ARTICLES

Philosophy of / as a Journey

Dariusz Kubok

ABsTRACT This article is introductory in nature, seeking as it does to shed pre-
liminary light on issues relating to the connections between philosophy and travel.
Its primary claim is that it is valuable to conceive of philosophy as a specific type
of journey, and to contrast it with the philosophical conception of travel. Both phi-
losophy and travel may converge in a specific activity that is worth characterizing,
at least in broad terms, in order to enrich each of them with aspects that would
not be visible when considering them separately. Initially, some of the earliest
uses of terms related to philosophical activity in early Greek thought, as well as
an iconic fragment from Plato’s Symposium, are analyzed. On this basis, certain
characteristics of the philosophical journey will be demonstrated. Subsequently,
the phenomenon of travel itself will be subjected to philosophical reflection, result-
ing in the delineation of one of its possible forms—the eidetic journey. As a result,
it will be possible to outline selected connections between the philosophy of the
journey and philosophy as a journey.
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Let us settle ourselves, and work and wedge our feet downward through
the mud and slush of opinion, and prejudice, and tradition, and delusion,
and appearance, that alluvion which covers the globe, through Paris and
London, through New York and Boston and Concord, through church and
state, through poetry and philosophy and religion, till we come to a hard
bottom and rocks in place, which we can call reality, and say, This is, and
no mistake.

Henry David Thoreau, Walden.'

Henry David Thoreau’s provocative exhortation is likely to resonate
with many philosophers, though not necessarily always in positive terms.>
It might well perturb not only those who seek to deliberately distance
themselves from the American thinker’s position, but also those who
simply hold different views on core issues arising in philosophical reflec-
tion: ones that bear on what we are fundamentally aiming to address when
we engage in philosophical discourse. To mitigate possible controversies,
it could be pointed out that the term “reality” is multifaceted, and that its
employment leaves room for discussions about the “reality of the mind,’
the “reality of language,” and the “reality of other entities.” Prejudice aside,
however, one must admit that in the context of the entire body of his work
Thoreau’s statement is remarkably lucid: one must navigate through the
mire of opinions, someone else’s words, foreign perspectives, alien books,
and tangled discourses, to finally reach “the hard bottom and rocks” of
that solid reality that is experienced. Indeed, the thinker from Concord
gained notoriety as a devout promoter of the view that one should not
write more than one walks, for a philosopher cannot be confined to the
library alone, or solely to the immediate vicinity of his or her writing
desk. Mistrustful of “armchair philosophy,” Thoreau advocates committing
oneself to the continuous discovery of reality—both the world’s and one’s
own. Such tangible and corporeal engagement with reality translates into
the formation of a sense of kinship with the surrounding world, a union
with the whole. Unity of this sort is a function of one’s constant readi-
ness to plunge, head first, into the world: a cause and at the same time an
effect of the constant immersion in “rock-bottom” reality that leads one to

1. Thoreau 2004, 97-98.

2. The research activities co-financed by the funds granted under the Research Excellence
Initiative of the University of Silesia in Katowice.



PHILOSOPHY OF / AS A JOURNEY 11

daily discoveries of “the new.” It is interesting that it was only in 1964 that
George Santayana would feel inclined to open his article The Philosophy of
Travel with a query that clearly disregarded the Thoreauvian legacy, and
a hypothesis that the transcendentalist had already proven correct: “Has
anyone ever considered the philosophy of travel? It might be worthwhile”
(Santayana 1964, 1).

Since then, of course, much has changed. Today, philosophical reflec-
tion on travel would not raise any eyebrows; it is, one could risk claiming,
self-evident. What remains constant, however, is that Thoreau continues
to instruct us that no one can live our deliberate life for us: living at the
most profound level excludes proxies—only we ourselves can embrace it.
By extension, our philosophical lives, lest they be superficial, require that
we plunge into the experience of a unique engagement with reality at the
level of its deepest possible dimensions. Such philosophy demands action;
it must be founded upon committed inquiry and, inevitably, incentivize
a reaching out towards others. It therefore hardly comes as a surprise that
philosophy has often been conceived of as a voyage: with so many traits
in common, the experience of philosophy and the experience of journey-
ing run parallel, and the elucidating of their mutual relationships proves
intriguing. In this light, philosophy conceived as a voyage—philosophy as
a journey—should be juxtaposed with a philosophical conception of travel
or, to put it another way, the philosophy of the journey.

Indeed, philosophy and travel can converge, with them both boiling
down to a unique activity that is in itself definitely worth characteriz-
ing, albeit only in broad terms. Although the motives, trajectories, and
goals of philosophy and travel may differ, the image of the philosopher as
a traveler (a wanderer, a sailor, a pilgrim) remains iconic—or, at the very
least, is deeply entrenched in literature. Furthermore, the journey itself
is a phenomenon that merits attention and, not infrequently, emerges as
a philosophically intriguing concept: an art form of sorts, or even a mode
of existence.’ Let us, then, explore what happens when these diverse yet
convergent experiences engage in dialogue with each other.

PHILOSOPHY AS A JOURNEY

Understandably, it would not be feasible to carry out a detailed analysis
of the wide variety of approaches to philosophy-as-a-journey within the
confines of a brief article. Embracing these limitations, however, I intend

3. See, e.g., Thomas 2020; Scapp and Seitz 2020; Gros 2014; MacCannell 1999; Montiglio
2005; Tribe 2009; Iyer 2014; Moeller and Whitbread 2014.
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to narrow down my reflections to a few selected examples of the earliest
historical conceptualizations of philosophy. In so doing, I will be focusing
on the literal sense of the term “philosophy” in early Greek thought, and
on its use, concentrating specifically on its iconic representation associ-
ated with Plato. My interests revolve around three particular instances of
ancient thinking about philosophy, which I intend to explore in order to
(at least partially) reveal philosophy’s relatedness to travel in terms of their
shared conceptual structures.

To explain this, one must start with the oldest extant testimony concern-
ing philosophy, namely fragment B35 of Heraclitus as cited by Clement of
Alexandria in his Stromata:*

xP1 €0 pého ToAAGY loTopag Prlocdgovg &vSpag eiva.
Men who love wisdom must be investigators into very many things.’

