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Pratarme

Pradéti stokos tyrimus jkvépé kelios esminés aplinkybés. Pirmiausia tai, kad stoka
kiekvienas patiria kasdien jvairiausiomis formomis. Sie patyrimai erzina, sukelia
nesaugumo, beprasmybés pojitj, suzadina susiprie$inima su aplinkiniais, pasauliu
ir pa¢iu savimi. Zmonés nezino, kas uz §iy patyrimy slypi, is kur jie kyla ir kur link
veda. Stokojama visko, nuo maisto ir automobilio, iki draugystés ir prasmés. Taigi
siekta i8siaiskinti, ar uz $iy patyrimy yra kas nors bendra, ar stoka — universalus
rei8kinys, pasirodantis jvairiais aspektais, o gal téra pavienés nesusijos stékos?

Antroji tyrimo pradZios aplinkybé akademiné - ekonomistai stoka mini jvai-
riuose kontekstuose kaip ekonomikos atsiradimo prielaidg, ta¢iau $i prielaida es-
mingai neuzklausiama ir nepatenka j akiratj kaip tyrimo objektas. Nepatenka ji ir
j kity moksly taikiklj, todél nei$vengiamai lieka nepaZinta, bet aktuali ir pritrau-
kianti pla¢iosios visuomenés démes;j. Taip gimé tikslas suburti mokslininky grupe
ir i§ humanitariniy bei socialiniy discipliny perspektywvy istirti stokos fenomena.
Pirmiausia siekéme i$siaiSkinti: stokos vieta buties strukturoje ir Zmogaus prigim-
tyje; stokos paskirties klausima; stokos formas ir apraiskas; patyrima ir sampraty
radimasi bei funkcionavima; Zmonijos irastus budus reaguoti j stoka, jos jveikos
perspektyvas ir pasekmes; moralés bei ekonomikos s3sajas su stokos fenomenu.

Studijos naujuma lemia pats objektas, kuris pirma karta i§ akademiniy paras-
¢iy buvo istrauktas j tyrimo centra. Kryptingai nagrinéjome stokos geneze, vieta
buties strukturoje, paskirtj ir pasekmes. Neapsistota ties fakty konstatavimu ir
rei$kiniy analize, gilinamasi j rei$kiniy prieZastis. legkant atsakymy j klausimus,
kodél yra stoka, i§ kur ji kyla ir kur veda, tyréjy Zvilgsniai nukrypo anapus stokos
apraisky, anapus ,truksta laiko, pinigy ir sveikatos®, anapus juslinio patyrimo -
prie tik mastymu paZjstamos bities sgrangos arba ontologijos. Maza to — pirma
kartg stokos reigkinys analizuojamas skirtingy discipliny: ir tokiy, kurios stoka
yra artikuliavusios (ekonomika, senovés graiky filosofija, teologija), ir ty, kuriose
stoka turi kitg varda (psichologija, antropologija, sociologija).

Stoka kaip vienas i$ buties prady buvo nagrinéta senovés graiky: Anaksiman-
dro, Herakleito, Demokrito, Platono, Aristotelio. ViduramzZiais — Tomo Akvinieéio
ir scholasty. Ekonominiu poziuriu stoka Naujaisiais laikais analizavo Thomas Mal-
thusas ir Lionelis Robbinsas. Ekonomistas Carlas Mengeris, naudodamasis stokos
(trakumo) kriterijumi, pagrindé nuosavybés, turto kilme, paaigkino inovacijy po-
reikj. Psichologijoje, sociologijoje ir antropologijoje iki $iol daugiau kalbéta apie

stokos vedinius: skurda, poreikiy nepatenkinimg, solidarumo trakumg.



Pratarmé

Studijoje pasitelkiama filosofiné analizé, kuri filosofams ir teologams pade-
da tirti ontologine stokos dimensija, ieskoti stokos vietos, vaidmens ir atitikimo
buties tvarkai. Hermeneutika leidzia atkurti ir sutelkti stokos prasmes, interpre-
tuojant igkiliausius minéty moksly autorius ir krik§¢ioniskos teologijos jzvalgas.
Istoriné ir antropologiné analizé atskleidZia stokos sampratos kitimg laike. Skir-
tingy discipliny atradimus sujungéme — naujas prasmes ir jy papildymus radome
gretindami skirtingy moksly idéjas. Taip pat pasitelkéme teksty kodavimg - tai
leido sudaryti savotigka stokos prieigy Zemeélapj, schema.

Stokos studijoms budingi keli turinio ypatumai. Pirmiausia, imdamiesi nagri-
néti stoka kaip pasaulio ir Zmogaus prigimties savybe, suvokéme, kad $ie tyrimai,
kaip toli bepasiekty, visada patys liks stokojantys. Uzpildydami vienas pazinimo
stokas, jie atveria naujy tyrimy gelmes.

Antrasis $iy studijy ypatumas — polinkis visur atpaZinti stoka, susijes su i$ais-
kéjusiu tyrimo objekto universalumu. Stokos universalumg lemia tai, kad ji yra ra-
dimosi ir kismo pradas, paliekanti pédsakus, kuriuos jmanoma aptikti kone visuo-
se tikrovés aspektuose. Tai ne tik pozityvus tyrimo aspektas, bet ir perspéjimas:
studija negali tapti visa apimanciu tyrimu apie viska, mokslininko Zvilgsnis turi
buti sutelktas j tai, kas esmingai atsako j i8keltus klausimus, paliekant uz akiracio
jdomius, ta¢iau ne pacius esmingiausius niuansus. Butent taip formuluoti suma-
nymo uzdaviniai ir imtis.

Treciasis niuansas susijes su zmogisku polinkiu mastyti tai, kas regima pro esi-
niy ir objekty prizme. I$ties stoka néra esinys, ji yra vienas i$ buties strukturos ele-
menty, tikrovés prady. Ji savaime neturi pavidalo, bet reigkiasi, atsispindi kituose
esiniuose ir reigkiniuose. Tapdama tyrimo objektu, ji nuolatos pretenduoja buti
sureik§minama, priartinama prie esinio. Todél studijos straipsniuose ar sintezéje
aptikus uZuominy, kreipianéiy j stokos kaip esinio suvokima, nereikéty suteikti
joms pernelyg daug svorio, mat fokusuodamiesi j tyrimo objekta, tyréjai bemaz
nei$vengiamai linksta j jo jasmeninima.

Autoriai savo tekstais kuria dialoga, ju skirtingos interpretacijos padeda suza-
dinti jZvalgas ir i$gryninti studijuojamo dalyko supratima. Todél netobulumai ar
prieStaravimai teneuzgozia atradimy.

Sio tyrimo ir leidinio iniciatoriai nuogird#iai dékoja visiems prisidéjusiems — Zi-
niomis, jzvalgomis, diskusijomis ir pastabomis. Taip pat dékojame Lietuvos kulta-
ros tyrimy institutui, sutikusiam bendradarbiauti rengiant straipsniy rinktine ir
vie$inant tyrimo rezultatus. Uz finansine parama esame dékingi DZono Templeto-
no fondui (John Templeton Foundation) ir Earhart fondui (Earhart Foundation).

Leidinio sudarytojos
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Pozityviyjy stokos aspekty jZvalgos
senoves graiky filosofijoje

Naglis Kardelis

Siuolaikinés filosofijos skyrius
Lietuvos kulttros tyrimy institutas
Saltoniskiy g. 58, LT-08105 Vilnius

El. pastas: naglis.kardelis@gmail.com

Straipsnyje analizuojamos pozityviujy stokos aspekty jzvalgos senoveés graiky filosofijoje,
pradedant filosofais ikisokratikais ir baigiant Platonu bei Aristoteliu. Démesys kreipiamas
i teminius filosofinio graiky mastymo laukus, vienaip ar kitaip, tiesiogiai ar netiesiogiai su-
sijusius su paciais jvairiausiais stokos pavidalais. [vade pagrindziama butinybé atsisakyti
tradicinio negatyvaus poziurio j stoka, kaip fataliska veiksnj, ribojantj zmogaus butj, veikla
bei raiska, ir paméginti antikinéje filosofijoje aptikti priesingo - pozityvaus — mastymo apie
stoka precedenty, kurie, tinkamai i$plétoti, galéty atsiskleisti kaip aktualus ir iuolaikiniam
zmogui. Siekiant kurti prielaidas pozityvesniam mastymui apie stoka ir Zmogiskaji ribotu-
ma, klasikinei mastymo tradicijai atstovaujanciy didziyjy mastytojy veikaluose siekiama at-
rasti pirmyjy vakarietisky filosofiniy jzvalgy apie pozityviuosius stokos aspektus. Trijuose
pagrindinés straipsnio dalies skyriuose nagrinéjama: heleny mastymo apie stoka sgsajos su
graikiskaja filosofijos prigimties samprata, stokos ir substancinio individualumo rysys, kos-
mologiniai ir teleologiniai stokos aspektai. I§vady skyriuje ne tik atkreipiamas démesys j sto-
kos sasaja su laisve bei $ios sgsajos pozityvumg, bet ir daroma i§vada, kad be stokos Zzmogaus
laisvé apskritai nebuty jmanoma.

Raktiniai Zodziai: stoka, senovés graiky filosofija, klasikiné graiky kultara, Anaksiman-

dras, Herakleitas, Demokritas, Platonas, Aristotelis.

Stokos pozityvumas: jvadinés pastabos

Zmogus yra ribota, stokojanti, bet kartu visokeriopos pilnatvés siekianti butybe.
Vakary filosofijos istorijoje Zmogaus ribotumas, pasireiskiantis jvairiausiais sto-
kos pavidalais ir skausmingai kontrastuojantis su mirtingajam budingu buatisko-
sios pilnatvés ir zemisky siekiy isipildymo trogkimu, nuo pat senovés graiky mas-
tytojy laiky buvo suvokiamas kaip esmingiausias Zmogaus bruozas, atspindintis
patia egzistencinés jo buklés esme. Zmogaus, kaip ribotos butybés, butiskaji pa-
vidala, sakytume, patj Zmogiskumo kontura brézianti jvairios prigimties ir formy
stoka buvo apmastyta jau paciy pirmuyjy Antikos filosofy, svarsé¢iusiy apie gelmi-
nius tikrovés ir jos tvarumo pamatus. Remdamiesi graiky mastytojy jZvalgomis

ir jas originaliai plétodami, apie stokos prigimtj vaisingai svarsté ir visy vélesniy



epochy filosofai, savo veikaluose i$ryskine tiek negatyviuosius, tiek ir pozityviuo-
sius stokos aspektus.

Kasdieniame gyvenime daZniausiai kreipiame démesj j stokos negatyvuma, jos
$3saja su jvairiy pavidalu blogiu?, todél butent pozityvieji stokos aspektai, isrys-
kinti filosofy darbuose, leidZia paZvelgti j stoka visigkai kitomis akimis. Filosofija,
atskleisdama stokg ne tik kaip neidvengiamg zmogiskosios buklés palydove, ku-
rios akistatoje turétume rezignuoti ir su kuria privalétume tiesiog apsiprasti ar
beviltiskai susitaikyti, bet ir kaip esminj musy Zmogiskosios savasties faktoriy,
formuojantj pacia musy Zmogiskumo Serdj ir apibréZiantj mus kaip Zmogiskas
butybes, leidzia suvokti stoka kaip pozityvia prasme turintj egzistencinj issukj,
kurio dragsus priémimas ir valingas atsakas j ji suteikia proga musy zmogiskumui
pasireiksti kilniausiu ir didziadvasigkiausiu budu. Butent stoka - jei tik apskritai
turime jégy priimti ja kaip savo egzistencine dalia ir absoliu¢iai buting misy Zmo-
giskosios savasties dalj, nestokodami i$minties jZvelgti tai, kas stokoje pozityvu, -
mus jkvepia siekti visokeriopos pilnatvés, butiskojo i$sipildymo, leidzia geriausiai
atskleisti savo Zmogiskajj potencialg iki mums, kaip ribotoms Zmogiskoms buty-
béms, ontologiskai jmanomos tobulumo ribos.

Siame straipsnyje, remdamiesi senoveés graiky filosofijai atstovaujanéiy masty-
tojy jzvalgomis ir kai kuriais atvejais jas $iek tiek paplétodami, sieksime atskleis-
ti, kaip stokos tema, budama viena i$ pamatiniy Vakary filosofijos temuy, skatino
mastyti ne tik apie Zmogaus - ribotos, mirtingos ir visais atzvilgiais stokojancios
butybés - prigimtj bei egzistencine zmogaus bukle, bet ir apie pacios filosofijos
tapatybe. Parodyti, kaip antikiniy mastytojy veikaluose aptinkamos tiesioginés ir
netiesioginés nuorodos j pozityviuosius stokos aspektus galéty buti apmastytos
$iuolaikiniuose filosofiniuose kontekstuose ir papildytos naujais teoriniais niuan-
sais, bty jau atskiro i§samaus tyrimo uzduotis. Siame straipsnyje sieksime tiesiog
atkreipti démesj j tuos teminius senovés graiky filosofijos laukus, kuriuose atran-
damos didZiyjy Antikos mastytojy jZvalgos, tiesiogiai ar netiesiogiai susijusios su

pozityviaisiais stokos aspektais, galéty buti vertinamos kaip pozityvaus mastymo

Pakanka prisiminti vien ekonomikos teorijose plaiai vartojamg istekliy ribotumo (angl. scarcity of
resources) savoka, besiremiandia nuostata, kad medZiaginé stoka yra vienas svarbiausiy veiksniy,
nulemiantiy ekonominio Zmoniy elgesio logika. Negatyvi stokos samprata labai prisidéjo prie
ekonomikos, kaip ,niariojo mokslo (dismal science), nuolat atkreipianc¢io musy démesj j pacius
jvairiausius Zmogigkosios stokos pavidalus, apibudinimo. Verta priminti ir ta neatsitiktine aplin-
kybe, kad anglidkas Zodis economy, kiles i§ graikiskojo oikonomia ,namy (oikos) tvarkymas (figura-
tyvine reik§me - ,ganymas“ (nomos); plg. gr. nemo ,ganau®); namy tvarkymo désniai (nomoi)“, gali
reiksti ne tik Salies ar namy ukj bei jo tvarkyma, bet ir taupumg (jau graikiskasis zodis oikonomia
turéjo $ia reikime greta kity reik§miy), kaip dorybinga ukvedzio (ekonomo) bruoza, o taupumas
savo ruoztu yra padiktuotas stokos.
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apie stoka precedentai, kurie privaléty buti aktualizuojami bei toliau plétojami
Siuolaikiniam Zmogui ir Siuolaikinei visuomenei svarbiomis kryptimis.

Musy poziuriu, karybingas klasikinés filosofijos rezultaty apmastymas $iuo-
laikinés filosofijos ir mokslo perspektyvoje galéty tapti aktualus ir iy dieny tarp-
disciplininiam teoriniam diskursui apie stoka. Labai svarbu pabrézti, kad jau pats
démesio atkreipimas ne j negatyviuosius, kaip buvo jprasta anksc¢iau, o butent j
pozityviuosius stokos aspektus zenklinty rysky metodologinj lazj $iuolaikiniuo-
se tarpdisciplininiuose stokos tyrimuose. Vaisingi stokos fenomeno tyrimai, ku-
rie bity vainikuojami nebanaliomis ir gerokai gilesnémis teorinémis i§vadomis,
musy jsitikinimu, yra nejmanomi be naujy metodologiniy prieigy, kurios turéty
formuotis ne dykoje vietoje, o atsizvelgiant j viso Vakary mastymo raida, taigi ir
Vakary filosofijos istorija.

PradZioje mesime Zvilgsnj j graikiskaja filosofijos prigimties samprata, kurioje
nesunku jzvelgti glaudy stokos ry$j su esmingiausia filosofijos savastimi, sakytu-
me, pacia graikigkai suvokiamos filosofijos tapatybe ir autentiskam filosofiniam

mastymui budingais bruozais.

Stoka ir graikiskoji filosofijos prigimties samprata

Siekdami parodyti stokos sasaja su filosofijos prigimtimi bei esme, trumpai aptar-
sime Zodzio ,filosofija“ etimologija.

Graikiskas daiktavardis philosophia, daves pradzia naujosiose kalbose, tarp jy
ir lietuviy, vartojamam tarptautiniam Zzodziui, kuriuo jvardijama filosofija, yra pa-
darytas i§ veiksmaZzodzio philed ,,mégstu, myliu“ ir daiktavardZio sophia ,i$mintis®,
tad tiesioginé (pazodiné) graikiskojo philosophia reik§mé — ,meilé i$min¢iai“.

Vis délto buty naivu manyti, kad senovés graikai, tardami §j Zodj, mintyje
turéjo tiesiog paprasc¢iausia zavéjimasi i$mintimi, jvairiausiy i$mintingy dalyky,
svarstymy ar kalby pomeégj ar idminties meile pacia savaime. Kg konkrediai Zodis
philosophia reiské graikams, patiriame skaitydami Platono karinius, kuriuose ne
kartg akcentuojamas ir i§samiai aptariamas skirtumas tarp i$minties (gr. sophia) ir

meilés i§minéiai (gr. philosophia).

Apie graikisko daiktavardzio philosophia reik$miy spektra ir semantine raida zr.: Liddell, H. G,;
Scott, R.; Jones, H. S. A Greek-English Lexicon (toliau $iame straipsnyje — LSJ). 1996, p. 1939-1940,
sv. philosophed, p. 1940, sv. philosophos. I§samiau apie $io zodZio etimologija zr.: Beekes, R. 2010.
Etymological Dictionary of Greek (toliau — Beekes). 2010, p. 1373-1374, sv. sophos, p. 1573-1574,
sv. philos; Frisk, H. Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch (toliau — Frisk). 1970-1973, Bd. 2,
S. 754, sv. sophos, S. 10181020, sv. philos; Klein, E. A Comprehensive Etymological Dictionary of
the English Language (toliau — Klein). 1996. Vol. 2, p. 1174, sv. philosophy, p. 1173, sv. philosopher.



»Sokrato apologija“ ir ,Puota“ yra tie Platono tekstai, kuriuose aigkiausiai
bréziama takoskyra tarp i$minties, kurig turi tik nieko nestokojantys nemirtingi
dievai, ir meilés i$minc¢iai, kuria turi tenkintis mirtingieji, stokojantys dievisko-
sios iminties pilnatvés. Antai ,Sokrato apologijoje“ skaitome, kaip bedievyste,
jaunuoliy tvirkinimu ir naujy dievybiy garbinimu kaltinamas Sokratas teigia esas
i$mintingas ne kaZin kokia didesne nei zmogaus (suprask, dievigka) i$mintimi,
o tik Zmogiska i$mintimi, taigi i§ esmés prisipazjsta esas tik i§minties mylétojas,
o ne i§mindius®.

Panagiai tvirtinama ir dialoge ,Puota“, kuriame svarstoma apie pusdievio
Eroto - butybés, tarpinés tarp dievo ir Zmogaus — prigimtj: dievai nusakomi kaip
nemirtingi ir turintys tobulg i$mintj, kuri nieko nestokoja, Zmonés — kaip visiski
nei$maneéliai, kuriy nei$manymas toks absoliutus, kad jie net nesuvokia esg visiski
nei$manéliai, o tévo Istekliaus (gr. Poros) ir motinos Skurdybés (gr. Penia) sunus
pusdievis Erotas — kaip butybé, kurios dvasiné busena jkunija tarpine grandj tarp

tobulos i$minties ir visi$ko nei§manymo*.

Plat. Apol. 20 d7-e3: ,Kokia gi toji i8mintis? Ji, matyt, yra Zmogiskoji iSmintis (anthropiné sophia).
Regis, a$ i$ tiesy esu i$mintingas $igja i$mintimi. Tuo tarpu anie, apie kuriuos ka tik kalbéjau,
veikiausiai yra i$mintingi didesne i$mintimi negu Z2mogaus, arba neturiu kg ir sakyti. Mat a3 ti-
krai jos nesuprantu, o kuris sako priegingai, tas meluoja ir kalba, idant mane $meizty“ (kursyvai,
graikigkojo originalo Zodziy pateikimas skliausteliuose ir paryskinimai mano - N. K.). ,Sokrato
apologijos“ itrauka cituojama pagal mano vertima: Platonas, Sokrato apologija. 2009.

Pusdievio Eroto prigimtis, tarpiné tarp dievo ir Zmogaus prigim¢iy, atskleidziama mantinéjietés
Diotimos Sokratui papasakotoje Eroto gimimo istorijoje, kurig Sokratas savo ruoztu atpasakoja
Agatono surengtos puotos dalyviams (Plat. Symp. 201d-204b, ypa¢ 203b-204b). Dialoge ,Puo-
ta“ §i istorija funkcionuoja jkvepiancio filosofinio mito rezimu. Ypacl verta atkreipti démesj j $ig
pasakojimo idtrauka (Plat. Symp. 203¢-204b):

,Gimes i§ I§teklaus ir Skurdybés, Erotas susilauké $tai tokio likimo: pirmiausia, jis amZinas skur-
dzius ir toli grazu nei $velnus, nei grazus, kaip paprastai mano zmonés. Priesingai, jis grubus,
siurkstus, basas, benamis, miega be pastogeés, ant zemés, nepasiklojes, prie dury, pakelése, - tik-
ras savo motinos vaikas, amzinas stokos sugyventinis (kursyvai ir paryskinimas mano - N. K.).
Antra vertus, tévo pavyzdziu taiko j tai, kas grazu ir gera, drasus, umus, smarkus, nuostabus
medzZiotojas, nuolat rezgas kokias nors pinkles, geidus paZinimo ir randas j ji kelia, visa gyveni-
ma filosofuoja, nuostabus Zyniuonis, burtininkas, sofistas. Gimes nei nemirtingas, nei maruolis,
jis ta patia dieng tai gyvena klestédamas, jei turi iStekliy, tai mir$ta, bet vél atgimsta dél tévo
prigimties; visi jo idtekliai nuteka, tad Erotas niekad nebuna nei skurdus, nei isteklingas.

Be to, jis — tarp i$minties ir nei¥manymo. Sit kaip yra: joks dievas néra nei filosofas ~ [isminties
mylétojas], nei geidzia tapti i$min¢iumi, - ir taip yra. Néra filosofas né kas kitas, kas jau yra
i$mincius. Antra vertus, nei$manéliai taip pat nei myli i$mintj, nei geidZia tapti i$mindiais, - tuo
ir baisus neidmanymas: nebudamas nei grazus bei geras, nei protingas vaizduojiesi, kad nieko tau
netriksta; o nejtardamas stokos ir negeidi to, ko, paties manymu, nestokoji (kursyvai ir paryskinimai
mano - N. K.).

- Kas gi, - paklausiau, - imasi filosofijos, jei nei i¥minéiai, nei nei§manéliai i$minties nemyli?

- Jau ir vaikas suprasty, — esantieji tarp $iy dviejy. Vienas jy buty Erotas. Juk i$mintis - vienas
graziausiy dalyky, o Erotas — meilé groZiui, tad jis privalo buti filosofu, o budamas filosofu,
i8sitekti tarp iSminciaus ir nei§manélio. Dél to kalta jo kilmé: tévas i§mintingas ir iSteklingas,
o motina neidmintinga ir neistekli“ (Tatjanos Aleknienés vertimas su nezymiais pakeitimais
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»Puotoje” Erotas apibudinamas kaip stokojantis, bet jo stoka parodoma kaip
nesanti absoliuti: kaip I$tekliaus sanus, Erotas turjs tam tikra miglota supratima
apie i$mintj, todél gebas aistringai (,erotiskai®) jos siekti, o kaip Skurdybés sunus,
jis esas pasmerktas i$minties siekti amZinai ir iki galo jos nepasiekti, taigi visada
pasilikti i$minties siekimo kelyje ir nuolatinéje — nors ir neabsoliucioje - stokos
busenoje. Erotas $iame Platono dialoge iskyla kaip kiekvieno tikro filosofo - ais-
tringo i$minties mylétojo — prototipas ir etalonas: remiantis tokia samprata, fi-
losofai yra daimoniskos (pusdievigkos) prigimties butybés, viena vertus, nusilei-
dZiantios tobulai i$mintingiems dievams, kuriy imintis nieko nestokoja, ir, kita
vertus, pranokstancios Zmones, kuriy neidmanymas toks didelis, o i$minties sto-
ka - tokia absoliuti, kad jie savosios i$manymo stokos net nejaudia ir apie ja nieko
nenutuokia.

Kitaip tariant, dievai Zino - ir Zino, kad Zino. Pusdievis Erotas ir jo dvasiniai
jpédiniai filosofai — jprastus Zmones gerokai pranokstancios ir, perkeltine prasme
tariant, pusdieviskos butybés - turi netobula, santykinj, i$manyma: santykine
prasme jie §j ta Zino, bet absoliu¢ia (tobulo i¥manymo prasme) jie neZino - tatiau
zino, kad nezino (butent siame kontekste verta prisiminti garsyjj Sokrato posakj
,Zinau, kad nieko nezinau®). Visy kity mirtingyjy neismanymas toks didelis, o
i$minties stoka — tokia absoliuti, kad jie ne tik nieko nezino, bet ir nezino, kad
nezino. Sakytume, ju stoka tokia didelé, kad dél jos didumo ir absoliutumo net
nejuntama.

Platono kariniuose, ypa¢ ,Puotoje” ir ,Sokrato apologijoje”, atskleista grai-
kigkoji filosofijos prigimties samprata yra jdomi keliais atZvilgiais. Pirma, aiskiai
matome, kad graikiskame Zodyje philosophia, reiskian¢iame meile i$minciai, esmi-
nis semantinis akcentas yra susijes ne su papras¢iausio zavéjimosi imintimi (jos
mégimo, myléjimo ir pan.) pabrézimu, o su mirtingajam budingos i$minties stokos
diagnoze®.

Antra - ir tai gerokai svarbesnis dalykas - kartu su stokos diagnoze akivaizdZiai

numanomas rysys tarp (santykineés) stokos ir gebéjimo aistringai siekti (santyki-

cituojamas pagal: Platonas, Puota, arba Apie meile. 2000, p. 47-48; taip pat zr. Vytauto Alisausko
komentara ad locum (p. 162-165).

Cicerono ir Diogeno Laertie¢io liudijimu (zr. Cic. Tusc. 5.3.9 ir D.L. Prooem. 12), Pitagoras (apie
580-500 m. pr. Kr.) buvo pirmasis heleny mastytojas, i§ kuklumo pavadines save filosofu (gr.
philosophos), t. y. iminties mylétoju, o ne i§min¢iumi (gr. sophos). Nors Pitagoras, pasak antikinés
tradicijos, pirmasis pavartojo patj zodj ,filosofas” ir pritaiké ji sau, garbé buti pirmuoju senovés
graiky filosofu daZniausiai priskiriama $iek tiek anksé¢iau uz Pitagora gyvenusiam Jonijos mas-
tytojui Taliui Miletie¢iui (apie 624-apie 545 m. pr. Kr.). Beje, kaip matome i§ apytiksliai rekon-
struojamy abiejy mastytojy gimimo ir mirties daty, antroji Talio gyvenimo pusé persidengia su
pirmaja Pitagoro gyvenimo puse.



nai) stokojamo dalyko. Kitaip tariant, be santykinés stokos néra jmanoma jokia
aistra, joks aistringas siekis, aistringas pomeégis ar aistringa meilé. Vadinasi - ¢ia
mes galime pratesti Platono mintj — hipotetiniame pasaulyje, kuriame nebuty sto-
kos, labai tikétina, nebuty ir aistros, aistringos meilés, bet kokio aistringo siekio.
Platono ,,Puotoje” teigiama, jog tobulg imintj turintys dievai néra ir negali buti fi-
losofai — i$minties mylétojai, aistringai siekiantys i$minties: nejmanoma aistringai
myléti — ar net apskritai myléti ar mégti — dalyko, kurj jau turi, jau esi pasiekes ir
igijes (arba turéjai jj i§ pat pradziy), ypac jei disponuojama dalyks turi visa apim-
timi ir tobulu budu, taip, kad net nekyla grésmeé jj prarasti. Taigi stoka mums do-
vanoja aistrg stokojamam dalykui ir aistringg santykinai stokojamo dalyko siekj.

Tredia - ir tai vélgi ne maZziau svarbu - pats stokos pojutis signalizuoja, kad
stoka néra absoliuti, nes jei ji buty visiska, mes jos net nepajaustume - taip, kaip
visi§kai nei$mintingi Zmonés nejunta stokojantys i$minties, ne tik nezinodami to,
ko jie nezino, bet ir nezinodami, kad neZino, kitaip tariant, nenutuokdami apie
patj savo nei$manymo fakty. Vadinasi, meilé i§minéiai ne tik i§duoda filosofui
budinga i$minties stoka, bet ir parodo $ios stokos santykiskumg, neabsoliutumg,
atskleisdama tam tikros dalinés ar santykinés iSminties turéjimo fakta: juk net pats
pajégumas iSmintj myléti ir aistringai jos siekti parodo ne tik tobulos (absoliucios)
i$minties stoka, bet ir jos poliarinés priesybés — tobulo (absoliutaus) nei$mintin-
gumo, tobulo (absoliutaus) nei$manymo - stoka. Pats vieno ar kito dalyko - ne
tik iSminties - stokos pojitis mums atskleidZia stokojamo dalyko artimuma musy
prigiméiai ir net tai, kad tam tikra santykine prasme mes jau i§ anksto turime tai,
ko stokojame ir ko aistringai siekiame.

Si santykinés stokos logika yra universali ir gali buti apibendrinta daugybei
kity stokos pavidaly bei stokojimo konteksty. PavyzdZiui, remiantis $ia universalia
santykinés stokos logika, i$eity, kad ir Dievo stoka, kurig jaucia aistringai Dievo
ieskantis, bet galbut dar nelaikantis saves tvirtai tikin¢iu Zmogus, liudija ne tik
tai, kad jis dar néra Dievo surades absoliu¢ia prasme, bet ir tai, kad kazin kokia
santykine prasme jis Dieva jau yra atrades. Apie tai mastant nejmanoma neprisi-
minti vienos Blaise'o Pascalio ,,Min¢iy“i$taros, tarsi paties Dievo vardu bylojanc¢ios
LMindiy“ autoriui“: ,Tu manes neikotum, jei nebttum rades.

Komediografo Aristofano, vieno i§ draminiy dialogo herojy, lapomis ,,Puotoje®
pasakodamas Zaviai poetiska, nors ir kiek ekscentrigks filosofinj mita apie biolo-
giniy ly¢iy kilme, Platonas net patig kunine aistra, skirtingos ar net tos pacios

6

Pascal. 1997, p. 163, fr. 553. Si prancazy filosofo mintis, beje, labai primena gerokai ankstesne
$v. Bernardo istarg (De Deo eligendo, 7): ,Tik tas gali taves ieskoti, kas tave jau rado” (ibid., p. 284).

