon, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995, str. 106., pag. - 51c.

89 Isto, str. 108., pag. - 52e. Motiv glasanja je veoma vaZzan, jer kao Sto spekulativnom
viseznacnosc¢u i viSesmisleno$¢u onoga ranije razmatranog ,.kasnije* iz Sofista Platon
naizgled ostavlja otvorenim moguénost da stvari nisu takve kako ih on postavlja, sa druge
strane smatramo da ovo treba tumaciti kao svojevrsan vid ,,metodoloskog trika“ kao
Platonova dijalekticka distanca posredovanja i u nekom smislu ironije spram onoga §to se
jezgrovito izlaze i jasno tvrdi, kako bi doneo dodatnu dozu ozbiljnosti i digniteta samoj
raspravi.

% pjaton, Timaj, Eidos, Vrnjacka Banja, 1995, str. 108., pag. - 52e. - troje koje na tri
nacina postoji rodeno (ovde nije jasno u kom smislu Platon mislio ovo ,,rodeno®, jer tu
spada i bi¢e) pre postanka neba.

a Isto., str., 73., pag. - 29c.

33



Nakon postavljene glavne teze o ,.konceptu materije* Platon dalje opisuje
radanja, naizgled jednih iz drugih i pretvaranja u oblike putem ideja i brojeva -
rodove: vatre, vazduha, vode i zemlje i onih tela koja su usrazmerena izmedu njih.
Ipak, kasnije objasnjava primarne oblike osnovne geometrijske figure prostora —
trougla iz ¢ijih se formi zaista radaju gorepomenuti rodovi i koji ucestvuje u
oblikovanju pet osnovnih, ne lako vidljivih ,,prostornih oblika® — eidos-a koji su
spoj Cetiri elementa (roda) i pet geometrijskih tela. Ispostavlja se da tetraedar,
odnosno pravilna piramida odgovara vatri, oktaedar vazduhu, ikosaedar vodi,
kocka zemlji, a dodekaedar — ono potpuno oslikano - jeste jedinstveni kosmos u
kojem su sadrzani (svi) likovi Zodijaka®. Postoji duga povest i mnogobrojna
istrazivanaja o nastanku i1 razviéu koncepta Platonovih ,,prostornih oblika®,
odnosno na koje se sve nacine - kao tela u prirodi, nauci i tehnologiji pojavljuju i
koriste pravilni poliedri i njihove simetrije®.

Pitanje o simetriji nas moze podsta¢i tome da pokusamo da iz finalne
perspektive  zademo u  Platonov  ontolo§ko-prirodnjacki »koncept
materije” dovedeci ga u vezu sa savremenom fizikom, s obzirom na ono $to smo u
istrazivanju pokazali, a §to i neki savremeni naucnici smatraju da se ,,pitanje
materije” u istoriji nauke sustinski i nije u mnogome promenilo. Fizi¢ar Verner
Hajzenberg je jo$ od tinejdzerskih dana bio inspirisan Platonovim Timajem® koji
ga je podstakao da i u zrelom dobu smatra da ontologija materijalizma pociva na
iluziji da se vrsta egzistencije, direktne ,,stvarnosti” sveta oko nas, moze primeniti
na atomski opseg, jer, kako on misli, ova ,,ekstrapolacija“ nije moguca zbog toga
Sto atomi nisu stvari, a nisu ni stvarni, nego su viSe verovatni i moguéi®.
Hajzenberg je principom relacije neodredenosti, koji nije neposredno izveden iz
kvantne teorije, nego je shvacen kao osnovni zakon prirode, prema kome svi drugi
zakoni prirode moraju biti konzistentni, jer je konaCan i apsolutan, iskazao
nemogucnost istovremene 1 jednovremene izmerljivosti polozaja i impulsa Cestice
kao neposredni izraz ontoloskog uverenja u dualisticku prirodu elementarnih

92 Isto., str., 108-114., pag. - 53-56c.

9 Milosevi¢, T., Platonova tela (master rad), Univerzitet u NiSu, Prirodno-matematicki
fakultet, 2014. U okviru ovog rada se razmatraju Platonova tela iz perspektive matematike,
prirodnih nauka i tehnologije, Sto takode nije nas srediSnji interes u ovom radu, ali ovu
referencu nudimo kao jednu od mogucéih perspektiva posmatranja ove, kao $to vidimo,
Siroke tematike.

% Hajzenberg, V., Fizika i metafizika, Nolit, Beograd, 1989., str. 40.
% Up. Aéimovi¢, M., “Platon i kvantna fizika” u Arhe 13 (2010)., str. 93.
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Cestica materije®. Po Hajzenbergu, elementarne Cestice otelovljuju simetrije, one
su njihove najjednostavnije predstave, ali su tek posledica simetrija, elementarne
Cestice se mogu uporediti s pravilnim telima u Platonovom Timaju,
elementarne Gestice su praslike, zamisli materije®’.

Dakle, namece nam se pitanje, koji je onda smisao objasnjavati ,,od ¢ega
se sastoji proton, da li je elektron deljiv ili nije, da li je foton slozena ili prosta
Cestica, jer, $ta uopsSte znace pojmovi deliti ili sastojati“®, a za ovakvo izvodenje
ontoloski fundamentalnih odredenja osnovnih ¢inioca prirode Platonova dijalektika,
kao $to smo videli, nam se pokazala maestralnom. U prilog tome i Hajzenberg
iznosi:

A mozZda je cela ta filozofija pogresna. Mozda
uopste nema one najsitnije grade koja se vise ne moze
deliti”, mozda se materija i moze deliti dalje, ali na kraju
to i nije vise neko deljenje, ,,nego se energija pretvara u
materiju, a delovi vise nisu manji od deljenog . No Sta je
onda bilo na pocetku? Prirodni zakon, matematika,

simetrija? Na pocetku bese simetrija”.

Ovaj nacin poimanja je, kao $to Hajzenberg i sam kaze, svakako tacniji
nego Demokritova teza da ,,na pocetku bese Cestica™®, ali osim $to je tacniji od
Demokritove teze, neuptino zvuci kao par exellence Platonova ontologija prirode
u Timaju.

Kako Timaj, ne slede¢i pitagorejce nije ni pokusao da telesni svet izgradi iz
tataka, a zavrSava se nekim, mozemo uslovno reci ,praktickim®“, ali svakako
antropoloskim pitanjima o prirodi coveka, njegovom zdravlju i bolesti - naSe
kljuéno pitanje za Platona bi iz perspektive etike kao sudiSta (pa i njegove)
ontologije 1°* bilo: da li bi se on iz dana$nje perspektive slozio sa stavom
,oveka“!%2 koji kaze za sebe da je (kao koncept klasi¢ne fizike) ,,materijalna

% Isto., str. 90.

97 Hajzenberg, V., Fizika i metafizika, Nolit, Beograd, 1989., str. 356-357.
% Acimovi¢, M., “Platon i kvantna fizika” u Arhe 13 (2010)., str. 93.

% Isto., str. 91.

100 Hajzenberg, V., Fizika i metafizika, Nolit, Beograd, 1989., str. 356.

101 Prole, D., “Ontologija kao cikli¢no misljenje — Levinas i Platon” u Arhe 13 (2010), str.
33-36.

102 https://youtu.be/lawgKUR9WIiU?t=3m5s
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tacka® (bilo ona Euklidova ili Arhimedova)? Ovo bi mozda mogao biti, ili ga
mozda ve¢ zivimo? Neki novi koncept posmatranja etike, ne kao sudista ontologije,
ve¢ discipline ¢iji ¢e smisao i1 sudbina zavisiti od bududih tehnoloskih rezultata
nauc¢no-dominantne struje scijentizma i fizikalizma, kao posmatranja celokupne

zbiljnosti prvenstveno na nacin ,,materijalizma®.
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Plato’s constitution of materialism

Abstract: The problem of this paper is the question of how to look upon elements

of materialism in Plato’s philosophy in such a way that could lead us to compose our own
“theory* of Plato's “concept of matter”. The main point of this research is not to show Plato
as a philosopher of materialism or to portray him as someone who has constituted the
philosophical direction of materialism - quite the contrary, we imply that the term
“constitution” should be understood as a function of compositing — a characteristic of
Plato’s philosophy where the question of the “concept of matter” is an important integral
part of that composition.
Our methodology was the following: after we had found and reflected upon all key points
of Plato’s philosophy, in which he has discussed the ontological structure of his theory and
which can be regarded as elements of the philosophy of materialism, we analyzed them and
tried to find a connection to some similar concepts in contemporary science. We believe
that we have gathered positive results primarily from Plato’s dialogues Sophist and Timaeus
in relation to certain neuroscience and quantum physics theories and therefore have
successfully conveyed the positive results of this study.

Keywords: Plato, the “concept of matter”, Sophist, Timaeus, ontological,
materially, being, to auto, to hetero(n), space, genesis.
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FROM THE ATOMIC THEORY OF DEMOCRITUSTO
THE THEORY OF EPICURUS

Abstract: The atomic theory states that matter is composed of discrete units,
called atoms .Ancient Greek philosophers Leucippus and Democritus formulate this theory,
according to which the structural material of items are the atoms .What will be described in
this project is this thesis as an explanation of the universe beginning from the analysis of
characteristics of atoms, the evidence of sense and in general the atomic doctrine. Then,
there will be a mention of the way that atoms move in an infinite void and combine into
clusters while what is the origin of their movement. The description about them will be
closed with the impacts of cosmology of the two philosophers on other fields of their
philosophy ,specifically on ethics. At last, the materialism of Epicurus, the insertion of
swerve on the motion of the atoms and how it affects the free will and the target of life will
be referred.

Keywords: atoms, Democritus, Leucippus, motion, change, void, Epicurus,
swerve, free will, ethic.

Materialism appeared in the antiquity in the form of the atomic theory
according to which the smallest structural materials of every single item are the
atoms. Atoms, from the Greek adjective "Gropog", which means unsplittable,
uncuttable are infinite in number and various in size and shape and perfectly solid.
Our whole world and the species within have arisen from the atoms.

Specifically, presocratic philosopher Leucippus, born in 5th century BC
promoted a materialist account of the natural world in an attempt to explain the
genesis of matter.1®® He invented the theory that the minimum ingredient of reality
is the atom. According to Aristotele, Leucippus tried to formulate a theory
consistent with the evidence of the sense that change, motion and multiplicity of
things in the world, even a barely noticeable change, is due to an alteration on the
atoms. His theory stated that matter is homogeneous but consists of an infinite

103 Diels,H.A, Kranz W.,The Presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos ,Papadhma, Athens,
2007,p.159)
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number of small particles.The philosopher came to this discovery from
adisagreement with Zeno of Elea. Zeno taught the dichotomy paradox, viz the
“paradox of cutting in two”. According to Zeno, we can divide every distance into
smaller pieces ceaselessly. There are infinitely many pieces that we can split every
distance into.