Although the noun “philosophy” does not appear here, a reference to
“men who love wisdom” (ptlocd@oug) does. Setting aside controversies
regarding the authenticity of this fragment,® what is crucial is the assertion
that each such person must be an inquirer (iotwp), and an inquirer into
a great many “things” at that. Thus the investigative element (inquiring,
seeking) that defines pihocd@oug finds its complementation in the neces-
sity of the engagement with multiplicity. The Ionian concept of icTopin
resonates here—not merely in its basic sense (i.e. the conventional cumu-
lative collection of facts and observations), but also in its more complex
dimension involving the critical evaluation, comparison and non-directive
assessment of the accumulated facts.” Fragment B35 thus describes the
activity of a researcher and thinker seeking answers, and not the procedures

4. Allreferences to the works of the presocratic philosophers are made to the texts included
in the following edition: Diels and Kranz 1992 (henceforth abbreviated as DK). In parentheses,
I also provide the fragment numbers referencing the Laks and Most edition of 2016 (herein-
after cited as LM). Unless indicated otherwise, all translations of passages are derived from
this latter work. A more comprehensive analysis of Heraclitus’ ideas can be found in (Kubok
2021a); the following remarks concerning Heraclitus serve as a recapitulation of those earlier
research findings.

5. DK B35 (LM D40), Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 5.140.6.

6. According to Markovich, it is only the phrase moAA&V iotopag xprj that is originally
Heraclitus’s (Markovich 2001, 26). Some scholars regard this fragment as (at least partially)
questionable in terms of its authenticity (Markovich, LM), while others propose that it reveals
traits of irony (Cornford 1957, Zhmud 2017) or mockery (Granger 2004).

7. See Floyd 1990; Raaflaub 2002.
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characteristic of an expert or an exponent of dogma.® In the paragraphs
below, I will attempt to succinctly demonstrate the connections obtaining
between this assertion and other significant fragments by Heraclitus, with
a view to sketching out that philosopher’s understanding of the phrase
“men who love wisdom”

I take Heraclitus to be advocating the validity of referencing sensory
experiences as a starting point for further inquiries’—insisting, at that, that
one must be an observer of “a great many things.” However, such a proce-
dure has its principles and its limitations. Firstly, observation must serve
as the foundation and essential material for understanding, for a holistic
comprehension, for grasping the depth of matters,'’ and for integrating

8. It is noteworthy that Clement of Alexandria references this passage in the context of
reflections on happiness and misery conceived as knowledge of God or ignorance thereof.
Clement writes there that Heraclitus asserted that “men who love wisdom must be investiga-
tors into very many things,” and he supplements this statement with the following: “kai t@®
OvTL avérykn moA& AovnOfvan Silrpevov Eppevon é60A6v” (“and truly must he who seeks to
be good err in many things”) (Clem. Alex., Strom. 5.140.6). Compare: “TIOAN" &ékovta abelv
Sulripevov éppevon €é60AOV” (Phocylides, fr. 13). For Clement, happiness is associated with
the knowledge of God, whereas Heraclitus believes that philosophizing men, though they
should be investigators of many things, (must) err in many respects. There may be doubts as
to whether these are the views of Heraclitus himself, but Clement, in my opinion, captures
an essential feature of the early Greek project of those who love wisdom: namely, the com-
bination of “investigating many things” with the possibility (or even necessity) of “erring in
many matters” The sage, the god, the person enlightened by divine knowledge, has access
to knowledge that is certain; those who love wisdom, on the other hand, err—which does not
diminish their determination in seeking answers.

9. Marcovich is thinking along similar lines when he writes that for Heraclitus “[s]ense-
perception and experience remain the basic condition for the apprehension of the omnipres-
ent Logos [...]; but this is not the only condition: more are required [...]. Among them, the
intelligence or faculty correctly to interpret sense-data [...] and insight [...] are the most
important. Without these conditions men cannot reach the Logos nor attain wisdom (véog
[...]), but will stay at the stage of sterile toAvpain. Thus ioTopin is not rejected by Heraclitus
[...]; but it is only the first step toward the apprehension of the universal Logos” (Marcovich
2001, 28). It is in this vein that I read the fragment: “dowv dyig dxor) pddnoic, Tadrta éye
npotyéw” (DK 22 B55 (LM D31))—not necessarily in the Laks and Most version only (LM,
111, 155). See also Pritzl 1985.

10. Bruno Snell asserts that Heraclitus introduced a novel understanding of the soul, fun-
damentally divergent from the Homeric conception. He primarily emphasizes the profundity
of the soul (DK 22 B45), and stresses the issue of intensity. As illustration, Snell (1953, 17-18)
points out that just as lyric poetry is characterized by constructs with pabv-, Homer employs
those with moAv- to express the amplification of vision and experience. This is evidenced by the
latter’s descriptions of Odysseus, which emphasize certain traits of the hero in an intensified
form (1toA¥-)—as in, among others, ToAOTAG, TOAVpTXOVOG, TTOADpN TG and ToAVTpoTog. In
Ionian thought there are clear indications of research being carried out into a broad range
of subjects. Of particular note is Xenophanes’ self-conscious grappling with epistemologi-
cal challenges (fragments DK 21 B34, B18, B35, B36, B38). Mention should also be made of
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multiplicity into unity (A6yoc). Secondly, relying on a multitude of experi-
ences must not devolve into a descent into woAvpaBin.
« moAvpadin voov €xewv o0 diddokel- Hoiodov yap av édidake kal
Mubaydpnv adtic te Eevophved te kol ‘Exataiov (DK 22 B40
(LM D20)).
« ITuBaydpng Mvnodapyov iotopinv floknoev avBpdmwv poiicta
TOVTOV Kol EKAEEAPEVOC TROTOG TAG GLYYPOPAS ETOLHOATO EQVLTOD
copinv, moAvpadiny, kakotexvinv (DK 22 B129 (LM D26)).

Hence, the multiplicity experienced through the procedure known as
lotopin may either lead to understanding or to moAvpafin. The latter term,
ambiguous in itself, denotes improper cognitive states: polymathy (drawing
from many sources) or encyclopedism (knowledge of many things). Taking
into account the contents of fragments B104 and B114, where the term v6og
appears, one may understand fragment B40 as describing both the learning
process and the issue of authority. In this case, moAvpabin would represent
a model of investigation and inquiry characterized by a mechanical and
unreflective attitude to learning, consisting in the absorption of numerous
pre-existing views and in acquiring information from a variety of individu-
als, where these jointly engender a cognitively scattered mixture of opinions.
Such polymathy presupposes multiplicity (of external authorities) without
recognizing unity. A different meaning of roAvpafin is more evident in B129,
where the word denotes a set of views concerning “many things,” which nei-
ther teach nor lead to the knowledge of unity expressed in the term Adyoc.
Heraclitus’ critique of moAvpaBin is thus a critique of both the effects and the
method of observation of the world: one cannot be content with multiplicity
while disregarding unity, and neither should one listen to the multitude of
human opinions at the expense of focusing on the all-unifying Adyog.