15



Naglis Kardelis. Pozityviujy stokos aspekty jZvalgos senovés graiky filosofijoje

16

lyties asmeny juntamg vieny kitiems, kildina i§ stokojantios, ,padalytos” dabar
egzistuojanciy Zmogisky butybiy prigimties ir ai$kina erotine meile atsiradus dél
kadaise egzistavusiy pilnatviskos (rutuligkos) formos butybiy ,,perpjovimo” per-
pus: kanine Zmoniy prigimtj uzvaldziusi erotiné aistra, kaip teigiama minétame
filosofiniame mite, yra atsiradusi dél pirmapradés ontologinés vienovés, budingos
pirminei nepadalytai butybei, praradimo ir i§ $ios prarasties — sakytume, santyki-
nés ontologinés stokos — kilusio trogkimo atgauti savo ,antraja puse” — prarasta
pradinés vienovigkos butybeés, iki perpjovimo perpus turéjusios nestokiantj — ru-
tuligkai tobulg - pavidala, dalj’.

Santykinés stokos pasireiskimo algoritmas, kuriuo fenomenologiskai apraso-
mos radikaliai priesingy stokos ir pilnatvés poliy jtampos ir aistringa jy dialektika,
Platono yra pateiktas net keliuose temiskai skirtinguose filosofiniuose konteks-
tuose. Nesunku jsitikinti, kad $is stokos ir bandymy ja jveikti algoritmas laikomas
universaliu, apibudinantiu tiek dvasinj, tiek ir fizinj Zmogiskos butybés funkcio-
navima. Itin svarbu tai, kad stoka visuose Platono pasitelktuose kontekstuose,
kuriuose stokojanti filosofijos prigimtis vaizduojama kaip analogiska stokojan¢iai
zmogiskos ar pusdieviskos bitybés prigim¢iai, néra siejama su kokia nors ,nuli-
ne” arba artima ,nulinei® visiskos bejégystés busena, bet, priesingai, su aistringa,
energigka, net erotiskai ekspansyvia dvasine ar fizine busena. Butent tai ir paliu-
dija, kad net pacioje graikiskojoje filosofijos prigimties sampratoje stoka atsisklei-
dZia ne rezignacija ir depresija kelian¢iu negatyviu pavidalu, o kaip pozityvus eg-
zistencinis i§§ukis ir aistringo dvasinio nuotykio katalizatorius, net kaip tam tikra
pozityvi gairé, kuri dél pa¢ios santykinéje stokoje esantios pilnatvés liekanos geba
nurodyti j tobula, nestokojancia pilnatve ir atsiskleidZia kaip egzistencinis even-
tualaus stokos jveikimo orientyras.

Pozityvi stokos samprata apibudina ne tik graikigkajj filosofijos prigimties su-
vokima, bet ir, sakytume, visos Vakary civilizacijos, kurios i$takos didzia dalimi
yra graikiskos, etosg ir i§ukiy nebijancios vakarietiskos dvasios ekspansyvuma:
ten, kur kity kultary atstovai jzvelgty akivaizdy pagrinda nusivilti bei rezignuoti,
vakarietiai visada mato dvasinio nuotykio galimybe, pozityvia egzistencine ar net
eschatologine verte turintj i$§ukj, ugdantj asmens charakterj, auginantj visas dva-
sines ir fizines Zmogaus jégas.

Taip pat verta pabrézti, kad stokos ir pilnatvés dialektika, kurig rekonstravo-
me remdamiesi graikisko daiktavardZio philosophia etimologija, yra implicitiné - j3

7 Plat. Symp. 189c¢-193d. Zr. puiky Vytauto Alidausko komentars filosofiniam Aristofano mitui jau

cituotame lietuviskajame Platono ,Puotos” leidime (p. 134-141).



jmanoma jZvelgti tik netiesiogiai, nes minétame dvi§akniame Zodyje néra jokios
akivaizdZios semantinés nuorodos j stoka — nepaisant to, kad tiek pats Platonas,
tiek ir kiti graiky mastytojai, filosofave prie$ Platong ir po jo, turéjo gausy stoka
eksplicitiskai nusakanc¢iy sinonimy arsenalg.

Aptare stokos s3saja su graikiskaja filosofijos prigimties samprata, netrukus
apibudinsime stokos ry$j su graiky mastytojy svarstymais apie riba, individualu-

ma, substancinj individa ir individualig substancine forma.

Stoka ir substancinis individas

Zmogaus mirtingumas, buties stoka, negebéjimas prilygti dievams tiek tobulumu,
tiek dvasinémis ir fizinémis galiomis nuolat pabréZziami senovés graiky mituose:
juose pasakojama, kaip mirtingieji, nejauciantys saiko, bandantys neteisétai jveik-
ti ar paneigti savo Zmogiskos prigimties ribas ir jgyti nemirtingyjy statusa, yra
dievy negailestingai baudZiami. Daugeliui gerai Zinomuose ir pasaulinéje litera-
turoje jvairiai interpretuotuose graiky mituose apie Tantala, Sizif, Belerofonta,
Tksiong ir kitus herojus, nepripazinusius savo zmogiskos prigimties riby ir dievy
akivaizdoje demonstravusius neleisting jzalumg (hubris), vaizduojama, kaip saiko
nejauciantys mirtingieji uzsitraukia kerstingy dievy pavyda (phthonos) ir jy ziau-
riai suzlugdomi - priver¢iami kesti amZinas fizines ir dvasines kancias, jkinkomi j
nesibaigiantj beprasmj darbg, erzinami nerealizuojamomis pagundomis, suluosi-
nami, i$ jy ty¢iojamasi arba jiems atimamas protas.

Visy panasiy mity moralas labai paprastas: Zmogus privalo Zinoti savo prigim-
ties ribas ir jy neperzengti; Zmogaus prigimtis yra kitokia nei dievo ar bet ku-
rios kitos butybés prigimtis, todél mirtingasis neturéty vaizduotis esas dievas ir
jo vaidinti; tikslo siekimas Zmogaus gyvenime turi reikstis ne kaip desperatigkas
bandymas perZengti savo prigimties ribas ir jgyti kurios nors kitos — ontologiniu
statusu aukstesnés — butybés prigimtj, o iki galo realizuoti savo zmogiskos pri-
gimties suteikta potencialg, nes didZioji Zmogiskyjy nesékmiy dalis yra susijusi su
negebéjimu maksimaliai i$naudoti tai, ka teikia pati Zmogaus prigimtis. Senovés
graikai sau patiems ir, be abejo, $iy laiky Zmonéms galbut pasakyty: nebandykite
tapti dievais, bet pagal savo pajéguma ir galimybes pasistenkite tapti geriausiais
Zmonemis.

Ispudingi senovés graiky pasiekimai menuose, moksluose, politikoje, filoso-
fijoje ir kitose veiklos srityse butent ir liudija jy siekj ir neeilinj talentg iki dugno
i$semti savo Zmogiskyjy galimybiy $ulinj, iki galo realizuoti Zmogiskosios prigim-

ties suteiktg potenciala. Pernelyg nesisielodami, kad néra dievai, ir beatodairis-
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kai nesiverzdami j dieviskasias transcendentinés tikrovés erdves religijos, magi-
jos ir mistiniy patir¢iy priemonémis, graikai tikrajj savo galimybiy lauka siejo su
daugiau ar maziau sekuliaria imanentine raiskos plotme. Graiky orientacija j Zmo-
giskosios prigimties teikiamg potencialg ir siekis iki galo i$naudoti $iame pasauly-
je atrandamas galimybes sudaré prielaidas formuotis savitam charakteriui, kurio
budingieji bruozai - verzlumas, veiklumas, ekspansyvumas, iniciatyvumas, pome-
gis varzytis, konkuruoti visose gyvenimo srityse, pagaliau pasitikéjimas savimi,
kitais Zmonémis ir visu pasauliu, nesikisimas j dievy sferg ir santykinis nesido-
méjimas antgamtiniais dalykais, pasireiskiantis panieka prietarams ir nesveikoms
i8kreipto religingumo formoms.

Tuo metu, kai kitose kultarose budavo nuolat pabréziamas zmogaus proto ne-
pajégumas suvokti dieviskus dalykus, senovés graikai dievus ir dieviskumo prin-
cipa apskritai siejo su protingumu, racionalumu, tvarka ir kosmine darna, racio-
naliai grjsdami net patj religinj tikéjimga. Senovés graiky orientacija j imanencijos
plotme, kitaip tariant, j § pasaulj ir jo teikiama $iapusinj galimybiy lauka, ir beveik
metodinis draudimas verZtis anapus Zzmogiskosios prigimties riby, tarkime, j die-
viskaja ar demoniskaja sritj, bent i§ dalies lémé jspudingus civilizacinius heleny
pasiekimus, sudarantius sekuliarios Vakary kultaros pamatg.

Verta pabrézti, kad individo laisvés, atsakomybés, iniciatyvumo ir konkuren-
cijos akcentavimas $iuolaikinéje Vakary kultaroje didZia dalimi yra tasa ty kul-
tariniy nuostaty, kurios susiformavo dar senovés Graikijoje. Agonistinis heleny
mentalitetas, lémes tai, kad graikai nuolat pabrézdavo jvairaus pobudzio varzyby,
kovos (agono) svarba visuomenés gyvenimui, pagimdé ne tik autorin; stiliy litera-
taroje, konkuruojanéiy filosofiniy teorijy ir politiniy koncepcijy jvairove, jzvalgiu
strateginiu mastymu grjsta savita karingumo sampratg ir kariavimo stiliy, sporto
fenomeno atsiradima, pomégj organizuoti muzikos, poezijos ir kity meny kon-
kursus. Nelabai suklystume teigdami, kad vakarietiskojo kapitalizmo $aknys bent
netiesiogine prasme siekia senovés Graikijos agonistinés kultaros dirva ir néra
tik protestantiskojo pasaulévaizdzio ir darbo etikos pasekmé, kaip mané Maxas
Weberis.

Kita vertus, netiesiogine prasme bitent senovés graikams — Vakary civilizaci-
jos mokytojams — tenka dalis kaltés dél perdéto $iuolaikinés Vakary civilizacijos
pasitikéjimo savimi, jai budingos kultarinés arogancijos, naivaus kliovimosi moks-
lo bei technologijy pazanga ir vaikigko tikéjimo civilizacijos progresu, radikalios
sekuliarizacijos ir jos nulemto religijos reiksmés nuvertinimo, gamtos kaip istekliy
visumos traktavimo ir ekologiniy planetos problemy. Beje, ¢ia pastebime ironiska

paradoksa: senovés graikai, suvoke visokeriopa butigkaja Zzmogaus stoka, butinybe



laikytis zmogiskosios prigimties nubrézty riby, visa Zmogaus energija nukreipé j
imanencijos plotme, susiejo su zmogiskojo potencialo realizavimu $iame pasauly-
je, taigi, sakytume, pozityviai i$naudojo ontologine Zmogaus stoka, ta¢iau minétos
stokos pajungimas verzliai Zmogiskajai kurybai véliau suformavo vakarietigkajj ci-
vilizacijos modelj, pasiZymintj kitokios prigimties nesaikingumu ir jZuliu stokos
ignoravimu kitame lygmenyje. Sio paradokso esme dar lakoniskiau galétume nu-
sakyti taip: Zmogaus, suvokusio savo ontologine stoka, veikla buvo nukreipta bu-
tent ta vaga, kuri ir nulémé, kad kaip $ios veiklos rezultatas atsirado kolektyvinés
ontologinés stokos nesuvokianti Zmoniy bendruomené ir jos sukurta civilizacija,
taip pat nesuvokianti savosios ontologinés stokos.

Senovés graikai kiekvieng esinj suvokeé kaip vienokj ar kitokj substancinj in-
divida, apibréziama konkredios substancinés jo formos. NepripaZindami aktu-
aliosios begalybés, helenai net ir dievybés nejsivaizdavo kaip begalinés, niekaip
neapribotos ir neapibréztos buties, kaip begalinio buties $altinio, kuris pats savai-
me neturéty jokio konkretaus substancinio pavidalo, nusakomo jj apibréZiancios
substancinés formos. Net ir savuosius dievus graikai jsivaizdavo kaip Zmones pra-
nokstancdias, bet vis délto ontologine prasme ribotas bei konkreciai substanciskai
apibréztas, nors ir nemirtingas butybes: budami nemirtingi, taigi begaliniai laike,
heleny dievai, skirtingai nei absoliu¢iai transcendentinis abraomiskyjy religijy
Dievas, nebuvo begaliniai kokybine - begalinés, substanciskai neapibréztos bu-
ties — prasme.

Graiky dievy kanigkumas, nuostabiai grazus plastiniai jy pavidalai, nepaisant
estetinio jy tobulumo, i$duoda $iy antropomorfigkai jsivaizduojamy butybiy on-
tologinj netobulumga bei ribotuma. Jei net dievus, heleny supratimu, riboja ir on-
tologiskai apibrézia estetiskai tobulos, bet radikalaus ir absoliutaus ontologinio
tobulumo stokojancios jy formos, juo labiau tai galioja visoms kitoms, dievams
neprilygstanc¢ioms butybéms, tokioms, kaip Zmonés.

Atsizvelgiant j tai, kad realiai egzistuojandiomis graikai pripaZino tik substan-
cijas, tik konkrecius substancinius individus, apibréZtus juos apibudinanéiy subs-
tanciniy formy, o bet kuri substancija tiesiog pagal patia jos apibréztj graiky buvo
mastoma kaip ribota, apibréZta ja nusakancios substancinés formos, bet kurj eg-
zistuojantj esinj graikai neivengiamai suvoke kaip stokojantj absoliutaus ontolo-
ginio tobulumo, kaip vienu ar kitu atzvilgiu netobulg.

Vadinasi, graiky poziuariu, buti butybe - tolygu buti netobulam, ir §is netobulu-
mas nebuvo suvokiamas kaip nulemtas, tarkime, moralinio tos butybés netobulu-
mo ar kokiy kity defekty, susijusiy su tam tikromis kontingentiskomis aplinkybé-

mis, priklausané¢iomis nuo pacios butybés pasirinkimy bei elgesio, o buvo laikomas
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nulemtu ontologigkai, kylantiu i§ patios prigimties, budingos tai butybei, ir ap-
sprestu ontologinio ribotumo, susijusio su pacdig substancine butybés forma api-
brézian¢iomis ribomis®.

Kitaip tariant, substancinis musy, riboty ir stokojanciy butybiy, individualu-
mas ontologine prasme yra ,perkamas” musy butigkojo netobulumo kaina - arba,
dar kitaip pasakant, mums, kaip baigtinéms ribotoms butybéms, budingas ne-
tobulumas, kurio nejmanoma jveikti nei moralinémis pastangomis, nei jokiomis
kitomis nuo musy pacdiy priklausan¢iomis priemonémis, yra kaina, kuriag moka-
me uZ savo substancinj individualuma, uz gebéjima buti konkreciu substanciniu
individu, konkre¢ia substancigkai individualia butybe - ir net realiai (aktualiai)
egzistuojancia butybe apskritai (nes, kaip minéjome, graiky supratimu, aktualiai
egzistuoja tik substanciniai individai), o ne, tarkime, kokia nors kano ir kraujo
neturindia logine abstraktybe.

Tik transcendentinis abraomiskuyjy religijy (judaizmo, kriki¢ionybés ir islamo)
Dievas, budamas begalinis Buties $altinis, tikin¢iyjy suvokiamas kaip savyje tal-
pinantis visas jmanomas buties ir substancinio individualumo galimybes - taip
pat ir kiekvieng i§ musy, kaip kurinj, dievigkojo valios akto déka iskelts j aktualig
butj i§ begalinio Buties $altinio, slepiantio visas jmanomas buties galimybes, tuo
pat metu neprarasdamas savo dieviskosios tapatybés ir gebéjimo islikti Asmeniu,
o visos kitos butybés - realios ar mitologinés (antai tokios, kaip antropomorfiniai
graiky dievai) - yra neisvengiamai ontologine prasme ribotos (konkreciai subs-
tanciskai apibréztos) ir stokojancios tik Dievui budingo absoliutaus ontologinio
tobulumo.

Buvimas konkreciu kontingentisku substanciniu individu nesuderinamas su
galimybe buti bet kuriuo kitu kontingentisku substanciniu individu: antai buda-
mas Zzmogumi nepajégiu tuo pat metu buti medziu, arkliu ar liitu - taip pat, kaip
anie, i8likdami savimi, nepajégia buti Zmogumi. Net Dzeusas, i§likdamas Dzeusu,
nepajégty - jei tik is tiesy egzistuoty - tuo pat metu buti dar ir Apolonu ar Hermiu,
kaip ir sie, islikdami savimi, nepajégty tuo pat metu buti dar ir Dzeusu.

Vadinasi, kiekvienas kontingentigkas ($iuo metu egzistuojantis, bet galintis ir
neegzistuoti, t. y. neturintis savyje patiame savosios buties pagrindo) substancinis
individas yra nei$vengiamai stokojantis tos buties pilnatvés, kuria turi tik Dievas.

Bet j $ig niekaip nepanaikinama ontologine stoka galime pazvelgti ir pozity-

viai: nuostabus Dievo sukurty butybiy grozis yra nulemtas jy formy - konkreéiy

8 Pladiau apie tai zr.: Kardelis. 2006, p. 12-27 (stokos sgsajos su substanciniu individualumu ap-

tariamos p. 14-18).



substanciniy formy, o jokia forma néra jmanoma be formga apibréziancios ribos -
tiek jusliskai regimos erdvinés pavirsiaus ribos, skiriancios substanciskai indivi-
dualios butybés kang nuo idorés, tiek jusliskai neregimos, bet protu mastomos
abstrakdios ribos, kokybine prasme atskiriancios vieng substancija nuo kitos. Net
ir graiky dievai, savo plastinius pavidalus ,apreikiantys” nuostabaus grozio grai-
ky skulpturose, yra estetigkai tobuli tik dél to, kad jie néra tobuli absoliu¢ia on-
tologine prasme - tiksliau tariant, jie nebuty ontologiskai tobuli, jei egzistuoty.

Galimybé buti tik savimi, o ne kuo nors kitu ar net visomis butybémis i kar-
to, kaip ir galimybé buti tik pasaulio dalimi, o ne visu pasauliu i§ karto, pagaliau
galimybé anapus saves atrasti tikrg i$ore, kuri néra tavo paties minc¢iy ar veiksmy
rezultatas, — visa tai yra ontologiskai stokojantios Dievo sukurtos kontingentis-
kos butybés, kitaip tariant, kiekvieno i§ musy, privilegija. Ontologiné ribotos ir
baigtinés butybés stoka yra didelé dovana, jei tik mokame jg suvokti, jvertinti ir
gebame ja dziaugtis. Senovés graikai net patj Zmogaus mirtinguma suvoké kaip
jam skirta dovang ir privilegija: heleny mitologijoje esama istorijy, kuriose vaiz-
duojami nemirtingi herojai, kurie troksta, bet nepajégia numirti, o véliau priima
i$melsta mirtj kaip dievy jiems skirta nuostabig dovana. Panagiai ir kriksc¢ionys
savo silpnuma, be jokios abejonés, kylantj i§ visoms kontingenti$koms batybéms
budingos ontologinés stokos, bet dar labiau isryskinta tam tikro Dievo sprendi-
mo, suvokia kaip privilegija — didZig dovang ir proga siekti $ventumo.

Dar ikisokratinio laikotarpio graiky mastytojai konkreciy substanciniy indi-
vidy butj susiejo su riba, kurig masté kaip butigkajj butybés, iskeltos i§ nereali-
zuoty buties galimybiy chaoso, kontira, suteikiantj tai butybei jai budingg bu-
tiskaja forma, kitaip tariant, substancinj individualuma. Antai Mileto mastytojas
Anaksimandras minéjo apeirona® (gr. apeiron — ,neapibréztybé; beribiskumas®) -
chaotiska visy buties galimybiy vandenyna, kuriam saveikaujant su riba (gr.
peras, peirar'®) kyla visos aktualiai egzistuojancios butybés: galbut Anaksiman-
dras jsivaizdavo, kad riba, lyg kokios Zirklés ,iskirpdama“ i§ chaotiskos apeirono
terpés vieno ar kito pavidalo butiskajj kontura, tuo paciu apriboja apeironga, kaip

potencialios buties begalybe, sakytume, sumazindama ja iki konkretaus baigtinio

®  Arist. Phys. III, 4. 203b3-15; DK 12A9; KRS 101. Dar plg. Arist. Met. 1052 b10. Be klasika tapu-
sios ir keleto leidimy sulaukusios Dielso-Kranzo ikisokratiky fragmenty antologijos, skaitytojui,
noriné¢iam pladiau susipazinti su Anaksimandro ir kity ikisokratinio laikotarpio mastytojy jzval-
gomis, verta atkreipti démesj j $iuos leidimus bei vertimus: Kirk, G. S.; Raven, J. E.; Schofield,
1983; Wright, 1985; Waterfield, 2009.

Apie daiktavardziy peras, peirar ir tos pacios 3aknies prieveiksmio pera ,anapus (ribos), uz (ko
nors)“ semantinius atspalvius zr.: LSJ, p. 1365, sv. peras, p. 1354-1355, sv. peirar, p. 1364, sv.
pera. Apie $ios Saknies Zodziy etimologija Zr.: Beekes, Vol. 2, p. 1163, sv. peirar, p. 1175, sv. pera;
Frisk, Bd. 2, S. 490-491, sv. peirar, S. 510-511, sv. pera.
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skai¢iaus — konkretaus butigkojo pavidalo, konkreéios substancijos, kuri butent
apeirono apribojimo déka pradeda egzistuoti aktualiai.

Véliau Platonas, savo didZiajame veikale ,Valstybé® gério idéja apibudindamas
kaip esantia ,anapus substancijos®, ,anapus esmés®, kitaip tariant, anapus sub-
stancikai apribotos ir substanciskai individualios buties (epekeina tés ousias'), $ia
ontologiskai virsiausia idéja i§ esmés suvokia (nors ir nepasako to eksplicitiskai)
kaip begalinés Tobulybés (o kartu - ir kaip begalinés, substancigkai neapribotos
Buties) 3altinj: i$ jo, Tobulybei ,atkrintant® j santykinj netobuluma (vienokig ar
kitokig Tobulybés stoka), arba, kitaip tariant, substanciskai neapribotai Buciai -
j vienokj ar kitokj substancinj individualumg, nusakoma konkrecios substancinj
individa apibudinancios esmeés (gr. ousia), t. y., palyginti su begaliniu Buties $al-
tiniu, j santykine nebutj (vienokia ar kitokia begalinés Buties stoka), ir atsiranda
visos musy pasaulyje egzistuojancios butybés, kuriy kiekviena, palyginti su auks-
¢iausia gério idéja, yra ontologiskai stokojanti.

Akivaizdu, kad jei platoniskaja gério idéjg interpretuosime butent taip, nesun-
kiai pastebésime, jog nuo tokios gério sampratos, susiformavusios dar ikikriks¢io-
niskoje eroje, iki krik§¢ioniskosios filosofinés Dievo, kaip begalinio Buties $altinio
(taip Dieva aigkino $v. Tomas Akvinietis), sampratos jau tik vienas ar du minties
Zingsniai.

Aptare stokos sasaja su graikiskaja substancinio individo samprata, pereisi-
me prie pavyzdziy, atskleidzianéiy, kaip stoka buvo mastoma kosmologiniuose ir

teleologiniuose senoveés graiky filosofijos kontekstuose.

Pozityvieji kosmologiniai ir teleologiniai stokos aspektai

Senoveés graiky mastytojai, ypa¢ ikisokratinio laikotarpio filosofai, taip pat Plato-
nas ir Aristotelis, ne tik apie paskira ribotg butybe - Zmogy, pusdievj ar visagaly-
bés stokojantj pagoniska dieva, bet ir apie visg kosma masté jam budingo stokoji-

mo bei stokos ir pilnatvés dialektikos poziuriu.

11 Plat. Resp. VI, 509 b8. Zr. Jono Dumdéiaus atliktg viso $io ,Valstybés“ fragmento (Resp. VI, 509
b5-9) vertima, kuriame gr. ousia perteikiama lietuviskuoju atitikmeniu ,esmé“ (musy poziuariu,
dar geresnis vertimo variantas buty ,substancija®): ,Ir tie dalykai, kuriuos galima paZinti, i§ gério
gauna ne tik pazinumg (to gignoskesthai), bet ir buvimg (to einai) ir esme (tén ousian), nors pats géris
néra esmé — savo didingumu ir galia jis pranoksta jg (ouk ousias ontos tou agathou, all’ eti epekeina tés
ousias presbeiai kai dunamei huperekhontos)® (kursyvas ir paryskinimas mano - N. K.) (Platonas.
Valstybé. 2000, p. 261). Graikiskojo teksto originalg skliausteliuose pateikiame pagal kritinj S. R.
Slingso leidima: [Slings, S. R. (ed.). Plato. Respublica.] Platonis Rempublicam recognovit brevique
adnotatione critica instruxit S. R. Slings in Universitate libera quae Amstelodami est Professor or-
dinarius linguae et litterarum Graecarum. Oxonii: e typographeo Clarendoniano, MMIII, p. 255.



Herakleitas, vienas iskiliausiy ikisokratinio laikotarpio mastytojy, visa tikrove,
visa fenomeninj jos daugj laiké vieno universalaus prado - dieviskos visa apiman-
tios, persmelkiancios ir kildinancios logo ugnies — aprai$komis: nuovoki dievigka
ugnis, tuo pat metu materiali ir ideali (arba, dar tiksliau tariant, pranokstanti tiek
materialumg patj savaime, tiek idealumg patj savaime, tiek ir pac¢ig materialumo
ir idealumo skirtj), Efeso filosofo buvo laikoma pulsuojantia jai budingu ritmu,
paklustancia joje pacioje imanentigkai gladin¢iam saikui, pakylandia ir atslagstan-
tia sélstancios ugninés juros vandenimis. Si ugnis buvo jsivaizduojama kaip gyva
butybé, jaucianti alkj (materialaus bei dvasinio maisto stoka) ir sotj, sakytume,
pulsuojanti stokos ir pilnio ritmu'?, kurj steigia imanentiniu saiko principu grista
neat$aukiama loginé ugnies prigimtis.

Ugnies pajégumas viska deginti, visas fenomenines savo pacios apraiskas re-
dukuojant iki saves patios kaip galutinio pamato, , subendravardiklinantio” bet
kokius fenomeny skirtumus, Herakleito jvardijamas tuo paciu graikisku veiksma-
zodziu, kuris reigkia ir gebéjima suvokti protu, pagauti mintimi: gr. katalambanein
reigkia ir ,,nutverti, pagriebti (darant staigy judesj i visaus Zemyn), apimti, uzgoz-
ti“, ir ,nuteisti, sunaikinti“*?, ir ,suvokti“ (panasiai ir daiktavardis katalépsis, pa-

darytas i§ minéto veiksmazodzio, reigkia ne tik pagriebima, pagavima, nuteisima,

2 Ypa¢ verta atkreipti démesj j $ias Herakleito itaras: ,Ugnis - stygius ir sotis” (to pur [...] khrésmo-

suneé kai koros, fr. 58 MA = 65 DK); ,Ugnies atogrjzos: pirma jura, o i3 juros — perpus Zemé, perpus
ugniné vétra. [...] Jura iSsilieja (diakheetai) ir seikéjasi (metreetai) iki tokio paties mato (eis ton
auton logon), koks buvo pirma“ (fr. 57 MA = 31 DK); Stai $itg dailig tvarkg (kosmon tonde), visy
ta pacia, nei kas i§ dievy, nei kas i§ Zmoniy sukureé, bet buvo ji amzinai, ir yra, ir bus - amZinai
gyva ugnis (pur aeizéon), pagal saikg (metra) isiziebianti ir pagal saikg (metra) uzgestanti® (fr. 55
MA = 30 DK). Kursyvai (visuose trijuose fragmentuose), graikiskojo originalo zodziy pateikimas
skliausteliuose (fr. 57 MA bei fr. 55 MA vertimuose j lietuviy kalbg) ir paryskinimas (fr. 58 MA)
yra mano — N. K. Manto Adoméno atlikti Herakleito i$tary vertimai j lietuviy kalbg (fr. 57 MA
su nezymiu pakeitimu) cituojami pagal: Hérakleitas. Fragmentai. 1995, p. 56-57. Beje, butina
pabrézti, kad Herakleito fr. 58 MA pavartotas zodis khrésmosuné, Manto Adoméno igverstas lie-
tuvigku atitikmeniu , stygius®, yra vienas seniausiy stokos jvardijimy senovés graiky filosofijoje.
Pla¢iau apie $io zodzio semantika zr.: LSJ, p. 2006, sv. khrésmosuné.

7., pvz., $iuos Herakleito fragmentus: ,Visus [daiktus] teis ir pasmerks (katalépsetai) uzklupusi
ugnis“ (fr. 60 MA = 66 DK); ,Teisybé uzklups (katalépsetai) melagys¢iy meistrus ir liudytojus®
(fr. 92 MA = 28 DK). Abu fragmentai cituojami pagal Manto Adoméno vertima: op. cit., p. 58-59
(fr. 60 MA), p. 70-71 (fr. 92 MA); kursyvai ir graikiskojo originalo ZodZiy jterpimas skliausteliuo-
se mano - N. K. Verta atkreipti démesj j tai, kad graikigkasis veiksmazodis katalamband, evangeli-
jos pagal Jong prologe (Jn 1, 5) pavartotas aoristo forma su neiginiu (ou katelaben), gali reikiti ne
tik ,neuzgozé“ (taip i$versta Naujojo Testamento vertéjo j lietuviy kalbg Ceslovo Kavaliausko), bet
ir ,nesuvoke®, tad jmanomi du Jn 1, 5 graikiskojo originalo (kai to phos en téi skotiai phainei, kai
hé skotia auto ou katelaben) vertimo j lietuviy kalbg variantai: ,,Sviesa spindi tamsoje, ir tamsa jos
neuzgozé* (C. Kavaliausko vertimas) ir ,, Sviesa spindi tamsoje, ir (arba - bet) tamsa jos nesuvoké*
(alternatyvus vertimo variantas). Kursyvai ir paryskinimas mano - N. K. Jono evangelijos grai-
kigkasis originalas cituojamas pagal: Nestle-Aland (eds.), Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine. 2.,
neubearbeitete Auflage. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1991, S. 247.
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sunaikinima, bet ir suvokimg (t. y. pagavima mintimi - proto pagava). Panasiai
kaip jprasta zmogiskoji nuovoka, pagaunanti dalyky sasajas, susieja juos j koncep-
tualiai risly visetg ir tokiu budu ,naikina“ jy skirtumus konceptualaus bendravar-
diklinimo judesiu, taip ir dieviskojilogo ugnis, materialioje plotmeéje pasireiskianti
kaip fizinés ugnies $élsmas, skirtingus dalykus paverciantis tos pacios prigimties
liepsnomis bei pelenais, idealioje plotméje reiskiasi kaip skirtingus dalykus minti-
mi aprépiancio (skirtybes susiejancio, suri§an¢io) dievikojo mastymo alsavimas.