Leucippus opposed, claiming that as far as matter is concerned, we cannot
keep splitting everything uninterruptedly. There are units that do not allow any
further division%. These are called "atoms", indivisible bodies from which
everything else is composed. In his system, change only occurs at the level of
appearances that we can observe. But the real constituents of being are unchanged
and they merely rearrange themselves into new combinations that form the world
of appearance. Leucippus’ atoms have the characteristics of Parmenidean Being -
the atoms cannot change into “what is not” and each is a solid unit.

Leucippus is also reported to have maintained that the atoms are always in
motion arguingthat motion is a base property of atoms. Except for atoms,
Leucippus insert the void into his theory, which is necessary for every motion.
Atoms are indestructible, unchangeable and their properties stay the same at all
times. Nonetheless, our world of appearance continually alters. Since we
experience alteration, there must be a void. As a result, the atomic theory was
forced to accept that atoms are eternally in movement which allows for
modification.

According to ancient reports, atomism is one of the attempts that Greek
philosophers made to respond to the challenge of Parmenides. Leucippus' thesis
compromises the static aspect of Parmenides and the dynamic view of Heraclitus.
The Parmenidian thesis holds that something could not come from nothing. Since
the idea that something could come from nothing was generally agreed to be
impossible, Parmenides argued that change is merely illusory. In response,
Leucippus and Democritus, developed the atomist approach in which every change
is possible, without requiring that something should come to be from nothing.
These responses to Parmenides suppose that there are multiple unchanging material
principles, which persist and merely rearrange themselves to form the changing
world of appearances. In contrast to Parmenides, Heraclitus argued that things are
constantly changing®. Leucippus found a way to combine these two opposite
theories by satisfying Parmenides’ requirement of stability (atoms cannot change or
been destroyed) and Heraclitus's principle that everything changes (atoms are

104 Georgoulis.K.,History of greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.106.
105 Pelegrinis, T.,Five epoch of philosophy,Pedio,Athens,2015,p.33-38.
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united into new combination and created the world of appearance which always
changes). His philosophy is actually a middle ground between these two opposing
Greek theories about reality and the illusion of change.

Leucippus’s account could not have been saved, and as a result, his student
Democritus appears as the creator of the atomic theory. He was interested in
biology, history, music, geometry, education, cosmology, art of war and aesthetic.
He loved research, and he preferred constructing a brilliant theory over being the
richest man in the world!®. He elaborated a system originated by his teacher that
the reality is composed of atoms and the void. Objects that we experience are
clusters of atoms. Following his teacher, he described atoms as small parts of
matter, which differ according to the shape (pvbu®), the arrangement (d1001yf)),
and orientation (tpomnfj). They move within the void whilom, they approach others
and they are connected, whilom they distance, when their form do not permit the
union. Thus, beings, the earth and infinite in number of worlds have been created.
In his cosmology, worlds are formed when groups of atoms combine into a whirl
according to a necessity. He claimed that nothing happens in vain but everything
occurs because of the logos and necessity:

"Ovdev ypjna pétny yivetat, GAA Thvto €k Adyovu Te Kol
1107

V7' AVAYKNG
“Naught happens for nothing, but all things from a
ground and of necessity”

Atoms of Democritus have also got the characteristics of the Parmenidian "being".
They have no beginning, they are unborn, they do not change and they are
connected in uncountable ways. Democritus believed that atoms are too small for
human senses to detect, they come in infinitely many varieties, and that they
always existed. They float in a vacuum, which Democritus called the "void”.
Besides ,they are indivisible, homogeneous, invisible, complete and their substance
does not change as Plutarch said.®® Even if matter is destroyed, its atoms do not
disappear. They become substance for other things.

Regarding the first motion of atoms and its caution, there is no clear
explanation by Democritus or Leucippus. Aristotle criticized them for not offering

106 pjels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.339.

107 Georgoulis.K.,History of greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.105.
108 pjels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.216.
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an account that explains not only why a particular atom is moving, but also what is
the origin of the movement. It's possible that they believed that motion existed all
along, like atoms and void. It is significant that Democritus formulated a theory of
infinite worlds which some day will be destroyed.'®

Motion and Void

According to the atomic theory our world and the species within it have arisen
from the collision of atoms. Atoms and empty space constitute everything. The
alteration that we see only occurs at the level of appearance but the real
constituents of being persist unchanged, they merely rearrange themselves into new
compilations. Democritus wanted to explain in purely physical terms the method
by which the atoms are of infinite variety. Aristotle said that Leucippus and
Democritus reasoned that since phenomena appeared to be infinite in number, the
atoms must be infinite too. Democritus also maintained the existence of the void
which is the fundamental element of the atomic theory. He recognized that motion
required the void because if only atoms existed there would be no point on any
surface of any atom that failed to touch a neighboring atom and in fact no atom
could move relative to other atoms. If this was true only one thing would exist, as
Melissus of Samos argued, and change, motion and plurality would be illusions.
This was the thesis of Parmenides who rejected the existence of nothing (ufy &v)*.
According to him where we cannot see anything there is something, for example
air, because whenever we think, we think of something, for which we use a name.
Since we can think or speak about a thing this must exist at all times. Consequently
there can be no change since change consists of things that become or cease to be
beings. As Nietzsche observed, Parmenides rejected the evidence of change and
multiplicity in the world and considered them illusions . For Democritus,
"nothing™ exists in the form of a void between atoms, giving a rational account of
the observable world order (k6cuocg) of how things come into being and pass
away.!*2 Today we know that the natural world consists of invisible components
which are called "quarks" and they are fundamental constituents of the matter.
Atoms, because of their different weight and speed, provoke successive
collisions which constituent the items. Democritus apparently recognized the need

109 Diels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.204.
110 Maraggianou ,E.,The ancient greek philosophers,Davinci,Athens,2016,p.167.
11 Maraggianou ,E.,The ancient greek philosophers,Davinci,Athens,2016,p.161.
112 piels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.207.
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to account for the fact that the disorderly motion of atoms could produce an orderly
cosmos. The fact that the atoms constitute reality does not mean that they are just
randomly scattered. He reported that there is a tendency in nature which is called
“like to like”. Atoms cluster together and produce orderly effects without goal-
direction forces or theological origin. Even the sense of vision is explained as a
juxtaposition of various colorful atoms, a view which is still valid.'*® Unlike Plato
and Avistotle, the atomists attempted to explain the world without reasoning as to
purpose or final cause.
The exterior world

Democritus denied that perceptible qualities of items, which we observe through
senses, really exist by nature(¢voet). The qualities of things, like the color or the
taste of something do not belong to them but are our creation. More specifically, he
says:

"vopmotr  yop yAokd kot vopor  TpKpoév  vO®
Oepuov,vo® Yoyxpov,vopLm YPold,eTeNt 0 GTOMO Kol
Kevov"H

"by convention there is sweet, bitter, hot, cold, color, but
in reality (there are) atoms and void"

The perceptible qualities are empty affections of the sense. Whatever sense-
impressions we receive, they do not have a real existence but they are merely
names, given to empty affections of our senses. That does not mean that everything
is subjective and arbitrary.

Democritus does not reject the existence of objective knowledge, like
Protagoras, the presocratic Greek sophist, who claimed that reality and truth
change in relation to people and society and other factors ("man is the measure™),
because this thesis eliminates the possibility of any kind to have stable knowledge.
For Democritus, only one truth exists but it lies &v Bu0@. (In the depth).?®

Democritus postulated two forms of knowledge: the genuine cognition
which could grasp the realities of atoms and the void and indicates the truth, and
the non-legitimate cognition which comes from vision, hearing, smell and in
general from sensations. The genuine opinion (ywiowe yvoun) carries on the

13 piels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.170.
114 Diels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.212.
115 piels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.339.
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investigation with its finer instrument resulting in the activity of the mind. The
"genuine opinion " does not follow the sensation and does not accept the sense
impressions as true but it founds truth on the reality underlying them still relying
on the evidence of the sense as a guide for learning the characteristics of the
ultimate realities, the atom and void.!*® The legitimate truth is distinct from secrecy,
"okotewvn" knowledge, which can be identified with sensation.

Democritus does not deny the contributions of the sensible qualities. In an
extract of his work, he claimed that he cannot live without sensations, but he trust
the yviowo yvoun (genuine opinion ) which is superior over sensation because
atoms cannot be seen, or be touched. How exactly Democritus imagined that
genuine opinion grasps the ultimate realities remain disputable. After taking into
account the sense impression, one can examine the cause of change in the world.
This is not a physical element like water, fire or wind as other presocratic
philosophers claimed, but atoms. Via this method one can discover the causality by
which phenomena are related. This process of thought, from the parts to the whole,
inductive reasoning, makes Democritus an early scientific thinker.

Soul

Democritus regarded the soul as composed of one kind of atom, in
particular fire atoms'!’. This seems to have been because of the association of life
with heat, and because spherical fire atoms are readily mobile, and the soul is
regarded as causing motion. Fire and soul were made of atoms of the same atomic
shape since both shared the qualities of extreme fineness and ease of movement.
That does not mean that fire and soul are identical, they are just similar in
composition. Democritus explained all phenomena in strictly materialistic terms.
That is to say that soul as an entity consists of the same components as matter.8
These atoms are spherical in shape, in constant motion, fine and smooth and the
provoke the movement of others.

Atoms of the soul enter the body because of their mobility by first breath
and execute processes like the sense and comprehension. Soul has no parts, being a
process identical to mind. Soul is distributed throughout the whole body, and it is
the sea of thought and sensation. This process is corporeal, meaning that one atom
of the exterior world touch another atom of soul. Consequently, soul did not havet

116 Georgoulis.K.,History of greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.110.

117 Christodoulou, 1., Aristotele on the soul ,Zitros,Athens,2003,p.9.
118 piels,H.A, Kranz W., The presocratics B’, Vasilis Kirkos,Papadhma,Athens,2007,p.170.
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anything metaphysical. Consequently, the survival of a person's soul in afterlife is
not possible, as soul is corporeal and could not survive outside of the body. After
death, the soul's atoms come out of the body but they do not disappear. They
become matter for the construction of other things.

Ethic

The materialist account of the soul influenced Democritus’ belief about
morality. The majority of secondary reports from the antiquity focus on
Democritus atomist physics and epistemology, but the vast majority of what we
call fist-hand statements that survived are concerned with ethical and political
issues.*® Democritus often uses physical terms such as motion (kivnoig) stability
(eveotd ) when he refers to ethical subjects.*?°

The reports indicate that the Greek philosopher was committed to a
naturalistic ethics in which the good was led to be an internal state of mind rather
than something external to it. He denied a supernatural grounding of ethic such as
the common opinion that good derived from the gods of Olympus. Good concerns
the soul, and its peace does not depend on wealth or gold. In his words:

“evdapovin ok év  Pooknuacty  oikel oV3E  &v
YPVG® , Yoyl otknriplov daipovoc”

“Happiness resides not in possessions, and not in gold,
happiness dwells in the soul”

According to this view people have to follow a balanced life without extravagances
and shortages that disturb the soul in order to achieve the eveot®, an internal peace
and calm serenity 21, The path leading from gdeotd to cheerfulness (e00vpin) is a
matter of moderation. The explanation for this is based on his physical theory.??
His ethical ideal seems to include the idea that soul-atoms should be protected from
violent upheavals because these provoke huge motions of soul's atoms. Peaceful

119 Brancacci,A.,Morel,P.M,Democritus: science, he arts, and the care of the
soul,Brill,Paris, 2006,p.102.

120 \/Jastos, G.,Ethics and Physics in Democritus " E, Allen and D.Furley ,Duke University
Press,2011,p.383-384 .