Fragment B1 encapsulates a multitude of themes characteristic of Heracli-
tus.! In the present context, however, my interest is in only some of these.

other researchers, such as Hecataeus, who plans his investigations with a view to gaining
knowledge based on eyewitness experience: “Exatoaiog MiAfjolog ke pobeiton- éde yphow,
&g pot Soxei dAnOéa eivou ol yxp EAAjvwv AdyoL ToAAot Te kad yehoiol, g pol paivovta,
eioiv” (Demetr.: De eloc. 12, 8-10). See also Thucydides: “oltwg &ralainwpog toig ToAAoig
N {imog trig aAnBeiag, kai &l T éTolpa paAdov tpémovtan” (History of the Peloponnesian
War, 1, 20, 3). The above notwithstanding, it is Heraclitus who would appear to be the pivotal
thinker of the period. As Snell (1953, 144) writes, “In place of extensive searching, he demands
an intensive approach”

11. “rob 8¢ Adyou 1008’ £dvTog del aEvvetol yivovton dvBpwmol kal tpdcbev 1 axodoou kol
AKOVOAVTEG TO TPOTOV: YIVOHEVOV YAP TAVTOV KATA TOV Adyov TOVSe drteipoloty éoikaat,
TELPOUEVOL KO ETTEWV KL EPYWV TOLOVTWV, OKOiwV ¢y®d dunyedpon katd @Oow Siatpéwmv
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One of the primary motifs of his reflection is that people are uncomprehend-
ing (gbvetor) of the logos, as a result of which they seem inexperienced
(&meipoiowv) both before they listen to the logos and after they have heard
it. From fragment B34 we also learn that &€bvetol can be understood as the
assertion that people are akin to the deaf (kwpoicw éoikaot),’ because—as
Laks and Most express it—"[...] being present, they are absent.”* Fragment
B107 is a fitting complement to these observations:

Kool péptupeg dvBpdoloty d@Bapol koi dta PapPfépoug Yoydg ExovTwv
(DK 22 B107 (LM D33)).

Contrary to some interpretations, Heraclitus does not assert that if one
trusts the reliability of the senses, one possesses a barbaric soul; rather,
the converse—if one has a barbaric soul, then one’s eyes and ears must be
poor witnesses. Taken in themselves, however, the eyes and ears need not
necessarily be poor witnesses. A soul that is f&pfapog is characterized by
its alienness and incomprehension, its language bordering on incomprehen-
sible gibberish (Nussbaum 1972a, 1972b).** Those with Bappapovg Jruyég
are incapable of attuning themselves to the Adyoc, and thus the scattered
and dispersed multiplicity of things fails to coalesce into a unity of under-
standing. It is this logos that is the aim of the investigative efforts of those
who love wisdom: by examining the multiplicity of things, or the mani-
fest testimonies, one will reach the hidden nature of things. The problem,
indeed, lies in the fact that “nature loves to hide” (po1g kpOmTesOon @ulel,
B123)." Consequently, those who love wisdom seek nature, which loves to
hide; the love of the seekers is directed towards what is concealed, what

gkaoTov Kol palwv dkwg Exel. Tovg 8¢ GAlovg avBpdmovg AavBaver Okdoa EyepBévteg
motodoLy, dkworep Okdoa ebdovteg émAavOdvovtan” (DK 22 B1 (LM D1)).

12. Heraclitus writes that &&Ovetol are kw@oiow €oikaot. It is noteworthy that the verb
kw@aw denotes such concepts as make dumb, silence, grow dumb or deaf, become stupid; in
turn, the adjective kw@6g means, among other things, mute, noiseless, dumb, deaf, dull, obtuse,
senseless, unmeaning and obscure.

13. “a€dveToL AKoVOAVTEG KWPOLoLY £0iKaoL PATIC AVTOIGLY PopTLPEL TapedvTOg dmelvor”
(DK B34 (LM D4)). In fragment B51 Heraclitus affirms that the greatest deficiency among
humans is their inability to comprehend how diverse entities can harmonize, and therefore
their inability to understand how opposites may constitute a unity.

14. See Marcovich 2001, 47; Lesher 1983, 158; Nussbaum 1972a, 1-16: Nussbaum 1972b,
153-170.

15. In a different fragment Heraclitus emphasizes that “invisible harmony is stronger than
a visible one” (“appovin agavrg paveprig kpeittwv”) (B54). Laks and Most’s translation,
however, reads somewhat differently: “Invisible fitting-together (harmonié), stronger than
a visible one” (LM, III, 163).
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delights in hiding, and hence the lover and the beloved do not originally
dwell in a harmonious embrace of love. The philosophical effort is directed
towards the hidden and the unifying.

In fragment DK B101 Heraclitus declares that “I searched for myself”
(edulnodyuny épewutdv),' and he adds, in DK B22, that “[t]hose who search
for gold dig up much earth and find little (xpvcov yop ot dilrpevor yijv
TOAATV OpVGoovot kol evpickovoty 0Aiyov).” Thus, we have come full
circle in our analyses. The latter fragment, once again, shows the exam-
ination of multiplicity; this time, however, such an examination is not
conceived as the starting point of inquiry, but is rather viewed in the con-
text of its suggestive culmination. Those who love wisdom must examine
a vast multiplicity of things, but what they find, however small, is valuable.
An understanding of this multiplicity can be gained in the form of what
Heraclitus calls A0yog—the all-unifying order that loves to hide. Lovers of
wisdom must come to terms with the fact that their love may not be fulfilled
in the sense of attaining certitude or completeness of knowledge, and yet
they should appreciate that it is nonetheless possible to find “nuggets of
gold,” insights into the hidden structure of reality. Such an effort is simply
a journey—and it is crucial to comprehend that the most important of all
the journeys is the journey into oneself, and that this journey’s value does
not lie in its culmination or conclusion but, precisely, in the inquiry itself
and the search for unity in multiplicity:

Yuyxng meipata iov ok av ¢Ee0poLo, TAoY EMLITOPELOHEVOS 08OV- 0VTW
Babvv Aoyov Exel.