Kiek i$plétodami Herakleito mintj galétume pasakyti: kadangi ugnis yra tam
tikros prigimties mastymas, o mastymas — tam tikros prigimties ugnis, pa¢iu mas-
tymo judesiu mes - kaip ir pati kosminé logo ugnis, be kita ko, besireigkianti ir per
muisy mastyma, — nei§vengiamai ,deginame” tam tikros prigimties dalykus ir tam
tikros rusies antjusline ,medZiaga®, nors to ir nepatiriame jprastu fiziniu badu,
jusligkai, o savo ruoztu jusliskai regédami fizinés ugnies $élsma, tos pacdios prigim-
ties pelenais verciantj jusliniy fenomeny skirtybes, galime buti tikri, kad netie-
siogiai dalyvaujame mums nesuvokiamo ugninio dieviskojo mastymo misterijoje.
Tiek dieviskojo logo ugniai, tiek Zmogaus mastymo ugniai, kuri yra tos pacios logo
ugnies atmaina ir atvaizdas, budinga kataleptiné (,griebiancioji, stverian¢ioji) pa-
gava bei §ios pagavos galia, apie kurig, sekdami Herakleitu, véliau i§samiai svarsté
filosofai stoikai', gali buti siejama su visoms mastan¢ioms — dieviskoms ir Zmo-
giskoms — butybéms bidingu proto alkiu, kuris yra ne kas kita, kaip smalsumas, o
§j galima jvardyti kaip vienga i§ dvasinio alkio pavidaly.

Vadinasi, sekdami herakleitigkaja dievigkos logo ugnies samprata ir galbut ja
siek tiek i$plésdami, galime teigti, kad zmogigkasis smalsumas, doméjimasis pa-
sauliu ir noras jj tyrinéti, vis naujy jspudziy troskimas bei siekis mintimi aprépti
pacius skirtingiausius dalykus, mintimi juos subendravardiklinant ir susiejant j
ri§ly, koceptualiai darny pasaulévaizdj, kyla i§ tam tikros rasies stokos arba pats ja
tiesiogiai jkunija. Kitaip tariant, be stokos nebuty jmanomas nei fizinis bei dvasi-
nis dieviskosios logo ugnies ,rajumas®, nei zmonéms, kuriy protai, sakytume, yra
tos kosminés ugnies kibirkstys, budingas smalsumas ir pasaulio pazinimo siekis.
Tai nepaprastai svarbus pozityvusis stokos aspektas, jZvelgtas dar senovés graiky.

Kartu butina pabréZti, kad $i stoka néra dieviskajai logo ugniai primesta is iSo-
rés, kaip kazin koks neisvengiamas blogis, nes, pasak Herakleito, néra nieko, kas
egzistuoty anapus ugnies ir nebuty i$ jos kile bei jos persmelkta: dievigkosios logo

ugnies alkanumas, kaip ir noras §j alkj jveikti, néra ugniai niekieno primestas i$

1 Apie katalepse ir kataleptine vaizduote (kataléptiké phantasia) platiau zr.. Algra, K.; Barnes,

J.; Mansfeld, J.; Schofield, 2005, p. 297-316, 325, 347, 577, ypa¢ (apie kataleptine vaizduote)
p. 300-316.



iSorés - jis yra imanentiskas ugniai, kyla i§ jos prigimties ir, galétume net pasakyti,
yra ugniai mielas, nes jai patinka kartais buti alkanai, o kartais — so¢iai, o smagiau-
sia justi savaja dinamika ir savajj energiskuma, savuosius pulsavimus, susijusius
su ritmingais, pagal imanentinj saikg vykstanciais peréjimais nuo alkio prie soties
ir, prieSingai, nuo soties prie alkio. Batent $i paslaptinga stoka, kuri dieviskajai
logo ugniai néra primesta i$ iSorés ir kurios prigimtis yra tuo pat metu fiziné ir
dvasiné, jusliné ir antjusliné, apreiskia ugniai budinga vidine dinamine struktu-
r3, liudijama dZiaugsmingy ugnies, savaisiais virsmais patenkinancios jai mielg
alkj, pulsavimy, o kartu - ritmigkai kintan¢iy ugninés stichijos biseny jvairove bei
saikui paklistancio sios stichijos kismo potencijas. Si ugniai budinga stoka yra i3
tiesy dievigkai jstabi - pasakyti, kad ji turi pozityvy aspekta, buty tikrai per maza.

Zmogigkajj smalsuma ir i$ jo kylantj pazinimo dZiaugsma, taip pat dvasinj ma-
lonuma, jau¢iamga patiriant savosios minties gyvastj bei ritminga pulsavima, reikeé-
ty sieti batent su $ia dievigkajai logo ugniai imanentiskai budinga stoka: panasiai
kaip logo ugnis dziaugiasi tiek savo alkiu bei sotimi, tiek ir dinamisku apetityviu
verzimusi nuo alkio prie soties ir nuo soties prie alkio, taip ir smalsus Zmogaus
protas dziaugiasi ne tik paZinimo rezultatu (sakytume, smalsumo sotimi) ar pa-
zinimo procesu (peréjimu i§ smalsumo alkio basenos j smalsumo soties buseng),
bet ir pacia dar nepaZinta paslaptimi, kaip i8§ukiu pazinimui, kitaip tariant, pacia
smalsumo alkio busena. Zmogui patinka ir bati jgijus tam tikra pazinima, ir bati
pazinimo kelyje, ir turéti pries akis vienokia ar kitokia dar nepazinta paslaptj kaip
masalg alkanam protui, nes gyventi pasaulyje, kuriame viskas jau paZinta, baty
labai nuobodu.

Sia situacija graziai iliustruoja pavyzdys, paimtas i3 $iuolaikinés filosofijos kon-
teksto: vienas recenzentas dienrastyje Le Monde i§spausdintame savo atsiliepime
apie Emmanuelio Lévino ,Etika ir begalybe® prisipazino jaucias pavyda tiems, ku-
rie §io filosofo dar néra skaite, nes jy laukigs malonumas atrasti jo jzvalgy pasaulj®.
Vadinasi, galime teigti, kad i§ dvasinio stokojimo kylantis filosofinis alkis bei sielos
apetitas gali buti ne maZiau mielas nei filosofinés soties (juo labiau persisotinimo
filosofija) busena. T3 patj atskleidzia ir kiek banalesnis jusliy plotmés pavyzdys:
mums patinka ne tik buti fizi$kai sotiems ir ne tik sotintis gardZiu maistu, pamazu
pereinant nuo alkio prie soties, bet ir papras¢iausiai jausti alkj, kaip soties stoka,

jei tik &is nesuteikia fiziniy kanciy, nes butent alkis kelia apetita, o apetito turéji-

,Lévinas yra i§ ty autoriy, kuriuos taip mégstame, kad pavydime tiems, kurie dar néra jo skaite ir
kuriy dar laukia malonumas jj atrasti“ (Lévinas, E. Etika ir begalybé. Pokalbiai su Philippe’u Nemo.
I8 prancuzy kalbos verté Arunas Sverdiolas. Vilnius: Baltos lankos, 1994, reklama nugarinéje
knygos virgelio puséje).
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mo jausmas jau pats savaime yra mielas. Beje, lotynigkas daiktavardis appetitus, i$
kurio kilo apetita reigkiantis tarptautinis Zodis, vartojamas ir lietuviy kalboje, yra
sudarytas i§ priesdélio ad- ir veiksmaZzodzio petere ,siekti, lékti, verztis“® (plg. tos
pacios Saknies gr. petomai ,skrendu®): sakytume, ne tik fizinis, bet ir bet kokios
kitos rugies apetitas, kaip ir jj atitinkantis siekimas, verzlumas bei polékis, atsklei-
dZia, iSryskina ar net apskritai padaro jmanoma misy prigimties dinamiskumg,
kurio stokodami butume tingios, vangios, inertigkos, polékio stokojancios butybés.

Kita pozityvyjj stokos aspekta, nors ir i§reiksta ne taip tiesiogiai, kaip Heraklei-
to i$tarose, jZvelgiame Demokrito, kito ikisokratinio laikotarpio filosofo, svarsty-
muose apie butj, nebutj ir fenomenine tikrove. Kritikuodamas parmenidigkajg
tapacios sau, tobulos (taigi nieko nestokojan¢ios), nejudantios ir kokybiniu atzvil-
giu niekaip nekintanc¢ios rutuliSkos buties samprata, taip pat Parmenido teiginj,
jog egzistuoja tik §i tobula bitis, o nebuties apskritai néra, Demokritas su butimi
tapatino atomus — absoliu¢iai kietas neperpjaunamas daleles, atomus skirianéig
tudtumg laiké nebutimi, o laikinus atomy derinius - atsirandan¢ias, tam tikrg lai-
ka tveriandias ir i§sisklaidancias atomy konfigaracijas - aigkino kaip fenomeninés
prigimties apraiskas™.

Si atomistiné tikroves traktuoté, be kita ko, labai jdomi tuo, kad ontologinei ne-
budiai atstovaujanti tustuma (gr. to kenon), kuria bent netiesiogiai galétume sieti
su stoka, suvokdami tutuma kaip atomy nebuvima - ,stoka“ - tam tikroje vietoje,
aprei$kia tam tikrg demokritiskai interpretuojamos nebiuties pozityvuma: juk jei
nebuty atomus skiriancios tu§tumos, jie buty tartum statiskai jmuaryti lyg kokioje
betono sienoje ar atsiskleisty kaip absoliu¢iai inertigkas sulipusiy daiktan dale-
liy konglomeratas, o negalédami judéti jie negaléty sudaryti atomy konfiguracijy,
dél to fenomeny - ir, akivaizdu, paties fenomeninio daugio, pacios fenomeninés
pasaulio jvairovés — egzistavimas pasaulyje buty nejmanomas. Kitaip tariant, jei
nebuty ontologinei nebudiai atstovaujanéios tustumos, kaip atomy ,,stokos” tam
tikrose erdvés vietose, negaléty susidaryti jokie laikini fenomeninés prigimties

16

Zodzio appetitus reikémiy spektra zr.: Glare, P. G. W. Oxford Latin Dictionary. Oxford: At the
Clarendon Press, p. 151, svv. appetitus, appetitio, appetentia, appetens; Lewis, C. T.; Short, C. A
Latin Dictionary. Founded on Andrew’s edition of Freund’s Latin Dictionary. Revised, enlarged,
and in great part rewritten by Charlton T. Lewis, PhD. Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1998
(1879), p. 141, svv. appetitus, appetitio, appetentia, appetens, appetitor. Apie $iy lotynisky zodziy
semantine raidg angly kalboje zr.: Klein, Vol. 1, p. 94, svv. appetence, appetency, appetent, appetite.
Lotynisko daiktavardZio appetitus sasaja su verzlumu, polékiu ir net agresyvumu liudija klasiki-
niuose tekstuose re¢iau vartota pirminé antpuolio, ypa¢ karinio, reik§mé, véliau uzgozta mums
iprastesniy $io Zodzio reik§més atspalviy.

7 Antikinio atomizmo genezé ir kritiné atomizmo recepcija Antikoje i§samiai aptarta §iame darbe:
Furley, 1982.



atomy deriniai, taigi buty nejmanoma ir Zmogaus jusléms bei protui atsiverian-
ti jstabi fenomeniné pasaulio jvairové. Remiantis atomistine tikrovés samprata,
butina pripaZinti, kad absoliu¢iai butina (o sykiu ir pakankama) fenomeny egzis-
tavimo (tiksliau tariant, jy reiskimosi) salyga yra tiek pacdiy atomy, atstovaujanciy
budiai, tiek tu§tumos, atstovaujancios nebudiai, egzistavimas.

Sia proga verta atkreipti démes; ir j tai, kad jvairiy vienaip ar kitaip su nebatimi
susijusiy stokos pavidaly - tu$tumos, erdvinio tarpo, neuzpildyto ploto, taip pat
pauzeés (kaip laikinio tarpo) - svarbos suvokimg liudija ne tik teoriniai senoveés
graiky mastytojy tekstai, bet ir pats heleny menas - tiek literataros, tiek vaizduo-
jamojo meno bei architektaros kiriniai, pasiZzymintys formos taupumu, neretai
rafinuotu minimalistiniu skoniu, neperkrautumu detalémis, itin saikingu dekora-
tyviyjy elementy panaudojimu, tobula kompozicija, kurioje iSradingai derinami
uzpildyti (kompozicine prasme ,sotus®) ir neuzpildyti (kompozicine prasme sto-
kojantys, ,alkani“) meninés erdveés ar plokstumos plotai.

Platono, klasikiniam senovés graiky filosofijos laikotarpiui atstovaujancio igki-
liausio heleny mastytojo, tekstuose taip pat aptinkame nemaZai vaisingy bandy-
my temizuoti stokg ir jzvelgti pozityviuosius stokos aspektus.

Visy pirma, ontologiskai traktuoting santykinj stokos pozityvuma regime pla-
toniskojoje dalyvavimo, arba meteksés (gr. methexis — ,dalyvavimas, dalies turéji-
mas, (ko nors) turéjimas kartu su (kuo kitu); buvimas kartu su (kuo kitu)“®), teori-
joje: pasak Platono, laikini, nuolat kintantys $io pasaulio daiktai, neturédami savo
netobulos buties $altinio savyje paciuose, apskritai egzistuoja tik todél, kad turi
dalj, t. y. ,dalyvauja“ (gr. metekhousi) tobuloje amziny idéjy butyje. Kintanc¢io pa-
saulio daikty ontologinio statuso reliatyvumas atsiskleidZia juos palyginant, viena
vertus, su tobulomis idéjomis, atstovaujan¢iomis tobulai Baéiai (to on, ta onta), ir,
kita vertus, su absoliu¢ia nebutimi (to mé on), t. y. loginiu niekiu: dalyvaudami to-
buloje idéjy butyje, t. y. turédami tam tikra jos dalj, kintan¢io pasaulio daiktai turi
galimybe bent netobulai - ir apskritai - egzistuoti, ta¢iau jiems esmingai triksta
butigkojo idéjy intensyvumo ir idéjy buties tobulumo.

Kitaip tariant, kintantys $io pasaulio daiktai , stokoja“ tobulos idéjy buties bu-
tent tuo laipsniu, kuriuo vis délto nepajégia dalyvauti idéjy butyje, nors, kita ver-

tus, tam tikru laipsniu bei atzvilgiu joje vis délto dalyvauja (nes jei visigkai neda-
8 Semantinius graikiskojo daiktavardzio methexis ir kity jam giminingy zodziy atspalvius zr.: LSJ,
p- 1090, sv. methexis, p. 1120 sv. metekho, p. 1121-1122, sv. metokhé, p. 1122, sv. metokhos. Sis
zodis yra padarytas i§ veiksmazodzio metekho, o §is savo ruoztu - i§ veiksmazodzio ekho ,turiu®
su priesdéliu meta- (viena jo reikdmiy, realizuota veiksmazodyje metekho ir gimininguose daikta-
vardziuose methexis bei metokhé, yra ,kartu su“), tad meteksé pazodziui reiskia tam tikro dalyko
turéjima kartu su kuo nors kitu, su kuriuo dalijamasi tuo dalyku.
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lyvauty, tada apskritai negaléty egzistuoti): tobulos idéjy Buties (to on) atzvilgiu
kintantio pasaulio daiktai atsiskleidZia kaip ne-Bitis (to ouk on) — kaip ne-Butis
vien kontradiktorine, o ne kontrarine (radikalios poliarinés opozicijos) prasme.
Tadiau, uzimdami, sakytume, tarpine pozicija tarp tikrosios Bities ir visikos ne-
baties (loginio niekio), kintan¢io pasaulio daiktai atsiskleidZia kaip palyginti ba-
tiski visiskos nebuties (loginio niekio, to mé on) atzvilgiu: nors ir budami ne-Butis
(to ouk on) tobulos idéjy Buties atzvilgiu, kintané¢io pasaulio daiktai atsiskleidzia
ir kaip ne-nebutis visiskos nebuties atZzvilgiu, absoliutaus loginio niekio akistato-
je. Galétume net pasakyti, kad, palyginti su visiska nebutimi, kintan¢io pasaulio
daiktai apsireigkia kaip butiskai pilnatviski, o pati nebutis (loginis niekis) savo
ruoztu ,stokoja“ kintanc¢io pasaulio daiktams budingo butiskojo intensyvumo bei
ontologinio statuso.

Jei, pasitelke daznai naudojama analogija, kintancio pasaulio daiktus, paim-
tus kaip visuma, jsivaizduotume kaip stikline, mazdaug iki pusés pripildyta buties
vandens, tobulos idéjy Buties (sakytume, kupinai sklidinos stiklinés) atzvilgiu ji
atrodyty kaip pusiau tus¢ia, o visiskos nebuties (lyg visiskai tus¢ios stiklinés) at-
zvilgiu - kaip pusiau pilna. Tad jprasti kintancio pasaulio daiktai, Platono suvoki-
mu, apreiskia jstabig stokos ir pilnatvés dialektika, patys budami grynosios buties
ir grynosios nebuties dialektiniy jtampy centre: jie tuo pat metu yra ir ontologis-
kai ,pilni®, ir ontologigkai ,tuti“, ontologiskai stokojantys.

Kiek i$plétodami paties Platono samprotavimus apie dalyvavimo prigimtj ga-
létume pasakyti, kad be stokos apskritai nebuty bet kokio (ne tik ontologinio)
dalyvavimo bei dalijimosi: i§skyrus tuos radikalius atvejus, kai dalijantis jgyjama
ne dalis to daikto, kuriuo dalijamasi, o jis visas, dalijimasis numano tam tikros
integralios visumos lauzyma j fragmeniskas dalis, taigi pradinés visumos fragmen-
tacija, trupinima, kai dalydamiesi su kitu mes atsilauziame dalj nuo tos visumos,
kurig turi kitas, ir savo ruoztu atlauziame kitam dalj nuo tos visumos, kurig turime
patys. Dalydamiesi su kitu mes beveik nei$vengiamai prarandame dalj saves, bet
kartu dovanai jgyjame dalj kito. Dalijimosi rezultatas yra tai, kad, dalydamiesi ir
netekdami tam tikros savo paciy - ar net saves paciy — dalies, pradedame stokoti
tos visumos, kuria, kaip nuosava visuma, patys turéjome prie$ dalijimosi veiksmo
pradZia, bet mainais jgyjame dalj kieno nors kito turétos visumos, tad, jgije tam
tikra svetimos visumos dalj, mes jveikiame radikalig stokg butent $ios svetimos vi-
sumos atzvilgiu. Ta patj galima pasakyti ir apie kita, besidalijantj su mumis savaja
visuma, kurios integraluma, turéta prie$ dalijimosi veiksmo pradZia, jis praranda
mainais uz ta dalj, kurig, kaip egzistencinés patirties fragments, ,,atsilauzia“ nuo

misy turétos visumos.



Kai kuo nors dalijamés su kitu, tiek musy stoka, tiek pilnatvé tampa santykiné
ir abipusé, o kai kiekvienas savaja visuma pasilaikome tik sau, tiek musy pilnatve,
tiek ir stoka pasilieka absoliuti, nes kiekvienas liekame su savgja visuma, sau pa-
tiems budinga pilnatve, absoliu¢iai stokodami kito.

Beje, kaip minéjome, esama atvejy, kai dalijantis tam tikrais dalykais besidali-
jantys jgyja ne fragmentiskas vieno ar kito dalyko, kaip visumos, dalis, sakytume,
lauzomos duonos, kuria dalijamasi, trupinius, o visa dalyka, kaip visumga. Tai ba-
dinga dalijimuisi informacija, kuri, jei tik iki galo adresato suvokiama ir dalijimosi
metu paties besidalijan¢iojo nepamir§tama, néra prarandama, ir — sakramentiniy
kriksc¢ionybés slépiniy kontekste — dalijimuisi $v. Mi$iy metu konsekruota duona
ir vynu, kurie, pavirte Kristaus kinu ir krauju, islaiko viso Kristaus kano ir viso
Kristaus kraujo integraluma kiekviename konsekruotos duonos trupinyje ir kiek-
viename konsekruoto vyno laselyje, dél to $v. Komunijos slépinio dalyviai pajégia
dalytis visu Kristaus kanu ir visu Kristaus krauju, o ne kokia nors maZesne uz visu-
ma kino ar kraujo dalimi.

Vélyvajame dialoge ,Timajas” filosofinio mito forma pateiktoje kosmologinés
tikrovés vizijoje auks¢iausiojo dievo — demiurgo — sukurtas pasaulis yra nusako-
mas kaip pagimdytasis dievas, protingas kosminis gyvunas, pagaliau kaip visata,
visybé (to pan), talpinanti savyje visus kitus gyvus ir negyvus esinius. Kosmas nu-
sakomas kaip erdvéje ir laike gyvuojanti uzdara tobula sistema, anapus kurios néra
nei jokio kito pasaulio, nei jokios kitos erdvés ar kito laiko apskritai. Nors kos-
mas - demiurgo pagimdytasis dievas - filosofiniame ,Timajo“ mite vaizduojamas
kaip nieko nestokojantis, visi$kai autarkiskas ir laimingas butent dél absoliucios

savo pilnatvés®, absoliutaus nestokojimo (arba - kiek pretenzingai pasakant — ab-

¥ Tim. 33c-34b: ,[Kosmas] buvo sumaniai surestas taip, kad gauty maista i§ savo paties duléjimo,

visus veiksmus bei kesmus atlikdamas pats ir savyje pa¢iame. Mat tas, kuris jj renté, pamané, jog
buti sau pakankamam yra daug geriau, negu stokoti ko nors kito. Kadangi nebuvo jokio reikalo ka
imti ir nuo ko gintis, jis (demiurgas — N. K.) nutaré, kad neverta prie kino pridéti ranky, taip pat
kojy ar kokio kito jtaiso, skirto vaiki¢ioti, nes i§ septyniy judéjimo rasiy [Karéjas] skyré kanui
jam tinkantia rugj, butent ta, kuri artimiausia protui ir mastymui. Todél jis priverté [kosmo kana]
judeéti, vienodai besisukant ratu savyje pa¢iame ir toje pacioje vietoje, o kitas $esias judéjimo
rusis pasalino, idant $ios netrikdyty pirmosios. Kadangi tokiam sukimuisi ratu nereikéjo kojy,
jis padaré [kosma] be blauzdy ir pédy. Visas amzinai esantiojo dievo (demiurgo — N. K.) apie ta
dieva, kuris dar tik turéjo atsirasti, reikalavo, kad kosmo kunas buty sukurtas glotnus, visur
vienodas, vienodai nusidriekes nuo centro j visas puses, vientisas, tobulas ir sudarytas i§ tobuly
kiny. Jo viduryje jkurdines siela, Rentéjas i3tempé ja per visa [rutulio ilgj] ir, be to, apvilko ja
kiing i§ igorés. Sitaip jis sukaré dangy — apvaly, besisukant] ir viena vienintelj, tatiau dél savo
tobulumo gebantj bendrauti su savimi pa¢iu, nestokojantj nieko kito, pasitenkinantj savo paties
pazinimu ir draugyste su savimi paciu. Visy $iy [kosmui suteikty sugebéjimy] déka Kuréjas jj
pagimdé kaip laimingg dieva” (3ios ir kitoje i$na3oje pateikiamos ,Timajo” i§traukos vertimas
mano, su nezymiais patikslinimais cituojamas pagal: Platonas. Timajas. Kritijas. 1995, p. 70-71;
paryskinimai mano).
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soliutaus stokos stokojimo), procesams, vykstantiems $io kosminio gyvano vidu-
je, budingi i§ esmeés tie patys stokos ir pilnio, alkio ir soties ritmai, kaip ir Heraklei-
to istarose aprasytai dieviskajai logo ugniai: mite teigiama, kad visus veiksmus ir
kesmus kosmas atlieka savyje pa¢iame, nieko nepriimdamas i§ iSorés (kurios, tiesg
sakant, erdvélaikine prasme net néra) j vidy ir nieko nepasalindamas i§ vidaus j
i8ore, bet, kadangi $is kosminis gyvanas yra ne kas kita, kaip pasaulis, kuriame visi
gyvename, aptikdami jame gausybe stokos apraisky, stoka bei pervirgj Platonas
priskiria paskiroms kosmo dalims ir visy pirma konkre¢ioms butybéms, egzistuo-
jan¢ioms kosmo viduje ir maZzesnéms uZ kosma, kaip visumga.

Nors pats kosmas, kaip visuma, vaizduojamas nepatiriantis nei stokos, nei per-
virsio, o veikiau, sakytume, tobula ,nulinio” - visiskai i$lyginto — balanso busenga,
kuria, nepaisant to, galima apibudinti kaip $io pagimdytojo dievo patiriamos lai-
meés pilnatve, paskiroms kosmo viduje tverian¢ioms butybéms tenka susidurti tiek
su pervirsio, tiek ir su stokos apraiskomis.

[tin originali Platono, pasakojantio §j filosofinj mitg, mintis yra ta, kad kos-
mas, kuriame yra tiek tobuly, tiek netobuly, tiek apskritai skirtingo tobulumo
laispnio butybiy, yra, kaip visuma, labiau tobulas uz kosma, kurio viduje egzis-
tuoty tik tobulos (arba vienodo tobulumo laipsnio) batybés. Kitaip sakant, kosmo
tobuluma lemia ne tik paéiy jo daliy kokybé, bet ir sisteminé kosmo, kaip hie-
rarchigkai sutvarkytos visumos, jvairové, kuri neformaliu ir nebanaliu pavidalu
jmanoma tik tada, kai paskiros kosmo dalys yra jvairios ne tik kiekybiskai, bet ir
kokybiskai, be kita ko, viena nuo kitos esmingai besiskirdamos ir joms badingu
tobulumo laipsniu.

Vadinasi, butent kai kurioms paskiroms kosmo dalims budinga stoka - visy
pirma santykiné tobulumo stoka — lemia didesnj viso kosmo, kaip visumos, tobu-
luma, kuris nebuty pasiektas, jei kai kurios kosmo dalys nebiuty stokojanc¢ios tobu-
lumo arba jo stokoty vienodai. Jei §j dalyka aigkintume Zvelgdami i$ kitos pusés,
grynai teleologiskai, galétume pasakyti, kad pats ontologinis imperatyvas kosmui,
kaip visumai, buti tobulam, lemia butinybe atsirasti didesne jvairove kurian¢ioms
netobulumo saloms kosmo viduje, taigi ir skirtingiems stokos, budingos paskiry

kosme tverianéiy butybiy egzistencijai, pavidalams®® (Platonas, op. cit., p. 81).

2 Tikétiname filosofiniame ,Timajo” mite, pasakojamame pitagoriko Timajo Lokrieio, apragoma,

kaip demiurgas, kreipdamasis j savo sukurtus Zemesniuosius dievus, kuriems patiki toliau testi
kosmo kuarimo bei tobulinimo darba, duoda jiems tokius nurodymus: ,Iki $iol dar negimé trys
mirtingosios giminés, o kol jos neatsirado, dangus bus netobulas (atelés); mat jis savyje neturés
visy gyviuny giminiy, o to reikia, jeigu jis ketina buti pakankamai tobulas (teleos). Bet atsiradusios
ir gavusios gyvybés dalj i§ manes, jos prilygty dievams. Taigi, idant ir jos buty mirtingos (thnéta),
ir $ita Visybé (pan tode) i§ tiesy buty Viskuo (hapan), pagal savo prigimtj imkités gyviny karybos,



Dialoge ,Timajas” pateikta skirtingo tobulumo laipsniy butybiy, gyvuojantiy
kosmo viduje, hierarchijos samprata, leidzianti bent i§ dalies pateisinti ontologi-
nés bei kosmologinés prigimties blogj, véliau buvo vaisingai panaudota filosofiskai
ir teologigkai grindziamos teodicéjos sistemose. Beje, verta atkreipti démesj j tai,
kad kitame originaliame blogio prigimties aiskinime, kurj randame Plotino ir ypa¢
$v. Augustino veikaluose, blogis taip pat siejamas su stoka: traktuojant blogj kaip
gério trukuma (privatio boni), i§ blogio, sakytume, atimamas jo ontologinis subs-
tanciskumas - blogis tarsi netenka didZiosios dalies butiskojo svarumo ir egzisten-
cinio grésmingumo.

Aristotelio filosofijoje ne tik stokos tematika iskyla daugybe skirtingy pavida-
ly, bet ir pati stokos (gr. sterésis ,stoka, stokojimas, stygius, trukumas®) savoka
pradedama vartoti kaip gerokai precizigkiau apibréztas techninis filosofijos ter-
minas®. Stagirie¢io mastyme stoka mastoma visy pirma kaip tam tikros rasies
tobuluma jkunijancio etalono neatikimas: jei §j etalong jsivaizduotume kaip ilgio

etalong - kaip tam tikra etaloninio ilgio liniuote, tai tam tikrg stoka patiriantis

pamégdziodami mano pajéguma, dél kurio atsiradote patys” (Tim. 41b-c; cituojama su nezymiais
patikslinimais pagal: Platonas, op. cit., p. 81). Remdamiesi pacituotu tikétino filosofinio mito
fragmentu, galime daryti i$vada, kad dialogo veikéjo Timajo Lokriec¢io lupomis Platonas désto
kosmologine koncepcija, kurios vienas jdomiausiy elementy yra nuostata, jog Visybé, stokojanti
mirtingy (thnéta), taigi netobuly, gyvany giminiy, jau nebuty Viskuo (hapan), o kai ko stokodama
ji dar nebuty visiskai atbaigta ir tobula (teleos). Pratesdami Platono mintj mums aktualiame sto-
kos problematikos kontekste, galétume pasakyti taip: idant Visybé (demiurgo sukurtoji kosminé
Visata) buty tobula, ji privalo nestokoti nieko, net stokos ir netobulumo, badingy paskiriems
Visybés viduje esantiems jos elementams. Kitaip tariant, idant Visybé, kaip visuma, nieko ne-
stokoty, paskiros vidinés jos dalys privalo buti stokojantios; taip pat, idant Visybé, kaip visuma,
buty tobula, paskiros vidinés jos dalys privalo buti nepakankamai ir nevienodai tobulos. Vadinasi,
interpretuodami minétajj filosofinio mito fragmenta privalome daryti i$vada, kad pasaulis, tal-
pinantis savyje ir tai, kas tobula, ir tai, kas netobula, yra jvairesnis, turtingesnis, taigi — paimtas
kaip visuma - ir tobulesnis uz pasaulj, kuris savyje talpinty tik tai, kas tobula: kad Visata nieko
nestokoty, kai kurios joje gyvenantios butybés privalo stokoti. Si Platono j#valga, beje, turi atiti-
kmeny ir estetiniuose Antikos mastytojy (ypa¢ Aristotelio) svarstymuose: negraZios ar net baisios
tam tikros meninés visumos, tarkime, paveikslo, dalys, kontrastuodamos su graziomis meno
karinio dalimis, buvo suvokiamos kaip prisidedancios kuriant bendrajj meninés visumos grozj
ir visuminj meninj jspudj taip esmingai, kad be jy geriausias meninis rezultatas ir maksimalus
estetinis efektas negaléty buti pasiektas, o meno kurinio, kaip visumos, grozis nepajégty jgyti
didZiausio savo tobulumo laipsnio.

