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Summary: Advocates of the questioning of the
dominant anthropocentric perspective of the world
have been increasingly strongly presenting (bio)ethi-
cal demands for a new solution of the relationship
between humans and other beings, saying that ad-
herence to the Western philosophical and theologi-
cal traditions has caused the current environmental, and not just environmental,
crisis. The attempts are being made to establish a new relationship by relativizing
the differences between man and the non-human living beings, often by attributing
specifically human traits and categories, such as dignity, moral status and rights to
non-human living beings. The author explores antecedents of the standpoints that
deviate from the mainstream Western philosophy, in terms of non-anthropocentric
extension of ethics, and finds them in the fragments of first physicists, which em-
phasize kinship of all varieties of life. Pythagoras, Empedocles, Anaxagoras and
Democritus, in this context, considered certain animals and plants as sacred, i.e. they
believed that they are, in a sense, responsible for what they do and that they apart
from being able to be driven by a natural desire, being able to breathe, feel, be sad
and happy, also have a soul, power of discernment, awareness, the ability to think,
understanding and mind. Finally, the author believes that solutions or mitigation of
the mentioned crisis are not in the simple Aesopeian levelling of animals and plants
“upwards’, but in an adequate paideutic approach which in humans will develop an
inherent (bio)ethical model of accepting non-human living beings as creatures who
deserve moral and decent treatment and respect.

Key words: Pre-Socratics, kinship, humans, non-human living beings, protection,
welfare.

The advocates of questioning the dominant anthropocentric! view of the
cosmos by non-anthropocentric expansion of ethics, are becoming increasingly
louder in raising (bio)ethical requirements for a new resolution of the relation

! Aristotle's paragraph from the Politics (1256b15-22) is emphasized as a paradigm of the
leading western tradition and its unquestionable anthropocentrism. Consult: [Singer 1998:
158]. See also: [KanyhepoBuh and Musbeuh 2019: 105-131].
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between humans and other living beings.! Attempts are being made to establish
a new relationship by relativizing the differences between man and non-human
living beings, i.e. by attributing specifically human qualities and categories, such
as dignity,? moral status and rights, to animals, but also, especially in regards to
plants, of the ability of sight, feeling, memory, communication, consciousness
and thinking. It seems just as inspiring today as it was in ancient times to ask
and to look for the answer to the question of whether animals?® and plants are
able and to what extent to develop their feelings. Can they memorize, and if so,
which forms of memory they possess? What is their communication like and
how sophisticated it is? Ultimately, are animals and plants conscious beings
which can think distinguishingly, and can it be said to have a kind of neurology?*

If some of the answers to these questions are positive or positively in-
clined, we usually talk about a discovery of a surprising world, of animals (and
plants) as complex beings that live rich and sensual lives, of their relation and
analogy with humans, i.e. about a revolutionary concept that is not older than
half a century. Leaving aside, for the moment, a deeper discussion about the

1Some of the leading authors, whose views are representative of contemporary
discussions about the new regulation of the relationship between humans and
animals are undoubtedly Peter Singer (Practical Ethics, Writings on an Ethical Life),
Tom Regan (The Case for Animal Rights, All That Dwell Therein) and Klaus Michael Mey-
er-Abich (Praktische Naturphilosophie, Wege zum Frieden mit der Natur). They, to put it
briefly, believe that animals are beings capable of suffering, which have their own
interests and needs that are partly similar to the basic needs of men; if there is
such a similarity, then, the principle of equality requires that the interests of ani-
mals are respected equally as the similar interests of humans; animals finally have
their own value, which for some derives from their consciousness, while for oth-
ers additional importance lies in the kinship of humans and animals. For more
details consult: Kaluderovi¢ 2020. ("The Reception of the Non-Human Living Beings
in Philosophical and Practical Approaches". In Epistémés Metron Logos) forthcoming.

2Human dignity has often been linked to Immanuel Kant's second formulation of the cate-
gorical imperative: "Act so that you use humanity, as much in your own person as in the person

of every other, always at the same time as end and never merely as means". See: [Kant 2002:
46-47]. Consult also: [Eterovi¢ 2017: 104-110].

3The definition of "animal" can not be easily or unambiguously determined. According to
"European Convention for the Protection of Vertebrate Animals used for Experimental and
Other Scientific Purposes”, "animal" means any live non-human vertebrate, including free-
living and/or reproducing larval forms, but excluding other foetal or embryonic forms. In
the Preamble of this convention it is stated that animals have capacity not only for suffering
but also for memory, so therefore man has a moral obligation to respect all animals.
European Convention for the Protection of Vertebrate Animals used for Experimental and

Other Scientific Purposes: http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/en/treaties/html/123.htm.

“More elaborately on these and similar dilemmas, especially in relation to plants, see: [Cha-
movitz 2017].
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meaning of certain terms, such as “communication”, “consciousness” and
“opinion”, in order to be able to talk about their truthfulness in regards to
non-human living beings, the author of this paper believes that the departure
from mainstream Western thought and philosophy is not a novelty of the sec-
ond half of the XX century. Namely, different animal rights movements were
organized in Europe much earlier. In London, for example, already in 1824 the
first society for the prevention of cruelty to animals was established, whereas
aregulation pertaining to animal welfare! in the UK was adopted in 1911, and,
including numerous amendments, it is still in force today.

In a classic passage that Jeremy Bentham wrote even earlier, namely in
1780, it is asserted: “The day may come when the non-human part of the ani-
mal creation will acquire the rights that never could have been withheld from
them except by the hand of tyranny. The French have already discovered that
the blackness of the skin is no reason why a human being should be abandoned
without redress to the whims of a tormentor. Perhaps it will some day be rec-
ognised that the number of legs, the hairiness of the skin, or the possession of a
tail, are equally insufficient reasons for abandoning to the same fate a creature
that can feel? What else could be used to draw the line? Is it the faculty of reason
or the possession of language? But a full-grown horse or dog is incomparably
more rational and conversable than an infant of a day, or a week, or even a
month old. Even if that were not so, what difference would that make? The ques-
tion is not Can they reason? or Can they talk? but Can they suffer?” [Bentham
1780/2017: 143-144].