He who travels on every road would not find out the limits of the soul in
the course of walking: so deep is its account (logos) (DK 22 B45 (LM D98)).

It is to this dimension of philosophy as “skeptical inquiry”—conceived
not as Sextus’ éox, but as a relentless effort of searching and examining
without presupposing the culmination of these acts—that I refer when I use
the term zeteticism; the zetetic attitude thus rests upon a negation of both
positive and negative dogmatism.'’

16. DK 22 B101. Plutarch associates this fragment with the Delphic injunction yv®d6t
cavtdv: “0 8 ‘Hphrletog g péya tL kal cepvov Siomenpoypévog «Enoaunv» gnotv
«EpeLTOV» (B101), xal TdV év Aed@oig ypoppdtwv Oetdtatov é50ket TO «yvdOL cavtdov»”.
Plutarch: Adv. Colot., 1118 C.

17. According to LSJ, the verb {ntéw means: L. “seek,” “seek for,” “inquire for,” “search after,”
“search out,” “search or inquire into,” “investigate,” “examine,” “require,” “demand;” II. “seek

after” “desire,” “seek to do;” III. “have to seek,” “feel the want of”
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Tracing the earliest assertions concerning philosophical activity, it
would be impossible not to mention Herodotus. In Book I of the Histories
(Herodotus, I, 30) he describes Solon, who, driven by the need to settle
certain affairs, but also for the sake of seeing various lands,'® sets out on
a journey—first to Egypt, and then to Sardis, then under Croesus’s rule.
The king addresses Solon thus:

“Eelve "ABnvaie, map’ fuéag yop mepl oo Adyog Arikton ToAAOG kol co@ing
[elvexev] Thig ofig Kal TAGVNC, OG PLAOGOPEWY YTV TOAANV Bewping elvekev
émeAnivbag”

“Athenian guest, much report of thee has come to us, both in regard to thy
wisdom and thy wanderings, how that in thy search for wisdom thou hast

traversed many lands to see them.”*’

Firstly, let us consider two matters. The title of Herodotus’ work is
Totopiau, indicating not only histories but also inquiries; Solon embarks
on his journey motivated by Bewpia—that is, observation of the world.
Thus, ictopia and Bewpio converge in this activity, as both investiga-
tion and observation fulfill the essence of traveling. Croesus, in address-
ing Solon, highlights two qualities, for which Solon is famous: wisdom
(cogin) and his experience of wandering and travel (tAévn)—these can
be considered Solons’ key resources. Moreover, Croesus’ words reveal
the following connections: the motif of the journey (efficient cause) —
love (search) for wisdom (expressed in the text as gLAocopéwv); the object
(purpose) of the journey — many lands (yfjv woAAnv); the final cause —
observation of things (Bewpin).?” Therefore, for Solon, tAdvr is oriented

18. Snell observes that “[t]his enthusiasm for investigation lives on in Herodotus. For him,
experience forms the one and only basis of knowledge. He distinguishes between what he
has seen himself, what he has heard from eye-witnesses, and what he has learned merely as
rumour, and thus completes the pattern which had first been sketched in the invocation of
the Catalogue of Ships” (Snell 1953, 144).

19. HerodotusI, 30, 9-12; transl. G.C. Macaulay. (Compare the translation by Robin Water-
field: “My dear guest from Athens, he said, ‘we have often heard about you in Sardis: you
are famous for your learning and your travels. We hear that you love knowledge and have
journeyed far and wide, to see the world’” (Herodotus 1998).

20. A similar conception of philosophy—and even the invention of the term “philoso-
phy”—is attributed to Pythagoras. The oldest testimony regarding the above seems to be that
provided by Heraclides Ponticus, with Cicero and Diogenes Laertius referencing his work.
The credibility of Heraclides’ account is often questioned, and there is no certainty that “phi-
losophy” in its nominal form can be traced back directly to Pythagoras. Cicero (Tusculanae
disputationes, V, 8-9) recounts a story of Pythagoras meeting with Leon, the ruler of Phlius.
When asked by Leon in which art he was most proficient, Pythagoras responded: “artem
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towards experiencing (observing) the multiplicity through—and because
of—philosophy conceived as the love of wisdom.” In contrast to Heracli-
tus, in Herodotus’ account “observation” is not specified in terms of its
proper objective, yet it can be assumed that Herodotus dismisses believing
rumors and, instead, advocates one’s involvement in firsthand experience
of what is different, and thereby becoming a witness to places and events.
The philosophical motif of the journey in this fragment does not offer
any strict definition of philosophical methodology; nor does it posit any
epistemic resolution, such as, for instance, understanding the world by
means of reducing multiplicity to unity. However, an important proposi-
tion seems to stand out: a journey is an act of purposeful wandering that
may be philosophically motivated. The model of philosophy applied to it
is therefore secondary.? From this we can conclude that not all journeys
are motivated in these terms: e.g., escape, exile, eviction, or a walk for
health purposes would not be driven by philosophical concerns. Hence,

quidem se scire nullam, sed esse philosophum.” Pythagoras further illustrated his position by
comparing life to the Olympic Games, attended by three types of people: athletes for glory,
merchants for profit, and those who come solely to observe the spectacle. Philosophers
belong to this last category—those who observe and inquire into the nature of the world. Dio-
genes Laertius writes, “@ilocogiav 8¢ tpdtog wvopace ITubaydpag kai éavtdv prrdcopov,
v Ziku@dVL Stakeydpevog AéovtL ) Zikvwviey Tupdvve 1] Phiaciov, kadd enowv Hpakeidng
6 Hovtikog év tij Mepi Thg durvou- undéva yap eiva copov [&vBpwmov] AN fj Bedv. Battov
8¢ éxaheito cogia, kol 6opog O TadTnV EmayyeAAOHEVOG, OG €l av kat> akpoTnTa Yuyig
amnkpLpopévog, errdcopog 8¢ 6 copiov aomalopevog” (Diogenes I, 12). It is important to
emphasize the definition of philosophy as an activity that does not lend itself to being reduced
to any art or specialization, suggesting that philosophy is tantamount to a non-specialized,
general contemplation. Another source illustrating the early conception of philosophical
reflection in Greek culture that is worth mentioning critiques philosophy—or, more precisely,
criticizes a certain form of it. This is the treatise ITepi &pyaing intpukfig from the Hippocratic
Corpus, whose dating is uncertain (though likely the last quarter of the 5th century or early-
4th century BCE). The anonymous author writes: “5t &v moA\Ov o dTepd Te Kal S
mAéovog axpPing éoti. Al yop pétpouv Tivog otoyxdoacbot: pétpov 8¢, 00d¢ oTabpov, ovde
apBpov ovdéva dAlov, Tpog 6 avapépwy eiot) TO axpLPeg, ovk & evpoing GAA’ 1) ToD oORATOG
v aioOnowv- 810 Epyov oVTw Katapadelv akpLPéng, Hhote opkpd dpopTdvely EvBa 1) EvOox
(De prisca med., IX, 10-14). In contrast to philosophy, which relies on hypotheses, medicine
must aim for precision and accuracy. Thus, philosophy should not be applied in medicine
due to its methodological approach and its engagement with t& agavéa te kai amopedpeva.
“Kod S1ix tadtar 0dv 0088v Séetan brobéosrog” (De prisca med., I, 19-20).