Vien Aristotelio ,Metafizikoje“ terminas sterésis 3iek tiek skirtingais reik§més atspalviais, nu-
lemtais skirtingy filosofiniy konteksty, yra pavartotas daugybe karty, pavyzdziui, siose veikalo
vietose: Met. 1004 a12; 1004 b27, 1011 b18, 1019 b7; 1021 a25; 1054 a24; 1055 b13, 27; 1056
al6, 20; 1057a36; 1058 b27; 1061 a20-27; 1063 b17; 1069 b34; 1070 b12. Konkrelius termi-
no sterésis reik§més atspalvius savo puikaus, jau seniai klasika tapusio Aristotelio ,Metafizikos“
vertimo komentaruose ad locum gana i3samiai aiskina W. D. Rossas: Ross, W. D. (ed.). Aristotle’s
Metaphysics. A revised text with introduction and comentary by W. D. Ross. 2 Vols. Oxford: At Cla-
deron press, 1924. Apie semantinius daiktavardziy sterésis, steréma, veiksmazodzio stered ,atimti®
ir jo pasyvinés formos stereomai ,stokoti; buti netekusiam, praradusiam® bei kity bendrasakniy
zodziy atspalvius zr.: LSJ, p. 1640, svv. stereo, steréma, steresis.
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dalykas savo ruoztu galéty buti suvokiamas kaip trumpesnis ilgis, ,netraukian-
tis“ iki etaloninio ilgio, nes iki tobulumo jam , truksta“ tam tikros etaloninio ilgio
dalies (plg. semantinj rysj tarp lietuvisky Zodziy ,trakumas®, ,trukis®, ,trakti” ir
Ltraukti®, taip pat tipologiskai analogiska s3saja tarp anglisko budvardzio short
ytrumpas® ir daiktavardzio shortage ,trikumas, stygius®).

Nors labai jdomaus ir tie konkretus bei temigkai jvairas stokos apibudinimai,
Aristotelio pateikiami eksplikuotu ir i§plétotu pavidalu tuose filosofiniuose kon-
tekstuose, kuriuose stoka jvardijantis terminas minimas tiesiogiai (deja, trumpa-
me straipsnyje neturime galimybés aptarti $iy gausiy pavyzdziy), vis délto, misy
poziuriu, konceptualigja prasme dar jdomesni yra tie atvejai, kuriuose stoka atsi-
skleidZia netiesiogiai ir, sakytume, nejkyriai.

Be jokios abejonés, stoka $iuo nejkyriu ir netiesioginiu pavidalu Aristotelio
filosofijoje jdomiausiai pasirodo galimybés, arba potencijos (gr. dunamis), ir vei-
kimo, arba akto (gr. energeia), kaip dviejy entelechine (j tikslo siekima nukreipta)
substancijos raidg apibudinantiy poliariskai skirtingy tagky — pradzios tasko, i$
kurio grynosios galimybés pavidalu ,i$rieda“ dar teleologiskai nerealizuotos subs-
tancijos embrionas, ir pabaigos tasko, Zymincio visiskai realizuotos, maksimaliai
energiskos, ontologine prasme ,veikiancios“ substancijos raidos tikslg, — onto-
loginéje jtampoje. Kiekviena substancija tol, kol dar néra pasiekusi savojo tele-
ologinio i8sipildymo, yra daugiau ar maziau stokojanti tos tobulumo pilnatvés,
kurj jkunija maksimaliai energiskas visiskai realizuotos prigimties taskas. Subs-
tancija, kaip pradiniame jos raidos taske slypinti grynoji galimybé, kaip dar net
nepradeéty realizuoti potencijy embrionas, savojo raidos tikslo (telos) atzvilgiu yra
stokojanti maksimaliai, tadiau ir bet kuriame kitame j galutinj tiksla nukreiptos
raidos tagke besirealizuojanti substancija yra patirianti didesne ar maZesne stoka.
Kitaip tariant, substancijai budingas stokojimo laipsnis Aristotelio suvokiamas
kaip atvirk$ciai proporcingas jos teleologinio i$sipildymo (teleologinés realizaci-
jos) laipsniui, o pats substancinio individo tobuléjimas mastomas kaip bandymas
jveikti tam tikrg stokg — sakytume, tam tikrg trikuma, skiriantj substancijg nuo
galutinio raidos tagko, Zzyminéio visiska substancijos prigimties isipildyma, tam
tikra dar nenueitg ilgio atkarpa, kurios , truksta“ iki etaloninés liniuotés ilgio.

Sioje sampratoje svarbiausia tai, kad save realizuojantis substancinis individas
Aristotelio suvokiamas kaip tiesiog papras¢iausiai ,atsiimantis” i§ pasaulio tai,
kas jam, kaip tam tikros prigimties substancijai, teisétai priklauso pagal jo pri-
gimtj, o ne uzkariaujantis kazin kokias svetimas, jam nepriklausancias ontologi-
nes teritorijas: negebéjimas pasiekti finaline savo galimybiy riba - ar net nenoras

apskritai jos siekti — substanciniam individui reik$ty savosios prigimties i§davys-



te ir didZiausia jmanomga jo nedorumo laipsnj. Antai dirvon kritusi ir pradéjusi
leisti $aknis gilé Stagiriecio buty traktuojama kaip tiesiog ,atsiimanti i§ pasaulio
jai pagal prigimtj priklausantj ontologinj didingo i$sikerojusio azuolo statusa, o
tobuléjantis jaunas Zmogus — ,atsiimantis” i§ pasaulio tai, kas jam priklauso pagal
jo prigimtinio talento mastg. Nuolatinis savosios stokos mastymas galutinio re-
alizuojamo tikslo, nusakancio prigimtiniy substancinio individo galimybiy ribas,
akivaizdoje yra labai jkvepiantis, egzistenciskai tonizuojantis ar net i§§tukio pavi-
dalu i8kylantis kaip didingas ontologinés savirealizacijos imperatyvas.

Aristoteligkoji ,aukso vidurio® (khrusoun meson)?, suvokiamo etine ar kokia
kita prasme, samprata taip pat labai jdomiai - bet ir vél tik netiesiogiai — siejasi
su stoka: remiantis §ia samprata, bet kurios dorybés (areté) biseng galima lokali-
zuoti kaip jsivaizduojama taska tieséje, jungiancioje nedorybes jkunijanciy polia-
riniy prieSybiy taskus. PavyzdZziui, drasa Aristotelio jsivaizduojama kaip tagkas,
jkunijantis aukso vidurj tarp poliarigkai priesingy bailumo (drasos su trukumu,
t. y. drasos su stoka) ir jzulumo (drasos su pervirsiu) tagky. Paradoksalu, bet aukso
vidurio taske lokalizuota drasa taip pat gali bati mastoma negatyviai, kaip tam
tikru atZvilgiu stokojanti - ir stokojanti dvejopai: mat ji, i$silaikydama auksiniame
pusiausvyros tagke, viena vertus, stokoja drasos stokojimo, o kita vertus - stokoja
drasos pervirsio. Ta patj galima pasakyti ir apie kitas dorybes, Aristotelio nagriné-
jamas pasitelkiant aukso vidurio sgvoka: Zvelgiant aristoteliskai, kiekviena dorybé
yra ne tik vienokia ar kitokia pozityvi etiné duotis, bet ir negatyviai nusakomas
Jtrikumo triakumas® ar ,,stokos stoka“.

Apzvelge kosmologiniuose ir teleologiniuose senovés graiky filosofijos kon-
tekstuose iSryskéjancius pozityviuosius stokos aspektus, esame pasirenge visus
ligsiolinius savo svarstymus apie stoka susieti su klausimu, kiek pozityvi visais
jmanomais budais jau¢iamos stokos patirtis ir pozityvus mastymas apie jvairius
stokos pavidalus galéty atsiskleisti kaip svarbus $iuolaikiniam Zmogui.

Pameéginti atsakyti j § klausima jmanoma tik paZvelgus j stokos fenomeng i$

laisvés perspektyvos — maksimaliai laisvo Zmogaus akimis.

2 Verta atkreipti démesj j tai, kad aristoteliskoji aukso vidurio koncepcija, Stagirie¢io universaliai

taikoma, pvz., ,Nikomacho etikoje“, uzuomazgy pavidalu aptinkama jau vélyvojo Platono kuri-
niuose, antai ,Filebe“, kuriame kalbama apie ,misinj“ (mixis), sudaryta i priegybiy ir jkunijantj
ju pusiausvyra, kuri suvokiama kaip tobulesné uz skyrium paimtas priesybes. Tiesa, neaisku, ar
3i aukso vidurio buseng atitinkanéio priedybiy ,misinio“ samprata buvo savarankikai suformu-
luota paties Platono, nes visigkai tikétina, kad ja, Siek tiek modifikaves, Platonas perémé i3 savo
mokinio Aristotelio.
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Stoka ir laisvé: vietoj i§vady

Pateiktieji pozityviyjy stokos aspekty, atsiskleidZian¢iy senovés graiky filosofi-
joje, pavyzdziai parodo, kad stoka - tai absoliu¢iai batina musy individualumo,
musy fizinio bei dvasinio verzlumo, misy egzistencinio ,apetito”, musy gebéjimo
dziaugtis ne tik jau realizuoti tobulumu, bet ir patiu tobulumo geismu bei valingu
troskimu siekti tobulumo - ir tuo paciu lyg kilni avantiara intriguojanciu tobulé-
jimo procesu, kuris neretai mielesnis uZ jau realizuota tobuléjimo tiksla, salyga.

Stoka galy gale yra net ir musy laisvés salyga - ir juo didesné musy laisvé, juo
didesné ir musy stoka: juk misy laisve apibudina visy jmanomy musy pasirinki-
my skaicius. Begalinés laisvés atveju $is pasirinkimy skai¢ius taip pat yra begali-
nis - kaip ir begalinis laisvés laipsniy skai¢ius hipotetinéje mechaninéje sistemoje.
Turédami begaline laisve mes pradiniame savo egzistencijos tagke, kuriame renka-
meés 1§ begalinio skaiiaus galimy savo gyvenimo varianty, visus juos turime pries
akis kaip nerealizuotas galimybes — kiekvieng i$ jy kaip vienas ar kitas hipotetigkai
realizuotas tikslas musy lakioje vaizduotéje atitinka galutinis musy teleologinio
i8sipildymo tagkas.

Budami begalinés laisvés biseng atitinkancioje egzistenciniy pasirinkimy star-
to pozicijoje, stovédami visy jmanomy realizuoti, bet dar nerealizuoty galimybiy
akivaizdoje, mes tuo pat metu stokojame begalinio skai¢iaus jau realizuoty gyve-
nimo tiksly, ty nesuskai¢iuojamy teleologinio i$sipildymo varianty, apie kuriuos
mums kuZda musy vaizduoté, projektuojanti musy egzistencija j ateitj, ir kuriy
siekti mus gundo $iuos galutinius tikslus bei teleologinio i$sipildymo variantus
atitinkan¢ios pasirinkimo galimybés - ir net atsidure finaliniame vieno ar kito gy-
venimo tikslo pasiekimo tagke, esame priversti atminti, kad pasiekéme tik vieng
tiksla i$ begalinés jy gausybés, ir vél stokodami visy jmanomy teleologinio i3sipil-
dymo varianty, atitinkan¢iy jmanomas realizuoti galimybes, i§skyrus ta vienintelj
varianta, kurj jau realizavome, budami pasirinke jj laisva valia.

Bet ar privalome dél to jausti kartélj, juo labiau ar turime, vengdami Buridano
asilo dilemy ir frustracijos, jau¢iamos mastant apie begalinj nerealizuoty galimy-
biy skaiciy, atsisakyti laisvés? Vergové visada blogesné uz laisve - tiek etiniu, tiek
ontologiniu atzvilgiu, o vergovei budingas stokojimas, nors ir visigkai kitokios pri-
gimties, yra visada ydingesnis ir baisesnis uz visus begalinius laisvéje patiriamos
stokos pavidalus.

O pasilikdami laisvés teritorijoje privalome atminti, kad uz buvimg laisviems,
uz gyvenima laisvéje ir uz neaprépiamg laisvy pasirinkimy jvairove, be kita ko,

turime buti dékingi ir stokai...
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Insights into the Positive Aspects of Deficiency
in Ancient Greek Philosophy

Summary

The author of the article presents an analysis of the insights of classical Greek phi-
losophers into the positive aspects of deficiency. This term is used by the author as
a theoretical concept that has a certain instrumental value and is of much help in
efforts to elucidate the various forms, aspects and expressions of deficiency found
by the ancient Greek thinkers in the fabric of reality and the ontological nature of
human beings, as well as in human existence itself, in our striving for perfection
and in our constant efforts to relate our existence to the cosmos as a whole, to the

sublime and the divine.

Nevertheless, despite its instrumental utility, the term deficiency should not be
understood in essentialist terms, that is, ontologically, or as a strictly defined
metaphysical concept: in the author’s view, a deficiency, or the lack of something,
is obviously nonexistent or, rather, has no independent being as a physical or met-
aphysical substance, yet it might be productively employed in order to explain
the ontological order of things, the structure of being and the nature of human

existence.

To think of deficiency in negative terms is a commonplace - its negative aspects
have been meticulously described in innumerable philosophical volumes and are
constantly dwelt upon in our everyday life. The synonyms lack (of), insufficiency,
privation or inadequacy draw our attention at an almost instinctual or subcon-

scious level to the inherent “defects” of scarcity. For example, the science of eco-



nomics is based on pessimistic ruminations on the relative lack of resources (scar-
city) and on the economical use of those things that we think of as scarce, or on

replacing those things that we lack with substitutes of the same utility and value.

In other words, there is simply no need to elaborate further on the negative as-
pects of scarcity, or deficiency. Instead, we should exercise our minds and imag-
inations trying to find the opposite of that grim evaluation that we find in most
theoretical works and our everyday estimations of our means and possibilities.
Thinking about what is positive in the nature of deficiency, we should look for
theoretical precedents, and in this respect ancient Greek philosophy should be

taken into account and viewed as a rich mine of insights into its positive aspects.

In the introductory section of this article, the author presents some preliminary
observations and argues for a new methodological approach to the phenomenon

of deficiency, or the lack or shortage of specific things or traits.

In the first part of the main body of the article, the author, mostly employing
the evidence of the Platonic dialogues, especially the Symposium and, to a lesser
extent, the Apology of Socrates, presents an analysis of the ancient Greek under-
standing of the nature of philosophy in relation to divine wisdom and in the ex-
istential context of the deficiency experienced by mortals in their efforts to make
sense of the world and human existence. Building upon the original insights of
Plato, the author further develops some lines of Platonic thought that are relevant
to his effort to focus on the positive aspects of deficiency. Philosophy, he contin-
ues, as a uniquely human endeavor, should be construed as the love of wisdom
that is experienced and pursued, not by the gods, but by mortals who are lacking
in complete and perfect understanding of the cosmos. Philosophy - the passion
for knowledge - would not exist in the absence of the ontological characteristic of

human limitation and imperfection.

The erotic nature of philosophy is described by Plato in the context of the phil-
osophical myth about Eros as an ardent striving for wisdom and all things di-
vine and perfect that we, as mortals, lack. This presents us with the possibility of
viewing philosophy as a concrete but sublime example of “erotic” striving (in this
case — the “erotic” striving for wisdom). There are numerous other types of “erotic”
strivings that are characterisitic of human existence and that cannot be imagined
without reference to what human beings lack, namely, the mental and physical

faculties possessed by the gods.

In the second part of the article, the author gives an analysis, based on the insights

of the ancient Greek philosophers, of the ontological status of any substance -
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and any substantial individual - in relation to the ontological limits that define
that substance or individual as a concrete substantial form. The unique ontological
limits that define all substances as concrete substantial forms are, quite obviously,
unthinkable without reference to their ontological imperfection and deficiencies
(i-e., qualities they lack) characteristic of all substances and substantial individu-
als. The author, building upon examples drawn from the history of Greek philoso-
phy and art, argues that without the ontological limitations of concrete substan-
tial forms, the phenomenon of beauty, which is unthinkable without forms, would
be ontologically impossible. The forms themselves, for that matter, are likewise
unthinkable without the limits that define those forms.

In the third part of the article, the author focuses on the cosmological and teleo-
logical aspects of deficiency (the lack of divine perfection). Presenting relevant
examples from the philosophy of Heraclitus, Democritus, Plato, and Aristotle, the
author analyzes how the ancient Greek philosophers viewed the manifestations of
scarcity, or deficiency, on the cosmological level and in the contexts of teleological
explanations of the cosmos as a whole and the entities found within the confines
of the cosmos. It is argued that the imperfections and deficiencies of the struc-
ture and functioning of the world are not a defect or a certain extrinsic limitation
placed upon the world by some foreign entity, but a fundamentally inherent natu-

ral trait adding to the perfection, majesty, and beauty of the cosmos.

In conclusion, the author shows the essential relation of deficiency (insufficien-
cy, inadequacy) to liberty, arguing that the inadequacies of free human beings are
of an entirely different order than the inadequacies of enslaved human beings.
Human liberty itself, the author concludes, should be understood in relation to
deficiency: liberty can be defined as the unfettered human ability to choose among
endless possibilies in the various contexts of free human life. It is quite obvious
that all the possibilities cannot be realized simultaneously, thus liberty might be
viewed as living with the reality of the deficiencies embodied in the entirety of all
missed opportunities for lack of time or resources or abilities, i.e., the reality of
scarcity. Nevertheless, liberty is the most precious thing we have in our life, and

scarcity is one of those ontological factors that make liberty possible.

Keywords: scarcity, deficiency, ancient Greek philosophy, classical Greek culture,
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Stoka jprasta sieti su kazkuo blogu, vengtinu, nepriimtinu. To priezastys gludi Apsvietos
filosofijoje. Kitaip stoka vertinta klasikinéje filosofijoje. Platono nuomone, stoka yra rysys,
sujungiantis priesingus dalykus j visumga. Be to, stoka yra siekis, troskimas jsigyti tokiy da-
lyky, kuriy stokojama. Bendriau kalbant, stoka yra gério meilé. Ir priesingai, nesuvokimas,
kad yra stoka, gali buti blogis - pavyzdziui, kvailys nemano, kad jam truksta iminties. Stoka
yra vienas i§ esminiy prady Aristotelio filosofijoje. Norédami suprasti kiekviena kitima, turi-
me surasti pradus, kurie kitimg padaro jmanomga. Visuose kitimuose turime tai, kas atsiran-
da, arba formag, tai, kas yra prie$inga atsiradusiajam, arba stoka ir tai, i§ ko kazkas atsiranda,
arba materija. Su materija siejamas potencialumas, su forma - aktualumas, o stoka siejasi
su galin¢ios atsirasti formos trikumu, bet ne su potencialumu. Stoka, suprasta kaip pradas,
negali buti blogis. Stoka yra visos sukurtosios buties pradas ir priklauso daiktams pagal ju
prigimtj, o tai, kas prigimtj atitinka, yra géris. Stoka yra visy galimy kitimy, taip pat ir pri-
gimtj tobulinanc¢io tikslo bei laimés ir laisvés, pagrindas. Taigi stoka kaip pradas yra géris.
Stoka susijusi su laisvés jgyvendinimu. Be stokos nebuty valios troskimo ir tuo paciu laisvés
igyvendinimo. Tadiau stoka, kaip objektui deramos prigimties nebuvimas, yra blogis.

Raktiniai ZodzZiai: aktualumas, forma, géris, materija, potencialumas, pradas, prigimtis,

stoka.

Ivadas

Musy mastyme stoka paprastai siejasi su kazkuo blogu, vengtinu, su kazkuo ne-
priimtinu. Tokiais blogais dalykais laikome ir kandia, ir skausma, ir varga. Bet ar
visada i$vardyti dalykai yra blogi? [sivaizduokime, pavyzdZiui, kad mes nebejun-
tame skausmuy. Ar tai buty gerai? Vargu, nes tada nebatume jspéti apie gresiancia
liga, galétume pavojingai nudegti ar nusalti, nepajustume, kad susilauzéme ran-
ka ar koja, kad laikas susirupinti savo sveikata. Turbut ne visais atvejais bloga ir
kandia, ir vargas. Ta patj galima pasakyti ir apie stoka. Bet kodél savaime stoka
susiejame su blogiu? To priezastis gladi Apsvietos filosofijoje, kuri besalygiskai
pasitikédama protu, mané, kad jo pagalba galima i$spresti visas Zmonijai iskylan-
¢ias problemas ir pasalinti visus jmanomus trukumus, t. y. padaryti, kad stokos

nebelikty. Kaip ir Francis Baconas, Ap$vietos filosofai mané, kad Zinojimas yra
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galybé, leisianti sukurti tobula, nieko nestokojanc¢ia visuomene. Be to, Apsvietos
filosofija kuria nauja etika, kuri gérj ima sieti ne su esaties ir valios santykiu, kaip
kad buvo klasikinéje filosofijoje, o su jausmais bei aistromis. Moraliniy vertinimy,
kaip emociniy iraisky interpretacija, i$plétojo pozityvizmo ir ypac loginio pozi-
tyvizmo atstovai (i$imtis ¢ia buty nebent Moritzas Schlickas (zr. Nekragas, 2010,
p- 201-204). Kartu zmogigkasis elgesys buvo imtas aiskinti aistras pajungiant in-
teresams (Hirschman, 2001). Laikui bégant, tai pavirto j jvairias utilitarines eti-
nes doktrinas, kuriy brandZziausias variantas sietinas su Jeremy Benthamo vardu.
Savo zymaus veikalo An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation pir-
majame skyriuje Benthamas raso:
»Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and
pleasure. They alone point out what we ought to do and determine what we shall do;
the standard of right and wrong, and the chain of causes and effects, are both fastened
to their throne. They govern us in all we do, all we say, all we think; every effort we can
make to throw off our subjection to pain and pleasure will only serve to demonstrate

and confirm it. A man may claim to reject their rule but in reality he will remain subject
to it“ (Bentham, 2015, p. 6).

Taigi, pasak Benthamo, visus musy poelgius tvarko skausmas ir malonumas.
Skausmo mes butinai vengiame, o malonumo siekiame. Géris dabar imamas sieti
su malonumu, o blogis su skausmu. Per naudos supratima j blogio orbita patenka
ir stoka. Tokia radikali skirtis: arba bloga, arba gera, jei gera, malonu, jei bloga -
skauda nebuvo budinga klasikinei filosofijai.

Klasikinéje filosofijoje géris suprantamas pirmiausiai kaip ontologiné savoka:
santykyje su valia esatis yra géris. Kitaip tariant, géris yra tai, ko samoningai ar
nesamoningai siekia ir troksta kiekvienas daiktas ar individas kaip savo prigim¢iai
budingo tikslo. Be to, géris yra esinio atitikimas savo prigimtiniam tikslui. Gyvany
pasaulyje ta siekimga reguliuoja instinktai, o laisvai veikian¢iame Zmoguje — pro-
tas ir valia. Ten, kur susiduriame su protingo ir valingo individo veikimu, turime
moralinj gérj. Kiek supaprastindami galime sakyti, kad géris yra tai, kas tobulina
musy asmenybe, leidZia i$vystyti musy proto, valios ir jausmy galias. Populiaria-
me palyginime, kad alkanam geriau yra duoti meskere, bet ne Zuvj, kaip tik gladi
8i klasikiné gério samprata — meskeré i$tobulina sugebéjima jsigyti maisto, o Zuvis
tik vienam kartui numalgina alkj.

Klasikiné filosofija atkreipia démes;j j trejopa gério funkcionavima. Trok$tamas
dalykas, kuris trogkima pabaigia i$ dalies, kaip priemone kazkam kitam pasiekti,
vadinamas naudingu gériu (bonum utile). Pavyzdziui, jei a noriu susitaupyti ar uz-

sidirbti pinigy, kad galé¢iau turiningai praleisti vasaros atostogas, ty pinigy sutau-



pymas yra naudingas géris, nes a$ jj panaudosiu tolesniam tikslui - atostogoms.
Tas géris, kurio dera siekti kaip galutinio dalyko, visiskai patenkinancio trogkima,
nes butent jo siekéme, yra vadinamas tauriuoju arba garbinguoju gériu (bonum
honestum). Kiek supaprastinant situacija, galima sakyti, kad tai géris, susijes su
mano svarbiausiais tikslais: pavyzdZiui, i§simokslinti, jgyti specialybe, sukurti $ei-
ma, tapti menininku ar profesionaliu sportininku ir pan. Pasitenkinimas, kuris
atsiranda i§ pasiekto gério, yra vadinamas maloniuoju arba dziaugsmga teikiané¢iu
gériu (bonum delectabile).

Tuo tarpu blogis yra gério stoka, nebuvimas to, kas leisty istobulinti muasy ga-
limybes. Ontologiskai svarstomas — blogis yra gério trukumas. Ta¢iau moraline
prasme blogis yra griaunanti jéga, nukreipianti mus nuo to, kas atitinka prigimti-
ne tvarka. Nemoksiskumas yra blogis, mokytumas — géris, muzikiné harmonija -
géris, triuk$mas - blogis, meno karinys — géris, Slamstas — blogis ir t. t. Blogis yra
tai, kas mus paklaidina, supainioja. Kalbédami apie gérj susiduriame su tokiu pla-
¢iu spektru, kad jo niekaip nejmanoma sugrusti j malonumo ir skausmo ribojamga
Prokrusto lova.

Norint geriau suprasti ir jvertinti Zmogiskosios veiklos iseities pozicijas bei
padarinius, vargu ar jmanoma remtis Apsvietos filosofy ir jy pozityvistiniy teséjy
juodai balta schema, kuri galbut yra visai tinkama, norint suprasti daugelj Zzmogis-
kosios veiklos bruoZy (pavyzdZiui, paaiskinti, kodél mes stoka laikome blogiu ir
tik blogiu). Cia panasiai kaip fizikoje, kalbant apie idealias dujas - jy modelis gerai
nusako aukstos temperaturos ir nedidelio slégio realiy dujy savybes, ta¢iau netin-
ka, kai priartéjame prie dujy virtimo skysciu ribos. Tada jau reikia kito modelio.
Manome, kad klasikinés filosofijos i§tobulintas stokos sampratos variantas labiau
tinkamas visuomenés funkcionavimo tyrimui, t. y. jis sudaro galimybes subtiliau,
detaliau ir tiksliau suprasti nagrinéjamas problemas, nei emotyvistiné, hedonisti-
né ar utilitariné etiné pozicija. Mes nekeliame klausimo, kuri pozicija — klasikinés
filosofijos ar $vietéjiska-pozityvistiné — yra teisinga, bet remiamés analitinei fi-
losofijai budingu pozitriu - kuris modelis yra labiau tinkamas tiriamiems klau-
simams suprasti. Galima tokj poZiurj vadinti instrumentiniu, bet tai, pagaliau,
néra tiek svarbu. Cia ir toliau bus pasirenkami tokie autoriai ir tokie konceptualis
modeliai, kurie leis geriau suprasti nagrinéjamg dalyka. Pavyzdziui, A. Einsteino
tiek bendroji, tiek specialioji reliatyvumo teorija tiksliau uz I. Newtono mechanika
apraso fizikinius reiskinius, ta¢iau Newtono mechanikos modelis iki $iol labai pla-
¢iai naudojamas konkretiems uzdaviniams spresti, nes yra paprastesnis ir duoda

pakankamai tikslius rezultatus.
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Platonigka stokos samprata

Stai Platonas ,,Puotoje” pastebi, kad geidziame to, ko stokojame, ir negeidziame,
jei nestokojame. Ir tai esgs butinas désnis (Platonas, 1968, p. 47). Sokratas, kaip
aiskina Platonas, buvo linkes manyti, kad tas, kuris stokoja grozio, yra bjaurus, o
stokojantis gério - blogas. Tatiau mantinieté (kilusi i§ Mantinéjos, gr. mantis - pra-
nasas ar pranasé) Diotima Sokratui paaiskino, kad tai, kas néra grazu, nebutinai
yra bjauru ir kas néra i$mintinga, nebutinai yra kvaila. Tarp i$minties ir kvailumo,
lygiai kaip tarp grozio ir bjaurumo yra vidurys. Pavyzdziui, vidurys tarp supratimo
ir nezinojimo yra teisinga nuomone.

Toliau vaizdingu pasakojimu apie Erota, Platonas Diotimos lipomis atskleidzia
stokos reigkimosi ypatumus. ,Taigi nesispyriok (sako Diotima Sokratui), kad kas
néra grazu, esa bjauru, ir kas néra gera, esg bloga. Tas pat ir su Erotu: dabar, kai
pats sutikai jj nesant nei gera, nei grazy, anaiptol nemanyk, kad jis turi buti piktas
ir bjaurus, bet laikyk jj kazkuo viduriniu tarp vieno ir kito“ (Platonas, 1968, p. 51).
,Tai kaip jis gali buti dievas, jeigu jo daliai neteko to, kas gera ir kas grazu? - klausia
Sokratas. Diotima paaiskina, kad Erotas yra ne dievas, o demonas. O ,demonai
yra tarpininkai ir ai$kintojai dievams to, kas darosi Zmonése, Zmonéms - to, kas
dedasi pas dievus. Dievams jie perduoda Zmoniy maldas ir aukas, o Zmonéms -
dievy jsakymus ir atpildg uz aukas. Budami viduryje, demonai uzpildo tarpa tarp
vieny ir kity ir yra tas rysys, kuris sujungia visuma“ (Platonas, 1968, p. 52). Siuo
vaizdingu pasakojimu Platonas atskleidzia dar viena stokos aspektg - ji yra rysys,
sujungiantis prieingus dalykus j visuma.

Toliau tesdamas pasakojima apie Erota, kuris yra gimes i§ Poro (I16pog) (prie-
moneés kazkg pasiekti, turto) ir Penijos (ITevie; skurdo) rysio, Platonas aiskina, kad
jis ,taip pat yra viduryje tarp i$minties ir kvailumo, ir $tai kodél: i§ dievy né vienas
neuzsiima filosofija, ir nenori pasidaryti i$mintingas, kadangi jie ir be to i$min-
tingi; ir apskritai né vienas i$mincius nesiekia i$minties. Nefilosofuoja ir nesiekia
i$minties né kvailiai, ¢ia ir gludi kvailumo nelaimé, kad kvailys, nebudamas nei
grazus, nei tobulas, nei protingas, esti visada savim patenkintas. O kas nemano,
kad jam ko stigty, tas né nenori to, ko jam, jo manymu, netriksta.

- Kas gi, Diotima, — paklausiau, - iesko i$minties, jei jos nemyli nei imin¢iai,
nei kvailiai?

- Bet tai aigku ir vaikui, — atsaké Diotima, - tie, kurie yra ty dviejy priesy-
biy viduryje; jiems priklauso ir Erotas. Juk i$mintis - vienas i§ graziausiy dalyky,
o Erotas - meilé to, kas grazu; todél Erotas butinai myli i$mintj, arba - jis filoso-

fas, o filosofas stovi viduryje tarp idminéiy ir kvailiy”“ (Platonas, 1968, p. 54). Cia



atsiskleidZia dar vienas stokos aspektas — siekis, troskimas jsigyti tokiy dalyky,
kuriy stokojama. Bendriau kalbant, stoka yra gério meilé. Ir priesingai, nesuvoki-
mas, kad yra stoka, gali buti blogis — pavyzdziui, kvailys nemano, kad jam truksta
i$minties. Taigi Platonas atskleidZia dvi stokos puses: tai, kad stoka nebutinai yra
blogis (nors gali buti ir blogiu) ir tai, kad stoka yra akstinas veikti. Detaliau stokos

problema nagrinéja Aristotelis ir Tomas Akvinietis.