The search of antecedents of levelling the differences between humans
and other living beings, stems from the very origins of science i.e. from the
first philosophers of nature, on the basis of whose extant fragmentary manu-
scripts it can be established that they anticipated most of the latter modali-
ties of non-anthropocentric approaches. In order to understand the views of
philosophers of nature who were active in the so-called cosmological period,
itis necessary to leave aside dualistic conceptions, especially those that on the
Cartesian trail emphasize the sharp distinction between matter and spirit. For
early physicists, in particular, there was no inert matter that due to the logical
necessity would require the division of the first principle into the material
and efficient element. When accepting any principle as the sole source of ori-
gin, automatically, at least to the same extent, its inherent mobility was borne
in mind as well.

In short, the standing point of the first philosophers still belonged to the
age when there was no serious distinction between body and soul, organic

! Animal welfare is usually, however estimated based on internationally accepted concept
of the so-called "Five Freedoms": http://www.aspcapro.org/sites/pro/files/aspca_asv_five_
freedoms_final_0_0.pdf.
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and inorganic.! In their minds rather figured some kind of mixture of corpo-
real and mental elements, as this is the time when it was difficult to imagine
the body without a soul or the soul without matter. The first philosophers,
consequently, understood thinking as something corporeal similar to sensa-
tion and generally understood that like is understood as well as perceived by
like (De An.404b8-405b10, De An.405b13-19). The expected consequence of
such approach is the assertion of some Presocratics that not only man but also
all other beings have consciousness, thought and thinking.

The rapid development of technique and technology in this century, as well
as in the previous one, has put man in a completely new moral situation. The
new situation is reflected in the fact that modern man must assume responsi-
bility for the effects that are not the result of the actions of any individual, but
represent the collective act, as Edmund Husserl would say, of an “anonymous
subject”. The effects of modern technique suggest a completely new situation
for traditional social and humanistic sciences, since the postulate of an an-
thropocentric image of the world is essentially derogated in the sense that
people as species are unquestionable in their existence on the Earth. Ensuring
the survival of the human species in the foreseeable future is a task to whose
achievement new knowledge in some of them should contribute, especially
in ethics? or bioethics.? In order for this fact to be confirmed, they need to re-
examine the power of technique, whose deeds thus acquire a philosophical
sign, given the importance they have in the lives of the human species.

In the meantime, nature has begun to vigorously “protest” against exces-
sive human activity by changing the climate on Earth (“global warming”),
but also by increasing the number of diseases and plagues in humans and
animals. Burning stakes during the crisis of so-called “Mad Cow”, “Bird Flu”,
“Swine Flu” diseases, or the latest “African Swine Fever”, to name some, are
just a warning to people and a hint of much more serious problems they may
face. As an imperative, a new order in life is introduced, where one will be-

!Asitis evident from Aristotle’s claim that Thales thought that the stone (magnet) has a soul
because it can cause movement (eimep TOv AiBov €@n Yuxnv €xewv, dtu ... Kwvel). Diogenes
Laertius (1,24), relying on the authority of Aristotle (De An.405a19-21) and of Hippias
(DK86B7), claims that Thales and ascribed to non-ensouled beings, i.e. to non-living beings
(drdxoig) to have soul (Yuxas) as well, repeating the example with stone magnet and
adding the amber. Consult also: [Kaluderovi¢ 2015a: 471-482].

2It would be possible therefore, on the trail of Hans Jonas, to establish a new imperative: "We
should not compromise the conditions for an indefinite continuation of humanity on earth”
[Jonas 1990: 28]. See also: [Juri¢ 2010: 153-165].

3 Fritz Jahr coined the original term Bioethics and formulated a Bioethics Imperative:
‘Respect every living being on principle as an end in itself and treat it, if possible, as such!’ [Jahr
2012: 4]. Consult: [Zagorac 2018: 155-167].
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come aware that the Earth can no longer tolerate man’s often ruthless acts,
but requires the cooperation of man with the world surrounding him.?

* % %

Indirectly preserved Pythagoras’ views confirm a universally known fact
that he was the first to bring to Greece the doctrine that all living beings that
were born are kindred (6poyevi}). The idea that all forms of life are kindred
brought into connection not only humans with animals and plants, but also
indicated that human soul, however the truth is only after purification, can
achieve melding with eternal and divine soul, to which it belongs by its own
nature (Sext. Math. IX, 127). This kinship of all varieties of life was a neces-
sary prerequisite for the Pythagorean doctrine on the transmigration of souls
(moAtyyeveoia) [Herodot 2009: 102; Huffman 1999: 70. In Long 1999].

Xenophanes reports about palingenesia as the Pythagoras’ doctrine by a
well known statement that once when Pythagoras saw some people beating
a dog and advised them to stop, since in the yelping of the dog he recognized
the soul of his friend (DK21B7).% This fragment shows that the Pythagorean
belief in renewal or rebirth of the soul was already so widely known in the
sixth century BC that it got parodied. Pythagoras’ recognition of his friend’s
soul embodied in a dog illustrates, on the other hand, the transfer of personal
identity on the vy, which means that a personality somehow survives in
the migrations of the soul and that there is a continuity of identity. The conclu-
sion that can be derived, at least implicitly, is that ensouled beings, therefore
animals, but also certain plants, in a sense, are conscious beings [Protopa-
padakis 2019: 24-29].