21. Thus conceived, the activity of Solon (as depicted by Herodotus) may be inconsistent
with testimonies that regard this thinker as one of the Seven Sages—that is, those who already
possess knowledge. Regarding the connections between Homer, Ionian Oewpia, and Herodotus,
see Montiglio 2005, 118-146.

22. Itis worth noting that ancient literature is replete with narratives about the philosophi-
cal journeys of eminent thinkers (Thales, Empedocles, Democritus, Plato and Pyrrho). See
also Niblett 2021, 56—59.
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in speaking of the philosophical journey as an activity of an essential kind,
we should consider the motive and purpose of its commencement. Solon, of
course, is not a “professional” philosopher, a specialist in the field denoted
by this appellation; however, the above notwithstanding, he demonstrates
a particular type of philosophically motivated attitude, conceived both as
Bewpia in the original sense of the word and as “wandering” and “seeking
wisdom.

It is worth remembering that the subsequent part of the conversation
between Croesus and Solon concerns happiness, which, according to the
latter, can only be judged in light of the end of the entire process (for
instance, at the end of one’s life). Besides, “anyone who lives for a long time
is bound to see and endure many things he would rather avoid”* Thus,
the journey of life is essentially tantamount to wandering and roaming, in
which pleasures and suffering mix. It is interesting to register the contexts
of the fragments from Clement and Herodotus as indicating that however
the philosophical effort should be conceived, it is originally associated
with the observation of multiplicity, and must reconcile the latter with
elements of wandering (Clement) or suffering (Herodotus). In my view, the
key element of the quoted conversation is its emphasis on the dynamics
of the philosophical journey—a journey driven by an attitude of inquiry,
requiring mindfulness, and stemming from a willingness to authentically
participate in otherness.

To conclude this brief overview of instances where we encounter philo-
sophical activity being made mention of in literal terms, we will make
a certain temporal—and substantive—leap. We will skip the remaining
pre-sophist thinkers, as well as the sophists themselves and Socrates,* in
order to dwell at greater length on a passage from Plato’s Symposium?® that
introduces a new dimension to thinking about philosophy and, by exten-
sion, also thinking about philosophy-as-a-journey. The dialogue, one of
Plato’s major works on love (Eros), also deals with the love of wisdom. In
fragment 204b, we find the following reasoning: i) wisdom is [one of the]
most beautiful things (Eotiv yop 81 tdv kaAdictov 1) coeia), and ii) Eros

23. Herodotus I, 32; transl. R. Waterfield.

24. The model of early Greek philosophy undergoes a transformation with the sophists—
beginning with Protagoras and Gorgias who, broadly speaking, replace philosophy with
rhetoric, or perhaps, more specifically, with the contesting of words and arguments. Socrates,
the philosopher averse to travel, becomes a quintessential example of the non-peripatetic
practitioner of this sort of dialogue.

25. For a more detailed discussion of the travel-related aspects of Plato’s philosophy, see:
(Montiglio 2005, 155-79).
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is love of the beautiful ("Epwg 8 ‘¢otiv épwg mept 10 kaldv). The conclu-
sion that necessarily (dote dvaykaiov) follows from these premises is that
Eros is a philosopher ("Epwta pildcogov eivar). Plato further identifies
the proper domain of philosophical activity as dwelling “in the mean” or
“in between” (peta€l or év péow) wisdom and ignorance, mortality and
immortality, the gods and humans. This is no longer a horizontal observa-
tion of multiplicity, nor a vertical insight into oneself, but a relation of the
mortal to the eternal, unchanging forms. Moreover, Eros-the-philosopher
is described as a daupoviog avip (203a), daipwv péyag (202d), or even the
eppunvedov (202e). Diotima notes that the whole misunderstanding relating
to Eros arose from his treatment as an object (the beloved, the object of
love) rather than the lover.” Regarding love, and thus philosophy, the key
issue is the act of loving itself, the desire, the craving for what one does not
possess. It is the other—the unknown—that is the object of love and desire,
which Diotima expresses with the verb émbupéw, meaning “to long for,”
“to covet,” “to desire” In the context of love thus conceived, the primary
issue is not fulfillment but rather the fervor of desire, the love of beauty.

Philosophy, as a love that transcends the mortal, the human, and the
ignorant, and yet is not immortal, divine, or fully wise, is realized in desire
and inflamed longing for, and the unquenched pursuit of, inquiry into, and
aspiration towards, beauty (the good). Central to such a philosophy is its
zetetic activity,”” an inextinguishable desire free from a priori judgments
regarding the realizability/viability of this process, such as are expressed in
terms of either positive or negative dogmatism.* It is not necessarily about
thinking of the outcome of the process in terms of some promise of fulfill-
ment, nor about coming to terms with the inevitability of non-fulfillment, or
about resignation or surrendering hope. Philosophy is a zetetic activity that
combines desire, continuous searching, and the hope that one will attain
what one does not possess. It is thus a journey focused on the enthusiasm
that comes with a perspective of hope and a desire to grasp beauty.