121 Maraggianou ,E.,The ancient greek philosophers,Davinci,Athens,2016,p.219.

122 Geoffrey,L.N.,Hammond N.L.G.,Scullard,H.H.,The oxford classical dictionary second
edition, Clarendon press,Oxford, p.390-392.
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serenity brings to people the limited joy and symmetrical life. Deprivation and
superabundance tend to lead to the contrary and cause great movements to soul?,

The good pursue moderation and not extreme pleasures or money. This
theory announced in Avristotle's golden mean, the desirable middle between two
extremes. Besides, values such as self restraint, justice, and prudence offer welfare
because the soul's atoms move calmly with composure. Consequently, although the
soul has a material substance, it is the most precious thing that people have:

“gudonpovin yoyng ko kaxodapovin

,» The care of soul steer to virtue and social well-being.”
Epicurus

Some decades later, the Greek philosopher Epicurus (341-323) reformed
the theory of Democritus giving a description of nature based on materialism and a
naturalistic account of evolution. He claimed that the universe is infinite and
contains everything. The void and atoms are infinite too, otherwise the finite matter
would be destroyed in an infinite world. Following Democritus, he offered an
account to support atomism. Nature resolves everything into its constituent
particles. It is necessary for a limit to exist in separation, otherwise species would
run down in nothingness. The unchanging and indestructible atoms are neither
deteriorated nor born. Change is explained, as in Democritus system, as the
rearrangement of atoms which come together by natural causes. Democritus could
probably agree with the notion that in the universe there is undifferentiated matter
and empty space. But Epicurus imports another component regarding atoms. Atoms
move naturally in a downward fashion because of their weight. For Democritus, all
combinations happen due to collisions of atoms which create every single thing in
the world. Epicurus adopted the atomic theory with some changes, and maybe he
owes it to Aristotle’s criticism of of Leucippus and Democritus. He recognized that
if atoms had moved in a parallel fashion, as the atomists said, they could not have
collided and combinations could not have been created.'”® In order to overcome
this defect, Epicurus maintained that there was a minimum swerve ("mopékkioig'")
from the straight downward path - one that is not large enough to be observable nor

123 Piergiacomi,E.,Storia delle antiche teologie atomiste,Sapienza,2017,p.36.

124 Maraggianou ,E.,The ancient Greek philosophers,Davinci,Athens,2016,p.220.
125 Pelegrinis, T.,Five epochs of philosophy,Pedio,Athens,2015,p.105-109.
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frequent enough to create a random cosmos. This deviation is not provoked by an
exterior cause, but it originates from an interior phase of atom.!

By inserting the notion of the swerve, Epicurus destroyed the foundation of
fate, as Lucretius said because "swerve" is associated with human freedom. As a
human being consists of atoms, it can deviate and his actions are not subject to
determinism. ¥ These actions are not determined wholly by their genetic
constitution and their environment. If atoms move downwards mechanically we
cannot have free will, because souls atoms will be subject to necessity .12 Thus
"mapékkiolg”" (swerve) leads the way to free volitional acts which can resist the
mechanical order of the universe. The supporters of Epicureanism believe that this
notion set people free from the slavery of the mechanical order, as people do not
have to comply with the exterior circumstances and they can change them.
Therefore, free will, based on atomic motions, permits the moral responsibility
because freedom and determinism are incompatible. Free will is required for
knowledge, ethics, and political liberty.? If people believe that their actions
depend on necessity, they will live with fear and in need of something outside them.
According to Epicurus, there is no way to dispel the fear of someone who does not
know the nature of the universe. Philosophy offers the opportunity to break free
from any fear.*°

Another thing worth mentioning is that the collision of atoms creates a
turning movement which form the space where god live. ! His mechanical
universe does notexclude the existence of God. Although Epicurus rejected the
conventional Greek view of the gods. Gods live an eternal life without any
interference in human lives, so people must not expect favors or punishments from
them.They have no involvement in human affairs, because they exemplify the
blissful life, free of worry, enjoying profound conversations in the company of
friends.

It was the need for less fear that made Epicurus support a way of life that
was based on the calmness of the soul. He argued that gvdoipovia (bliss) was the
chief and ultimate good in life and people can acquire it with pleasure. Of course,

126 Georgoulis.K.,History of Greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.420-441.

127 Guthrie,W., The greek philosophers,from Thales to Aristotle,Harper Row
publishers,USA,1978,p.56-62.

128 Taylor,A.E,"Epicurus",Arno Press,New York,1979,p.71-73.

129 Georgoulis.K.,History of Greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.435.

130 Epicurus, Principal Doctrines,. Panagiotis Giannakopoulos,Epicurus,Athens,1988,p.36.
131 Georgoulis.K.,History of Greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.433.
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he did not mean any pleasure, but only those that steer towards tranquil motions of
soul**2, The soul’s pleasures are superior as they endure for a long time and are not
followed by pain, as body’s pleasures are, (e.g.greed )s. People have to choose or
avoid something in relation to the quality of pleasures and exempt the actions
which cause pain to the body and commotion to the soul**. Following Democritus'
"aBapapPiov ", he proposed the principle of drapo&io(a state of tranquility),
regarding the soul and dmovia (the absence of bodily pain) regarding to body. The
combination of these two states constitutes bliss ({of] év fipepia ) in its highest
form. Epicurus died with the belief that he had lived that kind of life. In his epistle
on the last day of his life he wrote:

“I live my happiest and concurrently the last day of my
life. | feel bodily pain, | saw its power but I confront it
with the joy of my soul, considering the memories of our
happy days” ***

Those who thinkers tried to find the explanation of the world, broke away from the
myth and opposed the position that there was an exterior incitement behind
everything. Democritus agreed with Parmenides on the lack of qualitative change
but did not agree with him on quantitative change. In the atomic theory, he denied
the qualitative multiplicity of visible forms, like Parmenides, but he accepted the
multiplicity based on purely quantitative differences, the differences of atoms
combinations. Epicurus' contribution was crucial. By inserting the notion of
"mapékkhotg"(swerve), he accomplished to explain the formation of atoms ,since
the nature world could not have been created if atoms moved straight with the same
speed, and secondly, he allowed humans to possess free will. Their interest turned
to nature, seeking via comprehension beyond appearance to find the deeper
substance of beings. That fact gives to their theories a significant role in ancient
philosophy.

132 Epicurus, Principal Doctrines,. Panagiotis Giannakopoulos,Epicurus,Athens,1988,p.48.
133 Epicurus, Principal Doctrines,. Panagiotis Giannakopoulos,Epicurus,Athens,1988,p.79.
134 Georgoulis.K.,History of Greek philosophy,Papadhma,Athens,2015,p.441.
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AIIO THN ATOMIKH GEQPIA TOY AHMOKPITOY XTH GEQPIA TOY
ENNIKOYPOY

Xovoyn: O hocoeikds oToYooUOG MG Lo TVELUATIKY dpactnpldtnta, dviice ota
épya TOAM®OV omovdaiov EAMveav @ihocdpov mov avéntuéay €va cOOTNUO KOTOVONGoNG
TOV QLGIKOV KOGHOL Paciopévo oty VAGTIKY avtidnym. O Anudkpltog omavince 6to
OVTOAOYIKO epd MU "Tolo €ivol o SOMIKG VAIKG TG QUGIKNG TPAYHOTIKOTNTOG" 7OV
ATOOYOMNGE TOVG TPOCOKPATIKOVG PIAOGOPOVG pe TNV otopikn Bempia. Edwoe Abon Kot
ot0 akavihdeg Mo mov taddvile tov [appevion ,omv e&nynon dniadn g aAlayng
Kot ™G ToAAamAOTNTAG TV oodntdv mpaypdtov. O Exnikovpog emékteve v atopikn
Oswpio ewodyoviog v €vvola TG TOPEKKAIONG GO TN UNYOVIKY TPOGO0PIoTIKOTNTA 1)
omoio. 610 MBS medio tawtiletor pe duvatdtnTo VTaPENG EKOVGIOV GUVELINTOV TPAEEDY
tov avBpdmov .Xxomobetel €tol oty avtovopio tov avBpomivov O6viog mov dgv
VTOYOPEVETOAL OO TNV VIETEPUIVIOTIKY KIVIION TOV OTOUOV 0AAE amd TIG EMAOYEG KOl TIG
npaéels tov. Xpnowomowdviag o¢ kafodnyntikd dafovo 1o MOOVIKO GCOCTNUO TOV
Enikovpov ,0 dvBpwmnog pmopei va odnynbel oty avdtotn KoTtdoToon €udaioviag, To

paxapiog Civ.

AéEac-Khewowa: Anuodkprrog, atoukn Oewpia, mapékkiion, drtopo, Emikovpog,
glevBepia, VAGHOG, gvdatpovia, ToAAATAOTNTO, AEVKITTOGC.
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ATOMIC THEORY, DETERMINISM AND FREE WILL

Abstrakt: The following paper deals with a part of Democritus’ and Epicurus’
philosophical theory which focuses on the terms of Determinism and Free Will. More spe-
cifically, the main aim of this paper appears to be the presentation of these two opposing
philosophical opinions, which were created and formed in the bosom of Materialism. For
the aforementioned aim, we studied not only a wide range of original extracts but also sec-
ondary literature of ancient and modern commentators who have analyzed the main ideas of
these two philosophical systems. On the one hand, it became obvious that the Atomic phi-
losophy of Democritus led him to organize a strictly deterministic universe by explaining
everything through a specific movement of atoms. However, it is of utmost importance that
it is not clear whether or not he applied the above idea to the human world, too. In contrast
to this, Epicurus developed Democritus’ deterministic and mechanistic system by adding to
it a new movement of atoms, the clinamen, which allowed them to move freely. So,
through this, he was led to a totally different conclusion and managed to prove the exist-
ence and the value of Free Will, not only for natural atoms but also for humans, an innova-
tive idea that helped him to form his unique moral philosophy.

Keywords: Democritus, Epicurus, Determinism, Free Will, Atomism/Atomic
Theory, movement of atoms, clinamen, fate, vortex, Materialism.