A structural difficulty of such a view is how to fit the kinship of entire na-
ture with logical implications that thus plants should not be consumed either
since they, according to Pythagoreans, are living beings and a part of the com-
munion of nature. As Diogenes Laertius (VIII,28) reports Alexander Polyhis-

1 Parts of comments have been taken and paraphrased from: [Kaluderovi¢ 2018: 31-44].

2From this fragment (DK21B7) it is evident why kinship of all beings which is associated
with the doctrine of the transmigration of souls is at the basis of the Pythagorean ban on
the eating of animal flesh (DK58E). Since the topics discussed in the Pythagorean fraternity
caused controversy, and that they themselves are difficult to systematize and interpret con-
sistently, it is not surprising that attitudes about (non) use of animal meat are not uniformly
understood in the latter times. In short, the views of Pythagoreans ranged from the belief
in a complete ban on the use of animal meat in the fraternity (DL,VIII,13; DK14.9), through
refraining from eating just certain species of animals (DL,VIIL,33, DL,VIII,34; DK58C4,
DK58C6; Porphyry: 65. https://books.google.rs/books?id=pu5hAAAAcAA]&printsec=fron
tcover&dq=porphyry+on+abstinence+from+animal+food+pdf&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKE
wjWkejdnr_TAhVBtxoKHTY1BxIQ6AEIJjAB#v=0nepage&q&f=false), to a categorical denial
of any bans on meat consumption (DK14.9; DL,VII],12). For more details see: [Steiner 2005;
Dombrowski 1984].
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tor notes that in the Memories of Pythagoras he found the solution to the para-
dox. Pythagoreans believed that all things live which partake of heat, and this
is why the plants are living beings ({®a), but not all have a soul (yruxnv). The
soul is a detached fragment of ether («if1p), the one hot and the one cold. The
soul is different from life,! it is immortal (DK36B4) because immortal is also
that from which it separated [Guthrie 1962: 202]. Plants, therefore, have a life,
but not all of them have souls which means that some of them are suitable for
consumption.?

Pythagoras, however, believed that food helps in education of men, if it is
of good quality and regular, so he consented to eating everything that leads
to a healthy body and a keen mind. He was also convinced that adequate food
favors the skill of prophecy, purity and chastity of the soul, i.e. of sobriety and
virtue.

By putting human beings into the same rank with animals, Pythagoras de-
manded they must be viewed as kins and friends and not to be harmed un-
der any circumstances.? He thought that this promotes peace, because if men
started to abominate the slaughtering of animals as something illegal and
unnatural, they would not regard killing of a human being as an honorable
act either, and therefore would not initiate wars. This “indirect” duty towards
animals was later recognized by Clement of Alexandria, Maimonides, Thomas
Aquinas, Kant, and some modern philosophers, and is still today used as an

! Werner Jaeger makes a similar conceptual distinction interpreting Anaximenes. He says that
Anaximenes uses the word Yuyn in the sense of "soul” and not in the sense of "life", and this
he explains by the fact that the air (d1}p) is bearer of life. For Anaximenes the basic substance,
according to Jaeger, is already alive and it refers to the visible corporeal world as the soul to the
human body. Consult: [Jaeger 1967: 79]. See also: [Kaluderovi¢ 2016: 75-88].

2Plants that were not acceptable as food were broad beans (lat. Vicia faba) and mellows (lat.
Malvaceae). For the detailed reasons why Pythagoreans abstained from eating bread beans
and mellows see: Consult: [Jamblih 2012: 69].

3 Pythagoras was the first philosopher who sometime after 530 BC practiced the use of bar-
ley cakes, honey and olive oil instead of animal sacrifice (Ilamblichus, in the part when he
is talking about everyday life of Pythagoreans says that before dinner they used to make
sacrifice of "fumigations and frankincense” (Bunudtwv te kal AtBavwtov), and adds that
"flesh of sacrificial animals, as they rarely fed on fish" (kpéa {wwv Buoipwv [lepeiwv], TV §¢
Badaocoiwv 6Pwv omaviwg [xpficOat]) was also placed before them. See: [Jamblih 2012: 63].
Earlier in the book Iamblichus notes that it is incorrectly attributed to Pythagoras that he
instructed athletes to eat meat instead of dried figs (Ibid, p. 17; this story is also repeated by
Diogenes Laertius [Laertije 1973: 270]). The founder of the fraternity also prescribed that
ensouled beings are not to be used for nutrition, since they are kindred to humans by means
of community of life, identical elements and relationships between them, as well as by uni-
fied breath that pervades them all.
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argument why we should not carry out experiments on animals.! The reason
is potential subsequent dehumanization of man himself.?

Empedocles, a century later, says that all beings think (me@pdvnkev), i.e.
that they have understanding or consciousness, and adds that this is so by
the will of Fortune. Related to this is his claim from the end of fragment 110
(DK31B110), that everything can have thinking and have its share of thought.?
In the introduction to this fragment it is even possible to find the thesis that
all parts of fire, whether they are visible or not, can have thinking (@povnow)
and the ability to think (yvounv), rather than a share of thought (viopatog).
Sext Empiricus adds that it is even more astounding that Empedocles holds
that everything has a discernment facility (Aoywad), including plants.* This
view shows that according to Empedocles as well, who even more explicitly
asserted it than Pythagoras, the idea of kinship of all living not only has a vital-
animal meaning but to a certain extent the mental meaning.

In his verses Empedocles is also telling about the sacrifice by using wa-
ter, honey, oil and wine, i.e. he sings about old times when love and compas-
sion for the kin were above everything else, about absence of killing and the
treatment of other living beings as one’s own household members. Instead
of living beings i.e. animals, people, according to him, tried to propitiate the
queen Kupris (KUmpis Baoiiewa) (Aphrodite) by sacrificing® myrrh, frankin-
cense and honey, statues and “with pictures of animals” (ypamtoig te {wlolol).
In these times, according to the philosopher of Akragas, everything used to be
tame and gentle towards man, including birds and wild animals. The sacrific-
ing which Empedocles mentions did not include destruction of plants either,
which also is probably due to the fact that in fragment 117 (DK31B117) he

1 On scientific experiments on animals consult: [Aramini 2009: 403-405; Frey 2005: 91-103].
2 Porphyry writes the following: "The Pythagoreans, however, made lenity towards beasts to
be an exercise of philanthropy and commiseration” (ot 8¢ [TuBaydpetoL TV TPOG Ta Onpia
TpadTNTA HEAETV MO oavTo ToD PAaVOp®TOL Kal PuAowkTippovog). See: [Porphyry: 116].
Parts of comments have been taken and paraphrased from: [Kaluderovi¢ 2017: 97-108].
sEmpedocles’ view, from the fragment 110 (DK31B110): "That they all have think-
ing and [have] [its] share of thought" (mévta yd&p (8L @pdvnowv Exelvy Kal Vo HaTOg aicav)
can be relatively easily correlated with Parmenides’ view that: "All things have some
kind of cognition" (mdv t0 6v £xew Twa yvdow) (DK28A46). As far as Parmenides is
concerned, i.e. the relevance of his views for subsequent establishment of non-
anthropocentrism, paradigmatic is fragment 16 (DK28B16). For more details consult:
[Kaluderovi¢ 2014: 394-396].