Metafizinés stokos aptarimas

Stoka yra vienas i§ esminiy prady Aristotelio filosofijoje. Tik visa béda, kad Aris-
totelio metafizikai tapus veikiau paZzinimo istorijos, o ne aktualiam tyrimui galin-
¢iy pasitarnauti jZvalgy dalimi, primirsta ir jo stokos samprata, kadaise vaisingai
plétota Tomo Akvinie¢io. Misy nuomone, tomistiné stokos samprata galéty buti
plétojama ir §iuolaikinése, pavyzdziui, socialinése, teorijose. Pradams, pasak Aris-
totelio, bendra yra tai, kad jie yra patys pirmieji, i§ kuriy kazkas arba yra, arba
atsiranda, arba pazjstama. Todél ir prigimtis, ir elementai, ir nuovoka, ir sprendi-
mas, ir esmé, ir tikslas yra pradai: daugeliui géris ir groZis yra pazinimo ir judéjimo
pradai (Aristotle, 1991, p. 60). Ta ar kitg daiktg pazjstame tada, kai Zinome jo pir-
muosius pradus, prieZastis ir i§skaidome jj iki elementy. Kiekvienas pasikeitimas,
atsiradimas, i$nykimas pacia bendriausia prasme yra kitimas i$ priesingo j prie$in-
ga. Todél, norédami suprasti kiekvieng kitima, turime surasti ir tuos pradus, kurie
kiekvieng kitima padaro jmanomga. Tokio prado, kuris leisty suprasti kiekvieng ki-
timga, ieskojo daugelis filosofy. Ankstesniy filosofy klaida, pasak Aristotelio, buvo
ta, kad jie pirmaisiais pradais laiké atskirus ir konkrecius priesybiy atvejus, o reikia
rasti tokig prieybiy pora, kuri tikty visiems procesams ir buty i$ tikryjy pirminé,
t. y. neplaukty i$ jokiy kity priesybiy. Aristotelio nuomone, tokia universali pora
gali buti tik viena. Be tos priesybiy poros, privalo buti ir tre¢ias pradas — tam tikras
prigimtinis substratas, kuriame veikia visy kitimy ar atsiradimy priesybés. Visuo-
se kitimuose turime: a) tai, kas atsiranda; b) tai, kas yra prie$inga atsiradusiajam;
©) tai, i8 ko kazkas atsiranda. Tai, kas atsiranda, yra forma, priesinga formai yra
stoka (otépeatg, privatio), o tai, kame veikia visy kitimy ir atsiradimy priesybés,
yra materija. Su materija siejamas potencialumas, su forma - aktualumas, o stoka
siejasi su galincios atsirasti formos trikumu, bet ne su potencialumu.
Komentuodamas Aristotelio ,Fizikos“ pirmaja knyga, Tomas Akvinietis sako,
kad metafizika (pirmoji filosofija) tyrinéja, kiek yra prady ir kokie jie. Todél prady
aptartis priklauso metafizikai. Kadangi forma yra esaties (egzistavimo) ir kiekvie-

no buvimo pradas, todél jg svarsto metafizika. Ta¢iau materija ir stoka (privatio)
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yra kintanc¢ios esaties pradai, todél juos tyrinéja ir gamtos filosofas (natural philo-
sopher) (Thomas Aquinas, 1963, 1, q. 11).

Savo ankstyvajame veikale ,Apie gamtos pradus” Tomas Akvinietis, aiskinda-
mas aristoteline trijy kiekvienam sukurtajam esiniui budingy prady analize, pa-
Zymi, kad atsiradimui reikia trijy dalyky: potencialaus buvimo, kuris yra materija,
aktualaus nebuvimo, kuris yra stoka ir formos - to, ko déka esinys taps aktualiu.
Forma yra tai, kuo kitimas virsta, kas atsiranda. Materija ir stoka (privatio) pri-
klauso tam, nuo ko atsiradimas prasideda. Todél materija ir stoka sutampa pagal
objekta, bet skiriasi pagal savo supratimg. Juk tas pats objektas, kuris yra bronza,
yra beformis iki statulos formos pasirodymo. Ta¢iau supratimas bronzos ir for-
mos nebuvimo yra skirtingas, nes skiriasi buti bronza ir buti beformiu (Thomas
Aquinas n.d., C1, 12).

Stoka yra pradas, kuris néra pats i§ saves (per se) esantis. Jis visa laikg apibré-
*iamas per santykj (su forma) ir yra atsitiktinis (per accsicens). Cia Tomas Akvinie-
tis, aiskindamas tg akcidentinj stokos buvimga, pateikia tokj pavyzdj. Gydytojas,
kuris stato nama, stato jj ne tiek, kiek jis yra gydytojas, o tiek, kiek jis yra statybi-
ninkas, kuriam tenka buti gydytoju. Gydytojo tapimas statybininku, yra akciden-
tinis reigkimosi pavyzdys.

Kaip zinia, yra dvi atsitiktiniy poZymiy rudys: neatskiriamieji atsitiktiniai po-
Zymiai, kurie yra neatskiriami nuo savo subjekto, kaip, pavyzdziui, Zmogaus suge-
béjimas juoktis, ir atskiriamieji atsitiktiniai pozymiai, kaip, pavyzdZziui, Zmogaus
odos baltumas. Nors stoka yra atsitiktinis (per accidens) pradas, i§ to neplaukia i§-
vada, kad atsiradimas jmanomas be stokos, nes nuo materijos stoka néra niekaip
atskiriama. Sia prasme stoka yra neatskiriamasis atsitiktinis pozymis.

Turime atsiminti, kad net tada, kai atsiradimas kyla i§ nebuvimo, negalime
sakyti, kad atsiradimo pradas yra nebutis. Toks pradas yra stoka, kuri nesutampa
su nebutimi. Mat nebutis niekaip neapibrézia savojo subjekto, nenurodo to, kieno
nebuvimas ji yra. Supainioje stoka su nebutimi, galime nebutj kaip stoka priskir-
ti tiek nesantiems dalykams (pavyzdZziui, nematyma galime priskirti chimerai),
tiek tiems dalykams, kurie pagal prigimtj negali turéti neva stokojamo pozymio
(pavyzdziui, kalbéti apie matymo stokojantj akmenj). Abiem $iais atvejais stoka
painiojama su nebutimi. Stoka gali buti priskirta tik apibréztam objektui, kuriame
priedingas esantiems pozymiams poZymis i§ prigimties yra tinkamas pasirodyti.
PavyzdZiui, tik tie gali buti stokojantys regéjimo, kurie naturaliai gali matyti.

Kadangi atsiradimas nevyksta i§ visiskos nebuties, bet tik i§ nebuvimo tam
tikrame objekte, ir netgi ne i§ nebuvimo bet kokiame objekte, o tik tam tikrame

(kaip, pavyzdziui, ugnis atsiranda ne i§ bet kokios rasies nebuvimo, bet tik i$ tokio



ugnies nebuvimo, i§ kurio ugnis gali kilti, tarkime, sausos §akos), todél stoka yra
pradas. Pavyzdziui, bronzai truksta tam tikro pavidalo, kol dar nesuteikta tam
tikra forma, ta¢iau vienu atzvilgiu ji apraoma kaip bronza, o kitu kaip - pavidalo
stoka. Taigi §is trukumas, arba stoka, apra§omas ne kaip principas savaime (per
se), bet kaip atsitiktinumas (per accidens). Stoka susisieja su §iuo konkreéiu sub-
jektu $iam konkreciam atvejui.

Stoka kaip pradas skiriasi nuo kity dviejy prady tuo, kad kiti du pradai yra tiek
buvimo, tiek radimosi pradai. PavyzdZiui, tam, kad atsirasty statula, reikalinga
bronza ir turi buti tikslas, kuris galiausiai jgyja statulos formga. Kai statula jau yra
nulieta, abu $ie pradai taip pat pasilieka ir yra. Tuo tarpu stoka yra tik radimosi,
bet ne buvimo pradas, nes tam, kad statula atsirasty, jos turi dar nebuti. Jei statu-
la yra atsiradusi, ji nebegali atsirasti, nes tas, kas randasi, negali jau biti atsirades.
Kai statula jau yra, nebelieka statulos pavidalo stokos, nes teigimas ir neigimas

negali buti kartu, panagiai kaip kartu negali buti stoka ir turéjimas.

Vertybiniai stokos aspektai

Daznai stoka yra interpretuojama kaip kazkas besalygiskai blogo. Taciau tokia
interpretacija yra klaidinga. Kad buty lengviau suprasti, priminsime auks¢iau
minétas gério ir blogio savokas. Tomo Akviniecio poziuriu (Pegis, 1945, p. 42),
géris yra tai, ko samoningai ar nesamoningai siekia kiekvienas esinys. Kita ver-
tus, esinio gerumas yra jo atitikimas savo esmei ir tikslui. Jgyvendindamas savajj
tiksla, esinys, — daiktas ar individas, - realizuoja savo individualia esme. Tikslas
substancija ir prigimtj daro gera, nes budamas pirmuoju daikto ar individo pa-
syviy galimybiy aktualizacijos principu skatina realizuoti esiniui deramg tikro-
ve. Pavyzdziui, Zmogus gali siekti Ziniy, kaip savo gyvenimo tikslo ir pasirinkti
mobkslininko karjera. Kita galbut labiau vilios muzikos atlikéjo tikslas ir jis rinksis
menininko kelia. Tre¢iam galbut patiks sportininko - krepgininko ar futbolinin-
ko karjera - ir jis sieks tokio tikslo. Visa tai yra geri, tinkami tikslai, kurie savaip
istobulina asmenybe.

Blogis tuo tarpu yra trakumas (defectum) gério, kurj esinys i§ prigimties tu-
réty turéti (Pegis, 1945, p. 474), kitaip tariant, blogis yra stokojimas to, kas pri-
klausyty esiniui pagal jo prigimties nustatyty tvarka. Pavyzdziui, kurtumas ar
luo$umas yra trakumas to, kg pagal savo prigimtj individui turéty buti budinga
turéti. Blogis i$ tikro yra reliatyvus dalykas, nes jis gali buti suprastas tik gério
(t. y. individo atitikimo prigim¢iai) atzvilgiu, o gériui suprasti jokio blogio nerei-

kia. Blogis neturi formaliosios prieZasties, veikiau jis yra formos stoka (bet ne tos
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formos, kurig daiktas galéty jgyti, o tos, kurig jam kaip tam daiktui dera turéti).
Taip pat blogis neturi ir tikslo prieZasties, veikiau jis yra susitelkimo j derama tiks-
lg stoka. Geras yra derantis, atitinkantis esiniy funkcionavimo tvarka veikimas.
Zmogus turi prota, tiek teorinj (kurio norma - logikos désniai), tiek praktinj (ku-
rio norma - prigimtinis jstatymas: reikalavimas visu savo veikimu siekti gério ir
vengti blogio), leidziantj suprasti, kuris veikimas yra derantis ir tvarkingas, o kuris
ne. Valia troksta to, ka protas pristato kaip gera. Taigi blogis yra ne tik stokojimas
to, kas priklausyty esiniui pagal jo prigimtj, bet ir netvarkingas, esinio prigim¢iai
deramo veikimo atzvilgiu, veikimas. Tokie netvarkingi veiksmai buty vagysté, me-
lavimas, zmogzudysté ir pan.

Kaip matome, ne kiekviena stoka ar trikumas yra blogis. Jeigu kalbame apie
trakuma, kaip apie tai, ko objektas neturi, bet pagal savo prigimtj turéty turéti,
arba veikia taip, kaip jam pagal savo prigimtj nedera veikti, tai yra blogis. Ta¢iau
jeigu turime galvoje tai, kg esinys galéty turéti, bet to neturi, ir tai, ko jis neturi,
nepriklauso esinio prigiméiai, toks neturéjimas néra blogis. Pavyzdziui, Zmogui
pagal prigimtj budinga matyti, todél aklumas yra blogis ontologine to ZodZio pra-
sme. Bet tai, kad Zmogus, tarkime, nemoka Zaisti teniso, nors treniruodamasis
galéty to iSmokti, néra blogis.

Kaip jau buvo minéta, stoka kaip pradas nesutampa su nebutimi. Kada nepai-
soma tokios skirties, stoka imama laikyti ir tai, kas nedera esiniui pagal jo prigim-
tj. Bet tai néra stoka jokia prasme. Tai tiesiog pavirutinisko mastymo salygota
klaida. Pavyzdziui, tai, kad Zzmogus neturi sparny ar plunksny — néra nei stoka,
nei blogis, nes nei sparnai, nei plunksnos nepriklauso Zmogaus prigim¢iai. Dar
daugiau, toks prigim¢iai nederantis perteklius veikiau turéty buti blogas nei geras,
nors misy vaizduoté nepamatuotai ji gali vertinti kaip gera. Pamokomg istorija,
kad nesuderinamy su prigimtimi dalyky jgijimas yra blogis, sugalvojo senovés
graikai. Tai mitas apie karaliy Mida. Jame pasakojama, kad apsvaigusj nuo vyno
ir uzmigusj dievo Bakcho bi¢iulj Sileng aptiko frigy Zemdirbiai. Jie suri$o senajj
Sileng ir nuvedé pas savo karaliy Mida. Sis pagarbiai priémé Bakcho bi¢iulj ir de-
§imt dieny jj vai$ino, keldamas puota po puotos. Vienuolikta diena Sileng Midas
perdavé Bakchui. ApsidZiauges Dievas paklausé, kokios dovanos karalius noréty.
Midas papraé, kad visa, kas tik paliesty jo kung, pavirsty auksu. Bakchas apgai-
lestaudamas i$pildé karaliaus nora. Negalédamas valgyti auksu pavirtusio maisto,
Midas suprato, kokig nelemta dovana jis i8pragé. I$klauses atgailaujantio $ykstuo-
lio maldavimy atitolinti nuo jo tokig béda, Bakchas liepé Midui eiti prie Paktolo
upés istaky ir su auksu nusiplauti savo kalte. Taip Midas buvo i§vaduotas nuo pra-

gai$tingos dovanos, kurig pats i$sipragé.



Bet ar stoka, suprasta kaip pradas, i§ viso gali buti blogis? I§ to, ka aiskina Aris-
totelis ir Tomas Akvinietis, plaukia i§vada, kad stoka (kaip pradas per accidens) i$
viso negali buti blogis. Viena vertus, stoka yra visos sukurtosios buties pradas ir
priklauso esiniams pagal jy prigimtj. Ta¢iau géris yra tai, kas prigimtj atitinka. To-
dél stoka yra géris.

Kita vertus, visa kurinija funkcionuoja kaip organiné visuma, ir tik mes, atsky-
re vieng jos dalj nuo visumos, nepamatuotai sprendziame, kad tai daliai ko nors
truksta. PavyzdZiui, tai, kad akis tik mato, bet negirdi, néra akies trakumas. Ma-
tymas ir girdéjimas yra zmogaus kaip visumos galios, ir kiekviena tokia galia turi
savo deramg organg. Todél stokos buvimas visoje esinijoje, taip pat ir Zmoguje yra
derama karinijos tvarka atitinkantis pradas.

Be to, stoka yra visy galimy kitimy, taip pat ir prigimtj tobulinantio tikslo bei
laimés ir laisvés pagrindas. Taigi stoka kaip pradas yra géris.

Kaip jau sakéme, blogis yra susijes su esiniui deramos prigimties stoka, kitaip
tariant, su formai, arba esmei priklausan¢iy poZzymiy stoka. Bet esmé ar forma
yra esinio pradas per se, o ne per accidens, ir tuo ji skiriasi nuo stokos. Kaip sako
Tomas Akvinietis: ,,[tem privatio est principium per accidens, ut supra expositum est,
alia duo sunt principia per se“ (Thomas Aquinas, n.d., C2, 12). Taigi stoka yra per
accidens pradas, kaip buvo ankséiau paaigkinta, o kiti du yra per se pradai. Taigi
blogis turéty buti siejamas su formos kaip prado trukumu, bet ne su stoka kaip
pradu. Pavyzdziui, aklumas Zmogui yra deramos prigimties arba formos stoka ir
ontologine prasme (bet ne moraline, nes nepriklauso nuo Zmogaus laisvos valios)
yra blogis. Taciau jei a8, tarkime, nemoku plaukti, tai jau susije su stoka kaip pradu
per accidens. Yra proga i$mokti, tatiau, kad nemoku, néra blogis.

Jeigu stokg kaip pradg svarstysime galimy jsigyti dalyky atzvilgiu ty, kuriuos
galime turéti, bet dar neturime, aiskiau suprasime, kad stoka negali buti laikoma
blogiu. Zinoma, ¢ia zodis jsigyti yra suprantamas, kaip esaties praturtinimas (o
tai yra géris), esatj suprantant pirmaja Tomo Akvinie¢io nurodyta prasme (turi-
me galvoje veikalo , Apie esatj ir esme” I skyriaus pradZioje pateikty skirtj: ,esinys
pats savaime nusakomas dvejopai: viena reik§me — kaip tai, kas skirstoma j desimt
giminiy, kita reikéme — kaip tai, kas isreiskia reigkiniy teisinguma. Sios reikimeés
skiriasi, nes antraja reikdme esiniu galima vadinti visa tai, apie ka galima pasakyti
teigiamajj teiginj, net jei jis neteigty nieko, kas i tikryjy yra; dél to stokojimas ir
neigiamos apibréztys vadinamos esiniais, nes sakome, kad teigimas yra priesingas
neigimui, ir kad aklumas yra akyje). Bet pirmaja prasme esatimi galima vadinti tik
tai, kas manoma esant daikte, todél aklumas ir panasuas dalykai pirmaja reikime

néra esiniai (Tomas Akvinietis, 2009, p. 8). Mes esatj vartosime pirmaja prasme.
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Net ir tada, kai tam tikru aspektu stokos negalime interpretuoti kaip gério, ji
gali buti neutrali gério atZvilgiu. Pavyzdziui, jei a§ nemoku kiny kalbos, o mano
prigimtis yra tokia, kad a$ ja galé¢iau i8mokti (juk $uo, pavyzdziui, irgi nekalba
kinigkai, bet jis negali jos iSmokti dél savo prigimties savitumo), t3 nemokéjima
galima pavadinti stoka tikraja to ZodZio (stokos kaip prado) prasme. Bet ar yra
blogai, kad ag nemoku kiny kalbos? Vargu ar tai galima laikyti blogiu. UZtat papil-
domos kalbos mokéjimas man gali buti géris. Tai, kad stokos pasalinimas yra géris,
nerodo, kad jos buvimas yra blogis. Zvelgiant kitu aspektu, tai, kad a§ sugebu, kad

galiu iSmokti nauja kalba, yra géris, t. y. géris yra pati ta galimybe.

Vienaprasmis, daugiaprasmis ir analoginis ZodZiy vartojimas

Painiava dél stokos sampratos atsiranda dél to, kad stokos terminas yra vartoja-
mas daugiaprasmiskai arba dviprasmigkai. Reikia pasakyti, kad tai normalus var-
tojimas, budingas musy jprastai kalbai. Terminas yra vartojamas vienaprasmigkai,
jei kam nors priskiriamas vienas ir tas pats terminas, atitinkantis vieng sgvoka
ar apibrézimg, kaip ,gyvano® terminas priskiriamas zmogui ir asilui, nes abu jie
yra gyvos juntancios substancijos, o ,,gyvinas® kaip tik taip apibréZziamas. Termi-
nas yra vartojamas daugiaprasmiskai, jeigu tas pats terminas priskiriamas keletui
dalyky, bet pagal skirtingas savokas (Thomas Aquinas n.d., C6, 46). Siuo atveju
savokos sutampa tik pagal pavadinima, bet ne pagal apibréZzima. Pavyzdziui, taip
vartojamas zodis ,nepameciau” gerai zinomame ,ragy”“ paradokse: ,Tai, ko nepa-
mediau, turiu. A$ nepamecdiau ragy. Vadinasi, a$ turiu ragus®. I$vada klaidinga,
nes ¢ia zodis ,nepametiau” vartojamas dviprasmigkai. Pirmajame teiginyje turima
galvoje, kad a§ nepameciau to dalyko, kurj turiu, o antrajame — nepameciau dél to,
kad neturéjau ko pamesti. Dar ryskiau dviprasmiskas Zodzio vartojimas atsisklei-
dZia tokiame vaikiskame Zodziy Zaisme: ,Kodél $ita mélyné yra raudona? Todél,
kad ji yra zalia“.

Zodis ,stoka“ viena prasme vartojamas, kai stoka vadiname visy sukurtyjy esi-
niy vieng i$ trijy prady. Tokia stoka yra gera, ji atitinka esiniy prigimtj ir yra dera-
my tiksly realizacijos pagrindas (tokiai stokai pazymeéti Tomas Akvinietis vartojo
zodj privatio).

Zodis ,stoka“ vartojamas kita prasme, kai juo apibudinamas toks esinio esmi-
nio pozymio trikumas, kurj jam deréty turéti pagal prigimtj, arba toks veiksmas,
kuris nesuderinamas su karinijai derama tvarka (kalbédamas apie tokig stoka, To-
mas Akvinietis paprastai vartoja zodj defectum, nors kartais pavartoja ir privatio).

Sia prasme vartojama ,stoka“ yra blogis.



Painiava atsiranda tada, kai abi §ios , stokos“ prasmés néra atskiriamos. Proble-
ma i$nyksta, kai i$painiojame susidariusia konceptualia painiava. Norint tai pada-
ryti, reikia suprasti, kaip funkcionuoja musy kalba ir kaip joje vartojamos savokos.
Veikiausiai dél psichologiniy vartotojy ypatumy antroji, neigiama Zzodzio ,stoka“
reik§mé, tampa vyraujandia ir neteisétai pakeicia pirmaja reikdme.

Nors ,,stokos” terminas yra dviprasmis, jmanoma jj vartoti ir analogiskai, tuo
dar labiau supainiojant padétj. Analoginis ZodZiy vartojimas daznai taikomas, ku-
riantis naujoms paZinimo sritims. Pavyzdziui, fizikoje taikomos lauko ar srovés
savokos yra analoginés. Jos paimtos i§ kasdienés kalbos, bet joms suteikti nauji
bruozai. Panagiai, remiantis analogijomis stokos sgvoka yra vartojama jvairiose
zmogiskosios veiklos srityse, filosofinéje antropologijoje, ekonomikoje, politinéje
filosofijoje, sociologijoje ir pan. Nereikéty uzmirsti, kad sgvokos prasme galima
i8siaiskinti i§ jos vartojimo budo.

Cia mes nesiekiame déstyti klasikinés analogijos teorijos, tik nurodysime du
labiausiai paplitusius analogijy atvejus. Viena vertus, zodis yra vartojamas analo-
giskai, kai jis yra priskiriamas keletui objekty, kuriy savokos yra skirtingos, nors
jos ir susije su tuo paciu dalyku. Tokia analogija Tomas Akvinietis , Petro Lombar-
do sentencijy” komentaro1d.19, q.5, a.2 vadina analogija pagal savoka, bet ne pa-
gal esatj. Pasak jo, ,toks sakymas yra tada, kai viena savoka priskiriama daugybei
dalyky pagal pirmiau ir paskiau, bet ji turi esatj tik viename i§ jy; kaip , sveikatos"
savoka jvairiai pagal pirmiau ir paskiau siejama su gyvanu, $lapimu ir maistu, bet
ne pagal esaties jvairove, nes sveikata turi esatj tik gyvine“ (Modin, 2006, p. 135).
Kitaip tariant, sveikas yra tik, pavyzdZiui, Zmogus, o sveikas maistas bus toks, ku-
ris palaiko Zmogaus sveikatg, sveikas klimatas — toks, kuriame retai susergama,
sveikas gyvenimo budas - toks, kuris padeda i§saugoti sveikata ir pan. Terminas
»sveikas® yra bendras maisto, klimato, gyvenimo budo poZymis, bet juo reiskiama
savoka priskiriama visiems tiems dalykams tik tiek, kiek ,sveikas® reiskia jvairius
santykius su vieninteliu objektu, butent su Zmogumi ir jo busena — sveikumu. I§-
aiskinus, kas yra sveikas Zmogus, galésime tarti, kad tiek maistas, tiek klimatas,
tiek gyvenimo budas yra sveikatos prieZastis. Matome, kad $iais nurodytais atve-
jais sveikatos samprata néra nei visiskai vienoda, nei visiskai skirtinga. Kalbant
apie Zzmogy, sveikata yra tam tikras pozymis. O kai kalbame apie maisto, klimato
ar gyvenimo bido sveikuma, tai zodis ,sveikas” jau reiskia ne poZzymj, o santykj.
Sio tipo analogijos esminis bruozas yra tas, kad pirmasis analogatas realizuoja to-
buluma formaliai, o kiti jj turi tik i$oriskai, t. y. tik dél pavadinimo.

Tame pac¢iame ,Sentencijy” komentare Tomas Akvinietis nurodo dar vieng ana-

loginio samprotavimo pavyzdj. Tai vadinamoji proporcijos analogija. Pasak Tomo
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Akvinietio, analogiskai galima sakyti ir pagal savoka, ir pagal esatj. Sitaip sakoma
tada, kai dalykai tik i§ dalies sulyginami tiek bendroje savokoje, tiek esatyje. Pavyz-
dziui, sakoma, kad ir substancija, ir akcidencija yra esatis. Kalbant apie tokius da-
lykus, yra butina, kad bendroji prigimtis turéty kokig nors esatj kiekviename i§ ty,
apie kuriuos kalbama, ta¢iau skirtinga didesnio arba maZesnio tobulumo prasme.
Sitokia analogija paprastai yra taikoma tada, kai tiesa, géris ir panasus dalykai yra

sakomi apie Dievg ir apie karinius.

Stoka ir laisve

Pasak Aristotelio, laisvas yra tas, kuris savyje turi savo pagrindus (principles). Ta-
¢iau, pazymi Tomas Akvinietis, jeigu esinys neZino tikslo, tai net tada, kai jis turi
vidinj veikimo ar judéjimo pagrinda savyje, veikimo ar judéjimo j tikslg pagrindas
yra ne tame esinyje, bet tame, kuris apsprendzia jo veikima j tiksla. Tokie esiniai
ne patys veikia, bet yra veikiami kity. O apie tuos, kurie Zino savo tikslg, sakome,
kad veikia patys i$ saves, nes juose yra pagrindas, kuriuo remdamiesi jie ne tik gali
veikti, bet ir siekti tikslo. Todél laisvé susijusi ne tik su pagrindy buvimu veikian-
¢iajame, bet ir su tikslo Zinojimu.

Laisvé yra tai, kas plaukia i§ valios. Bet valia yra racionalus trogkimas. Kaip
protas yra butinai susijes su pirmaisiais pradais, taip valia yra susijusi su galutiniu
tikslu. Todél protas ir valia apsprendZia laisva veikimg. Laisvé yra Zmogaus galia
veikti arba neveikti, pasielgti vienaip ar kitaip. Pasak Tomo Akviniecio, laisvé yra
galia biti savo veiksmy eimininku dviejy priesingy dalyky atzvilgiu. Zmogaus pa-
sirinkimas néra butinybés nulemtas, nes tai, kas gali nebati, nebutinai turi buti.
Ir valia visko, ko nori, nebutinai turi noréti. Juk yra tam tikry atskiry gériy, kurie
néra butinybés rysiais susije su palaima, nes ir be jy galima buti laimingiems, ir
valia nebutinai jy turéty siekti. Tatiau yra gériy, kurie butinai susije su palaima,
ir tokie yra tie, kuriais Zmogus siejasi su Dievu, vienintele tikra palaima. Kadangi
tokio santykio butinuma parodo tik Dievo regéjimas ir jo esmés pazinimas, valia
nebutinai pritaria Dievui ir dievigkiems dalykams, nes mes nei zinome t3 esme,
nei regime Dieva.

Protas, remdamasis savo svarstymo galia, iSkelia jvairius tikslus, ir juos suvo-
kia kaip gerus ir deramus siekti. Kai protas apmasto dalykus, kokie jie yra, nieko
nekeisdamas ir nesvarstydamas, kaip juos keisti, jis veikia kaip teorinis protas.
Tokio proto norma yra logikos désniai. Kai protas numato, ko reikéty siekti, ka
dera daryti ir pan., arba analizuoja atliekamus veiksmus, jis veikia kaip praktinis

protas. Praktinio proto norma yra prigimtinis jstatymas (lex naturales), kuris sitlo



visame kame siekti gério ir vengti blogio. Protas yra vienas, ta¢iau jis reiskiasi kaip
teorinis arba praktinis, priklausomai nuo to, k3 jis apmasto. Taigi remdamasis pro-
tu zmogus i8kelia ir suformuluoja jvairius tikslus bei nustato, kurie tikslai yra geri.
Savo ruoztu, valia troksta to, ka protas pristato esant geru.

Laisve asmuo realizuoja keliais etapais. Pirmiausia reikia Zinoti, kg norime
padaryti, todél protas turi kruopsdiai istirti ta veiksma, kurj norime atlikti arba
isanalizuoti objekta, kurj norime pasiekti. Sj paruosiamajj veiksmo etapa Tomas
Akvinietis vadina svarstymu (deliberatio). Surinke pakankamai informacijos, ap-
svarste visus uZ ir prie§ ketinimg veikti, priimame sprendimga, kad galima veikti.
Tai sprendimo etapas. Ir galiausiai pasirenkamas konkretus veikimas. Kai spren-
dimui suteikiamos asmeninio poreikio ypatybés, pasirinktas veiksmas atliekamas.
Trumpai tariant, protas iskelia tiksla, supranta jj kaip gera, apsvarsto visas su tiks-
lu susijusias aplinkybes, priima sprendima veikti ir pasirenka tinkamg, jo nuomo-
ne, veikimg. O valia troksta to, ka protas jai pristaté kaip gera ir siekting dalyka.
Veiksmas, kuriuo valia siekia to, kg protas pasiulé jai kaip gera dalyka ir nukreipé
valia j tiksla, materialiai yra valios veiksmas, o formaliai - proto.

Prisimine straipsnio pradZioje pateikty Platono samprotavima apie i$minties
meile, galime tvirtinti, kad stoka yra valios trogkimo pagrindas. Taip, kaip dievai
netroksta i$minties, nes ja turi, o kvailiai jos netroksta, nes nesupranta, kad jos
stokoja, taip ir valia negali troksti to, ka protas nepristato, kaip gero ir geistino
dalyko stokos. Tik Platonas valios troskima vadina poetiskiau nei Tomas Akvinie-
tis — meile, o ne troskimu. Taigi suprasdami, kad laisvés jgyvendinimui svarbu ir
proto igkeltas geras tikslas, ir valios troskimas to, kas gera, galime teigti, kad be
stokos nebus valios troskimo ir tuo paciu laisvés jgyvendinimo.

Gali kilti klausimas, ar nieko nestokojantis asmuo isliks laisvas. Tokia be stokos
busena Tomui Akvinie¢iui yra tiesioginis Dievo regéjimas ir jo esmés supratimas,
kuris laukia asmens danguje po mirties. Ta busena yra palaimos busena, kurios
valia siekia butinai, kai Zino Dievo esme. Laisva valia i8lieka ir toje busenoje, ta¢iau
valia jau nebetroksta, o gérisi ir dziaugiasi. Siuo atveju laisvé jau yra realizuota.
Taigi, kai néra stokos, laisvé kaip Zmogiska galia i8lieka, o laisvé kaip laisveés jgy-
vendinimas, nefunkcionuoja.