It is evident that when we analyze ancient conceptions of the enterprise
commonly characterized as “philosophical,” we encounter the notion of
philosophy-as-a-journey, in which philosophical activity is conceived of
as a voyage through multiplicity towards an eventual sounding of the

26. ,0v 8¢ o ONONg "Epwrta eivan, Bavpactov o08év Emabeg. ordng 8¢, dg éuol Soxel
tekpanpopévy € GV o Aéyelg, 10 Epapevov "Epwta elva, 0 to ¢pdv” (Symp., 204c).

27. For more information on zeteticism or zetetic criticism, see Kubok 2021a, 115-146.

28. See Kubok 2021b.
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depths of unity. Such a journey exhibits a characteristic trait that may
come in useful when seeking to address the general concept of the jour-
ney in a philosophical context—reflections that, unlike the argumentation
presented in the previous sections here, would fall within the scope of dis-
cussions of the philosophy of the journey. Our initial glimpses of what such
metaphilosophical reflection might look like can now serve to illustrate
a specific type of journeying: the philosophical journey. Understanding the
philosophical enterprise (unfolding at the originary stages of the develop-
ment of philosophy itself) as a journey also affords one a retrospective
view of the latter as a realization of the stance of the first Greek thinkers.
In light of the analyses carried out in the previous section, we may
venture a tentative generalization concerning the uniqueness of philoso-
phy as a philosophical journey. Along with the interpretation of selected
fragments of early Greek thought and of those passages from Plato’s work
that describe philosophical activity in literal terms, we have arrived at
the observation that Heraclitus portrays the philosopher-traveler as an
inquisitive, curious researcher of multiplicity (otherness and diversity),
whose examination of this multiplicity must not devolve into moAvpaBin,
meaning polymathy understood as the unreflective drawing of information
from many sources, or into encyclopedism, based on a collector-like accu-
mulation of knowledge concerning numerous things and/or experiences.
A characteristic component of journeying thus conceived is some sort of
voracious experience of otherness driven by an intention to understand
a different world in all of its authenticity. Such a journey is meant to recog-
nize the hidden harmony of interconnected “things,” or their inner nature
(AOyog), given the fact that ordinary mortals mostly fail to understand how
dissimilar things may be consonant with one another. As has been recog-
nized, nature loves to hide, and thus, in his or her quest, the philosopher-
traveler is compelled to continually uncover that which is hidden behind
the facade of everyday life and cheap trinketry (zetetic attitude).
Heraclitus also demonstrates that eyes and ears are poor witnesses
for those possessing barbaric souls (DK 22 B107). The dominant form of
spiritual barbarism in travel is imposing one’s own world and language
upon that which is different; in such cases, the other is not allowed to
remain other. Such travelers are but tourists wanting to see, and therefore
anticipating, the familiar in their encounters with the other. On the other
hand, being PapPapog means intruding with one’s speech into a world
that speaks a language different from one’s own, resulting not only in
a failure to understand that world but also in a failure to realize one’s own
unwillingness to learn about it. Finally, in cases where our unwillingness to
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become familiar with the unfamiliar world is conscious, the other remains
foreign. Travel-related barbarism can thus manifest itself either through
forcing the other into familiarity, or through rendering it entirely foreign.
Hence, the philosophical journey really amounts to the art of shedding the
barbarism of one’s soul. Such a journey should be founded upon accep-
tance of the unexpected, while anticipating conversation, understanding,
fascination, or beauty (B18); it is nothing other than being-in-a-state-of-
wakefulness conceived of as openness to what is common.”” Employing
the awake/asleep opposition, Heraclitus also indicates that the journey is
a departure from oneself—from one’s dreams—and a motion towards what
is common and unifying. Finally, fragment B34 provides us with a general
principle distinguishing non-philosophical travel from philosophical travel,
where non-philosophical travelers, “being present, are absent,” as opposed
to philosophical journeymen who, “being present, are present.” Respect-
ing otherness in its authenticity involves participating in it, treating it as
material for reflection, or a springboard for self-transformation.

Herodotus’ account illustrates the philosophical journey focused on
Bewpia, i.e. observation of the world, which—alongside the efficient cause,
which is the love (search) for wisdom and the uncovering of the object of
the journey through experienced multiplicity—constitutes the final cause
of travel. The philosopher also clearly emphasizes the dynamics of the
philosophical journey—based on zetetic inquiry, sensitive awareness, and
a desire for authentic participation in otherness. Plato complements this
image of the journey by highlighting the subjective function of travel:
its answering to an erotetic desire for otherness (i.e. for what one does
not possess). The driving force of such a journey is a fervent craving for
beauty in zetetic activity, unfolding between mortality and divinity, rather
than the prospect of arriving at, and then enjoying, some pre-planned
outcome.

THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE JOURNEY

Travel can serve as a frame for a unique experience of the world—a frame
conducive to experiencing one’s self. It allows one to delve into oneself
and to transcend oneself at the same time, as the journey simultaneously
grounds one and uproots one. Irrespective of what type of an attractor
motivates it, traveling stimulates maieutic reflection. The experience of the
journey, however, cannot be reduced solely to witnessing the richness of
the world’s diversity. Travel, after all, is also tantamount to an opportunity;

29. See DK 22 B89, B73, B75, B1.
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it is both a provocation and an obstacle, it requires effort, it entails the toil
of the road and the pain of weary feet—and all of these elements, jointly,
contribute to the building of a cognitive attitude towards life. The above
notwithstanding, traveling is also a search, an inquiry, an exploration,
a zetetic abandonment of stagnation tantamount to an ultimate resolution.
Importantly, no journey seems to be final, fulfilled, or one’s last, as one
trip presupposes the next. This may be the case because traveling gives
one a sense of both familiarity and strangeness, of both continuity and
change, of both the new and the old. Nevertheless, since one may travel
in various ways, journeying across physical, religious, philosophical, or
mnemetic dimensions, the question arises as to what binds these various
forms of travel together.

Among the vast spectrum of possible journey types, I wish to highlight
the kind that seems to epitomize journeying in the deepest sense—the
most essential and resonant kind. To this end, I will categorize journey
types using the diairetic method, noting that this categorization does not
claim to be either exhaustive or definitive; its aim is not to precisely define
each and every type of journey, but to capture their defining features.
The following diaireses will employ three criteria in succession: volitional,
intentional and teleological. At the most fundamental and—simultane-
ously—the most general level, travel is understood as mobility, conceived
of as variability and locomotion.*® My first classification of mobility is
based on the volitional criterion, and distinguishes between voluntary
and involuntary mobility. Voluntary mobility may be either intention-
ally and zetetically oriented towards experiencing novelty (otherness)
and authenticity, or it may lack such an orientation. Novelty-oriented
voluntary mobility may then be subdivided into mobility aimed at a sub-
stantial transformation in the subject (of any scope—be it existential,
cognitive, moral, philosophical, etc.) and mobility resulting in insub-
stantial, or accidental, change.’' The former I propose to call an eidetic
journey, representing the type of voluntary mobility that is focused on

30. George Santayana, for whom movement is a key feature of human beings, writes thus:
“Locomotion—the privilege of animals—is perhaps the key to intelligence” (Santayana 1964, 1).