*That this is not so unusual view as Sextus Empiricus writes, confirm quoted paragraphs of
Pythagoras as well as the fragments following Anaxagoras and Democritus.

5The very idea of sacrifice is often regarded as a morally mediated communication of people with
gods or deities. See: [Zirar 1990].
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recorded that he had been a boy and a girl, a bird and a fish, even a planti.e. a
bush (6&uvog).!

Empedocles says (DK31A70) that trees represent a primordial form of life
(“first living things” (mtp&ta T §€v8pa @V {wwwv), which had survived even
to his time. Moreover, they had existed even before the Sun spread and the day
and night were distinguished.? Doxographer Aetius, who reports the thoughts
of the Sicilian, indicates to the analogy of plant and animal life, confirming it
by using the term life ({(®a) for the trees, the word that was usually restricted
to animals. Empedocles, just as Pythagoras, if we use modern terminology,
was convinced that there was no sharp genetic difference between plant and
animal worlds.?

Empedocles urges his disciples to abstain from eating all ensouled (living)
beings (¢udriywv), since eaten bodies of living beings ({wwwv) are where pe-
nalized souls reside. He believes that he himself is one of them, the one who
has killed and eaten, and that it is by purification that prior sins in connection
with food should be treated. Sacrificing a bull and eating his limbs, as this
philosopher from Sicily says in part of the original fragments entitled as “Puri-
fication”, was “the greatest abomination” (Wboog ... péyrotov) for man. Anyone
who gets his hands dirty by murder shall experience the fate of “evil demons”
(8aipoveg olte), that is for 30,000 years* he shall wander outcast far away
from the blissful, leading a hard life and shall incarnate in the forms of many
creatures. That is exactly what Empedocles claims about himself, that he is
“banished by the god and a wanderer” (@uydag 0e60ev kal &ANTNG). Subject of
man'’s exile from the divine home is taken, then, by Plotinus and Porphyry,
repeated in different contexts in the works of Aurelius Augustine, and used by
Plutarch as a consolation for political persecution. Basically, according to Em-
pedocles the sin that broke the golden era of tranquility and general leniency
was Kkilling and eating animals.

! Empedocles obviously, as well as Pythagoras, held the view that one’s soul may transmigrate
both among humans and among animals and plants.

2In the Bible, in the first book of Moses ("Genesis"), for a comparison, it is said that the
night and day, were distinguished and named on the first day and the Sun on the fourth
day of creation, while grass, plants and trees were created not earlier than on the third day.
For more details consult: [Biblija, Sveto pismo Starog zavjeta, ,Prva knjiga Mojsijeva” 2007:
9-10].

3 Therefore, without any hesitation he makes comparisons and analogies that today may
seem strange, at least. For example, that "tall olive trees ... bear eggs first" (wloTokel
pakpa 8évdpea mpdTov élaiag), i.e. that the nature of seeds is equal to the nature of eggs
(DK31B79). Or, that hair, leaves, scales and thick feathers of birds are the same (DK31B82),
while an ear the philosopher from Sicily calls a fleshy sprout (DK31B99).

*That is three times ten thousand years, while one myriad (é¢t®v pupiwv) according to Plato
(Phaedr.248e) is the time required for the soul to return to the place it came from.
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Empedocles’ case shows that men are living beings that make mistakes
and that they owe to animals the justice that is based on the mutual kinship.
When Aristotle in Rhetoric (1373b6-17) talks about the special and gener-
al laws, the general laws he simply called natural laws. The explanation of
natural laws is linked with general understandings of the just and unjust in
harmony with nature,* which, according to him, has been recognized by all
nations. The Stagirites believes that with Empedocles it is just that very kind
of law, i.e. that the philosopher from Agrigento referred to that right when he
was forbidding to kill living beings,? since it is impossible for ones to do that
justly and the others to do that unjustly. Empedocles (and Pythagoras) claims
(DK31B135) that for all living beings applies only one legal norm, and that
those who had hurt a living creature shall receive punishments that cannot
be redeemed.

Empedocles’ (and Pythagoras’) followers repeat that men are kin not only
to each other or with the gods, but with living beings which do not have the
gift of speech. Something common that connects them all is a breath (mvebpa),
as a kind of soul (Yuxfig), which extends throughout the entire cosmos and
unites men with all of them. Therefore, if man would be killing or eating their
flesh, they would commit injustice and sin towards deities (doeBrjoopev) to
the same extent as if they destroyed their relatives (cuyyeveig). For that rea-
son the Italian philosophers advised man to abstain from ensouled (living)
beings (¢uPvxwv) arguing that it is a sacrilege committed (Goef€iv) by “those
who drench altars with warm blood of the blessed” (Bwuov épgvbovtag po-
Kkapwv Beppoiol @ovolowy) (DK31B136). Transmigration, thought Empedo-
cles, means that men are literally killing their relatives, i.e. that the man who
eats meat can eat his son, as well as the son can eat his father, or that children
can eat their mother because they changed form.