Aristotelis kalba ne tik apie valios laisve, bet ir apie pilietine laisve. Pasak jo,
pagrindinis tikslas, kuris suveda Zmones j valstybe, yra bendra nauda - , tiek visy
kartu, tiek kiekvieno atskirai; taciau jie susiburia ir palaiko pilietine bendrijg ir
dél paties gyvenimo, nes jau vien tai, kad gyvename, taip pat turbut yra tam tikra
gério dalelé, jei tik néra pernelyg didelio gyvenimo vargy pertekliaus” (Aristotelis,

1997, p. 145). ,Taigi akivaizdu, kad tos santvarkos, kurios siekia bendros naudos,
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yra teisingos absoliutaus teisingumo poZiuriu <...>, o valstybé yra laisvyjy bendri-
ja“ (Aristotelis 1997, p. 146). Aristotelis retai vartoja bendrojo gério savoka, ku-
rig véliau i§populiarina Tomas Akvinietis. Ta¢iau kodél tinkamai funkcionuojanti,
t. y. siekianti bendrojo gério, valstybé yra laisvyjy bendrija? I$ tikro, bendrojo gé-
rio, pasak Tomo Akvinieio, vienas i§ poZymiy yra tas, kad jo siekiantioje valsty-
béje kiekvienas asmuo turi galimybe siekti savosios laimés (eudaimonia), o valia
laimés siekia butinai, todél tokia valstybé ir yra laisvyjy Zmoniy bendrija. Tatiau

pilietinés laisvés svarstymai perzengty musy temos rémus.

I$vados

Platono pozitriu, stoka yra gério meilé. Ir priesingai, nesuvokimas, kad yra sto-
ka, gali buti blogis — pavyzdZiui, kvailys nemano, kad jam truksta isminties. Taigi
Platonas atskleidzia dvi stokos puses: tai, kad stoka nebitinai yra blogis (nors gali
buti ir blogiu), ir tai, kad stoka yra akstinas veikti. Stokos savoka aristotelinéje ir
tomistinéje tradicijoje suprantama dvejopai. Pirma: stoka yra vienas i§ trijy visos
esinijos prady. Tokia stoka yra gera, ji atitinka esiniy prigimtj ir yra deramy tiksly
realizacijos pagrindas. Antra: Zodis ,stoka“ vartojamas kita prasme, kai juo api-
budinamas toks esinio esminio poZymio trukumas, kurj jam deréty turéti pagal
prigimtj, arba toks veiksmas, kuris nesuderinamas su kurinijai derama tvarka. Sia
prasme vartojama ,,stoka“ yra blogis. Pirmaja prasme suprantama stoka yra Zmo-

giskosios laisvés garantas.
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Privation and Its Value-Based Aspects
Summary

It is customary to relate privation to something that is bad, avoidable and unac-
ceptable. The reasons for such perceptions can be traced back to Enlightenment
philosophy. Classical philosophy viewed privation in a different way. Plato con-
tends that privation is a bond linking opposite things into a whole. Privation is
also the basis of aspiration, a desire to acquire properties that one lacks. More gen-
erally speaking, privation results in love of the good. In contrast, a failure to per-
ceive that there is privation might be evil; for example, a fool does not think that
he lacks wisdom. Privation is one of the rudiments of Aristotle’s philosophy. In
order to understand change, we have to understand the causes that make change
possible. Any kind of change results in what comes into being, or a form; it is
caused by the opposite of being, or privation; and utilizes what form is made of, or
matter. Potentiality is related to matter, relevance is related to form, and privation
is associated with lack of a form that may come into being, and not with potential-
ity. Privation understood as a cause cannot be evil. Privation is the cause of all be-
ing and belongs to things by their nature, and what corresponds to nature is good.
Privation is the basis for all possible change and for all aspirations to improve one’s
nature or lot and for happiness and freedom. Consequently, privation as a cause
is good. Privation is related to the exercise of freedom. Without privation, there
would be no will to exercise freedom. On the other hand, privation as the absence

of a quality that is appropriate by nature is evil.

Keywords: relevance, form, good, matter, potentiality, cause, nature, privation.
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Siame straipsnyje yra pristatoma filosofiné-teologiné stokos tikrovés interpretacija. Pra-
dZioje, remiantis Aristotelio veikalo , Fizika“ svarstymo argumentu apie stokos ontologisku-
ma, plétojamas stokos ontiskumo pagrindimas teologiniame diskurse. Sv. Tomo Akvinie¢io
metafizikos argumentas, nagrinéjantis karinijos ir Dievo bities santykj bei Sventajame Ras-
te atskleista Zzmogaus prigimties metafora tampa $iame darbe atspirties tasku rutulioti dvi
temas: stokos ontologiskumo pagrijstuma bei stokos pozityvumo interpretacija. Atskleisti
Sias temas pirmojoje straipsnio dalyje pasitelkta teologiné Zmogaus prigimties interpreta-
cija, aptariant ja Zmogaus proto, zmogiskosios laisvés ir prigimtinés nuodémés sampraty
kontekste. Antroji dalis sutelkta j stokos, kaip pozityvios tikrovés atskleidima. Remiantis
Sv. Rasto teologiniais argumentais, neturto ir palaiminimo temy sklaidoje bei #mogaus k-
rybiskumo, moralinio trapumo, individualumo ir meilés tikrovés interpretacijose atranda-
ma pozityvi stokos samprata. Sio straipsnio tikslas — plétoti nauja filosofinj-teologinj dis-
kursa, kuris ¢ia pavadintas , stokos teologija“. Tai gana nauja tyrimuy sritis teologijos moksle,
demonstruojanti pritaikomumo galimybes platesnio pobudzio diskursui. Tai gali pasitar-
nauti politikos ir ekonomikos mokslams, nagrinéjant stokos prasme zmogaus asmeniniame
ir visuomeniniame gyvenime. Darbo i3vada: stokos tikrovés ontiskumo pagrjstumas atveria
pozityviuosius stokos tikrovés bruozus, kurie gali tapti paskata puoseléti moralinius asmens
gebéjimus bei visuomenés bendruomeniskumo aplinka.

Raktiniai ZodZiai: stoka, Kurinija, Dievas, Zmogus, prigimtiné nuodémeé, prigimtiné sto-

ka, laisvé, protas, neturtas, palaiminimas, karybiskumas, bendrysté, meilé.

Stoka yra akivaizdi mus supancios tikrovés busena. Ji gali buti nagrinéjama teo-
logiskai, kaip Kuréjo paliktas pédsakas pasaulio buties ,gramatikoje®. Stokos teo-
logija yra pastangos atrasti filosofinius-teologinius argumentus, galin¢ius paais-
kinti stokos tikslinguma. Teologija gali imtis $io uzdavinio, nes yra mokslinis bei
metodinis pazinimo budas, tiriantis istorijoje nuaidéjusj Dievo Zodinj apreiskimg
ir per jj mus supantia tikrove. Teologijos objektas néra Dievas, bet Dievo saviko-
munikacija, kuria teologija jzvelgia Jo apreikitame Zodyje, zmonijos istorijoje ir
kultaroje bei pasaulio sarangoje (Vorgrimler, 2003, p. 541). Teologija remiasi pri-

gimtinio proto jgalinta logine ir filosofine tikrovés interpretacija. Si filosofijos ir



teologijos sasaja galima iliustruoti §v. Anzelmo i$tara: ,A$ stengiuosi suprasti, kad
tikéciauy, ir tikiu, kad suprasciau.”

Yra gan jprasta klausti, kodél pasaulyje egzistuoja skurdas ir nuolatiné stoka?
Teologija taip pat domisi, kodél visa Zinantis, visa galintis ir visus mylintis Dievas
leidZia pasaulyje egzistuoti materialiai stokai. Kodél Zmogus turi nuolat sunkiai
dirbti, kad 8ig stoka bent i$ dalies uzpildyty savo sukurtomis gérybémis? Ar $iai
buties tvarkai yra koks nors tikslas? Teologiskai tariant, galima teigti, kad stokos
tikrové perduoda tam tikrg zinig apie Dievy ir pasaulj, Zinig, kuri turi buti musy
atkoduota, i§siaiskinant stokos tikslingumg. Pasak teologo Albino Barrera, OP,
knygos ,Dievas ir stokos blogis. Ekonominio veikimo moraliniai pagrindai®, stoka
suteikia galimybe Zzmogui dalyvauti Dieviskame kurybos plane. Ji ver¢ia suinten-
syvinti musy jsijungimga j pasaulio atbaigimo darba, kurj Dievas Zmogui, kaip savo
bendradarbiui, patikéjo, Sv. Rasto Pradzios Knygos zodziais ,pripildykite Zeme*
(Pr. 1,28). Siame kvietime gludi ir stokos tikrové, kurig Zmogus kvie¢iamas uz-
pildyti savo veikimu. Kodél Kuaréjas pats iki galo Zemés ,nepripildo” ir kodél tai
kviecia daryti zmogy? Sie klausimai suponuoja stokos teologijos svarstymus apie
stokos ontologinj tikslingumg.

Reikia pazymeéti, kad teologinéje tradicijoje néra isplétotos stokos teologi-
jos sampratos. Stoka sutinkama kaip antriné sgvoka, nagrinéjant tokias temas
kaip kariniskumas, prigimtiné nuodémé, protas, laisvé ir meilé. Tad $iame darbe
stoka apzvelgiama $iy temy kontekste, ieskant atsakymo, ar teologiné tradicija
remia stokos ontologiskumo sampratg ir ar ji turi pozityvy tiksla Zmogaus tobu-

léjimo kelyje.

1. Ontologinés stokos samprata
1. Filosofiné ir teologiné ontologinés stokos sampratos interpretacija

Pasaulio buties sarangoje yra uzkoduota stokos tikrové. Ji akivaizdziai pasireis-
kia istekliy stoka, blogio ir kancios egzistavimu. K3 reigkia i stokos realybé? Ar
stoka yra ontiné tikrové, ar akcidentiné? Ar stoka yra pirminis ir fundamentalus
buties aspektas, ar antrinis, kaip dél kokiy nors priezas¢iy nepakankamai gerai
funkcionuojantios buties padarinys? Kitaip tariant, ar ji priklauso buties esmei,
ar yra tik buties esmés funkcionavimo trakumas ir todél yra ,jveikiamas® kaip
koks neisbaigtumas, pvz., kaip blogis, panaikinamas gériu ir todél i$nykstantis?
Buties esmés analizé gali atskleisti, kokj vaidmenj atlieka stoka giliausioje mus

supancios tikrovés sandaroje.
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Galima teigti, kad yra tam tikri stokos laipsniai, kuriuos angly kalboje apibu-
dina Zzodziai: ,shortage®, ,privation” ir ,scarcity®. Zodziai ,trakumas® ar ,nepri-
teklius“ yra daugiau naudojami, kaip gyvenimui butiny reikmiy stygius (maisto,
drabuziy, pastogés ir t. t). Tai susije ir su i$oriniy, ir deramy socialiniy salygy ar
aplinkybiy stoka: vergové, izoliacija, bejégiskumas, neteisingumas. Klausimas yra,
ar stoka pranoksta ,trakumo® ir ,nepritekliaus” sampratas ir ar apie ja galime kal-
béti kaip apie ontologine zmogaus tikrove? Jei stoka yra ontiska, priklauso buties
pagrindui, ja buty galima vadinti ,,didZigja stoka“. Jos ontiskuma remia Aristotelio
filosofinis argumentas apie tris buties principus, o teologinis-biblinis buties onto-
logiskumas labiausiai atsiskleidzia per ,kuarinijos” samprata.

Aristotelis (t 322 pr. Kr.) savo veikale ,Fizika“ nagrinéja buties principy pri-
gimtj. Jis atskleidZia bendra visoms butims atsiradimo seka: yra tai, kas atsiran-
da, yra tai, kas priesinga $iam atsiradimui, ir yra tai, dél ko kazkas atsiranda. Cia
Aristotelis kalba apie substancijg, forma, o tretiajj démenj, kuris yra atsiradimo
pagrindas, Aristotelis vadina ,substratu® - aplinka, kurioje vyksta $is procesas.
“Briefly, we explained first that only the contraries were principles, and later that
a substratum was indispensable, and that the principles were three; our last state-
ment has elucidated the difference between the contraries, the mutual relation of
the principles, and the nature of the substratum. Whether the form or the sub-
stratum is the essential nature of a physical object is not yet clear. But that the
principles are three, and in what sense, and the way in which each is a principle, is
clear” (Aristotle, Physics, I-7).

Taigi i§skyrus du buties pradus: substancija — medziaga, i§ kurios formuoja-
si daiktas, ir forma, kuri yra daikto pavidalas, Aristotelis prideda dar ir aplinka,
kurioje §is procesas vyksta: tai stokojimo aplinka. Forma judina materija link vys-
tymosi, kol jgauna konkrecia butj. Tadiau §is procesas buty nejmanomas, jei nebu-
ty stokojimo, kuris ir jgalina patj kitimo procesa. Tad pirmoje ,Fizikos“ knygoje
6-7 sk. Aristotelis jrodo, kad $iy buties principy tam tikra prasme yra ne du (pvz.,
substancija ir forma), o trys. Sis tre¢iasis turi bati ,substratas®, kuriame vyksta po-
kytis ir kuris leidZia $iems buties pradams vienam kitg veikti. Pokytis tarp jy néra
jmanomas, jei néra kitimo aplinkos. Butis keitiasi todél, kad yra trakumas. Subjek-
tas ir forma saveikauja dél $ios esantios trikumo aplinkos. Cia Aristotelis pateikia
du pavyzdzius: neigsilavines muzikoje Zmogus tampa muzikantu ir beformé bron-
za tampa bronzine statula. Cia subjektas yra #mogus, forma - muzika ir stoka —
neissilavinimas muzikoje arba bronza - subjektas, statula — forma, o trakumas -
statulos beformiskumas. Muzikantu zmogus tampa, arba statula atsiranda todél,

kad jvyksta pokytis, kuris galimas tik dél esantios trakumo arba stokos aplinkos.



Taip be $io trediojo buties démens néra jmanomos priesybés, kurioms atsirasti ir
turi buti ,substrato” salyga. Sj tre¢iajj elementa Aristotelis pavadina trakumu (pri-
vatio), arba gr. ,steresis“. Ivadoje apie buties elementus jis kalba apie skirtuma
tarp dviejy priesybiy ir jy tarpusavio rysj bei &io substrato prigimtj. Si ,,substrato*
samprata negali buti lyginama su dar viena butimi arba esiniu, ta¢iau kaip aplin-
ka, ji jgalina esiniy substancijos ir formos pokytj. Aristotelis yra uztikrintas, kad
buties principai yra trys, nors ir pripazjsta, kad néra lengva jrodyti, kad $is ,,subs-
tratas” priklauso buties esmei. Todél nagrinéjant stoka, verta prisiminti, kad ji eg-
zistuoja kaip salyga arba butyje esanti aplinka, kurig Aristotelis pavadina tre¢iuoju
buties principu, esanéiu tarp substancijos ir formos ir dél kurios egzistavimo, nag-
rinédamas poky¢io ontologija, jis yra tikras.

Taip Aristotelis pagrindZia, kad buties sandaroje stoka néra tik atsitiktiné, bet
ir ontologiné tikrové. Be §io principo nejmanomas vyksmas. Todél galima kalbéti
apie ontologine arba ,didZiosios stokos“ sampratg. J3 remia ir biblinis pasakoji-
mas, pagrjsdamas Zmogaus kariniskumo ir jo priklausomumo nuo Dievo sampra-
ta. Biblija interpretuoja mus supantia tikrove kaip Dievo Karinija. Stai pirmasis
Sv. Rasto sakinys: ,Pradzioje Dievas sukuaré dangy ir zeme“ (Pr. 1,1). Jis sako, kad
regimoji — fiziné tikrové ir neregimoji — dvasiné, yra Dievo kurinija ir kad , pasaulis
atsirado ne dél kokios nors butinybés, aklo likimo ar atsitiktinumo® (Kataliky Baz-
nycios Katekizmas, 2012, nr. 295).

Taciau pasaulio kariniskumas kartu suponuoja ir jo ribotumg, suvokiant, kad
§ios fizinés tikrovés galutinis pagrindas néra ji pati. Kurinija yra priklausoma nuo
Kuréjo ir néra pati saves priezastis. Todél interpretacija, kad pasaulis ,kuria pats
save®, atsirasdamas atsitiktinumo déka yra svetima teologinei pasauléziarai. Mus
supancios tikrovés kariniskumo nepaisymas atveria kelig ,atsitiktinumo®, arba
»save kuriancios” tikrovés, interpretacijoms, kurios teologijos poziuriu yra pavo-
jingos, nes atveria kelig pagundai, pvz., ,kurti nauja Zzmogy“, kaip tai atsitiko mark-
sizmo atveju. Teologija Zmogy suvokia kaip iskiliausia karinj, biblijos ZodZiais ta-
riant, Dievo sukurta ,pagal savo paveikslg“ (Pr. 2,26). Cia suprantama, kad Kuaréjas
pasidalina su Zmogumi savo savybémis: laisve, protu ir meile. I§ ¢ia kyla galimybeé
Zmogui buti asmeniu, gebanciu atsiverti moralinei atsakomybei ir karybiskumui.

Sv. Tomo Akvinie¢io (+ 1274) metafizika netiesiogiai aigkina ontologinés sto-
kos sampratg, nagrinéjant Dievo buties esme ir lyginant ja su sukurtais kariniais.
Dievo butis yra absoliuti, ir egzistencija priklauso giliausiai Dievo buties esmei.
Visi kariniai, taip pat ir Zmonés, yra baigtinés butys, dalyvaujancios Dievo butyje.
Jos yra ribotos, nes neturi pacios i$ saves egzistencijos pagrindo. Todél Zzmogus ir

kiti kariniai yra ,dalyvaujantys butyje“ ir §j dalyvavima butyje yra ,pasiskoline”

57



Kestutis Kévalas. Stokos teologija

58

i§ Dievo, kuris yra tikroji butis (Thomas Aquinas, 44-49). I8 ¢&ia atsiranda keletas
igvady: 1) kadangi zmogus ir kiti kariniai yra tik ,dalyvaujantys butyje®, jos at-
spindi tik nedidele dalj tos buties pilnatveés, kuria turi Dievas; 2) kadangi karinija
tik atspindi Dievo buties tobuluma ir turtingumag, yra reikalinga nesuskai¢iuojama
daugybé jvairiy buties rasiy ir tobulumo laipsniy; 3) nepaisant $ios jvairovés, net
ir visa karinijos visuma negali i$baigti dieviskojo gerumo, nes Dievo tobulumas
yra begalinis; 4) sukurtosios butys dalyvauja nesukurtoje Butyje daugeliu lygme-
ny: nuo dalinimosi butimi iki visy jmanomy kariniskumo pasireiskimy jtraukiant
visas tobulinancias veiklas (Barrera, 2005, p. 20-21). Apibendrintai galime teigti,
kad kariniai stokoja buties pilnatveés, tos, kurig turi Dievas, todél stoka yra kariniy
ontologinis Zenklas. Tad neigvengiamai $v. Tomo pristatyta Dievo buties ontologi-
ja per kariniskumg ir ribotuma pabrézia ir Zmoguje esancia stokos tikrove. Zmo-
gus, naudodamas savo prota ir laisve, bei pasiekes moralinj tobuluma, dél savo
kariniskumo negali reprezentuoti viso Dievisko gerumo ir tapti buties pilnatve,
kas yra Dievas.

Ypa¢ ryskiai Zmogaus kaip kuarinio ribotumas yra isreikitas Sv. Rasto Pradzios
Knygoje zmogaus sukarimo pasakojime. Cia zmogus apgyvendinamas Edeno sode
su ,gero bei pikto paZinimo medziu“ (Pr. 2,9), kuris ,,simboliskai primena neper-
zengiama riba“ (Kataliky Baznycios Katekizmas, nr. 396). Si bibliné ,medzio-ribos*
metafora yra labai svarbi, nes teigia, kad: a) ,zmogus priklauso nuo Kuréjo®; b) ,jis
yra pavaldus Kuarinijos désniams ir privalo laikytis moraliniy normy, kurios nu-
stato naudojimasi laisve“ (ten pat). Si metafora primena, kad pazindamas pasaulj
Zmogus atranda jame uzkoduota buties ,gramatika“. Panagiai kaip fizikos désnius,
Zmogus pajégus protu atpazinti ir Zmogiskosios buties jstatyma, kurj teologija va-
dina ,prigimtiniu jstatymu®. Zmogaus gebéjimas pazinti gera ir pikta suponuoja
moraline atsakomybe rinktis gera ir vengti bloga. Tad $io prigimtinio jstatymo
egzistavimas zmogiskosios buties kontekste kalba ir apie uzbrézta riba, primenan-
¢ia, kad Zmogus turi priimti savo kariniskuma arba Zmoguje esancia ontologine
stoka, lyginant su Dieviskaja butimi. Taip Zmogus savyje randa jstatyma, kurio
pats sau néra daves. Jis atranda riba, kurig yra uzbrézes Dievas. Tai akivaizdZiau-
siai pasireiskia tuo, kad Zmogus yra mirtingas, ir moraliniu jstatymu, kurio privalo
laikytis, jei nori i§saugoti savo ir kito Zmogaus egzistencija. Kitaip tariant, Zmogus
,save atranda®, o ne ,kuria“. Si jzvalga yra labai svarbi, kalbant apie jvairius antro-
pologinius reiskinius, taip pat ir ekonominius, kurie dél Zmogiskosios prigimties,
besireiskiancios ekonominiame veiksme, jgauna fundamentalumo aspekts.

Sv. Rasto tekstai daznai pabrézia mogaus kariniskumo pasekmes: akcidenta-

liskuma ir atsitiktinumga, laikiskumg ir baigtiskumga, priklausomuma (nuo mais-



to, pastoges, socialiniy kontakty), apribojima konkre¢iame istorijos laike, kuris
taip pat riboja ir realizavimosi galimybes, nesaugumg ir klaidos galimybe (Lange-
meyer, 1995, p. 152).

PradZios Knygos pirmas skyrius pristato Zzmogy kaip auks¢iausig butj visoje
karinijoje, kuria Dievas suteikia ,valdymo“ galiag (Pr. 1,28). Antrasis skyrius pa-
brézia zmogaus ribotuma atskleisdamas butent Zmogaus socialine prigimtj, kad
yra ,negera zmogui biti vienam* (Pr. 2,18). Ir toliau Sv. Raéte randama #mogaus
priklausomumo ir karini$kumo nuorody. 8 psalmé sako: ,kas yra Zmogus, kad
ji atsimeni, kas yra mirtingasis, kad juo rupiniesi?“ Koheleto knyga Zzmogaus ri-
botumg aptaria kaip slépinj, prie§ kurj Zmogus nutyla, matydamas nesuvokiama
Dievo kirybos didybe. Taip pat Zmogaus ribotumas pabréztas Senojo Testamento
jstatymuose, kurie reguliuoja ir asmeninj bei socialinj gyvenimg skelbdami skoly
grazinimo tvarka, elgesj su vergais, nustatydami $abo, jubiliejiniy ar $abo mety
jstatymus (Barrera, 5 skyrius).

Naujasis Testamentas atskleidzia Dievo isgelbéjimo iniciatyva per Jézy Kris-
ty, kuris ateina i$vaduoti Zmogaus i§ nuodémeés bei mirties galios ir paZada jo
kiriniskumo maksimaly i$sipildyma patiriant ateinancia Dievo karalyste: , Jus
pirmiausia ieskokite Dievo karalysteés ir Jo teisumo, o visa tai bus jums pridéta“
(Mt. 6,33). Teologijos pastangos nukreiptos sutaikyti du gelbéjancio Dievo dar-
bo aspektus: 1) kariniskumo pilnatvés atstatymas ir i§skleidimas ir 2) Zmogaus
kaip Kurinio jgalinimas dalyvauti amZinajame gyvenime su Dievu (Langemeyer,
p- 153).

Tad teologiné i8gelbéjimo samprata gana aigkiai patvirtina Zmogiskajj ribotu-

ma, kurj pristato kaip nei$vengiamga ir ontine Zmogaus tikrove.

». Zmogaus prigimtis ir stoka

Teologija Zmogiskosios prigimties perspektyva pirmiausia remia bibline jZvalga:
»Dievas sukuré Zmogy pagal savo paveiksla, pagal savo paveiksla sukuaré jj; vyra ir
moterj; sukireé juos” (Pr. 1,27). Praeitame skyrelyje nagrinéjome zmogaus karinis-
kumo samprata, kurioje stoka isryskéja Zmogaus - sukurtosios buties apsprestu-
mu. Ta¢iau sukurimas ,pagal Dievo paveiksla“ reiskia, kad ,,i§ visy regimy kariniy
vien zmogus ,jstengia paZinti ir myléti savo Kuaréja®; jis yra ,vienintelis karinys
Zeméje, kurio Dievas noréjo dél jo paties®; jis vienas yra pasauktas pazinimu ir
meile dalyvauti Dievo gyvenime (Kataliky Baznycios Katekizmas, nr. 365).
Gebéjimas pazinti, apsispresti ir myléti yra Zmogaus prigimties aspektai, kuriy
kontekste gali buti aptarta ir pozityvi stokos tikroveé kaip proto, laisvés ir meilés
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potencialumas, o taip pat pasireiskianti ir negatyviu budu, kaip Zmoguje esanti

nuodémeés tikrove.

2.1. Zmogaus proto potencialumas ir stoka
Zmogus $iandien dazniausiai apibadinamas kaip ,homo sapiens - mastantis gy-
vunas, tuo pabréziant, kad Zmogaus protas yra esminis zmogiskosios prigimties
bruozas, nes zmogus yra vienintelé protinga butybé Zeméje. Tai yra atpazjstama
i§ Zmogaus kurybos, gerinant savo gyvenimo salygas, kuriant moksla, mena,
plétojant kultirg. Tadiau Zmogaus protingumas suponuoja ir nuolatinés stokos
galimybe, kadangi zmogaus protas gali numatyti tai, kas dar yra tik potencija ir
néra realizuota. Protas tampa instrumentu jzvelgti naujas galimybes ir jas reali-
zuoti. Cia dieviska proto galia Zmogui parodo jame ir jo aplinkoje esantia stoka
arba galimybes. Todél galima sakyti, kad Zmogy $ios dar nerealizuotos galimybés
Lpersekioja“ kaip stoka. Zmonijos gebéjimas jzvelgti toliau negu tik tai, kas jau
yra atrasta ar pagaminta, sako, kad Zzmogus niekada nebus atbaiges atradimy, nes
protas visada sieks toliau nei §iandien esama tikrové. Todél ,nauja“ tikroveé, kurig
jgalina Zmogaus proto galia, $iandien egzistuoja kaip potenciali busena. Protas yra
instrumentas jzvelgti, kaip $ias naujas galimybes realizuoti. Protu Zmogus ,daly-
vauja Butyje“ ir taip atranda pasaulyje esan¢ig uzkoduota buties logika. Taip vieny
atradimy pagrindu atveriamas naujas paZinimas ir potencija karybai. Si nesibai-
gianti atradimy grandiné taip pat nurodo, kad protas pajégus kelti naujas hipo-
tezes, perzengiancias dabartinés tikrovés pazinima, tikrovés, kuri dar egzistuoja
tik vaizduotéje ar spéjime. Dél proto galimybés jZvelgti nauja potencija, Zmogus
iSgyvena $alia saves ir naujas stokos formas, kurios nei$vengiamos dél $iuo metu
dar nerealizuoty Zmogaus proto vaisiy. Cia verta atkreipti démesj, kad pati proto
galia karybigkumo ir verslumo déka padeda jveikti ne tik ,,mazgsias stokas® (mais-
to, busto, santykiy), bet pasitarnauja atpazjstant ir ,didziosios stokos® buvima ir
jos tikslinguma.

Gyvunai neigyvena racionalumo i$3auktos stokos, nes neturi proto galios.
Instinktas gyvina uzdaro jo veikimo rate ir taip pat apibréztose galimybése. Ins-
tinktas neleidZia perZengti uzkoduotos veikimo programos, kuri leisty gyvanui
elgtis kitaip, kazkaip naujai. Todél negebéjimas mastyti uz instinkto riby gyvina
»i8laisvina“ i§ prigimtinés stokos sunkio. Gyvino stoka apsiriboja tik konkretiu
trakumu: maisto, saugumo ar kitu, tadiau tai néra ,prigimtiné stoka®, kuri vers-
ty gyvina igeiti i§ instinkto nubréztos programos. Sis skirtumas tarp zmogaus ir
gyvuno igyvenamos stokos gali mums patikslinti ,prigimtinés stokos“ prasme,

atskiriant ja nuo kity trakumo formuy, tokiy, kaip oras, maistas, saugumas ar poil-



sis. Zmogaus racionalumas jzvelgia ontologinés, arba ,,didZiosios” stokos, buvima,

nes pastarasis perzengia tik instinktu apibréZtas stokas.

2.2. Stokos samprata Zzmogaus laisvés akistatoje

Zmogaus sukurimas ,pagal Dievo paveikslg“ graziausiai atsiskleidzia laisvos valios
Zyme. Zmogus yra laisvas ir savo paties, kity ir net Dievo atzvilgiu. Jis tam tikras
tiesas ar veikimo budus gali priimti ar atmesti, taip pat ir paties Dievo asmenij.
Tad $iuo atzvilgiu Zmogus ypa¢ skiriasi nuo viso kito savo aplinkoje tuo, kad gam-
ta, kurioje jis yra, neapsprendZia jo istisai jgyvendinant savo Zmogiskaja esme.
Zmogus jgalintas veikti laisvai, o §io veikimo kriterijus turi atrasti protu, kuris
zmogui padeda nuspresti, ka rinktis. Tad racionalumo arba saves paZinimo gebé-
jimas Zmoguje yra glaudZiai susijes su apsisprendimo, saves valdymo, laisvo saves
dovanojimo ir bendravimo su kitais galimybe. Laisvé iskiliausiu budu daro Zmogy
»dievisku®. Todél jam jmanoma meilé ir bendrysté. Ta¢iau dél zmogisko pazinimo,
meilés ir bendrystés ribotumu asmuo igyvena ir egzistencine stoka, kuri uzko-
duota jo prigimties ribotumu. Todél susivienijimas su Dievu, pasak teologijos, yra
vienintelé galimybé jveikti $ig Zmogisko ribotumo salygojama stoka. Padrasini-
mas jveikti savo ribotuma yra Jézaus Kristaus [sikanijimo slépinys, kurj teologija
supranta, kaip Dievo, tapusio Zmogumi, pastanga pakviesti Zmogy j dieviskuma
arba motyvacija perzengti savo zmogiska ribotuma.