The explanation of the structure and the function of our world has always
been an internal need of humans. More specifically, it is worth mentioning that de-
spite the fact that ancient philosophers got involved with every aspect of science, at
the beginning of their questioning they created numerous explanatory theories
about our world. The first one, known as the theory of Empirical Materialism, was
attributed to the lonian philosophers, who saw material elements (like water, air,
fire, and earth) as the origin of the world. The second one was supported by the
Pythagorean philosophers, who formatted a mathematical interpretation of the
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world by facing the concept of numbers as the crucial element of their interpreta-
tion and our world.*

The aforementioned sequence was complemented by the Atomic theory. Its
creator appears to be Lefkipus. However, the one that turned it into a more detailed
and scientific form was Democritus.? More specifically, the atomic philosophers
tried to reconcile the visible phenomena of multiplicity, motion, and change with
the Eleatic rejection of the possibility of birth and decay.® Following the example
of all the other Pre-Socratic philosophers, they tried to determine the primary sub-
stance by which everything is created and remains unchangeable despite the pro-
cesses of the cosmic reality.*

Although previous philosophers supported the idea of Empirical Material-
ism, the Atomic philosophers did something completely different. They acknowl-
edged as primary substances of our world an infinite number of atoms that were in
continuous movement inside an infinite void.®> The aforementioned idea can be
found not only in the following extract of Aristotle (Met. 985b 5-11):

Agbkumog 8¢ kai 0 étaipog adtod Anuodkpitog croysio
HéV 16 TAfPEC Ko TO KEVO ETval Qact, AEYovTec TO pév dv,
TOVTOV 0€ TO PéV TATipeS Kal oTEPELV, TO OV, TO O€ KEVOV
Kai povov, o ufi 6v( 610 kai 000Ey padiov 6 v Tob un
dvtoc elvai @ooty, 01l 00d¢ 16 Kevdy <EAatTov> TOD
oMUATOS), oiTio. 3¢ TdV Svtmv TadTo g DAV 8 7

1 Kirkos, V., ,,The metaphysical Materialism of Democritus™ in Ancient Materialism:2500
years from Democritus’ birth: the materials of the Three-day period Philosophical
Symposium(5.4-7.4.1984), editions Center of Culture “Dimitris Glinos”, Athens, 1985, p.
84.

2 Aravantinou- Mpourlogianni, A., ,,The cosmological model of Democritus™ in
Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, editions International
Democritean Foundation, Xanthi, 1983, p.199.

3 Taylor, C., ,,Atomic Philosophers™ in Pre-Socratic Philosophers, editions Papadima,
Athens, 2005, p.271.

4 Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, editions Georgiadi, Athens, 1999,
p.13.

S “ibid’.

® <ibid’, pp. 13-14.

7 See translation: Leucippus, however, and his disciple Democritus hold that the elements

are the Full and the Void—calling the one “what is” and the other “what is not.” Of these
they identify the full or solid with “what is,” and the void or rare with “what is not” (hence
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but also in an extract of Diogenes Laertius (DK68 Al, DIOG. I1X 44) “Aoxel
Sadtd Tade Apydc eivor T®V Olov ATOHOVC Kol Kevov, TG & AAA0 TAVTOL
vevopicOan [d0EdlecBan]” [His opinions are these. The first principles of the uni-
verse are atoms and empty space; everything else is merely thought to exist.].2

As far as atoms are concerned, they are called ““ &v”, which means the one
that exists. Apart from th, they were also called “vdota” or “6év”, due to the fact
that they were thought to be massive without having any space inside them. Their
most basic characteristics were the following: they could not be separated, they
were massive, and they were apathetic, as it is stated in the following extract
(DK67 Al4, SIMPL. de caelo 242, 15) “[Aebkutnoc koi Anpoxpitogléieyov
dmeipovug etvon ¢ TR0t The dpydc, Gic kai dTtopovg Kai ddtopétong dvoulov kai
dmadgic 816 16 vooTdc sivon kai duoipovg Tod kevod.” However, they were thought
to have some differences in their schema, their order, and their position, as it is
mentioned in the following extract of Aristotle (Met. 985b 14-16) “[Asmqmtog Ko
Anuédrprrog] Tég Srapopdc aitiog TV GAAmY etvai acty. TavTog pévTot TPEIG stvat
Aéyovot, oyfipa te Kol ta&y kol Béowv” [so these thinkers hold that the “differ-
ences” are the causes of everything else. These differences, they say, are three:
shape, arrangement, and position.]. °

The other vital element of the Atomic theory is the void. It is worth men-
tioning that it was called “un &v” or “ovdév/undév”, and despite this name, it had
its own special nature and structure, as it was the empty space around atoms within
which the atoms moved. In other words, the void was like a screen on which atoms
were moving exactly as figures are shown on the screen of a shadow theatre. *°

However, the main subject of the first part of this paper is the idea of De-
terminism in the aforementioned system of Democritus.

Although the main idea of the Atomic philosophers about the above term
appears to be easily understood, there is a great difficulty when it comes to deter-
mining of its details. More specifically, the atomic universe is believed to be mech-
anistic and deterministic, because of the fact that every event has a specific cause
and every cause leads to a specific result. So, everything in this system appears to
be caused by the interaction of atoms, which is a process that has no beginning and

they hold that what is not is no less real than what is, because Void is as real as Body); and
they say that these are the material causes of things.

8 Laertius, D., Lives of Philosophers, vol.V, editions Georgiadis, Athens, 2003, p. 120.
9 Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, pp. 15, 20, 24, 25.
10 <ibid’, p.15.
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no end.In other words, everything happens according to the prescription of the
mechanistic Determinism or the need that it is trapped in the material of atoms, as
it is stated in the following extract (DK68 Al, DIOG. IX, DEM. 45) “mévta te
Kot avayknv yiveoo, tiig divng aitiag odong Tiic yevéceme mavimv, v avayknv
Aéyer” [All things happen by virtue of necessity, the vortex being the cause of the
creation of all things, and this he calls necessity.].!?

Furthermore, according to Democritus, the idea of Determinism was sepa-
rated into three different subcategories, which had an intrinsic relevance by being
an unbreakable unity:

1) Natural Determinism supports the idea that natural phenomena are re-
sults of some natural laws and specific characteristics of atoms. By understanding
these laws, it would be possible to interpret, foresee, and control these phenomena.
For example, when we leave a heavy object, it will undoubtedly fall down because
of the existence of gravity. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that AETIUS
(1.26.2) supported the idea that Democritus believed that the essence of need was
“TNVv avtitumiov Kol eopav kol mAnynv thg YAng,” which means that he thought that
everything happens due to the collisions and the properties of atoms to form other
bodies by being connected with or repelled by each other. 1

2) Cosmological Determinism exists in cases that something has been hap-
pening since the creation of the world and it is no use to try to find its cause as it is
the pulsing movement of atoms and it is like trying to find the beginning of infini-
ty, which is impossible.**

3) Transcendent Determinism exists in cases when an event, a situation or
anything else is determined by the intervention of a factor that human conscious-
ness cannot understand and that is not affected by the laws of Natural Determinism.
In this case, necessity is not a blind cause but it is related to ideas like fate, justice,
providence, and the creation of the world. More specifically, need predetermines
the course of every entity as fate, judges human actions as justice, takes care of the
normal function of the world as providence, and, last but not least, is the creator of
the harmonic world that exists all around us. The above opinion is also supported
by Aetius in the following extract (DK28 A32, AETIUS 1.25.3) “Hoppevidng kai

1 Taylor, C., ,,Atomic Philosophers™ in Pre-Socratic Philosophers, pp. 276-277.

12 Sfendoni-Mentzou, D., ,,Determinism and Indetermism in ancient Atomic Theory and
Modern Physics™ in Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, editions
International Democritean Foundation, Xanthi, 1983, p. 224.

13 Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, pp. 146-147.
14 oo s
‘ibid’.
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ANpOKPITOG TAVTO Kot Avaykny  THY oty 8¢ sivan sipapuévny kai Siknv kai
Tpovolav kol koopomoldy.” [Parmenides and Democritus, that there is nothing in
the world but what is necessarily, and that this same necessity is otherwise called
fate, justice, providence, and the architect of the world.].*®

Furthermore, it is believed that the idea of Determinism is closely related
to the one of chance. It is of vital importance to mention the fact that this term is
not used with the meaning of an action or a situation without a cause. On the con-
trary, Democritus uses the term chance to refer to all these situations or events
whose causes people cannot discover and understand..'® Moreover, both Determin-
ism and chance are also related to the concept of vortex. In short and by taking into
consideration the fact that Democritus seemed to attribute the formation of every
cosmic vortex to chance, we could easily assume that Determinism controls every
event in our world through the movement of the atoms of every vortex. As a result,
Determinism is solely found in a cosmic order which was created by chance in a
precosmic condition where there was no place for necessity and where the first vor-
tex was created.!” The aforementioned idea about the random creation of the vortex
is also pointed out by Aristotle (Phys. 2.4 196a 26-28) “amd tavTopdTov Yép
yiyvesOor v Siviiv kai TV Kiviionv v dlokpivacov kol KoTUGTACOGHV EiG
Tavmy v €y 10 Ty’ [They say that the vortex arose spontaneously, i.e. the
motion thatseparated and arranged the universe in its present order.].*® This peculi-
ar use of the term chance has been criticized since ancient times as Simplicius in-
forms us about an extract of Aristotle (Phys. 2.4 196a 28-35) who refers to
Democritus when he says that there are some philosophers who:

... Méyovteg yap té pév {da kol Td puTd Amo TOYNG UNTE
glvon unte ylyvesOau, 4L Htol gvoy fj vodv 1§ totodtov
gtepov etvor tO aitiov, OV & ovpavév kai td Bstdtata
TV Qavepdv  amdé  Tod  ovTtoudTOoL  yevécOau,
TolTve’ aitiov pmdepiov eivon oiav tdv (bov kol Tdv
QUT®V.1 X

15 ibid’, pp.147-148.

16 Papadopoulos, T., Democritus:the philosopher and the naturalist, the theorist of
democracy, editions Gutenberg, Athens, 1981, p.88.

17 Taylor, C., ,,Atomic Philosophers™ in Pre-Socratic Philosophers, pp. 278-279.

18 Aravantinou- Mpourlogianni, A., ,,The cosmological model of Democritus™ in
Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, p. 214.

19 Papadopoulos, T., Democritus:the philosopher and the naturalist, the theorist of
democracy, p. 89.
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Before we move on to Epicurus, it would be important to present the ex-
ample of the soul which will make more obvious the strict materialistic and deter-
ministic system of Democritus. More specifically, Democritus seems to explain the
psychical life, its phenomena, and its content as a result of the movement of atoms.
In other words, he follows the process through which he explained the sense cogni-
tion to do the same with intelligence as the action of the rational part of our soul.
Both of them are thought to be a result of the impact of effusions of too slight and
quick atoms (gidwAa), which are continuously produced by the objects, on the
soul.?

However, it is obvious that Democritus did not take into consideration the
consequences of his ideas. Thus, all the aforementioned deterministic systems af-
fected negatively the sector of Free Will by constraining every possibility of human
intervention in the chain of the strict Determinism of the laws that govern the exist-
ence of the material.?2 Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that Democritus did not
put into practice this deterministic model in his human philosophy, which means
that he had acknowledged an amount of freedom for the human will.% So, taking
all of the above into account, it appears that Democritus’ Atomic philosophy de-
picts the reality of science of that time in the most scientific way and constitutes
one of the most innovative theories of ancient times.