Anaxagoras, then, often cited the mind as the cause of what is good or
right, while in other places he asserts that soul is the cause. The philosopher
from Clazomenae asserts that the mind exists in all living beings ({wotg), both
large and small, in both the valuable and in those less valuable (De An.404b1-

1 According to Aristotle (Met.1015a13-15): "From what has been said, then, it is plain that
nature in the primary and strict sense is the substance of things which have in themselves,
as such, a source of movement” (ék 61 T@v eipnpévwv 1) PO TN VOIS Kol Kuplwg Aeyopévn
£0Tiv 1) oVl TOV EXOVTWV dpxTV KIoEwS &V adiTols 1) adTd). [Aristotle 1991: 1603]. See:
Met.1014b16-17, Met.1014b17-18, Met.1014b18-20, Met.1014b20-26, Met.1014b26-32,
Met.1014b32-35, Met.1014b35-1015a5, Met.1015a6-19; Phys.193b12-18, Phys.192b8-
193a2, Phys.193a9-17, Phys.193a17-30, Phys.193a30-193b12.

% Stagirites writes (De An.412a14-15): "By life we mean self-nutrition and growth and de-
cay” (Cwnv 8¢ Aéyopev v 8U' abTtol Tpo@nv Te kal avénowv kal @Biow). [Aristotle 1991:
656]. Consult also: Protr. B74, B80; De An.434a22-25; De Sensu 436a18-19; Phys.255a5-7;
Top.148a29-31.
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5).! Anaxagoras did not always consider mind (vo0g) as something that cor-
responded to thinking (@povnow). Aristotle, however, believes that the mind
is not equally inherent in all living beings, not even in all of the men, while in
some Anaxagoras’ fragments voU¢ simply means Jrux1| in general. Somewhat
later (De An.405a13-14) the Stagirites cautiously repeats that it seems to him
that the philosopher from Clazomenae still distinguishes between the soul
and the mind. The objection placed at the expense of Anaxagoras is that he
treats soul and mind as having the same nature, regardless of the fact that he
sets mind as a principle.?

William K. C. Guthrie said that in Anaxagoras the degrees of reality showed
that the soul at its lowest level is that what gives the living beings power of
self-motion, while the ability of cognition of beings is at higher levels. When
he postulated mind as the principle of all movement Anaxagoras linked all the
layers of reality. For animate beings mind is an internal faculty but for inani-
mate things it is an external force [Guthrie 1965: 316]. Implicitly present in
Empedocles, the idea of degrees of reality will be further elaborated by some-
what older philosopher, Anaxagoras, perhaps the first on in the long line of
the history of theory of levels from Antiquity to Nicolai Hartmann [1973]. It is
not, therefore, surprising to find the places where it is stated that the plants
also possess a certain degree of sensation and thought. In addition, Anaxago-
ras (and Empedocles) says that plants are driven by desire, that they have
feelings, sadness and joy (DK59A117).

Anaxagoras also asserts that plants are animals ({®a elvai), and as evi-
dence of his claim that plants can feel “sorrow and joy” (AvmteloBoat kal 16e-
o00at), he mentions the changing of leaves. Despite the arguments of other
ancient philosophers that plants and many animals do not breathe, the philos-
opher from Clazomenae was of the opinion that plants do breathe (tvonv) (De

! Aristotle probably has in mind the parts of Anaxagoras’ fragment 12 (DK59B12). The Sta-
girites wondered whether Anaxagoras identified Nous and psyche, or he made the difference
between them (About this dilemma writes Harold Cherniss [Cherniss 1964: 293]). The bur-
den of decision-making about this issue is not reduced by reference to Anaxagoras’ fragment
11 (DK59B11), in which he asserts that in everything there is a share of everything, except
mind, but there are some things in which mind, too, is present. Archelaus, imitating Anax-
agoras, held (DK60A4) that mind is equally peculiar to all living beings, i.e. that every living
being uses mind and that the difference occurs only in the speed of its use.

2The Stagirites probably best expressed his disappointment with Anaxagoras’ use of mind
in Met.985a18-21. Theophrastus says (DK62.2) that Kleidemos does not hold, as Anaxago-
ras, that mind is the principle of everything. Probably the Nous, according to Kleidemos, may
not be different from the rest of the soul. In the following fragment (DK62.3), Theophrastus
writes that Kleidemos thinks that plants (t& @utd) consist of the same elements as living
beings ({wtoig), and if they consisted of more opaque and colder elements, they would be
further from being living beings ({®ta).
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plantis 816b26).! Anaxagoras, moreover, in the (Pseudo) Aristotelian manu-
script Iept putdv (De plantis) was presented, together with Empedocles and
Democritus, as the proponent of the thesis that plants have mind and ability
to think. The mind is, according to Anaxagoras, present in all living beings
(humans, animals and plants) and it is the same in all of them. The differences
between these beings are not a consequence of essential difference among
their souls, but a consequence of differences among their bodies, which either
facilitate or hinder fuller functioning of Nous.

The idea of kinship of entire nature was not an exclusive Italian paradigm
but its traces can be found in the lonian tradition as well. Anaxagoras adopt-
ed a widely spread notion that life was originally generated out of moisture,
heat, and earth. He actually says that living beings were first created “in the
humidity” (év Oyp®1) and later from one another. Air for Anaxagoras contains
seeds of all things, and they were brought down from aer, together with wa-
ter, and they generated plants. To this Theophrastus’ statement on Anaxago-
ras, a Christian thinker Irenaeus adds that previously said applies to animals
as well, i.e. that “animals resulted from seeds that fell from heaven to earth”
(animalia decidentibus e caelo in terram seminibus) (DK59A113). Irenaeus
says about Anaxagoras that he was nicknamed an atheist (atheus), perhaps
because for him the heaven is no longer the father who needs to fertilize the
mother Earth by rain, in order for the rain, as his seed, then to grow in the
warmth of the bosom of the Earth. Pericles’ friend explains things by mim-
icking to a certain extent mythological forms, however in a rationalized dis-
course of his viewpoints the seed simply descends to Earth from heaven by
rain and germinated with the aid of heat.