Pirma i§samy Zmogaus laisvés nagrinéjimg pateikes Aristotelis kildino laisve
i§ valios, o §ios laisvg aktualizacija siejo su prievartos nebuvimu ir veiksmo aplin-
kybiy pazinimu. Valios aktualizacijg samoningu veiksmu jis rémé apsisprendimu,
kurj laiké Zmogiskojo proto ir intelekto saves determinacija. Vis délto Antikoje
dominavo supratimas, jog zmogus yra determinuotas likimo. Kriks¢ionybé at-
skleidé Zmogaus, kuris savo likimg formuoja pats, samprata, tuo iSplésdama ir
laisvés save apsprendZiant ribas. Nors Augustinas (1 430), panasiai kaip Aristo-
telis, teorigkai pripaZzines valig pagrindiniu Zmogiskuoju gebéjimu, pripazino ir
laisve, ta¢iau sykiu mané, jog nuodémeé padariusi ja faktigkai bejége, todél Zmogus
i§gelbéjamas vien Dievo malonés déka. Véliau Tridento susirinkimas pritaré, kad
kiekvienam i$ganingam Zmogaus poelgiui butina Dievo maloné, ta¢iau nuteisi-
nima laiké Zmogiskosios laisvés (nuodémés susilpnintos, bet visigkai nepanai-
kintos) atkurimu bendradarbiavimui su Dievu. Nepaisant to, Naujausiais laikais,
panasdiai kaip Antikoje, laisve imama sieti su priezastingumu. I. Kanto (+ 1804)
nuomone, laisve negatyviai apibréZia nepriklausomybé nuo ja determinuojanciy
svetimy priezasciy; pozityviai ji yra autonomija (savateisiskumas, galintis pries-
tarauti ir proto jstatymui) ir vadinasi transcendentaliné laisvé. Skirtingai negu ja,
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psichologine laisve gali apriboti praeities nulemti motyvai bei veiksniai. Todél nau-
joji filosofija, veikiama psichologiniy jzvalgy, linksta j determinizma (Vorgrimler,
2003, p. 308-309).

Zmogaus apriori kariniskumas, neisvengiamai zmogy apibrézia veikimui $io
kariniskumo ribose. Tik $ia prasme galime kalbéti apie Zmogaus laisvés deter-
minizmga. Tadiau Zmogaus prigimties pana$umas j Dieva savo laisve yra kartu ir
jo ontologiné busena, kuri egzistuoja, besireikidama zmogiskuoju veiksmu, $ios
laisvés skleidimosi link. Kad Zmogus yra Dievo karinys, reiskia kartu ir tam tikrg
ribotuma, taigi ir ,,absoliu¢ios laisvés* negalimuma. Si zmogigkosios prigimties
ypatybé yra kartu paaigkinimas, kodél Zmogaus laisvé yra neatskiriama nuo pa-
tioje zmogaus prigimtyje jrasyto veikimo jstatymo. Cia Zmogaus veikimas pagal
jo paties prigimties jstatymga yra suprantamas kaip $ios prigimties realizavimas
arba i$siskleidimas. Ir atvirksciai, bet koks veikimas prie$ prigimtines nuostatas
yra $ios prigimties skleidimosi ribojimas ar net Zalojimas. Jstatymas, kuris ,jragy-
tas zmogaus $irdyje“, Zmogy lenkia rinktis tai, kas atitinka jo kaip kirinio prigim-
tj, kitaip tariant - rinktis gera ir vengti bloga prigimties skleidimosi linkui. Ta¢iau
esanti laisvés galimybé Zmoguje turéty buti tarsi galimybé rinktis ir gera, ir bloga.
Cia ir i8siskiria humanistiné laisvés koncepcija nuo kriké¢ionigkosios, kuri pabré-
Zia, kad tikroji laisvé Zmoguje esti tada, kai jam pasiseka daryti tai, kas leidzia
skleistis jo asmeniui. Jono evangelija $ia realybe jvardija kaip Zmogiska veiksma,
atitinkantj tiesa: ,jiis paZinsite tiesa, ir tiesa padarys jus laisvus“ (Jn. 8,32). Si
tiesa yra tiesa apie zmogy, ji ry$kiausiai suspindi Jézaus Kristaus asmenyje, kuris
apie save sako: ,A$ esu kelias, tiesa ir gyvenimas® (Jn. 14,5).

Tadiau laisvo pasirinkimo i$dava yra taip pat ir blogio pasirinkimo galimybé.
Tai liudija Sv. Raéto Pradzios Knygos pasakojimas apie Adomo ir Ievos sugundyma
nepaklusnumo Dievui nuodéme (Pr. 3). Jos pasekmé yra tai, kas suzeidzia zmo-
gaus prigimtj, ja apriboja ir paneigia. Si universali zmogaus galimybé atsiverti
nuodémei renkantis blogj yra nuolatiné grésmé Zmogaus laisvei. Todél tik laisvés
nuo nuodémés salygomis Zmogus gali apsispresti uz gérj. Jézaus Kristaus gyve-
nimas, kandia, mirtis ir prisikélimas suteikia Zmogui padrasinimg ir prasme, ka
verta rinktis. Tai yra tikras i§gelbéjimas nuo nejgalumo rinktis gera bei buti lais-
vu. ,Kuo daugiau zmogus daro gera, tuo jis tampa laisvesnis“ (Kataliky Baznycios
Katekizmas, nr. 1733).

Siandienés teologijos pozitriu, laisvé yra transcendentaliné buties ypatybé,
tenkanti butybei pagal jos buties lygj; laisvé tikraja $io ZodZio prasme buna ten,
kur pasiektas dvasinio asmens bties Iygis. Cia laisvé yra atsakingas disponavimas

savimi, taip pat ir paties Dievo atzvilgiu. II Vatikano susirinkimo dokumentas



»Gaudium et Spes” sako, kad ,Zmogaus orumas reikalauja, kad jis veikty sgmonin-
gai ir laisvai rinkdamasis, tai yra pats i$ vidaus skatinamas ir jtikinamas, o ne akla
vidine paskata arba vien i$orine prievarta. Tg oruma Zmogus jgyja tuomet, kai, i§-
sivadaves 1§ bet kokios aistry nelaisvés, siekia savo tikslo, laisvai rinkdamasis gérj
ir kruop$¢iu darbu pasirapindamas tinkamy priemoniy orumui pasiekti. Kadangi
Zmogaus laisvé suzalota nuodémés, visigkai ir veiksmingai ji gali buti nukreipta
i Dieva tik Jo malonés padedama. Kiekvienas turés Dievo teisme pateikti savo
gyvenimo apyskaita, ka padares gera ar bloga“ (I Vatikano Susirinkimo nutarimai,
2001, nr. 17).

Krik§¢ionigka laisvés samprata pagrista jsitikinimu, kad Zmogaus laisvé yra ge-
béjimas atsakyti j laisva Dievo savidava.

Karolis Wojtyla veikale ,,Asmuo ir veiksmas® kalba apie Zmogaus ,saves turéji-
ma“, ,saves valdyma“ ir , saves apsprendima”, kurie reigkia, kad Zmogus yra laisvas
ta prasme, kad jis yra pats savo veiksmy autorius, taigi save turédamas, galédamas
valdyti, jis gali apsispresti uZ ta ar kita veiksma (Wojtyla, 1997, p. 153-156).

Todél apibendrinant galima teigti, kad teologine ir moraline prasme laisvé - tai
paklusnumas tiesai apie Dievg ir Zmogy, kuri pasireigkia veiksnumu (saves valdy-
muy), laisvu saves dovanojimu, arba saves perzengimu (asmens transcendencija).
Laisvé yra tik tada, kai a§ valdau save; ,atiduodu savo ag“ karyboje, darbe ir inicia-
tyvoje. Laisvé Zmogaus kasdienéje veikloje, visuomenéje, profesinéje veikloje per
darba, darbg su kitais, karybiskumg, versluma, dalyvavima, bendradarbiavima,
prisiimant visuomenine iniciatyva.

I8 8iy keliy pastaby apie laisvés sampratas galime teigti, kad teologija laisve
traktuoja kaip saves apsprendima (vidine laisve), tuo tarpu kitos laisvés sampra-
tos linksta laisve apibrézti kaip laisve nuo prievartos (iSoriné laisvé). Tai svarbu
igskirti, kalbant stokos tema, kadangi skirtingos laisvés sampratos taip pat ap-
sprendzia ir skirtingas stokos sampratas. I§ dalies Zmogus yra kone determinuo-
tas jveikti stoka, kadangi norédamas save fiziskai palaikyti jis turi nei$vengiamai
veikti, kad iglaikyty gyvybe. Egzistuoja Zzmogy supanti i$oriné stoka, kuri susijusi
su istekliy, laiko, gebéjimy ir kitomis fizinémis stokos formomis. Taip daZzniausiai
ir yra suprantama stoka. Tadiau teologija mums atveria diskursa apie stokos for-
ma, kurig galétume vadinti ,vidine stoka“, kurig sukelia vidinés laisvés trukumas.
Kriks¢ioniska teologija kalba apie Zmogy supantia ,,ontologine stoka, kurig va-
dina prigimtine nuodéme ir kuri, pasak $v. Augustino, gali buti jveikta tik Dievo
malonés pagalba, arba, kaip buvo minéta, Dievo maloné jgalina Zmogaus vidine
laisve jveikti nuodéme. Vis délto nejmanoma iglaisvinti vidinés galios vidinei lais-

vei realizuoti, jei Zmogus ne(pri)pazjsta sios tiesos apie save ir Dieva. Todél svarbu
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atskirti stoka, kurioje Zmogus naturaliai yra ir stoka, kurig jis , dirbtinai“ sukelia
dél tiesos apie savo nuodéminguma ignoravimo bei laisvés nuo tiesos atskirties.
Si paties Zmogaus sukelta stoka yra jo blogy pasirinkimy rezultatas, o kitaip ta-
riant, laisvés pasirinkti gera trikumas. Daugeliu atveju Zmogus negali pakeisti jj
supancios iorinés stokos situacijos. Zmogy ji ,istinka“. Ta¢iau vidine stoka asmuo
sukelia pats savo laisvu pasirinkimu veikdamas prie§ gérj sau ir kitam. Tad ¢ia ga-
lime pridurti, kad laisvé veikti atveria Zzmoguje stokos, kaip ontologinés tikrovés,
sampratg, ta¢iau tuo neapsiriboja. Jos atpazinimas mus informuoja apie neteisin-
gai suprastos laisvés realizavima, kaip vidinés stokos gilinimg Zmoguje. Tai atveria
supratimg, kad tokia stoka taip pat ,pateikia informacija“ apie prasilenkima su tie-
sa, o tai, galime sakyti, yra pozityvus stokos aspektas Zzmogaus tikrovés pazinime.
Stoka yra misy santykio su tiesa indikatorius.

Karolis Wojtyla savo veikale ,,Asmuo ir veiksmas"“ kalbédamas apie laisve kaip
»asmens veiksnuma* i§ryskina valia kaip j Zmogaus veiksmg jnesta laisvés mo-
menta. Autorius pastebi:

<...> laisvé kiekvienam Zmogui budingiausiai i§ryskéja isgyvenime, kurj kompaktiskai

galima pateikti fraze ,galiu-neprivalau®. Tai ne tik samonés turinys, bet zmogui bu-

dingo dinamizmo rai$ka ir konkretizacija... Toji Zmogui budingo dinamizmo raiska ir
konkretizacija privalo turéti savo atitikmenj subjekto ,Zmogus“ potencialume. Ta ati-
tikmenj vadiname valia. Juk tarp ,galiu® ir ,neprivalau“ formuojasi Zmogigkasis ,no-

riu®, o jis sudaro valiai budinga dinamizacija. Zmogaus valia vadiname tai, kas zmogui
leidZia noréti (Wojtyla, 1997, p. 170).

Tad ¢ia atsiskleidzia dar vienas elementas, dalyvaujantis stokos dinamizme,
butent valios aspektas. Tai yra tai, kas esti tarp Zzmogaus laisvés ir moralés. Zmo-
gaus valia galutinai lemia Zmogaus veiksnumg arba jo laisvés konkrecia realiza-
cija, kurios déka asmuo renkasi veiksma, kuris priklauso nuo to paslaptingo ir
giliausio Zmogaus ,noriu®“. Todél kalbant apie stokos kilme ir jos pasireiskima,
butinas valios aspektas, kuris $alia aptarto sarysio tarp laisvés ir tiesos dar labiau
pagilina stokos samprata laisvés akistatoje. Cia stoka isryskéja kaip valios arba
noriu“ aspektas, kuris dar kitu badu veikia Zmogaus laisve negu tiesa. Zmogaus
prigimtyje uzkoduotas valios momentas turi jtakos laisvei, o laisvé — moralei.
Zmogaus valios stiprinimas jgalina laisve rinktis moraline vertybe ir taip jveikti
vidine dél Zmogiskos prigimties suZeistumo esancig tobulumo stoka.

Sis teologinis-filosofinis stokos sampratos ,patikslinimas* yra svarbus ir pla-
tesniame diskurse, kalbant apie stokos jveikimo galimybes. Nors Zmogy ir vi-
suomene supa fiziné arba i$tekliy stoka, ontologiné arba vidinés laisvés stoka,

ju jveikimo tikslas néra vien stokos mazinimas, nes stoka nei§vengiama arba de-



terminuota, o santykis su ja jgalina Zmogaus moralinius gebéjimus. Pasaulio ir
Zmogaus sarangoje $is nuolatinis istekliy trakumas ir Zmogaus laisvés trakumas
tam tikra prasme susipina, kaip nei§vengiamybés, kurias Zmogus turi jveikti. Dar
daugiau, nei$vengiama iSoriné stoka mums drasiau leidZia teigti, kad vidiné stoka,
arba prigimtiné nuodémeé, néra tik teologinis konstruktas, bet tikroveé, kuri gali

buti atpazinta ir kity moksly bei teorijy.

2.3. Ontologinés stokos forma — Zmogaus polinkis klysti ir nuodémingumas
Aptare tai, kad Zmogaus protas yra pajégus paZinti stoka, kaip pasaulyje esancia
uzkoduota buties gramatika, ir tai, kad Zzmogaus laisvé, veikianti $ioje tiesoje,
jgalina moralinius gebéjimus, jveikiant savyje vidine stoka, ¢ia galime i$skleis-
ti auké¢iau pradéta svarstymga apie laisvos valios atveriama galimybe klysti. Sig
klaida teologija vadina nuodéme, jei ji padaryta paZjstant, jog tai blogis ir laisvai
renkamasi tai daryti. Patj polinkj klysti, kaip nuolatine Zzmogaus buseng, teolo-
gija jvardina prigimtinés nuodémés samprata. Polinkis klysti ir nuodémingumas
¢ia suvokiamas kaip ontiné Zmogaus tikrové arba ,didZioji“ - vidiné stoka. Kaip
minéjome, $ig vidine stoka Zmogus gilina laisvai pasirinkdamas veikti prie§ gérj
sau ir kitam Zmogui. Ta¢iau pastebéjome, kad vidinés stokos samprata mums taip
pat atveria suvokimag ir apie teisingo pasirinkimo svarba. Todél svarstymas apie
Zmogaus nuodéminguma ne tik mus informuoja apie ontologine stokos formga,
esancia zmoguje, bet ir apie asmens veikimo pagal paZinta moraline tiesg svar-
ba. Dél laisvés zmogus turi galimybe suklysti, ta¢iau ,teisé klysti“ yra ribojama
moraliniais jstatymais, stengiantis apsaugoti Zmogy nuo $ios ontologinés sto-
kos gilinimo ir suprantant, kad Zmogus yra pajégus atpaZinti moraline tiesg ir
jos laikytis.

Galime teigti, kad nuodémeés apibrézimas yra krik$¢ioniskosios teologijos la-
biausiai iSplétota ontologinés stokos samprata. BaZnyc¢ios Katekizme sakoma:
,Nuodémé egzistuoja Zmogaus istorijoje: buty beprasmiska bandyti jos nepa-
stebéti arba $ig tamsia tikrove vadinti kitais vardais. Bandydami suprasti, kas
yra nuodémeé, turime pirmiausia pripaZinti gily Zmogaus ry$j su Dievu, nes, to
nepaisydami, neatskleisime nuodémés blogio <...>“ (Kataliky Baznycios Katekiz-
mas, nr. 386).

Senojo Testamento Pradzios Knygoje pateikta Adomo ir Ievos nepaklusnu-
mo Dievui metafora-pasakojimas (Edeno sode suvalgius vaisiy nuo uzdrausto
med#io) atskleid?ia #mogaus bisena, kaip prigimtinés stokos vaizdinj. Cia yra
uzkoduotos kelios svarbios jZvalgos: a) Zmogus néra Dievas, jis i§gyvena uzbréz-
ta ribg - rojaus sode esantj medj, kurio vaisiy nevalia valgyti, ir b) ,nuopuolio
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busena“ - zmogaus, uzvalgiusio nuo ,pazinimo medzio® vaisiy, situacija - jvardyta
nuogumo ir noro pasislépti nuo Dievo jvaizdziais (Pr. 3). Cia, galima sakyti, uzko-
duota zmogaus prigimtis, kuri pazymeéta ,prigimtinés nuodémeés” kaip Zmogaus
,po nuopuolio“ duotybe. Sis Pradzios Knygos pasakojimas demonstruoja, kad
Zmogus yra pajégus reflektuoti savo buseng ir joje esantia ,prigimtine stokg“ kaip
nuolatinj palinkimg j blogj ar nuodéme. Dél proto galios Zmogus pajégus pazinti
ir priimti prigimtinés stokos neivengiamumga. Savo nuodémingumo suvokimas
ir pastangos jj jveikti gali duoti vaisiy, jei Zmogus priima pagalba ,i§ iSorés®, bu-
tent ta, kuri kyla ne tik i$ jo pastangy ar gery nory. Cia kriks¢ionigkoji teologija
pateikia Jézaus Kristaus kaip Zzmogaus Gelbétojo i$ $ios nedékingos tikrovés sam-
prata, kuri kalba, kad Zmogus gali buti jgalintas nuodéme jveikti, jei jis laisvai
atsiveria gelbéjanciai Dievo malonei. Nors ir nuodémeé yra laisvas, samoningas, ir
radikalus sprendimas, prie§taraujantis nedviprasmiskai paZintai Dievo valiai, ji
reikiasi dazniausiai kai truksta vidinés laisvés, sgmoningumo ir pazinimo. Todél
teologija, darydama skirtuma tarp pilnutinés ir dalinés laisvés, pilnutinio ir dali-
nio paZinimo, daro skirtumag ir tarp padariniy, todél kalba apie sunkias ir lengvas
nuodémes (Vorgrimler, 2003, p. 382-383).

Reikia pabrézti, kad nuodémé, arba blogis, kriks¢ioniskoje filosofijoje apibré-
#iamas ir kaip gério stygius. Tai skelbé §v. Augustinas ir §v. Tomas Akvinietis. Cia
suprantama, ,kad ir blogai besielgiantis Zmogus siekia gério, ta¢iau tai daro vado-
vaudamasis apversta vertybiy tvarka“ (Vorgrimler, 2003, p. 94).

Tad blogis yra sagmoningas bei akivaizdus pazinto gério neigimas arba gério sie-
kimas blogomis priemonémis. Cia kalbame apie sgmoningg apsisprendima uz blo-
gi kaip tiesos neigima ir gério trikuma. Sis zmogaus trikumas gali buti klaidingai
sutapatinamas su musy minéta karinijos tvarkoje esantia ontine stoka. Teologija
patj blogj tapatina ne su ontologine kirinijos tikrove, tarsi Dievas buty ir ,blogio
autorius® bei uz jj atsakingas, bet su Zmogaus nusigrezimu nuo dievigkojo Kare-
jo, atsisakant priimti jo nustatyta tvarka. Tai pasireiskia sgmoningu $ios tvarkos
ignoravimu, laisvai apsisprendZiant jai nepaklusti, ir tai yra vadinama nuodéme.
Todél gério stygius, arba blogis, yra sukurtosios tvarkos ignoravimas ar priestara-
vimas, kuris atne$a Zmogui visas kitas jmanomas blogio formas.

,Gaudium et Spes“ dokumentas taip jvertina nuodémés tikrove: ,,Zmogus yra
savyje suskiles. Todél visas Zmoniy gyvenimas, tiek asmeninis, tiek bendruomeni-
nis, pasireiskia kova, daznai dramatigka, tarp gério ir blogio, tarp $viesos ir tam-
sybiy. Zmogus net pamato savo paties jégomis nejstengigs sékmingai gintis nuo
blogio puolimy; todél kiekvienas jautiasi tarsi supanciotas” (II Vatikano Susirinki-

mo nutarimai, nr. 13).



Svarbu pabrézti, kad asmeniné Zmogaus kova jo pasirinkimuose atsiliepia ir
visuomenés bei bendruomenés gyvenimui.

Nuodémeé turi socialine dimensija, todél jos pasekmés néra tik asmeninés, bet
ir socialinés-visuomeninés. Taip kuriasi ,nuodémeés struktiros®, arba sistemos,
kurios jtraukia ir jtvirtina Zmoguje elgsenas, prieStaraujancias etinéms ir mora-
linéms visuotinai atpazjstamoms normoms. Cia kalbame apie nuostolius, kuriuos
i§8aukia zmogaus laisvés rinktis nedviprasmigkai pazintg tiesg trukumas. Tai pasi-
reigkia ir asmens zlugdymu, ir socialiniy ry$iy aizéjimu, visuomenés fragmentaci-
ja, negebéjimu sukurti vienybés, saugumo praradimu ir t. t. Kitais ZodZiais, nuodé-
meés nuostoliai yra sunkiai suvaldomi ne tik Zmogaus, bet ir visuomenés gyvenime.

Nors nuodémeés samprata $iandien daznai ignoruojama, zmogaus polinkis
rinktis tai, kas prie$tarauja sveikam protui ir atrastoms Zmonijos istorijoje jzval-
goms (kas nedera, o kas dera), néra i§ esmés kvestionuojamas. Pliuralizmo kul-
tara kei¢ia sampratas, kas yra laikoma moraliai priimtina, o kas ne, ta¢iau paties
polinkio j blogj, bei Zmogaus léto augimo laisvai rinktis, kas gera, ypa¢ sociali-
niuose santykiuose, nediskutuoja. Todél turime kontekstg ir §iuolaikiniame pliu-
ralistiniame diskurse kalbéti apie fundamentalios stokos, esan¢ios Zmogaus pri-
gimtyje, galimybe. Tiesa, yra abejoniy pacia ,zmogaus prigimties® kaip apibréztos
duotybés samprata. Paradoksalu, ta¢iau blogio akivaizdumas, kylantis i§ Zmogaus
pasirinkimy, tam tikra prasme uztvirtina ir pa¢ia ,,zmogaus prigimties“ sampratg.
Kitais ZodZiais tariant, Zmogaus prigimtis ir joje gludinti stoka nuolat rinktis tai,
kas yra géris ir tiesa, yra viena kita patvirtinancios tikrovés. Todél ¢ia galime kal-
béti apie Zmoguje esancia fundamentalia, prigimtine ar ontologine stoka.

Prigimtinés arba fundamentalios stokos samprata Zmoguje gali tapti meto-
dologiniu jrankiu aigkinantis individualizmo ir kolektyvizmo bei laisvés sampra-
tas. Juk jei priimame, kad fundamentali stoka, ontiné arba prigimtiné nuodémeé,
Zmoguje yra konstanta, tada bet kokia teorija, kalbanti apie visiska stokos pa-
naikinimg Zmogaus ir visuomenés aplinkoje, yra utopija. Kitais ZodZiais tariant,
zmogus negali sukurti nei saves, nei jj supancios aplinkos, kurioje $is bruozas
neegzistuoty.

Pabaigai grjZztant prie pradinés minties apie Aristotelio pateikta trijy buties
prady perskyra ir i§skiriant trakumga (privatio) kaip substrata, kuriame vyksta for-
mos ir materijos saveika, butent radimasis ir nykimas, galime $iek tiek patikslinti
ir stokos ontiskumo prasme. Stokos ,ontiskumga” pagrindZia formos ir materijos
perskyra, kur stoka suprantama kaip materijoje dar nerealizuota forma, gladinti
galimybéje arba potencialume, bei stoka kaip konkretiam esiniui deramo tobu-

lumo stoka. Todél zmogus kaip linkes j nuodéme, filosofiskai tariant, gali buti
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apibréztas kaip materija, stokojanti formos (dieviskumo). Ta¢iau Dievo iniciaty-
va suteikti Zmogui pagalba dél $ios dieviskumo stokos (formos stokos) vélgi, fi-
losofine prasme, atskleidzia $ios stokos ,,ontiska” dvilypuma. Cia stoka gali buti
suprasta kaip akstinas veikimui, todél pozityvi savo esme. Tad teologinis svarsty-
mas leidZia suvokti ir stokos ontologinj dviprasmiskuma: kaip formos (dievisku-
mo) trukumg arba, teologiskai tariant, ,prigimtine nuodéme® ir kaip materijoje
(zmogiskume) dar nerealizuotas galimybes arba - ,palaiminimg®. Dél Zmogis-
kosios prigimties, kuri sujungia dvasinj ir medZiaginj pasaulj, §i stokos tikrové
atsiskleidzia netikétu, butent pozityviu budu. Ypac¢ tai isryskéja Naujajame Tes-
tamente, kuriame jspudingu budu sitloma jveikti $ig Zmoguje esancia prigimtine
stoka (nuodéme). Cia Jézaus asmuo tampa pavyzdziu ir tiltu, jgalinan¢iu zmogy
jveikti nuodéme, kai nuodémé gali tapti malone. Teologija $ig prigimtine stoka
(nuodéme) jvardija kaip ,laimingga kalte, kuri pelné tokj Isganytoja®, o tai reigkia -
optimistiskai ziari j Zmogaus galimybes pasinaudoti stokos (nuodémés) jveikimo

vaisiais. Dél to toliau galime kalbéti apie stoka ir kaip apie ,,palaiminima®.

1. Teologiné stokos pozityvumo interpretacija

Aptare, kad stokos tikrové karinijos sandaroje yra ontiné, t. y. priklausanti buties
esmei ir pastebéje, kad teologiné stokos interpretacija padeda jZvelgti joje esantj
ontigka ,dvilypuma” kaip fundamentaly trikuma, bet taip pat ir ,palaiminima",
$iame skyrelyje pasidomésime, kokiu budu stoka teologiniame diskurse gali buti
interpretuojama kaip pozityvi tikroveé. Jprastas poziuris j stoka kaip ,prakeikima*
ir neigiama aspekta Zmoguje bei karinijoje, vis délto, gali buti papildytas nauja in-
terpretacija apie stokos samprata, kurig galime ,i$skaityti“i§ Sv. Rasto uzuominy
apie neturto prasme, bei i§ vienos svarbiausiy teologiniy sampraty — ,i§ganymo".
Pozityvus stokos aspektai gali biti atrandami ir teologinés antropologijos svars-
tymuose apie tokias pagrindines Zmogiskosios prigimties kategorijas kaip protas,
laisvé ir meilé. Sie fundamentalis zmogaus prigimties aspektai leidzia atpazinti,
kaip stokos tikrové skatina asmenj karybiskumui, bendrystei su kitu Zmogumi
ir Dievu bei kaip ji reiskiasi ,,saves perzengimo® gebéjime arba meilés paiegkose.
Nors teologijoje ir néra isplétotos pozityviy , stokos” aspekty nagrinéjimo tradici-
jos, ta¢iau besikartojantios uzuominos leidZia atrasti ir jvardyti pozityvias stokos
interpretacijas. Dieviskame plane visa kurinija ir jos bruozai turi apibréZta tikslin-
guma, todél ir stokos tikrové néra ir negali buti atsitiktiné ar bereik§mé. Jos ,,pali-
kimas"“ karinijos architektaroje turi prasme, kurig atkoduoti reiksty giliau pazinti

mus supancia tikrove ir apsisaugoti nuo klaidy, kurios kyla ignoruojant $ig tiesa.



Tad stokos ontologiskumo ir pozityvumo aspekty teologiné interpretacija $iame
darbe pristatoma tikintis, kad tolimesnis jy gilinimas ir plétojimas gali pasitar-
nauti ir kitiems mokslams, nagrinéjantiems zmogaus veiksmo prakseologija, pvz.,

fundamentaliy ekonomikos reiskiniy analizei.

1. Pozityvus prigimtinés stokos aspektai biblinés teologijos diskurse

Sv. Rastas akivaizdZiausiai aptaria stokos tema pristatydamas jvairius neturto, 13-
bandymo ir neteisingumo pasireiskimus. Nors neturto prieZastys bei aplinkybés
daZznai néra labai pladiai pristatomos, ta¢iau abu Testamentai pateikia gyvas varg-
$y nelaimiy patirtis. Cia betur¢iai daznai yra godumo, aistros valdziai ir manipu-
liacijos aukos, o galingieji juos ,naikina®“, ,atstumia“ bei ,pavergia“ (Dictionary of
Biblical Imagery, p. 657-658). Labiausiai zinomas tekstas apie tai yra i§rinktosios
tautos vargai Egipto nelaisvéje. Todél nemazai Izraelio tautos teisiniy nuostaty
kalba apie varg$y apsauga ir nuorodas jy atzvilgiu: ,savo betur¢iy bylose nepaZeisi
ju teisiy” (I8. 23,6). Naujajame Testamente Jézus pabréztinai skiria démesj varg-
$ams sakydamas, kad jo misija nesti ,geraja naujieng vargdieniams“ (Lk. 4,18) ir
savo pagrindine veiklg skiria tiems, kurie kentia fizines ir dvasines kan¢ias. Taip
Jézuje issipildo per visa Sv. Rasta aidintis Dievo, kuris isklauso jo besisaukianéiy-
ju, paveikslas ir kuriame Jis pristatomas kaip tas, kuris atsiliepia j varg$y pagalbos
$auksma: ,Sis varg8as Saukeési, ir Viespats isgirdo“ (Ps. 34,7). Tatiau be minéto
labai aigkaus stokojimo jvardijimo Sv. Raste, o ypa¢ Naujajame Testamente, i3rys3-
kéja ir kita svarbi detalé, atskleidzianti pozityvyjj stokos aspekta.

Senasis Testamentas i§ pradziy turtg pristato kaip dievigkajj palaiminima, tei-
kiama Zmogui uz jo moralines pastangas, nors vélesné pranasy rastija pateikia
svarstymus, kad turtas gali buti ir $irdies apsunkinimo, teisuoliskumo bei galios
isnaudoti kita priezastis. Zeminanti Izraelio tautos patirtis Babilono nelaisvéje
koregavo neturto sampratg, suteikdama jai religine prasme, kuriai sinonimais
tapo ,nusizeminimo® ir ,pamaldumo” terminai (Encyclopedia of Theology, 1984,
p- 1259). Nors neturtas néra pageidaujama buklé, ta¢iau atpazjstama, kad &i si-
tuacija gali paskatinti stipresniam pasitikéjimui Dievu, kg Jézus véliau patvirtina,
pateikdamas vargsés naslés, jmetusios j auky dézute du pinigélius, pavyzdj, ir sa-
kydamas, kad ,visi aukojo i to, kas jiems atlieka, o ji i§ savo neturto jmeté visa, kg
turéjo, visus savo isteklius“ (Mk. 12,44).