The Epicurean philosophy constitutes not only the continuance and the de-
velopment of the Democretian natural philosophy, and more specifically of the
Democretian Atomic theory, but also the first reaction to the dogmatic philosophy
of Democritus. Even though it is based on the main structure of latter’s theory, it
also appears to be closely related to ideas like self-consciousness and autonomy, by
being the most developed form of Materialism in ancient times. 24

20 See translation: For they are asserting that chance is not responsible for the
existence or generation of animals and plants, nature or mind or something of the
kind being the cause of them (for it is not any chance thing that comes from a
given seed but an olive from one kind and a man from another); and yet at the
same time they assert that the heavenly sphere and the divinest of visible things
arose spontaneously, having no such cause as is assigned to animals and plants.

21 Taylor, C., “Atomic Philosophers” in Pre-Socratic Philosophers, p. 291.

22 Sfendoni-Mentzou, D., ,,Determinism and Indetermism in ancient Atomic Theory and
Modern Physics® in Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, p. 225.

2 Papadopoulos, T., Democritus:the philosopher and the naturalist, the theorist of
democracy, p. 94.

24 Sfendoni-Mentzou, D., ,,Determinism and Indetermism in ancient Atomic Theory and
Modern Physics® in Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, p. 225
Plagesis, G., ,The natural philosophy of Epicurus and Lucretius“ in Ancient

56



Although Epicurus interpreted nature according to Democritus’ theory of
the atoms and the void, he did not accept the idea that everything happens due to
fate. In other words, Epicurus appears to accept the general Democritus’ theory,
but he also adds two more basic properties: a) the interpretation of weight as an
inherent property of atoms and b) the recognition of a special movement of atoms,
which he named «mapéykhoigy (clinamen) and believed that it shows their inde-
pendent movement.? In essence, the Epicurean atomic system maintained the main
pair of atoms-void. Atoms appear to have only three properties, weight, shape, and
size. However, apart from all of the above, Epicurean atoms seem not to act in
blind obedience to the laws of necessity. Thus, in some cases, they go off their nat-
ural course and move freely as Aetius informs us in the following extract (I 12, 5)

“kveicBon 8¢ Td dropa ToTe pév Katd otdduny t01E 8¢ Katd mapéykhicty.”?

It is known that we do not have any direct sources for this concept. It is
believed that Epicurus referred to this in some sentences of the 43 paragraph of his
letter to Herodotus from where some phrases have been lost or in another extract
from the same letter which has also been destroyed.?” However, Lucretius also re-
fers to this in the following extract of his work De Rerum Natura where he sup-
ports the idea that the concept of «mapéykiicig» is the main cause of the creation of
our world and the idea of Free Will:

(DRN 11, 216-224) Illud in his quoque te rebus cognoscere avemus, corpora
cum deorsum rectum per inane feruntur ponderibus propriis, incerto tempore ferme
incertisque locis spatio depellere paulum, tantum quod nisi declinare solerent, om-
nia deorsum imbris uti guttae caderent per inane profundum nec foret offensus na-
tus nec plaga creata principiis;ita nihil uniquam natura creasset.?® 2°

Materialism:2500 years from Democritus’ birth: the materials of the Three-day period
Philosophical Symposium(5.4-7.4.1984), editions Center of Culture “Dimitris Glinos”,
Athens, 1985, p. 54" Kexrologou, X., The Epicurean Philosophy: Atom and Society,
editions Erodios, Athens, 2013, p. 138.

25 Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, p. 53.

26 Sfendoni-Mentzou, D., ,,Determinism and Indetermism in ancient Atomic Theory and
Modern Physics™ in Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, p. 225.

27 Koen, A., The philosophy of Epicurus: Atoms, Hedonism, Virtue, editions Thirathen,
Athens, 2006, p. 87.

28 Kexrologou, X., The Epicurean Philosophy: Atom and Society, pp. 138-139 " Avramidis,
G., Epicurus: Texts-Sources of the Epicurean Philosophy and Art of Good Life, editions
Thirathen, Athens, 2012, p. 120-121.

291 these matters there is also something

we are eager for you to understand:
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Another trustworthy source of this Epicurean concept is the following in-
scription of Diogenes of Oinoanda (fr. 33, col. 11 1.14-col. I11, 19):

av yop @ Anpokpitov TIc ypnoeton AdY®, undepiov pév €levBépav
PAcKOV TOIC ATOpOIC Kelvnow givar S16 TV TPOC GAANAAY GOVKPOLGLY DTV,
gvepbev 6¢ paiveshol KoNvayKaoHEVMG TAVTO KEWEIGOo, eNoopey Tpog avTov'
obrovv oidag, 86Tic ToTé £l, Kai ELevBépay TIvé &v Todg dTopolg Kefvnoty eivat, v
Anpoxprrog pév ody edpev, Emikovpoc 88 &ig od¢ fiyayev, mopevkMTIKAY
VILAPYOVCOV MG &K TV Qavopévay deikvooty;*

According to this, atoms do not fall vertically. As a result, they conflict with one
another and either go off their course to different directions or they are combined to
create all existing complex bodies. In other words, a world can only be created
when atoms go off their course, as under any other circumstances our world would
be merely a continuous rain of atoms inside the universe. 3

However, it is also known that this Epicurean opinion has been strictly crit-
icized by Cicero and others, who strongly supported the idea that Epicurus intro-
duced the concept of «opéykhioig» without explaining its cause.®

Nevertheless, according to the inscription of Diogenes of Oinoanda, Epicu-
rus is thought to have based his concept on the observation of natural phenomena.
When an object falls from a great height, it does not follow a straight course, but it
appears to slightly go off it due to the turning movement of the Earth and the cen-

when particles are borne by their own weight

on a downward path straight through empty space,

at undetermined times and random places,

they swerve a little—not much, just enough

S0 you can say they have changed direction.

Unless they had this habit of swerving,

all of them would fall through deep empty space

like drops of rain—among first elements

no impacts or collisions would be made,

so nature never would have made a thing.

30 See translation: If anyone adopts Democritus’ theory and asserts that because of their
collisions with one another the atoms have no free movement, and that consequently it
appears that all motions are determined by necessity, we shall say to him: «Do you [not]
know, whoever you are, that there is actually a free movement in the atoms, which
Democritus failed to discover, but Epicurus brought to light, —a swerving movement, as he
proves from phenomena?»

31 Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, p. 53 *Koen, A., The philosophy
of Epicurus: Atoms, Hedonism, Virtue, pp.87-88.

3 Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, pp. 53-54.
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trifugal power that it exerts on it. This power is really small compared to its weight,
but it exists and causes the diversion of its course. This diversion is only under-
stood when objects fall from a great height. So, it is obvious that Epicurus had
done some similar experiments and the fact that he did not find the cause of
«mopéykiolgy led him to attribute this to a free movement of atoms. However, if
«mopéykioly was free, it should not be uniform as it is in reality. So, we could
assume that these wrong Epicurean conclusions were due to the deficiency of ap-
propriate experimental means.*

Moreover, the concept of «mapéyxhoigy is also implied in two other
sources. First of all, Diogenes Laertius implies it by supporting the idea that Epicu-
rus’ opinion towards gods proves his aversion to the idea of fate and his attempt to
be freed from its control, as it is stated in the following extract (D. L. 10.1 134)
“Kpeittov iv 1@ mepi Oedv uobo xotoxolovdelv § 1 1BV Quokdv eipopuévn
dovAevew” [It is better to follow the myth about the gods than to be a slave of the
“fate” of the physicists]. Last but not least, an indirect source of this concept is the
following syllogism, where Epicurus tries to unsettle the absolute and strictly orga-
nized deterministic system of Democritus by supporting the idea that if someone
says that everything happens because of the existence of necessity then he has no
right to criticize the one who says that not everything happens due to necessity as
the last idea was also necessary: (Epicurus SV 40(LS 20 D)) “0 Aéywv mévta kat’
avayknv yiyveoBar ovdév &ykodelv Exel 1@ Aéyovti U TAVTO KT AVAYKNV
yiyvecOan.”

However, it is worth mentioning that Epicurus introduced the concept of
«mopéyKAolg» in order not only to explain the creation of the world but also to
bring man back to his capacity of Free Will that Democritus had stolen from him.®
So, a great similarity between the natural and human world appears to be unques-
tionable and the idea of «mopéykAicig» seems to be the ideal bridge between the
natural and the moral philosophy of Epicurus.®

In other words, the straight course of atoms is the specific existence that is
opposed to them and which they must deny. If atoms were self-sufficient, they
should follow a sidelong course. However, their straight course shows they are not.

33 <ibid’, pp. 54-56.

3 Papadopoulos, T., Democritus:the philosopher and the naturalist, the theorist of
democracy, pp. 91-92° Papoutsaki, D., ,Fate and Freedom",
https://spacezilotes.wordpress.com/2012/07/06/%CE%AF-4/, July 2012.

3 Koen, A., The philosophy of Epicurus: Atoms, Hedonism, Virtue, p. 88.
36

Liarmakopoulos, D, ,Free Will in Epicurean Philosophy*,
http://epicuros.net/new/202_eleutherivoulisi, May 2018.
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On the contrary, the movement of «mapéyAicic» constitutes their opposition to the
straight course and, as a result, leads them and consequently humans to their au-
tonomy and self-determination.®’

In spite of the fact that these movements could be peculiar, aimless, acci-
dental, and unpredicted, they are the crucial condition for the introduction of a re-
sult that has a wanton cause. So, in the natural world, this wanton cause introduces
the element of chance and therefore uncertainty. Consequently, and as far as the
human world is a subcategory of the natural world, the same element affects it. In
addition, in the human world «mapéyxiioig» introduced the dimension of will and
as a result the one of Free Will.*® The above idea is also mentioned by Lucretius
who is referring to the consequences of the introduction of the idea of
«mapéykolgy in the natural world by mentioning the liberation of atoms of the
determinism of fate and as a result the same liberation of human:

(DRN 11, 251-259) Denique si simper motu conectitur omnis et vetere exo-
ritur novus ordine certo nec declinando faciunt primordial motus principium
guoddam, quod fati foedera rumpat, ex infinito ne causam causa sequatur, libera
per terras unde haec animantibus exstat, unde est heac, inquam, fatis avolsa volun-
tas, per quam progredimur quo ducit quemque voluptas, declinamus item motus
nec tempore certo nec regione loci certa, sed ubi ipsa tulit mens 2% 4°

Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that the introduction of the idea of
Free Will is also closely related to the topic of moral responsibility. For the sup-
porters of the Epicurean philosophy, this speculation does not really exist, as they
think that you are responsible for every action you have decided freely to do. So, it

37 Kexrologou, X., ,,How «mopéykhoig» is thought to be in the Epicurean Ethics®,
http://www.epicuros.gr/arthra/omilia_pereglisis.pdf, March 2014.