At the end of the series of Presocratics, whose views are relevant for the
latter attempts to establish non-anthropocentrism, there is Democritus, who
was about forty years younger than Anaxagoras. He is mentioned together
with Empedocles as a proponent of the viewpoint that it is necessary to iden-
tify @poévnoig with aloOnoig (Met.1009b12-31).2 In the manuscript On the
Soul (404a27-29) it is said that for the philosopher from Abdera soul and
mind are the same things, since the phenomenon (@awvoépevov) is the truth

!From such a perspective the attitude Diogenes of Apollonia (DK64B4) that men and all oth-
er animals ({®.a) live upon air by breathing it, and this is their soul (Yyruxn) and their rea-
son (vénotg), while, when this is taken away, they die, and their reason (vénoig) fails, seems
very "common".

2In the part of fragment 105 (DK68A105) Philoponus, in Aristotle’s footsteps, asserts that
Democritus says that the soul is not divided into parts and that it has not many abilities, add-
ing that thinking and sensation are the same thing and proceed from the same Suvdpews.
Aetius confirms (DK67A30) that for atomists thinking and sensation have to depend on the
physical mechanism. Leucippus and Democritus, according to his interpretation, consider
that sensations (aioBoeig) and thoughts (vonoeig) are only changes of the body.
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(GC315b9-15). In the following part of this manuscript the thesis about the
identity of soul and mind in Democritus is repeated, together with the claim
that he does not consider the mind as a kind of power to achieve the truth.?

Democritus (and Parmenides and Empedocles) argued that animals have
a kind of ability to think. He believed that animals are responsible for what
they do, and that they can be the subject of a just punishment. In fragment
257 (DK68B257), the Abderite writes that only some i.e. certain animals may
be killed. The following fragment specifies that unpunished shall remain the
one who Kkills the animals that cause harm and which want (6éAovta) to cause
harm. Now the question is raised what are these “some” animals that may
be killed? What are the animals that cause harm and can act intentionally?
Democritus may have invoked the distinction, which was attributed to Py-
thagoras, among wild animals like foxes, reptiles, lions or wolves that could
be killed without any fear and farm animals, cattle or horses, which should
not been killed, because they probably belonged to someone and were subject
to standardized care. Wild animals are a8wketv which means “behave badly”
or simply “harm”, while the term &ikaiog implies that domestic animals are
“as they should be”, or that they behave “appropriately” and “trained”. In the
following fragment 258 (DK68B258) Democritus said that everything that
unfairly (mapd 8iknv) causes harm should be killed. Are there any creatures
that do harm fairly (kata 8iknv)? A potential positive answer lies in the early
understanding of the noun 8ikn as “something normal”, what is “normal”, and
therefore also “right”. Wolves and foxes which ravage forests do not behave
Tapa Siknv. They do it when they break into corrals with sheep or yards with
chicken, so they should be killed at all costs because then they “cause unjust
harm”. The fragment 259 (DK68B259), finally, refers to the fact that the fero-
cious beasts and reptiles should be killed because they are enemies in any
framework [Kaluderovi¢ 2015b: 167-177].

The philosopher from Abdera believed, similarly to Parmenides and Em-
pedocles, that there is a small part of the soul in all things, and therefore in
plants as well.® Given that he derived thinking (@poveiv) from the composi-

1The clues for not making a distinction between voiig and Yuyr Democritus could also find
in Homer (/1.XXII1,698; 0d.XVI11],136) and Herodotus (Istorija, VII1,97.2).

2 Aristotle similarly records in De An.405a8-13 and in De Resp.472a6-8.

3 Following the trail of Parmenides, Democritus in the fragment 117 (DK68A117) argues
that dead bodies have a share in a kind soul, and that they have ability of sensation as well.
That plants can see, feel, memorize, think and consciously alert their neighbours when trou-
ble is near it was known even two thousand years ago, although at the time it was not possi-
ble to use arguments and knowledge associated with the process of photosynthesis, the sim-
ilarity of the genes of plants with human and animal genes, cell division, growth of neurons
and functioning of the immune system. Presocratics were thinking within the framework of
ensouled physicality, intellectualized materiality and logicized sensuality.
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tion of the body, Democritus (DK68A135 (58) simply says that it occurs when
the soul is in a suitable condition with respect to its mixture. Plutarch reports
that Democritus’ disciples thought that a plant is an animal that grows from
the soil ((®a €yyewa).! Unnamed disciples of the philosopher from Abdera
believed, in other words, that there was no substantial difference between
plants and animals, except that the plants are rooted in the soil.?

Some Presocratics were, if we would review what was previously stated,
convinced that there was an intrinsic affinity of the entire nature, so without
a lot of normative acts but on the basis of a deep belief in their own closeness
with other living beings they refused to harm them and use them as food. By
leveling animals “upwards”,? i.e. by attributing similar or identical emotional
and intellectual characteristics to all living beings, the first Greek philoso-
phers paved the way for subsequent attempts at scientific, philosophical but
also legal modifications of their status, which culminated in the last century.

* % %

The last around fifty years on the European continent were marked by dra-
matic changes in the area of ethical-moral and legal-political regulation of the
protection and welfare of animals. They are the result of legislative activities

1 The same thought Plutarch attributed (DK59A116) to Anaxagoras’ and Plato's disciples.
Plato in the Timaeus (77a) says that the plant is "another kind of animal” (¢tepov {@®ov) and
that "a nature akin to that of man" (tfig yap avOpwTivng cvyyevij @Uoews Vo). Some-
what later (Tim.90a), the Athenian says that man is "a plant not of an earthly but of a heav-
enly growth” (@uTov ok €yyelov GAAQ oUpdviov).

2In the part of the paper on the philosopher from Clasomenae paraphrased is also the man-
uscript On plants (815b16-17), in which the view of three post-Parmenidian philosophers
(Anaxagoras, Democritus and Abr. ("Abr." is abbreviation of "Abrucalis" and refers to Empe-
docles) is stated that plants have both voUv and yv®ouw.