31. In this context, I assume that every journey, when open to novelty and authenticity,
leads to some form of change, at least on a cognitive level. Therefore, the distinction lies in
whether this change is essential or accidental. Naturally, it would be pertinent to further
refine the criteria for what constitutes an essential change. However, such an endeavor would
require more detailed analyses, which cannot be accommodated here. Nonetheless, it appears
that the main indicators of the essential nature of a change include its permanence, its impact
on the subject’s structure, and the strength of its influence.
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inner transformation, where one’s movement in the outer world and the
experiences of novelty (otherness) associated therewith provide a founda-
tion and inspiration for change.*

A more profound study of eidetic journeys thus conceived would require
elaborate theoretical analyses of a sort that would be obliged to consider
its affinities with both other travel-related typologies and other kinds of
existential experience. However, bearing in mind the aims of this article,
I would like to stop at highlighting just one aspect of the issue, where
this consists in demonstrating that the eidetic journey converges with the
model of the philosophical journeyrevealed through our analysis of selected
examples of ancient modes of thought. As I have sought to show, Greek
philosophy—based on experiences associated with multiplicity (realized
in the form of the erotetic desire for otherness)—aims at understanding
the world by means of the recognition of its internal unity (logos, order);
such an understanding naturally meets the criteria for essential change.
Philosophy comprehended in this manner is a manifestation of the eidetic
journey but, at the same time, the eidetic journey may also manifest itself
as philosophy conceived in the form of a journey.

Every journey can be intentionally directed towards novelty and authen-
ticity (as with Xavier de Maistre),* and each may also (but need not) serve
inner transformation. It is, however, important to remember that “phi-
losophy” cannot be reduced to “philosophical systems” alone; it is also, if
not primarily, a “philosophical effort”—a special kind of love—that can be
understood as practical activity or a unique type of spiritual exercise, as
discussed by Pierre Hadot (1995) and other thinkers. The eidetic journey
and philosophy understood as a journey share a common trait: both involve
a zetetic enterprise, whose subject matter consists in a search of, inquiry
into, and examination of the world, reflecting an unquenchable curiosity,
mindfulness and sensitivity. Therefore, it can be assumed that the types
of zetetic journeys described here are treatable as examples of exercitia
spiritualia. Philo lists two sets of such spiritual exercises.** His account

32. S.Kob, for instance, delineates three types of journey: a journey in the external world,
a journey in the counter-world, and a journey in the inner world. At the same time, that
author’s characterization of the latter does not fully align with the concept of an eidetic journey
as outlined here. She primarily emphasizes the quasi-personalistic (psychological-spiritual)
nature of the inner journey, involving self-discovery and introspection (K6b 2005, 199).

33. See: de Maistre 1871.

34. ,mavto yop T ThHG Aok oews 30 e kabéatnkey, 1) {RTNOLS, 1) oKEYLS, T) AVaYVOOoLS,
1 dxpodaoLs, 1) Tpoooxt, N Eykpareia, 1 eEadiapopnoig Tédv adwapdpwv” (Philo, Quis rerum
divinarum heres sit, 253); ,Zvplia yop Eppnveveta petéwpor 6 doknthg ovv Takop vodg, 8te pev
O0pQ TouteLVOV TO TAB0G, epLével AoyLlOpEVOG aDTO VIKNOELV KT KPATOG, OTe O petéwpov
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of these, containing as it does exercises named 1 {fjtnoig and 1 okéyig,
focuses on practices of investigation: i.e. attentive observation and in-depth
inquiry. Leaving their detailed analysis aside,** we may conclude that as
spiritual exercises aimed at the subject’s transformation, both eidetic and
philosophical journeys are, in fact, zetetic exercises: exercises in searching
for the “natural vision of things.”*

Venturing towards the other may transform us into others, as eidetic
journeying challenges us to shift, and transcend, boundaries. In our own
travels, we should be guided by the desire to establish otherness not just as
difference, but also as a quality of openness towards diversity and alterity.
Primarily, an eidetically conceived journey will be tantamount to deepened
forms of discovery, listening closely to new questions and uncovering new
perspectives upon the world. Such a journey comes to be elevated to the
rank of philosophy, and philosophy—shedding its potential dogmatism—can
rise to the level of a journey oriented towards conversional-eidetic ends.

In the motto of his book The Creative Act: A Way of Being, Rick Rubin
quotes Robert Henri: “The object isn’t to make art, it’s to be in that won-
derful state which makes art inevitable.” Yet, since creativity is a form of
motion, it seems quite sensible to extend Henri’s epiphany to the eidetic
journey. After all, it is true that the object of philosophical journeying is
not simply to make a journey: it is to be in that wonderful state which
makes journeying inevitable.

kol DPowyevodv kad iépoykov, anodildplokel Te 6 voig O AoKNTHG TPHOTOG, eiTaL Kol Té dTOD
TOVTO PEPT) THG AOKNOEWG, AVOYVOOELG, peAéTal, Beparteiat, TV KaADY pviipal, £YKpAaTELX,
TRV kadnkovtwv évépyelat, kai StxPaivel TOV TGV aioBNTOV TOTAHOV TOV EmkAd ovTa Kol
Bamtilovta Tf) popd t@dV TaB®dV TNV Yuxnv, kot 0ppd Srafag eig TOV LYNAOV Kol pETEWPOV
<téTOV> TOV AOYOV Tiig TeAeiag dpethg” (Philo, Legum allegoriarum, 111, 18).