38 Koen, A., The philosophy of Epicurus: Atoms, Hedonism, Virtue, p. 91.

39 Avramidis, G., Epicurus: Texts-Sources of the Epicurean Philosophy and Art of Good
Life, p.91.

40 Then, too, if all movement is always linked,
new motions always rising from old ones

in a set order, and if primary stuff

does not, by swerving from its downward path,
begin specific movements which can break

the laws of fate, so there does not follow

an endless sequence of cause after cause,
where does this freedom of the will arise

in all living creatures throughout the earth?
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is everyone’s choice if he will follow their moral philosophy and be freed by every
corporal or mental pain to be led to a virtuous and happy life!*

In conclusion, it seems that necessity, chance, and Free Will accompany
one another in our world. Thus, as far as the human world is concerned, some
things happen due to necessity, and we are obliged to manage them with the use of
our wisdom. Some other things happen because of chance, and by using our wis-
dom, we must avoid all these that could harm us. Finally, some others are the result
of our free choices, and because of that, we are thought to be responsible for them
and their consequences. So, all in all, according to Epicurean philosophy it seems
that there is not Mechanistic Determinism but Causal Contingency. #?

4l Mastoraki, A., ,Freedom and Determinism in the Hellenistic Philosophy®,
https://archive.gr/?p=474, July 2008.

42 Liarmakopoulos, D, ,Free Will in Epicurean Philosophy*,
http://epicuros.net/new/202_eleutherivoulisi, May 2018.

61


https://archive.gr/?p=474
http://epicuros.net/new/202_eleutherivoulisi

62

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Literature

Aravantinou- Mpourlogianni, A., ,,The cosmological model of Democritus® in
Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on Democritus, editions Internation-
al Democritean Foundation, Xanthi, 1983.

Avramidis, G., Epicurus: Texts-Sources of the Epicurean Philosophy and Art of
Good Life, editions Thirathen, Athens, 2012.

Kexrologou, X., ,,How «mapéykhicig» is thought to be in the Epicurean Ethics®,
http://www.epicuros.gr/arthra/omilia_pereglisis.pdf, March 2014.

Kexrologou, X., The Epicurean Philosophy: Atom and Society, editions Erodios,
Athens, 2013.

Kirkos, V., ,,The metaphysical Materialism of Democritus™ in Ancient Material-
ism:2500 years from Democritus’ birth: the materials of the Three-day period
Philosophical Symposium(5.4-7.4.1984), editions Center of Culture “Dimitris
Glinos”, Athens, 1985.

Koen, A., The philosophy of Epicurus: Atoms, Hedonism, Virtue, editions Thira-
then, Athens, 2006.

Laertius, D., Lives of Philosophers, vol.V, editions Georgiadis, Athens, 2003.
Liarmakopoulos, D., ,,Free Will in Epicurean Philosophy*,
http://epicuros.net/new/202_eleutherivoulisi, May 2018.

Makrigiannis, D., Cosmology and Ethics of Democritus, editions Georgiadi, Ath-
ens, 1999.

Mastoraki, A., ,,Freedom and Determinism in the Hellenistic Philosophy*,
https://archive.qgr/?p=474, July 2008.

Papadopoulos, T., Democritus: the philosopher and the naturalist, the theorist of
democracy, editions Gutenberg, Athens, 1981.

Papoutsaki, D., ,,Fate and Freedom*,
https://spacezilotes.wordpress.com/2012/07/06/%CE%AF-4/, July 2012.
Plagesis, G., ,,The natural philosophy of Epicurus and Lucretius™ in Ancient Mate-
rialism:2500 years from Democritus’ birth: the materials of the Three-day period
Philosophical Symposium(5.4-7.4.1984), editions Center of Culture “Dimitris
Glinos”, Athens, 1985.

Sfendoni-Mentzou, D., ,,Determinism and Indetermism in ancient Atomic Theory
and Modern Physics™ in Proceedings of the 1% International Congress on
Democritus, editions International Democritean Foundation, Xanthi, 1983.
Taylor, C., ,,Atomic Philosophers™ in Pre-Socratic Philosophers, editions Papadi-
ma, Athens, 2005.



http://www.epicuros.gr/arthra/omilia_pereglisis.pdf
http://epicuros.net/new/202_eleutherivoulisi
https://archive.gr/?p=474
https://spacezilotes.wordpress.com/2012/07/06/%CE%AF-4/

Lydia Tsiakiri

National and Kapodistrian University of Athens
Faculty of philosophy pedagogy and psychology
lydiatsiakiri@gmail.com

ATOMIKH OEQPITA, AITIOKPATIA KAI EAEY®OEPH
BOYAHXH

Yovoyn: To pedua tov YAiopov €xet vo emdeifel po pokpaiovn mopovcio 6to
Y®Opo ¢ Prrocopiag. Ot mpdtol EAAnveg piidcogot, ot [lpocwkpatikoi, 0motéAecay ToVg
npwtovg Ocmteg tov, kKabdG Tpoomdnoav va €ENYNCOLV TO. QLUOIKA QOVOUEVA
Booilopevot oTig O10TNTEG VAIKOV GTOYEIDV, OTMG TOV VEPOV, TOVL AEPA, TNG VNG KOL TNG
ooT1dc. Elval emiong yopakTnpioTikd Tmg Kot TOVG EXOUEVOVS OLOVES Kot Tapd TG eEeAEelg
ov EAafav yMPA OTN PLLOGOQIKN OKEWYTN KOl TOV EMIGTNUOVIKO KOGHO dev MTOV Alyot
ekeivol mov Bepelimoay T oKEYT TOVG 6€ VAKES apyEs.

H ev Moyo epyacia eotidalel oe 300 @Lyodpec TOL «OPYUOEAANVIKOD YAIGHOO»
7oV e TI¢ Bewpieg ToVg KaOOPLGAY TN LETAYEVEGTEPT] PIAOGOPIKY KOl ETLOTNOVIKT CKEYT).
Ewdwotepa, oaoyoleital pe T QUOIKN QUAOCOQI0 TOV QIAOCOPMOY ANUOKPLTOL Kot
Enikovpov, N omoia @aivetal vo exmpedlel kot tig 0E0EIG TOVG OYETIKG e EVVOLEG OTMG 1|
Attokpatio kot 1 EAedBepn BoOAnon, kabbg kot to cdommua apydv g NOiKng toug
@ocoPiaC.

Onag gival yvooto, Kat ot dVo PLAOGoPOL EVIAGGoVTaL 6T Yopeio TG ATOUIKNG
@uoocopiog kot mapott evoetepvilovior TANOdpa KOOV apy®v odnyobvial ce aviifeTa
CUUTEPAGLOTO GYETIKO LE TOV TPOTO AELTOVPYIOG TOV QULOWOV Kol Tov avOpdTIVOL
koéopov. Me Bdon ta mopondve, Paciky TPoPANHOTIKY, OAAG KOl GTOXO NG &V AOY®
UEAETNG amOTEAEL 1| GLYKPITIKY TOPOVGINOT TOV VAOTIKOV 0EcEmv TOL ANUOKPITOL Kot
tov Ezikovpov mov dtopoppadnkay ved v enidpaon SopopETIK®Y 1GTOPIKOV cLVONKOV
00MNYDVTOG TOVG GE OVTIKPOVOUEVO GUUTEPAGLOTO KOl GLVOKOAOLOX GE SLOPOPETIKEG
0éce1g oYeTIKA e TOV TPOTO dpAong Kal NOIKNG GUUTEPLPOPAS TOV OVOpDOTOV.

IMo 10 oxomd avtd peleTnOnkav TpoTOYEVEC TNYEG TV 1010V TOV PIAOCOPMV,
OOV AVTO MTAV EQIKTO, AL KOl ap)oi®V CYOANCTOV TOVG TOL emPefoldVOLV Kot
TPOGPEPOVY JIEVKPIVIOTIKEG TANPOPOPIES Yo TIG omdyels Tove. [lapdAinAa, peietnonie
Kot 0gvTEPOYEVIG PAlOYpapic. GVYYPOVOV GYOAMACTOV TOV KOOIGTA MO KOTOVONTEG TIG
0¢oe1g TV gV AOY® OUAOCOP®V EVIAGGOVTAG TEG GE £VOL EVPVTEPO PIAOGOPIKO CVGTNLLOL.

Q¢ emokOlovBo ™G Topamdved HEAETNG KATESTN Qavepd T®G 0 Anuokpirog
SLOUOPPMOOE VO OLOTNPE CITIOKPOTIKO KOl UNYOVIOTIKO GOUTOV TTov OV €3ve TNV
gukapion  dwpuyng amd e kabopiopévrn  okolovBio yeyovotwv, omOppold  LOG
GLYKEKPLEVNG Kiviiong atopmv. QoT1000, TPEMel vo TovioTel 0TL dgv givar Alyot ekeivot ot
HEAETNTEG OV MO amd TV apyaldtnTa apgiofritnoay ) 0éon 6Tt katd T0 Anudkpito n
mpoavapepbeico dmoyn &ixe epappoyq Kot otov ovOpdmvo KOoUo. AvTifeTiKd, O
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Enikovpog, av kot viobémoe tig Pacikéc dopég opydvmong kot Aeitovpyiag TOL
ANpOKPITELOL PLGIKOV GUGTAATOC, TPOGEDESE oL OKOUO KiVion TV ATOL®V, EKEIVN TG
«IOPEYKAOIG), YEYOVOS TTOL TOL £dMGE TN SLVOTOTNTO VO EGAYEL GTO SIKO TOL GUGTN LA
tov mapdyovto g erevBepiag. H xawotopa avtn Béom, tov emétpeye cvvakdAovbo va
pianoet yuoo EAevBepn Bovinon otov kéopo tov avlpornwv, anekevfepdvoviog pe oavtdv
TOV TPOTO TOVG TEAELTAIOVG O TOL SEGHLA P0G ALOTNPNG BETKNG 1 PVOIKNG ALTIOKPATIOG.

Yvumepacpatikd, kadictatal eavepd OTL Ol TOPOTAVD SOTIGTOGELS Vol GUEGO
GUVUQUAGHEVEG HE TIG OLPOPETIKEG 1GTOPIKEG TEPIOOOVE KOTA TN OLAPKELL TMOV OTOImV
SpopEAOONKAY TO TOPATAVED  QGLLOGOPIKE CLOTHHOTH. X& KGOe TEePinT®ON OU®G
ATOTUIAOVOLY TN cLvey®G e&eM&un evomn Tov avBpdOTOL N omoiln EKKIVOVTAG OO KOIVEG
OeopnTikég Paocelg, Ommc avTég TOV YAIoHOV Kot 101KOTEPO TG ATOKNG Bempiog pmopel
VO 03N YNOEL GE TOGO ETEPOYEVY] CUUTEPACUATA, EKPPALOVTAG TNV EUOVTI AVAYKN TOL VO
vidoet ehevfepog Kot tkavog vo SLopopemacst o 10106 T o1 Kat To péAlov tov!