3 Ante Covi¢ believes that most of the discussions about the responsibility of man for non-
human living beings occur within the so-called ethics of animals, whose task is to determine
the "moral status of animals", and in the framework of advocacy for "animal rights". He
adds that in this context, the "absurd method of speciesistic levelling" has been established,
which appears in two of its forms: As the Aesopian approach of "levelling in ascending or-
der"”, which consists in anthropomorphic adherence to non-human living beings specifically of
human qualities and categories, such as dignity, moral status, rights, etc., and as a Singer's ap-
proach of "levelling in descending order", which consists in zoomorphic reduction of specifical-
ly human characteristics and categories. Both methods have the same goal - to level differences
between man and other living beings with the ability to sense based on the wrong assumption
that this is a good way to develop moral considerations and legal obligations towards non-hu-
man members of the sensitive community". Consult: [Covi¢ 2009: 37].

About the concept of co-called "Animal ethics" see: [Callicott and Frodeman 2009: 42-53].
Consult also: [Jamieson 2008: 112-120].
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of individual states® as well as of the transposition into the national legislation
of a large number of relevant documents adopted under the auspices of the
European Council and the various decisions of the bodies of European Union,
and of the standardizing of the legislations of European countries.?

The majority of the adopted laws and regulations reflect the predominant-
ly practical-ethical or bioethical understanding of animals, i.e. the evolution
of attitudes of legislators towards the environment, animal life as its integral
part, and even towards animals as individual beings or creatures by them-
selves, their overall integrity and well-being. The meaning of such animal pro-
tection was, and still is anthropocentric in nature, since in its center are not
animals as such, but different interests of man and society as a whole, such as
the protection of human health, economic development and development of
various economic branches, animal husbandry, hunting, fishing, protection of
public morality, order and good practice and feelings of man towards animals
as well as the economic interests of animal owners.?

As long as modern societies remain largely associated with the consump-
tion of meat, the basic “right” of animals to life may be only gradually imple-
mented, and therefore anchored to the very fence of more specific legal regu-
lations, of course with different programming of dietary and other habits of
the new generations of man. It is highly unlikely that in the foreseeable future
man will stop eating animals, i.e. that he will accept this fundamental “right”
of animals,* however that does not mean that we should not continue to work
on deepening the protection of non-human living beings.

In other words, in order for the sensibility of animals and plants to be ad-
equately internalized it should become an integral part of the education and

! Germany is the first country in the European Union, which based on an amendment to its
Constitution from 2002 provided the highest standards of legal protection of animals at the
federal level. On the basis of the 1992 plebiscite, in Switzerland, the Constitution guarantees
the inherent value of animals, i.e. it already speaks of "dignity of creation” ("die Wiirde der
Kreatur"). Serbia adopted its ,3akoH 0 106po6uTH )kuBOoTHHA” ("Law on Animal Welfare of
the Republic of Serbia") in 2009. However, the idea of a human relationship to animals and
their protection was regulated in Serbia in 1850 i.e. 1860.

2 During this period, at least seven conventions dedicated to the welfare of animals were
adopted. For more detailed consultations on the perspectives and achievements of bioethical
institutionalization in the European Union consult: [Rin¢i¢ 2011].

3Modern legislations most commonly establish the basic principles of the protection of animal
welfare on the so-called patocentric concept, because they speak of the "universality of pain”, and
besides the pain, suffering, fear and stress, it is usually added that animals can feel panic as well.

*Ivan Cifri¢ writes in detail about the right of animal species to life, different theoretical
approaches, as well as the results of the research of the respondents on this subject. Consult:
[Cifri¢ 2007: 209-232]. Joan Dunayer claims that people deny the right to life, liberty,
and other fundamental rights to non-human living beings for only one reason which is
speciesism. See: [Dunayer 2009: 202].
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upbringing of all from the earliest days. It is very important that the different
authorities and the citizens themselves in their knowledge and insights do not
go below achieved civilized standards of ethical-moral culture and to reflect
on different topics concerning the relationship towards animals and plants
with due caution and awareness about the dilemmas they may encounter in
their professional work and life. Finally, a suitable interdisciplinary, multidis-
ciplinary, transdisciplinary and pluriperspective approach, as well as aware-
ness about responsibility, should result in a more delicate and responsible
treatment of non-human living beings by all mentioned.
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Keavko Kaaydsceposuy. l0cOKpaTUKU Ta iHIII XKUBI icToTH

[IpUXUIBHUKU CYMHIBIB y IOMiHY04ill aHTPOMOLEHTPUYHIN epcneKTUBi cBi-
Ty Aefasi BIeBHEHille BUCYBAOTh (610)eTHYHI BUMOTH I10/j0 HOBOT'O BUPiLlIeHHS
CTOCYHKIB MDX JIIOJbMH Ta IHIIMMHU iICTOTaMH, CTBEPDKYIOUH, 1[0 JOTPUMAHHS 3a-
XiTHUX PiNocoPChbKUX Ta TEOJIOTIYHUX TPAAUIIN CIPUYUHUIO HUHILIHIO €KOJIO-
riyHy, i He JiMllle eKoJIOTiuHY Kpr3y. BoHUM 3/iHCHIOITL CIPO6U BCTAHOBUTH HOBI
BiZJHOCMHU 1IJISIXOM pesiiTUBI3alil BiAMIHHOCTEN MiXK JIFOAUHOIO Ta HEJIIOJCbKUMU
)KUBHMHU ICTOTAaMH, 4aCTO XapaKTepU3YIOYM HeJIIOJACHKI »KUBI ICTOTH 4Yepes3 0Co-
6/IMBi pucH Ta KaTeropii, BJACcTUBI JIIOASAM, TaKi K TiHICTb, MOPaJIbHUM CTATYC
Ta npaBa. ABTOp AOC/iKY€E onepeHi TOUKU 30py, L0 BiXUJIAIOTHCA Bifi OCHO-
BHOI 3axiiHOI disocodii, mify KyTOM HEAHTPONOLEHTPUYHOT'0 PO3IIUPEHHS €TUKH,
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i 3HaX0AMTB iX y PpparMeHTax nepiux Gpizukis, AKi migKpeca0Basy CIOpiAHEHICTh
ycix pisHOBUAIB KUTTS. Y 1jboMy KoHTeKCTi [lidarop, EMnesnoks, AHakcarop i [le-
MOKPIT po3IIsiZiaiv TeBHUX TBAPHH i POCJIMHY SIK CBSLIEHH], TOGTO BOHU BBaXKa-
JIY, 10 Li ICTOTH, B IIEBHOMY CEHCi, HeCyThb BiZIOBiJa/IbHICTD 3a Te, 1[0 BOHU pO-
6JIATD, 1 1[0 KpiM TOro, HUMH MOXe KepyBaTH NPUpOJiHE 6aKaHHS, BOHU MalOThb
MOXJ/IMBICTb JUXaTH, BifuyBaTH, OYTH CyMHUMHM i LACJMBUMH, a TAKOXK MalOTh
JAy1ly, 34aTHICTb PO3PI3HATH, IPUTAMHICTD, 3aTHICTb MUCJIUTH, PO3YMITH i Ha-
BiTh po3yM. HaperTi, aBTOp BBaXkag, 1110 BUpillleHHsS a60 MOM SIKILIeHHS 3raZjaHol
KpH3HU N0JIATa€E He B IPOCTOMY €30110BOMY BUPIBHIOBaHHI TBapHH i pOCJIHH «Bro-
py», a B aleKBaTHOMY MiAX0/i CBOEPIAHOI Nakel, AKUU pO3BUHE Y JII0Jel NIpUTa-
MaHHY iM (6i0)eTHYHY MOZe/Ib TPUNHSATTS HEJIFOJICbKUX XXUBHUX iCTOT 5K iCTOT, AKi
3aC/IyroBYIOTh Ha MOpPaJIbHe Ta rifiHe CTaBJIEHHA Ta [I0Bary.