35. See: Kubok 2021a.

36. “The philosophical act is not situated merely on the cognitive level, but on that of the
self and of being. It is a progress which causes us to be more fully, and makes us better. It is
a conversion which turns our entire life upside down, changing the life of the person who
goes through it. It raises the individual from an inauthentic condition of life, darkened by
unconsciousness and harassed by worry, to an authentic state of life, in which he attains
self-consciousness, an exact vision of the world, inner peace, and freedom” (Hadot 1995, 83).
Elsewhere this same author adds the following: “We have here a complete reversal of our
usual way of looking at things. We are to switch from our ‘human’ vision of reality, in which
our values depend on our passions, to a ‘natural’ vision of things, which replaces each event
within the perspective of universal nature” (Hadot 1995, 83).



26 Dariusz KuBok

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Cornford, Francis M. 1957. From Religion to Philosophy. A Study in the Origins of Western
Speculation. New York: Harper & Row.

De Botton, Alain. 2002. The Art of Travel. New York: Pantheon Books.

de Maistre, Xavier. 1871. A Journey Round my Room (originally: Voyage autour de ma chambre
[1794]). Translated Henry Atwell, London: Longmans.

Floyd, Edwin D. 1990. “The Sources of Greek “lotwp ‘Judge, Witness.” Glotta 68, (3/4):
157-166.

Granger, Herbert. 2004. “Heraclitus’ Quarrel with Polymathy and ‘Historié.” Transactions
of the American Philological Association 134 (2): 235-261.

Gros, Frédéric. 2014. A Philosophy of Walking. London: Verso.

Hadot, Pierre, and Arnold I. Davidson, Philosophy as a Way of Life: Spiritual Exercises from
Socrates to Foucault. Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1995.

Hermann Diels, Walther Kranz (eds.). 1992. Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Vols. 1-3. Trans.
Hermann Diels. Ziirich: Weidmann.

Herodotus. 1998. the Histories. A New Translation by Robin Waterfield. Oxford and New
York: Oxford University Press.

Iyer, Pico. 2014. The Art of Stillness: Adventures in Going Nowhere. London: Simon & Schuster/
TED.

K&b, Susanne. 2005. Reisephilosophie. Neue Ziele fiir Touristen oder Uber die Selbstverdnderung
in alternativen Welten. Giessen: Focus.

Kubok, Dariusz. 2021a. Krytycyzm, sceptycyzm i zetetycyzm we wczesnej filozofii greckiej.
Katowice: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego.

Kubok, Dariusz. 2021b. “The Topographies of the Philosophical Path, or on the Consequences
of Not Wearing Shoes.” Er(r)go. Theory — Literature — Culture 43: 253-277. https://doi.
org/10.31261/errgo.11400.

Laks, André and Glenn, W. Most. 2016. Early Greek Philosophy. Vols. 1-9. Cambridge—
London: Harvard University Press (abbreviated for reference purposes to LM).

Lesher, James H. 1983. “Heraclitus’ Epistemological Vocabulary” Hermes 111 (2): 155-170.

MacCannell, Dean. 1999. The Tourist. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Marcovich, Miroslav. 2001. Heraclitus: Greek Text with a Short Commentary. Second Edi-
tion Including Fresh Addenda, Corrigenda and a Select Bibliography (1967-2000). Sankt
Augustin: Academia Verlag.

Moeller, Hans-Georg and Andrew K. Whitbread, eds. 2014. Landscape and Travelling East
and West: A Philosophical Journey. London: Bloomsbury.

Montiglio, Silvia. 2005. Wandering in Ancient Greek Culture. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Niblett, Matthew. 2021. “Philosophy and Travel: The Meaning of Movement.” In Why Travel?
Understanding our Need to Move and How it Shapes our Lives, edited by Matthew Niblett,
Kris Beuret, Why Travel?. Bristol University Press.

Nussbaum, Martha C. 1972a. “PYXH in Heraclitus, I” Phronesis 17 (1): 1-16.

Nussbaum, Martha C. 1972b. “PYXH in Heraclitus, II” Phronesis” 17 (2): 153-170.

Pritzl, Kurt. 1985. “On the Way to Wisdom in Heraclitus.” Phoenix 39 (4): 303-316.

Raaflaub, Kurt A. 2002. “Philosophy, Science, Politics: Herodotus and the Intellectual Trends
of His Time.” In Brill’s Companion to Herodotus, edited by Egbert J. Bakker, Irene F.J.
de Jong, Hans van Wees, 149-186. Leiden-Boston-Cologne: Brill.

Rubin, Rick. 2023. The Creative Act: A Way of Being. Penguin Press.



PHILOSOPHY OF / AS A JOURNEY 27

Santayana, George. 1964. “The Philosophy Of Travel” The Virginia Quarterly Review 40 (1):
1-10.

Scapp, Ron and Brian Seitz, ed. 2020. Philosophy, Travel, and Place. Being in Transit. Palgrave
Macmillan Cham, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-98225-0.

Snell, Bruno. 1953. The Discovery of the Mind: The Greek Origins of European Thought. Trans-
lated by Thomas G. Rosenmeyer. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Solnit, Rebecca. 2000. Wanderlust: A History of Walking. New York and London: Penguin
Books.

Thomas, Emily. 2020. The Meaning of Travel. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Thoreau, Henry David. 2004. Walden, 150th Anniversary Edition. Edited by J. Lyndon
Shanley, with an Introduction by John Updike. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

Tribe, John, ed. 2009. Philosophical Issues in Tourism. Bristol: Channel View Publications.

Zhmud, Leonid. 2017. “Heraclitus on Pythagoras.” In Heraklit im Kontext, edited by Enrica
Fantino, Ulrike Muss, Charlotte Schubert and Kurt Sier, 171-186. Berlin, Boston:
De Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110421323-009.


https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110421323-009




	Editors’ Note
	ARTICLES
	Dariusz Kubok, Philosophy of / as a Journey
	Marcin Fabjański, Walking-Derived Metaphysics in Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra
	Przemysław Starowicz, The Speculative Journey—or, What Does It Mean to be a Traveller?
	Dariusz Kubok, Criticality, Diversity, and Journey
	Dariusz Rymar, The Dialectic of Teleological Journeys

	ARTICLES ON OTHER SUBJECTS
	Piotr Machura, Framing the Virtue-Ethical Account in the Ethics of Technology
	Mindaugas Briedis, Memory in the Philosophy of Religion
	Michał Chaberek, Original Sin, Monogenesis and Human Origins

	DISCUSSIONS
	Bethany Sollereder, Debating the Heart of Christianity
	Andrzej Serafin, Hegel on Plato's Dialectics

	Note about Forum Philosophicum