AéEac-Khewona: Anuokprrog, Emikovpog, Awtwoxpatio, EievBepn Bovinonm,
Atopiopog/Atopkn Osmpia, kivnon atopwv, Tapéykiots, Ty, dtvn, Yiwouoc.
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ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE ASAPOINT OF CON-
FLICT BETWEEN MATERIALISTS AND DUALISTS

Abstract: Artificial intelligence is intelligence demonstrated by machines through
a long series of algorithms. Materialists argues that only matter exists, and even mental
phenomena result from interactions of matter. The so-called “mind” is just one aspect of
cerebral function. According to dualism, mind and brain are two distinct entities. Mental
phenomena are not physical and cannot be explained in physical terms. Many scientists
working today in artificial intelligence believe that through the progression of technology
with a better understanding of human brain function, they will create machines in the future
with both intellectual and sentimental characteristics. Such a view is consistent with the
doctrines of materialism. However, the evolution of machines may be unlimited and future
machines may acquire higher than human intelligence, become autonomous, and thus pose a
great threat to humanity. Dualists think that such an intelligence explosion is impossible. The
intelligence of machines cannot increase indefinitely, while humans are not merely
sophisticated self-regulating machines. Machines, as well as animals, lack what the dualists
call “spirit” and “consciousness”, and they could never acquire it, since they are not
physically determined. It is true that the progress of technology continuously overcomes
several difficulties and nobody can safely predict its limits, if they actually exist. The future
may prove whether the materialists or the dualists are right in their beliefs.

Keywords:  Materialism, dualism, artificial intelligence, cybernetics,
eliminativism.

Mind-body dualism is a view in the Philosophy of Mind supporting that some
mental phenomena are non-physical, since the mind and the body are distinct and
separablel. So, it includes several aspects on the relationship between mind and

L Angeles, P., The Harper Collins Dictionary of Philosophy, Collins Reference, New York,
1992, p. 76.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mind
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Non-physical_entity
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mind
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Human_body

matter. Dualism is closely associated with the thought of René Descartes who
believed that the mind is a nonphysical (and therefore, non-spatial) substance?. It
may be supported -although not generally accepted - that Descartes identified the
mind  with consciousness and  self-awareness and distinguished it from
the brain which was the seat of intelligence. Descartes thought that mind and brain
communicate through the pineal gland (epiphysis), a small gland at the base of the
brain hemisphere®. The latter hypothesis was completely wrong, since today it is
well known that epiphysis is an endocrine gland mainly responsible for the
maintenance of circadian rhymes and has nothing to do with higher mental
functions®. Anyway, Descartes may be regarded as one of the first to formulate the
mind-body problem in the form in which it exists today.

A different view is offered by materialism. Materialism argues that only
matter exists and even mental phenomena are the result of interactions of matter®.
So, what we call the “mind” is nothing more than one group of cerebral functions
mediated through the same chemical or physical mechanisms as any other brain
activity. While dualism supports that, by an undefined intervention, mind was
added to the humans, materialism accepts no divine - or in general transcendent -
influence®.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a major progress in technological
development and it is promising to considerably change our way of living in
several fields, including medicine, communications, warfare etc. At first sight it
seems completely unrelated to the Humanistic Studies and many scientists working
on it are possibly completely indifferent to this field of human thought. However, a
closer look on the subject can reveal several aspects requiring a philosophical
approach. Much emphasis has been given to the ethical problems. A more rarely
mentioned relationship is that concerning the conflict between materialism and
dualism. This will be the subject of the present paper.

2 Cottingham, J., Philosophy of Science. A. The Rationalists, Polytropon, Athens, 2003, pp.
182-185.
3 Pellegrinis, Th., The five epochs of Philosophy, Pedio, Athens, 2015, p. 261.
4 Mastorakos G., “Epiphysis”, in Basic Endocrinology, Coutras D., Adamopoulos D.,
Raptis S.,

Souvatzoglou A. (editors), G. Parisianos, Athens, 1994, pp. 144-147.
® Angeles, P., The Harper Collins Dictionary of Philosophy, p. 176.
6 Morrison J, Dualism versus Materialism,
http://www.jasonmorrison.net/content/1997/dualism-versus-materialism/
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The development of Artificial Intelligence

Artificial, in contrast to natural intelligence, is intelligence demonstrated
by machines through a long series of algorithms. The science concerning Al may
be either 1. a mechanical science targeting to the development of machines that
would help the humans —and possibly compete with them- in several activities,
mainly intellectual or 2. a psychological science aiming at the development of
machines that by reproducing the main characteristics of human cognitive
functions will enlighten some aspects of the way human mind works’.

Al is a stage in the evolution of Cybernetics, a term introduced in 1947 by
Norbert Wiener as the study of control and communication between living
creatures and machines. In machines, the automatic control is achieved through a
negative feed-back that tends to keep any present situation within certain limits
non-significantly deviating from some standard conditions®. The beginning of Al
research is usually posed at 1956 when the so-called “Dartmouth Summer Project”
put the basis for the use of computers to solve problems then considered as
unapproachable by “machines”. The initial enthusiasm was followed by a
disappointment and by the mid-1970s AI “fell out of fashion”. That was the first
“winter” in Al research®.

In the early 1980s a new period of Al research started with the introduction
of “expert systems” that could make “simple inferences from a knowledge base of
facts”. This was named a “springtime” of Al. However, these systems soon proved
impractical and were eliminated leading to a second “winter”. A new and long-
lasting spring period started by 1990s with the introduction of revolutionary new
techiques including neural networks and genetic algorithms that, among other
features, could “learn from experience” and avoid the “brittleness” usually
appearing in previous Al programs. The evolution of neural networks that could

" Cordeski, R., “Artificial intelligence and cognitive sciences” in The History of Philosophy.
Vol. 8. 20" Century: Philosophies and Sciences, Eco U., Fedriga R. (editors), Pedio, Athens,
2018, p. 192.
8 Cordeski, R., “Artificial intelligence and cognitive sciences” in The History of Philosophy,
p. 188.
° Bostrom, N., Superintelligence. Paths, dangers, strategies, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2014,

pp. 6-8.
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successfully imitate human brain flexibility is known under the term

“connectionism”.1°

Materialism and Artificial Intelligence

Up to the mid 1950’s several materialist philosophers had a negative
approach to Cybernetics. They called it “pseudoscience”, a “mechanism that paved
the way for unlimited technical, economic and social progress” and was “leading to
humiliation and exploitation and spiritual poisoning of the masses”'!. However,
since then, their attitude towards Al has changed. It is, on the contrary, now
esteemed as “one of the most impressive confirmations of dialectical materialism
by a special science” and even “the most important element of its contemporary
scientific foundation”'?. What could be the reason for this change of heart? One
undeniable reason must be the progressively increasing importance of cybernetics
for technology, economics and production®®. A second reason could be the
relevance of cybernetic methodology and thought to some of the basic perceptions
of epistemological realism, according to which the act of thinking directly reaches
the “thing” both through and in the concept™. So, all the “things” in the world exist
independently of our knowledge, and can be explored and described objectively.
On the contrary, most idealists support (with some notorious exceptions including
that of Hegel) that “knowledge” is only a reflection of an “idea” and it is actually
impossible to have a complete knowledge of the outer world®®. At this point the Al
technology interferes. If one can construct a “machine” that would be able to
approach knowledge in a way that is equally well and complete as that obtained by
a human being, this fact might be used as a proof that knowledge is not subjective
but can be acquired objectively. | know that there are strong objections against this
syllogism but I feel that it would be useful to mention it.

10 Bostrom, N., Superintelligence. Paths, dangers, strategies, pp. 8-10.

1 Walton, N., Nayak NB., “Rethinking of Marxist perspectives on big data, artificial
intelligence and capitalist economic development”, Technological Forecasting and Social
Change 2021, 166: 120576, doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120576.

12 Kirschenmann, P., “On the kinship of Cybernetics to Dialectical Materialism”, Studies
in Soviet Thought, 1966, 6: 37.

13 Cordeski, R., “Artificial intelligence and cognitive sciences” in The History of
Philosophy, p.192-195.

14 Gallagher, D., “Translator’s Introduction and Acknowledgements” in Possenti V.,
Nihilism and Metaphysics: the third voyage, Suny Press, New York, 2014, p. X.

15 Angeles, P., The Harper Collins Dictionary of Philosophy, p. 132.
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Evald llyenkov, a Marxist philosopher, in his book Of idols and ideals,
written in 1968 criticized soviet philosophers and psychologists for their
enthusiasm for cybernetics which had made them believe that human beings are no
more than sophisticated self-regulating machines. If that was true, then
psychological activity would simply be a function of the “mechanics” of the brain
and each individual’s intellectual capabilities would be principally determined by
biological considerations. According to Ilyenkov, such a view leads to the
conclusion that education should be directed towards each person’s special
capabilities and avoid children’s “all-round” development!®. Such a trend is
compatible with reductionism, a view in the Philosophy of Science supporting that
all fields of knowledge can be reduced to one type of methodology or to one
science!’. The methods of Cybernetics usually favor reductionism, but it is
mentionable that llyenkov —although a materialist philosopher- was strongly
against it8, Surely some dualists would be prompt to agree with the materialist
Ilyenkov on this subject.

Possibly most scientists currently working on Al seem to be near the main
principles of materialism - even if they themselves ignore it, being as technocrats
indifferent to philosophic questionings. This relationship is consistent with the
essence of their job, since they are not contented in making just a clever “robot”
but they are in a continuous effort to further increase its abilities, especially its
mental capacities. Here comes an important point for materialism: If what we call
“mind” is simply a part of brain functions, then it can be simulated to a computer
software. Progressively increasing the intellectual abilities of a machine, one may
someday arrive at a point to construct a machine that would be equally “clever” or
even superior to a human being not only in some aspects (e. g. in the speed of
making mathematical calculations) but also in all other mental activities. Of course,
these activities include much more than what we call “cleverness”. A human being
not only thinks but also has feelings. Would it be possible that cybernetics will ever
arrive to construct a machine that could “feel” joy or sorrow?

A branch of materialism called eliminative materialism or eliminativism
poses another interesting view on our topic. According to it, the terms in which we
think about several areas of knowledge are considerably mixed with error, and so it
is better to eliminate them at present than go on with erroneous theories about

16 Bakhurst, D., Consciousness and revolution in Soviet Philosophy. From the Bolsheviks to
Evald Ilyenkov, Cambridge University Press, New York, 1991, p. 9-10.

7 Angeles, P., The Harper Collins Dictionary of Philosophy, p. 258.

18 Bakhurst, D., Consciousness and revolution in Soviet Philosophy. From the Bolsheviks to
Evald Ilyenkov, p. 10.
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them*®. Eliminativists claim that the impressive progress of modern physics,
physiology and neuroscience has shown that what we used to call psychological
states, such as sensations, thoughts, feelings etc. does not really exist. That’s why
they propose to replace notions like “George feels pain” or “Lydia enjoys her
stake” by “George’s brain is in neural state A” and “Lydia’s brain is in neural state
B.” In other words, feelings and sensations are reduced to specific
neurophysiological states. If these states can be technically reproduced in a
machine, the result would be similar to what we presently describe in humans as
sentiments or feelings.