Knawuoei cioea: docokpamuku, cnopidHeHicmb, 100U, HeAtodu, Jcusi icmomu,
3axucm, do6pobym.

Kesnvko Kasnyodsceposuu. JoCOKPaTUKHU U ApPYyTHe KMBbIe CylleCcTBa

CTOpPOHHUKM OCNApUBaHUS JOMUHUPYIOLIEH aHTPONOLEHTPUYECKON TOY-
KU 3peHHs] Ha MHUpP Bce 60jiee HACTOMYMBO BBIJBUTAIOT (6HO0)3THYECKHE Tpe-
60BaHUs JJIsI HOBOTO pellleHHs] OTHOLIEHUH MeX/y JIIAbMU U IPYTUMU Cylle-
CTBaMH, yTBepXJas, YTO NPUBEPKEHHOCTb 3anaZHbIM (UI0COPCKUM U Teo-
JIOTUYECKUM TPaJULIUSAM BbI3Basa TEKYIIMH 3KOJOTUYECKUH, HO U He TOJIbKO
3KoJIOTUYeCKUH Kpusuc. [lpefNpHHUMAIOTCA NONBITKH YCTAaHOBUTb HOBBIE
OTHOILIEHMS NMyTeM PeJSITUBHU3ALUH PA3IUUYUN MeX/y YeJOBEKOM U HevyeJloBe-
YeCKUMHU >KUBBIMH CyIleCTBAMHU, YAaCTO MPUIMChIBAs HedyesJl0BeyeCKUM >KUBbIM
CyllecTBaM CrelurUyecK YeJ0OBeYeCKre YePThl U KaTeropyuu, Takue Kak Jio-
CTOMHCTBO, MOPaJIbHBIN CTATYC U NpaBa. ABTOpP UcCIe[yeT NpeJlecTBeHHUKOB
TeX TOYEK 3pEeHHUs], KOTOPble OTKJOHSIOTCS OT TOCIOJCTBYIOIEH B 3amaJiHOH
dunocoduy, c NO3ULUM HEAHTPOIOLLEHTPUYECKOTI0 pacCllIMpeHUsl 3TUKH, U Ha-
XOJIUT UX BO $pparMeHTax MepBbIX PU3UKOB, KOTOPbIEe MOJYEPKUBAIN POJCTBO
BCeX pasHOBUAHOCTeH xu3HU. [ludarop, Imnenoks, AHakcarop U /leMOKPUT B
3TOM KOHTEKCTE CYMTAJIN ONpe/ieIEHHBIX XKUBOTHBIX U PACTEHHS CBSILEHHBIMH,
TO eCThb MOoJIarajiy, 4YTo 3TH CyILeCcTBa, B Ollpe/ieJIeHHOM CMbICJ/Ie, HECYT OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTb 3a TO, YTO OHH JIeJIAI0T, U UTO OHH, IOMHUMO TOTO, YTO MOTYT PYyKO-
BO/ICTBOBATbCSl €CTECTBEHHbBIM )KeJlaHHueM, CTIOCOOGHOCTD AbIIIATh, YYBCTBOBAT,
ObITb TPYCTHBIMU U CYACT/JIMBBIMHY, A TAKXKE UMETh JyIly, CIOCOGHOCTb pa3Jiv-
4yaTb, UMeTb 0CO3HAHHOCTb, CIIOCOGHOCTb JyMaTh, IOHUMATb U JlaXke ObITb HO-
cUTeNAMH pasyMa. HakoHel, aBTOp MoJsiaraeT, YTO peLIEHHs WM CMATrYeHHe
YIOMSIHYTOTO KpPU3HCa 3aKJ/II0YAIOTCS He B IIPOCTOM 330110BOM BbIpaBHUBAaHUU
YKUBOTHBIX U PACTEHUH «BBEPX», & B a/IeKBATHOM I10/X0/le CBOe06pa3HOH Mmaiiie-
WY, KOTOPBIX Y JIt0Jiell pa30BbeT BPOXKAEHHYIO (610)3TUUYECKYI0 MOJIe/Ib TPUHS -
THS1 HEYeJI0BEYEeCKHX KUBBIX CYIIEeCTB KaK CYIIeCTB, 3aC/AYKHUBAIOIHUX MOpaJb-
HOT'O U JJOCTOMHOI'0 O6pallleHusl U yBaXKEHHUS.

Knawueswle caoea: docokpamuku, podcmeo, /100U, HevesoseyecKue cyuje-
cmea, 3aujuma, 6.1a20C0CMOsIHUe.
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