Creating a machine with feelings

Can cybernetics produce any sentiments to a machine? For a long time
period such a possibility remained improbable and served only as a field for
science fiction. However, after several years of stagnancy, a considerable progress
was achieved by the introduction of connectionism?’. Connectionist systems (or
artificial neural networks) are, as mentioned above, computing systems
programmed to imitate the biological neural networks that form the basis of human
or animal brain function. This is a serious difference from previous efforts on Al,
since they do not operate programmed with any task-specific rules but “learn” to
perform tasks by considering examples. A further improvement of these systems is
related to a more profound understanding of human brain which is now the main
aim of the researchers in that field?!,

This prospective offers another point of philosophical discussion. If it is
actually achieved, will it represent another kind of “Creation”, possibly equivalent
to that attributed by religion to God? Of course, God’s creation, is considered as
creating ex-nihilo while Al is based on preexisting materials. But even so, could it
be a reliable proof that what the Dualists call the “mind” is nothing more than a
complex combination of neural synapses and chemical reactions? Some people
may actually think so. However, it must be emphasized that strictly metaphysical

19 Blackburn, S., The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy, Oxford University Press, New York,
20186, p.
150.
2 Cordeski, R., “Artificial intelligence and cognitive sciences” in The History of
Philosophy, p. 197.
21 van Gerven, M., Bohte, S., “Artificial Neural Networks as Models of Neural

Information Processing”,
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fncom.2017.00114/full, December 19, 2017.
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ideas, such as the idea of mind being separate from the body, cannot be neither
proved nor refuted through logical arguments??. Those who believe to the concept
of “mind” will possibly continue doing so, even if the scientific progress in
artificial neural network would succeed one day to produce effects that simulate
human sentiments.

A conflict concerning intellectual explosion

A materialistic approach of special interest is that of Eliezer Yudkowsky, a
renowned Al researcher, working at Berkeley, California. He discusses the
possibility that intelligent machines will become conscious and pose a great threat
to humanity. According to this nightmare scenario “intelligent” machines will -
after a critical point- start acting independently from humans. After that anything
may happen. One possibility is that they will proceed to the production of new
machines that will have a progressively increasing intelligence. If that is really
achieved, then it may reach a future point in which the intelligence of new
machines will be much higher than that of the humans. This has been called
intellectual explosion. In that case, we humans will appear to the machines just as
animals appear to us today. The inevitable ending of this scenario will be that the
machines, being so superior to us, will refuse to remain our slaves and may even
revolt against us?®. One has to mention here that the whole concept of
Yudkowsky’s view is actually a transport of the evolution theory of Charles
Darwin from living organisms to machines. Although, a ssuch transport seems
rather arbitrary, it cannot be ignored and is repeatedly pointed out?*. Scientists
working on Al are already discussing plans for protection against such a
possibility. These plans include capability control and motivation selection but
their effectiveness is doubtful®®.

This view is refuted by Dualism. Dualists think that such an intelligence
explosion is impossible and the intelligence of machines cannot increase

221t is interesting that Socrates makes such a mistake in Plato’s Phaedon when he tries to
prove with arguments the existence of soul.

23 Yudkowsky, E., “Artificial Intelligence as a Positive and Negative Factor in Global Risk”
in Global Catastrophic Risks, Bostrom N., Cirkovié M. (editors), 308-345. Oxford
University Press, New York, 2008, pp. 308-345.

24 valouris AG., Atrtificial Intelligence: Are we creating a new Frankenstein? Hospital
Chronicles 2019, 14: 3.

% Bostrom, N., Superintelligence. Paths, dangers, strategies, pp. 155-176.
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indefinitely?®. In their argument they parallel machines to the animals. Humans
know that they are conscious and have free will. We have no reliable indications
that animals are conscious. Descartes has supported, in a letter to the marquis of
Newcastle in 1646, that they are not, and he is possibly right?’. For example,
chimpanzees may even have the same level of brainpower as humans but, surely,
they do not have the same motivations. Humans are motivated to spend a lot of
time on beauty and the arts, even though they don’t need them to survive. This
motivation is not inherited genetically. Chimpanzees do not care about beauty?,
According to the Dualists this happens because beauty and ugliness are non-
physical or spiritual phenomena and so they cannot be esteemed by beings that lack
what the dualists call “spirit” and “consciousness”. So, machines with Al will serve
us to the best of their abilities, but they will never be able to obtain “spirit”, possess
sentiments or come to such an intellectual level that would threaten our authority
and power. Of course, materialists do not share this view.

Another objection for the theory of intellectual explosion can result from
the perspective that human brain works in a highly unpredictable way that cannot
be restricted to algorithms. This seems to be considerably right and is confirmed by
our everyday experience. Some traits that make us "human" are things that would
be considered as “defects” for a machine and be rejected. Is this actually an
additional reason —independent of the dualists’ view- that makes it practically
impossible to build a machine that would think like a human, or is it just a matter
of time for the machines to be taught to think even “improperly”?

Conclusions

A strictly technological procedure, such as Al seems to pose interesting
philosophic questions. This is not surprising since philosophy actually can interfere
in any human activity. However, Al was less expected to play a role in the chronic
conflict between materialists and dualists. Of course, the description and
interpretation of the problems arising from its practice differs between the two parts.

26 Chollet, F, “The impossibility of intelligence explosion”,
https://medium.com/@francois.chollet/the- impossibility-of-intelligence-explosion-
She4a9edabec, November 27, 2017,

2 Mori, J., “Decartes” in The History of Philosophy. Vol. 4. From Machiavelli to the
Encyclopedists, Eco U., Fedriga R. (editors), Pedio, Athens, 2018, p. 300.

28 Savain, L., “Why the Superintelligent Machine Is a Materialist Pipe Dream”,
https://medium.com/@ Rebel Science/why-the-superintelligent-machine-is-a-materialist-
pipe-dream-9caae341548, December 10™, 2017.
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Each of them focuses on different topics and tries to use the data on Al to support its
own doctrines. The aim of the present study was to present several aspects of the
conflict between materialists and dualists concerning Al. At present, anyone
interested in the subject may feel inclined to the one or the other view. Of course,
the scientific progress cannot be stopped. The continuous evolution in technology
will face us with new conditions and new challenges. Intelligent machines will
possibly get more and more intelligent but we cannot be sure whether there will be a
limit to this progress or not. Materialists think that there may not be while Dualists
are sure that there will. Philosophy, as a part of human thought, must always be
involved in the various steps of this procedure. Where will all this lead, cannot be
foreseen at present. Future will offer us interesting answers on the subject.
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H TEXNH NOHMOXYNH QX YXHMEIO XYI'KPOYXHX
METAZY YAIKQN KATI AIIIIXTOQN

Mepidnyn: H teyvnm) vonpoovvn og avtifeon pe T «QUGIKN», glvatl 11 vOnLosvuvn
OV ATOKTOVV UNYOVEC LECH UG LOKPAG GG alyopiOpumy.

H Bewpio. Tov vMopod vrmoompilet 6Tt vmdpyet povo VAN Kot aKOUN Kol TO
TVELOTIKG povopeva lvat amotéheopa TV oAnienidpdoswv g VANG. 'Etotl, avtd mov
ovoudlovpe «mvedpon elvar pHOvo pio TTUxN TG EYKEQOUAKNG Agitovpyiog. AkpiPdg
avtifetn dmoyn mpecsPevel n Bewpia TOL SVIGUOV GLUEOVO LE TNV OTOI0 TO TVELLLO, KoL O
eyk€PaAOG eival dVo dtakpirég ovrotntes. o T0 SVIGHO TO Yoyikd Qavopevo dgv givat
QUGIKG Kat dgv pumopovv va, eEnyndolv e puoIKovg 6POVG.

Méypt 10 1954 molhoi VMOTEG GIAOGOMOL OTEPPUTTONV TNV TEYVNTN VONUOGVHVI.
Q01660 e TNV TAPOd0 TOL ¥POVOL 1| GTACT) TOVG GAAAEE. ENUEPO TOALOL EMIGTILLOVEG TOV
gpyalovtar o topelg TG TEYVNTIG VOnpooLvng vrootpifovy v VAGTIKY Bswpia Kot
TOTEVOVV OTL Pe TNV eEEMEN TNG TeYVOAOYIOG KOl TNV KOADTEPT KATOVONGOT TNG Agttovpyiog
oV avBpdmvoL gykepaAov, Ba eival og BEom va dnpovpyncovy 6To PHEALOV UNYOVEG TTOL
0o popalovror oyt Lovo dtovonTikd oAl Kot cuVOIGONLOTIKG avOpOTIVE XOPOKTPIOTIKA.
Agdopévov 0T, GOUEMVA HE TOVG VMOTEG, 1 €E6MEN TtV pnyavedv pmopel vo gival
amEPIOPLOTN, VIAPYEL Lo, TOOVOTNTA Ol UEAAOVTIKEG HNYOVEG VO OTOKTOOLV TOAD
VYNAOTEPT VONUOGVVN OO EKEIV TV avOpdOT®V, 68 onpelo Tov va Yivouy avTtdVoues Kot
£T01 VO, AmOTEAEGOVY PEYAAN e yia TV avBpmmdTNTOL.

Ot VIOGTPIKTEG TNG OVICTIKNG TAOTG TLOTELOVY OTL Ml TEToo, EKPNEN VONUOGVVNG
dev givar duvatov moté va cvpPei. H vonpoodvn tov punyavov dev pmopet vo av&dvetot
amepopiota. Ot punyavés, 6mog Kot ta {da, dev €xovv ovTd ToL ot dVIGTEG OmMOKOAODY
«mved Loy Kot cuveidnon kot dgv Bo pmopohoay TOTE Vo TO OTOKTIGOLY, 0POV aVTO Ogv
glvat péca ot evon tovg. Emmdéov, dedopévon 0Tt ot avBpwmot dev gival omAdg pepikol
avtoppubulopevor  pnyaviopoi oAAd  avtiBeta elvon  efapetikd  aveEaptnTo Kot
anpofrento Ovta, £0VV TOAAGL EOIKA XOPOKTNPLOTIKG Tov Bo Bempovviay aKoTIAANAQ
Ko Oa amoppinTovioy amd po pnyovr. Emopévmg ot unyoavéc o moAAEG TEPITTMOELS OeV
0o pmopovoay va £xouV avTIOPAGELG OUOIEG LE OVTEG TOL OVOPOTOL.

H mpdodog g texvoroyiog paiveTor ameptoptotn 0EG0UEVOL OTL GUVEXDS VITEPVIKGL
Suapopeg dvokores. To pélhov iowg Ba pog Ociéel edv o1 amOYELS TOV VMGTOV 1 TOV
dviotov givon telkd opOéc.

AéEaric-  khewd:  Yhopog, Ovicpog,  TtEXVNTR  VOMUOGLVY,  KuPepvntiky,
YVOGIOAOYIKOG PEAAIGLLOG
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