Taip, ypa¢ Naujajame Testamente apie neturtg pradéta kalbéti naujai: 1) netur-
ta, kuris yra laisvai ir savanorigkai prisiimtas savo teisiy atsisakymas ir 2) neturta,
kaip atvirumo Dievuipaskata, nes toks daznainei$vengiamas zmogausisbandymas

69



Kestutis Kévalas. Stokos teologija

70

gali atverti Zmogy Dievui, kaip rodo ir ankstyvosios Bazny¢ios patirtis, kur varg-
$ai noriau atsiliepia j Geraja naujiena (1 Kor. 1,26-29) (Encyclopedia of Theology,
p. 1259-1261). Tad Naujasis Testamentas, plétodamas vargsy ir neturto tema,
suteikia $iai stokos formai nauja teologine prasme, kuri skirtingai negu Senasis
Testamentas apima ir savanoriska neturta. Stai kristologinis himnas laigke Filipie-
¢iams sako, kad Kristus ,turédamas Dievo prigimtj, godziai nesilaiké savo lygybés
su Dievu, bet apiplésé pats save priimdamas tarno i§vaizdga ir tapdamas panasus
i zmones. Jis ir i8ore tapo kaip visi Zmonés; jis nusiZemino, tapdamas klusnus iki
mirties, iki kryZiaus mirties“ (Fil. 2,6-8). Mato evangelija aptaria Jézaus prigimtj
ir cituoja Izaijo knygos uzuoming: ,jis pasiémé musy negales, sau uzsikrové misy
ligas“ (Mt. 8,17). Sis savanoriskas neturtas prisiimant zmogiskaja prigimtj ir jos
radikalig Zyme - mirtj, rodo dieviskos valios nutarima uzmegzti ypatingg bendrys-
te su zmogumi. Sios bendrystés tikslas yra Zmogaus isgelbéjimas i5 jo ribotumo,
tai Dievo budas prakalbinti Zzmogy, kad atsiliepty j kvietima bendrystei. Ta¢iau
Zmogus turi pripazinti ir priimti savo prigimtinio stokojimo bruoza. Tai reigkia,
priimti savanori$ko neturto busena, kaip pripazinima, kad Zmogus néra sau pa-
kankamas. Tad norint atsiverti pasiulytai Dievo bendrystés iniciatyvai, Zmogus
turi priimti savanoriska neturta, kaip savi-pakankamumo pretenzijy atsisakymg.
Taip Naujajame Testamente savanori$ko neturto samprata jgauna pozityvumo
bruoZa, kaip bendrystés tarp Dievo ir Zmogaus aplinka. Prisiimta Zmogaus pri-
gimtis Dievui yra savanoriskos stokos prisiémimas, kad buty jgalinta bendrysté
su zmogumi, tad Zmogui savanoriskos stokos prisiémimas reigkia atviruma Dievo
savi-dovanojimo iniciatyvai. Taip savanoriska stokos priimtis tampa paklusnumo
Dievui badu. Kristus prisiémé zmogiskajj neturta, kviesdamas taip pat ir juo se-
kan¢ius mokinius priimti neturtg kaip Zmogaus atvirumo Dievui i$raisky. Jézaus
gyvybés atidavimas dél broliy ir sesery, atveriant jiems amzinybés perspektyva,
atskleidzia gelbéjantj Jo laisvai prisiimto apsiribojimo pobudj. Tai gelbéjimas i$
nevilties, beprasmybés, nuodémeés ir amzinos prazuties.

Apibendrintai galime teigti, kad teologiniai ,jsikanijimo“ ir ,i$gelbéjimo” ter-
minai glaudZiai susije su Kristaus laisvu ir savanorisku Zmogiskosios prigimties
neturto prisiémimu, o tai suteikia pagrinda kalbéti apie pozityvyjj stokos aspek-
ta, pristatyta Sv. Raste. Galime daryti i$vada, kad Kristus laisvai prisiimtu dievis-
kos prigimties apribojimu suteikia stokos tikrovei savita reiksme, kaip bendrystés
tarp Dievo ir Zmogaus salygai. Dievas prisiima stoka, kad atsiverty zmogui, tuo
tarpu zmogus priima stoka, kad atsiverty Dievui. Cia stoka suprantama daug pla-
¢iau nei tik fiziniy i$tekliy ribotumas: neturtas yra priklausomumo Dievui pri-

paZinimas ir nelaikymas saves galutiniu tiesos matu. Tai svarbi mintis, kalbant



apie zmogisko ,neturto” forma, kuri atskleidzia Zzmogaus priklausomuma nuo
Dievo ir tuo paciu stokos pozityvuma. Galime sakyti, kad bibliné teologija Zvelgia
j prisiimta stoka kaip Dievo valig ir principa, gelbéjantj Zmogy, taip atskleisdama
stokos pozityvumo ir tikslingumo reik$me.

Kalbant toliau apie Naujajame Testamente plétojamg neturto temg, reikia pa-
zymeéti, kad Jézaus mokyme stoka jgauna pozityvumo prasme ir Jo skelbtoje mo-
kymo santraukoje — ,palaiminimy“ sagrage (Mt. 5,1-12; Lk. 6,20-23). Cia Kristus
sako savo mokiniams: ,palaiminti jus, vargdieniai, nes jusy yra Dievo karalysté.
Palaiminti, kurie dabar alkstate, nes busite pasotinti. Palaiminti, kurie dabar ver-
kiate, nes juoksités“ (Lk. 6,20-21). ,Palaiminti®, arba laimingi ir turintys vidinj
dziaugsmag, yra tie, kurie pripaZjsta, kad jiems reikia Dievo. Tai tie, kurie prisiima
wvargdienio®, ,alkstancio®ir ,liudin¢io” Zmogaus stokas kaip aksting iegkoti Dievo
Karalystés ir Jo teisybés. Tai zmonés, kurie: 1) nesudeda vil¢iy j savo turtus, bet
labiau pasitiki Dievu; 2) neaukstina saves ir savo ,turéjimo®; 3) pripazjsta, kad
jiems reikalinga Dievo pagalba. Ir atvirks¢iai, turtingieji yra tie, kurie nenori ati-
duoti saves Jézui ir jo skelbiamai karalystei (The New Jerome Biblical Commentary,
p-694-695), - butent tie, kurie nenori pripazinti stokojantys Dievo. Jézus tokiems
skelbia ,varga“ — ,turtingiems®, ,sotiems” ir ,besijuokiantiems” (Lk. 6,24-25).
Tad Mato ir Luko evangelijose paskelbti palaimintais ,vargdieniai®, ,alkstantys® ir
,verkiantys® yra tie, kurie pripazjsta stokojantys Dievo turty, Jo zodZio sotumo
irilgisi Dangaus karalystés dziaugsmo. Tai Zzmonés, kurie savo varge pirmiausia pa-
sitiki Dievu ir §aukiasi Jo pagalbos. Apibendrinant galima tarti, kad Jézus skelbia
palaiminima stokoje ir varga jos ignoravime. I$silaisvines Zmogus i$silaisvina ir
i vargo.

Reikia pabrézti, kad Jézus neaukstina vargo, kaip Zmogui ,pageidaujamos bi-
klés“. ,Maistas®, kurj Jézus pazada alkstantiems, yra Dievo karalysteé. Jézaus mei-
1é vargsams ir yra butent dél $iy Zmoniy trogkimo Sauktis Dievo ir dél jy atvirumo
klausytis Dievo (Encyclopedia of Theology, p. 1260). Siame kontekste nepriteklius,
trukumas ir stoka jgauna teigiama prasme dél to, kad tai gali tapti Zmogui i§gel-
béjimo priezastimi, dél paskatinto Dangaus karalystés alkio, kurj tik Kristus gali
pasotinti. Svarbu pastebéti, kad Jézus neaukstina neturto, kaip fizinio skurdo,
kaip rodo pasakojimas Betanijoje apie brangaus tepalo i$naudojimg prie§ Jézaus
mirtj (Mk. 14,3-9). Svarbiausias akcentas ¢ia yra Jézaus priminimas apie vargsy
laikyseng Dievo atzvilgiu, dél kurios neturtas jgauna nauja prasme ir Jézaus yra
pristatomas kaip ,palaiminimas®. Buatent tik dél $io neturto aspekto jis yra pa-
laiminimas. O kalbédamas apie neturto situacija kaip nei$vengiamybe (,vargsy

jus visada turite” Mk. 4,7), Jis patvirtina nuolatine Zmonijos buseng, kuri §iame
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pasaulyje yra konstanta, patvirtina stokos ,ontologiskuma“. Ta¢iau stokos tikro-
vé gali tapti pozityvi, jei ji Zmogui primena priklausomybe nuo Dievo. Taip Sv.
Rastas demonstruoja pacios stokos pozityvumo aspekts, o laisvai prisiimtos sto-
kos busena yra pateisinama butent dél to, kad ji skatina Dievo trogkima. Visur
kitur matome, kad visa Jézaus veikla yra jvairios Zmogiskosios fizinés ir dvasinés
stokos mazinimas.

Pratesiant biblinj argumenta, galima pridurti, kad savo prigimtimi jvairiy for-
my stoka reikalauja priimti tam tikrg Zmogaus buties samprata. Nepaisant Zmo-
giskosios pazangos ir pastangy, stokos tikrové nepalieka Zmogaus, kei¢iasi tik jos
formos. Vakary krastai, kurie jau yra jveike radikaly skurda, neidvengé atsiverian-
¢iy beprasmiskumo, nerimo, izoliacijos ar kity stokos formy. Stai, pavyzdziui, po-
piezius Benediktas XVI savo enciklikoje ,Caritas in Veritate“ rao:

Viena didZiausiy zmogaus patiriamo skurdo rusiy yra vieni§umas. AtidZziau pazvel-

gus, i§ atskirties, buvimo nemylimam ar sunkumo myléti kyla ir kitos skurdo rasys,

iskaitant ir materialinj. Skurdg daznai pagimdo Dievo meilés atstamimas, pirmapra-
dis tragiskas uzsisklendimas savyje, tikintis pasitenkinti vien savimi ar manant, jog
zmogus atsitiktinai atsiradusioje visatoje yra tik nereik§mingas ir laikinas reigkinys,

,svetim3alis®. Zmogus yra susvetiméjes, kai buna vienas ar atsiriboja nuo tikroves,

kai atsisako mastyti ir tiketi Pagrinda (Popiezius Benediktas XVI, 2009, ,Caritas in

Veritate®, nr. 53).

Sia skurdo forma, butent ,santykiy stoka“ paremia savo jzvalgomis ir psi-
chologija. Radikaliausias tokios stokos akivaizdumas atspindi Zmogaus gebéjima
savizudybei, kuris daZnai atsiranda butent dél Zmogaus vidiniame pasaulyje at-
sivérusios santykiy stokos. Kaip Benediktas tesia: ,,Zmogus, buadamas dvasinés
prigimties, jgyvendina save tarpasmeniniy santykiy plotméje. Juo jie autentis-
kesni, juo labiau bresta ir jo asmeniné tapatybé. Zmogus jsireikémina ne atsi-
skirdamas nuo Dievo, bet steigdamas santykj su kitais ir Dievu. Tokiy santykiy
reikdmeé esminé” (Popiezius Benediktas XVI, 2009, nr. 53). Tad ir i, santykiy sto-
ka“ gali priminti santykio su kitu reikdme. Misy prigimtyje gladinti ontologiné
arba prigimtiné stoka, ypac¢ isryskéja santykio su Dievu ilgesiu ir bendrystés su
kitu Zmogumi troskimu. Sig stoka galima vadinti pozityvia, jei ji tampa akstinu
megzti ir gilinti santykius. Kaip tik dél $io aspekto Jézus ja ir galéjo paskelbti

,palaiminta®



». Zmogaus kirybiskumas - stokos pozityvumo zenklas

Zmogaus kurybiskumas kyla i§ proto ir laisvés galiy, kurias asmuo realizuoja pir-
miausia patenkindamas svarbiausius poreikius. Karybiskumas zmogy islaisvina i$
gamtos apibréztumo ir suteikia jam galimybe gamta pajungti ar panaudoti savo
tikslams. Biblija tai metaforigkai iSreiskia pasaulio karimo pasakojimu, kuriame
Dievas jgalina pirmuosius Zmones sakydamas: ,Bukite vaisingi ir dauginkités, pri-
pildykite Zeme ir valdykite ja! Viespataukite ir juros Zuvims, ir padangiy pauks-
tiams, ir visiems Zeméje judantiems gyvianams“ (Pr. 1,28). Zmogaus gebéjimas
kurti uzkoduotas ir kitoje Pradzios Knygos vietoje, kur Dievas kvie¢ia pirma zmo-
gy Adoma karybigkai bendradarbiauti su Juo ,atbaigiant” pasaulio karimo proce-
sa ir suteikiant Zemés gyvuliams vardus: ,Taigi VieSpats Dievas padaré i§ Zemeés
visus laukinius gyvulius bei visus padangiy paukstius ir atvedé juos pas Zmogy
parodyti, kaip jis juos pavadins. Kokiu vardu Zzmogus pavadins kiekvieng gyva bu-
tybe, toks turés buti jos vardas® (Pr. 2,19).

Zmogaus kirybigkumas yra galia, jo panasumo j Dieva bruozas. Tatiau Zmo-
gui ji kelia ir jtampa, ar net kanc¢ia, kadangi Zmogus jautia turintis galia pagaukti
j butj tai, kas dar néra realizuota, tatiau jam reikia jveikti vidinj pasiprie$inima,
kuris jj lenkia j gamtiskuma, apibréztuma ir statiskumga. Cia protas net savotiskai
ysukuria“ stoka — karybiskumas yra kanéia, nes zmogus turi galig ir net atsako-
mybe atpaZinti ir sukurti tai, ko stokojama. Tai zmogui reiskia pastangas, kurios
neisvengiamai susijusios su ,saves perzengimu“. Zmogus jauciasi galintis pakilti
vir§ tam tikry gamtos nubrézty batinumy. Taciau $i galimybé Zmogui ,kainuo-
ja“ - laiko, fiziniy ir intelektualiniy jégy, pagaliau valios, — savybiy, kurios yra ri-
botos zmoguje. Todél jtampos nei§vengiamuma tarp to, kas yra Zmogui jmanoma,
ir to, kas yra konkreéiai realizuotina, galime jvardyti kaip karybiskumo gebéjimo
i88aukty stokos tikrove. Ji kyla dél to, kad Zmogus yra gamtiSkumo nulemtas, ir
dél to, kad jis §j gamtiskumga dél savo dvasinés prigimties pranoksta, ta¢iau susi-
duria su vidinémis kliatimis, kurioms jtakos turi zmogaus laisvé ir silpnumas. Sis
dvilypumas pasireiskia ir tuo, kad kurdamas Zmogus turi save perZengti, ne tik
atrasdamas protu naujus sprendimus, bet ir dvasinémis galiomis rasdamas savy-
je jégu iveikti tingumga ar apatiskuma, palikdamas dalykus tokius, kokie jie yra ir
nieko nekeisdamas. Todél kalbama apie ,karybines kan¢ias®, kurias sukelia ir dar
nerealizuotos potencialios tikrovés ir Zmoguje esantis vidinis pasiprie$inimas, dél
fiziniy, intelektualiniy jégy ar valios stokos.

Zmoguje esantis karybiskumo akstinas zmogy skatina tobuléti ir tobulinti

savo aplinka. Garsaus ,Kalno pamokslo“ metu paskelbes esminius savo mokiniy
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gyvenimo bruozus, Kristus apibendrindamas paragina: ,bukite tokie tobuli, kaip
jasy dangiskasis Tévas yra tobulas“ (Mt. 5,48). Cia nurodoma #mogaus gyvenimo
kryptis ir tikslas. Nors ,tobulumas® yra gana abstrakti savoka, vis délto ji paaigki-
na, kad kiekvienas Zmogus yra pasauktas nuolat rasti jégy virdyti save, o tai kartu
reiskia, karybiskai rasti savo gyvenimui tinkamga $io kvietimo realizacijos bada.
,Tobulumo®, arba ,$ventumo® etalonu yra pats Kristus, jame Zmogus atranda savo
gyvenimo realizavimo kryptj. Turint §j konkrety etalong, kiekvieno Zmogaus atsa-
komybeé rasti unikaly ir savitg $io tikslo jgyvendinimo buda. Tarp to, kas yra tobu-
lumas, ir to, kokia yra $iandieniné busena, Zmogus visada jaus atskirtj, kuri reis-
kiasi stoka arba tobulumo trakumu. Si stoka gali pasireiksti ir kaip paskata siekti
tobulumo, ir kaip nusivylimas, kad tai nepasiekiama. Karybiskumas, atrandant
savo gyvenime konkredias iSraiskas realizuoti §j tobulumo siekj, vaidina svary vai-
dmenj, nes suteikia viltj ir pakviecia jveikti savyje tobulumo stoka. Pats Zmogaus
netobulumo jveikimas artina jj prie tikslo, nes sustiprina gebéjima laiméti kova su

savo ribotumu.

3. Zmogaus moralinis trapumas - akstinas bendrystei

Zmogaus fizinis-dvasinis ir i laisvo veikimo kylantis apsprestumas, kuris lemia
Zmogaus individualuma, yra nei$vengiamai susijes su santykio tikrove: santykio
su kitu Zmogumi ir santykio su savimi. Zmogus yra pajégus savizinai ir saves val-
dymui, todél gali laisvai save atiduoti, jzengdamas j bendryste su kitu Zmogumi
ir visuomene. Teologija atskleidZia, kad visas Zmogaus gyvenimas yra bendrystés
su Dievu ir kitu Zmogumi paieskos. Sis amzinos bendrystés troskimas negali bati
ignoruojamas ar panaikinamas, nes Zmogus yra asmuo, sukurtas rysiui su Die-
vu, todél Zmogus savo gyvenimo pilnatve gali atrasti tik santykiuose, kurie veda j
§i ry$i. Zmoguje esantis bendrystés ilgesys, aigkiausiai pasireiskia nemirtingumo
trogkimu, noru kurti $eimg, bendrauti su kitais, burtis j bendruomenes ir kurti
visuomene. Pats i§ saves Zmogus néra sau pakankamas - tai patvirtina ir fizinis be-
jégiskumas ateinant j §j pasaulj. Zmogus troksta bendrystés, jis pazjsta pats save
kity ir Dievo pagalba.

Taciau kalbédami apie priklausomumg nuo kity Zmoniy arba polinkj j ben-
dryste, socialumg ir santykj su kitu zmogumi kaip ,,prigimtine stoka®, turime ap-
tarti ir jau minéta Zmoguje esantia ,vidine stoka“ kaip polinkj j moralinj trapuma,
kurj vaizdZiai apraso apastalas Paulius, sakantis: ,,a$ sugebu gero troksti, o pada-
ryti - ne. A§ nedarau gério, kurio trokstu, o darau blogj, kurio nenoriu. O jeigu da-

rau, ko nenoriu, tada nebe a§ tai jvykdau, bet manyje gyvenanti nuodémeé®. Véliau



priduria: ,Vargsas as zmogus! Kas mane i§vaduos i§ $ito mirtingo kano! Bet adiua
Dievui - per misy Viespatj Jézy Kristy“ (Rom. 7,18-20; 24-25). Cia jvardyta, kad
Zmoguje esantis moralinis trapumas gali buti jveiktas per bendryste kaip ,i8orine
pagalba“. Sig pagalba teologiné tradicija aptaria ,igelbéjimo ar ,atpirkimo* sa-
vokomis. Pasak Naujojo Teologijos zodyno, ,atpirkimas“ yra ,zmogiskyjy buviy
ir buseny, kurias Zmogus i§gyvena kaip neisvengiamai duotas bei skausmingas ir
kuriy nejstengia pagalinti savo jégomis, galutiné jveika“ (Vorgrimler, 2003, p. 67).

Senasis ir Naujasis Testamentai mini jvairius ,prazuties buvius®. Nors ST kal-
ba apie jvairius asmeninius ir visos tautos buvius, tokius kaip kalté, liga, nelaimes,
badas, nepriteklius, persekiojimas, mirtis, o NT aptaria konkreéiy vargsy, ligoniy,
nuskriaustyjy situacija, visgi ¢ia nagrinéjama gilesné iy buviy priezastis, i§ ku-
rios gelbsti Jézaus Kristaus Dievas (Ten pat, p. 67-68).

Kalbant apie ,islaisvinimg®, , atpirkima“ ar ,i8gelbéjima” i§ prazuties situaci-
jos, Sv. Rastas pabrézia, kad tai néra jmanoma jveikti tik Zmogaus pastangomis.
Todél tai gali buti suprantama ir kaip paskata santykiui su Dievu ir kitu Zmogumi.
Nors teologijos istorijoje radosi jvairiy budy kalbéti apie Dievo ir Zmogaus nu-
traukto rysio buvio jveikimga atpirkimu, XX a. teologai daugiau linksta §j ,atpir-
kima"“ suprasti kaip zmogaus laisvés ,jgalinimg®, kad ji tapty pajégi priimti Dievo
pagalba. Tad, ,jei atpirkimas suvokiamas visa sagvokos prasme, tai Dievo ne kartg
zadétas atpirkimas neabejotinai dar nejvyko” (Ten pat, p.70). Kitais zodZiais ta-
riant, Dievas i§ savo pusés viska atliko, taigi i§ Jo pusés ,atpirkimas“ yra jvykdy-
tas. Ta¢iau zmogus dél savo laisvés stokos bei atsiribojimu nuo Dievo bendrystés
gali atpirkimu ir nepasinaudoti arba naudotis nepilnai ir fragmentigkai.

Aptariama j#valga teologija patvirtina, kad Zmonija supant jvairios stokos for-
moms kaip liga, kan¢ia ar nuodémé, kurias galima dalinai jveikti, $alia yra nuo-
latiné Zmogaus busena, kuriai reikalingas nuolatinis ,atpirkimas® kaip Zmogaus
laisvés jgalinimas. Tokiu budu ,atpirkimo“ samprata teologijoje patvirtina onto-
logine stokos tikrove esancia Zmoguje. Viena vertus, dél prigimtinés Zzmogaus ba-
klés tai néra laisvai prisiimta tikroveé, kurig vadiname ,prigimtine nuodéme®. Kita
vertus, tai veréia Zmogy ieskoti Dievo ir Zmoniy pagalbos, jveikiant savyje mora-
linj trapuma. Zmogus visa savo esybe ilgisi pilnatvés, taigi §io moralinio trapumo
ir fizinio trapumo uzpildymo, jveikdamas nuodéme, gydydamas ligas, gerindamas
savo aplinka, lavindamas savo sugebéjimus pajungti pasaulj savo reikméms. Ta-
¢iau tik Zmogaus pastangomis, remiantis teologine interpretacija, stokos jveikimo
galimybé yra panasi j Sizifo j kalno vir$une ritinama akmenj. Vis délto, Zmogaus
butis, pazyméta ,,prigimtine nuodéme®, yra pazyméta ir ,prigimtiniu palaimini-
mu’, nes tai, kas yra stoka, gali tapti akstinu bendrystei su Dievu ir kitu Zmogumi.
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Dél sios dvejopos prasmés stokos samprata atsiveria savo kompleksigkumu, kal-
bant apie ja ne tik kaip apie trakuma, bet ir kaip apie paskata. Taip isryskéja po-
zityvus stokos aspektas teologijoje. Atrodo, kad Sv. Rasto jzvalgos ir teologinis
diskursas suteikia pagrindg teiginiui, kad stokos tikrové pasaulio sarangoje néra
sprakeikimas®, bet gali buti ir ,palaiminimas®, kuris skatina Zzmones bendrystei ir
tobuléjimui. Teologiskai tariant, stoka yra galimybé Dievui mums padéti per kitus
zmones. Kiréjas, stoka paveréia mums skirtu testamentu, kuriame apreigkia savo
geruma, iniciatyva ir pagalba.

Stokos reik$me kaip paskata bendrystei galima jzvelgti ir visuomenés gyveni-
me, kur pagalba tarp jos nariy ir jvairiy grupiy reiskia moraliniy ir bendrazmo-
gisky saity stiprinima. Tai galima pademonstruoti $v. Jono Pauliaus II enciklikoje
,Centesimus Annus” randama ,visuomenés subjektyvumo“ samprata. Cia raso-
ma: ,visuomenine zmogaus prigimtj iSreiskia ne tik valstybé, bet ir jvairios tarpi-
nés grupés, pradedant Seima ir baigiant ukinémis, visuomeninémis, politinémis
ir kultarinémis bendrijomis, kurios, kaip tos patios zmogaus prigimties i$raigka,
turi - visuomet bendros gerovés rémuose — savo autonomija. Sitai pavadinau vi-
suomenés ,subjektyvumu®, kurj drauge su individo subjektyvumu sunaikino re-
alusis socializmas™ (Popiezius Jonas Paulius II, 1991, nr. 13). Popiezius primena
Zmonijos skaudZia pamoka, gauta per socializmo socialinj eksperimenta. Tikéji-
mas Dievu buvo atmestas, kaip trukdantis pazangai ir todél atgyvenes reigkinys
zmonijos evoliucijoje. Ta¢iau pasirodé, kad kaip tik Dievo neigimas ne tik atima
i§ asmens pagrindg ir teises, bet ir i§ pacios visuomenés — gebéjima bendruome-
niskumui. Komunizmas, siekes sukurti tobula bendryste, atmeté tokj asmens pa-
grindima, pamyné teises, nes atmeté jy pagrinda — Dieva, todél pati visuomené
prarado bendrystés pamata, o tai pasireiské susvetiméjimu. Sj paradoksa Jonas
Paulius II pagrindZia taip: ,Atsiliepdamas j Dievo kvietima, gludintj pacioje daik-
ty egzistencijoje, Zmogus jsisamonina savo transcendentaluma. Zmogus pats pri-
valo duoti t3 atsakyma, kuris yra jo Zmogiskumo viruné, ir joks visuomeninis
mechanizmas ar kolektyvinis subjektas negali jo pakeisti. Dievo neigimas atima
i§ asmenybés pagrinda, todél susiformuoja tokia visuomeniné tvarka, kurioje as-
menybés garbingumas ir atsakingumas yra ignoruojami“ (Ten pat). Asmens gar-
bingumo ignoravimas tapo susvetiméjimo, kuris pasireigkia kito Zmogaus baime,
priezastimi.

Galime daryti i$vada, kad Zmogaus prigimties interpretacija turi lemiama
vaidmenj ir visuomenés sampratai. Ignoruojant Zmogaus santykj su Dievu, pa-
grindZiantj Zmogaus oruma, teises ir laisve, yra neisvengiamai ignoruojamas ir

giliausias Zmogaus santykio su kitu Zmogumi pagrindas, nes ¢ia pagarba Dievui



iesko pagarbos Zmogui. Kitaip sakant, pagarbos raigka kitam Zmogui eina i$ pa-
garbos Dievui slépinio. Todél santykis su Dievu kuria ir visuomenés bendruome-
niskumo kokybe. Ji jmanoma, kai Zmogus perzengia save i§ jo prigimtyje esan-
tios fundamentalios stokos, uzpildydamas ja santykiu su kitu. Si ontologiné stoka
tampa teigiama paskata bendrystei visuomenéje, kur santykis su kitu Zmogumi
yra ir bendrystés su Dievu ilgesio i$raiska. Jei Zmogus savyje nesiojasi bendrystés
su Dievu ilgesj, jis ieskos ir bendrystés su kitu Zmogumi budy. Kuo $is ilgesys in-
tensyvesnis, tuo bendrystés paieskos drasesnés. Todél ir pati visuomené yra $ios
fundamentalios stokos rezultatas. Tai pasireigkia politiniuose, ekonominiuose ir
kultariniuose santykiuose. Siy santykiy pagrindas gali bati ne pragmatiniy po-
reikiy patenkinimas, bet ir erdvé, kurioje Zmonés susitinka i§ prigimtinio ben-
drystés ilgesio. Tai gali realizuotis bendruomeniskumu, pastangomis dirbti kar-
tu, karybiskumu, iniciatyva, gebéjimu atpaZinti kity poreikius ir juos patenkinti.
Atrasdama visuomenéje esantiy santykiy ar mainiy trancendentinius pagrindus,
zmoniy bendrysté atranda giliausia saves pagrindima ir i8pildyma. Stoka mums

paaigkina, kodél ieskome bendrystés su Dievu ir vieni su kitais budy.

4. Stokos pozityvi interpretacija Zmogaus individualume
ir meilés gebéjime

Zmogaus prigimtyje gladintis protas ir laisvé reiskia zmogiskaji individualuma,
kuris lemia kiekvieno Zmogaus unikaluma. Individualumas reigkia, kad Zmogus
yra savo min¢iy, veiksmy ir jy padariniy subjektas ir taip formuoja vienkartiska
ir nepakartojama asmenybe, pridedant dar ir tai, kad kiekvienas Zmogus yra uni-
kalus ir dél savo fizinés sandaros bei gauty talenty. Ta¢iau individualumo Zymé
reiskia ir Zmogaus apsprestuma, nulemta prigimties ir asmens laisvy pasirinkimy
pasekmiy. Kitaip §j apsprestuma galime jvardyti kaip stoka, kuri neisvengiamai
kyla dél veiksmy vienkartiskumo laike — vieno veiksmo pasirinkimas reiskia visy
kity galimy veiksmy atsisakymga. Taigi individualumas yra kartu ir apsprestumas,
kuris gali buti suvoktas kaip Zmogaus ribotumas. Ta¢iau Zmogaus individualu-
mas teologijoje paprastai aptariamas kaip i$skirtiné arba dieviska savybé, nes ji
jgalina Zmogy buti asmeniu ir todél gebéti turéti asmeniska santykj ne tik su
kitu Zmogumi, bet ir su Dievu - amZinai bendrystei. Stai ,Gaudium et Spes“ apie
zmogy kalba taip: ,savo vidujybe jis i8kyla vir$ visy daikty; j $ios vidujybés gelme
grizta, atsigrezdamas j savo $irdj, kur jo laukia Dievas, tiriantis $irdis, ir kur jis
pats Dievo akivaizdoje nulemia savo likima“ (II Vatikano Susirinkimo nutarimai,
2001, nr. 14).
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Cia zmogiskoji prigimtis, o tiksliau jos ribotumas, yra akstinas siekti rysio su
amzinybés ir begalybés Dievu, nes pats i$§ saves Zmogus néra amzinas. Dél indivi-
dualumo, kurj formuoja ir protas, ir laisvé Zmogus yra atviras transcendencijai,
saves perzengimui link kito asmens. Per laisva veikimg Zmogus save perzengia
link kito, i§eidamas tik i§ ,saves turéjimo®, link ,kito turéjimo®. Todél individua-
lumas yra ir stoka, kuri ver¢ia Zmogy ja uzpildyti per santykj su kitu, perzengiant
savo asmens apibréztuma. Tai pasireiskia per rupinimasi kito reikalais, pastanga
jsijausti j kita, pagaliau dovanojant save kitam meiléje.

Kriksc¢ioniska teologija visa savo mokymga grindZia tuo, kad , Dievas yra mei-
16“. Tai yra pagrindiné teologijos tema, paaigkinanti, kodél yra sukurtas pasaulis
ir Zzmogus, kodél Dievas rodo iniciatyva Zmonijos istorijoje, kuo paremtas zmo-
gaus gelbéjimas i§ nuodémeés. Viena Zymiausiy Naujojo Testamento istary sako:
,Dievas taip pamilo pasaulj, jog atidavé savo viengimj Suny, kad kiekvienas, kuris
ji tiki, neprazuty, bet turéty amzingjj gyvenima“ (Jn 3:16). Taigi Dievo pagalba
zmogui paremta meile, kurios ir pats Dievas tikisi kaip atsako ir kuri uztikrina am-
#ina bendryste su Juo. Zmogus yra pajégus Dievo iniciatyva atpazinti, ja priimti
irja gyventi: ,Mes paZzinome ir jtikéjome meile, kuria Dievas mus myli. Dievas yra
meilé, ir kas pasilieka meiléje, tas pasilieka Dieve, ir Dievas pasilieka jame“ (1 Jn.
4,16). Ta¢iau Naujasis Testamentas pastebi, kad Zmogus yra trapus priimdamas
§j Dievo kvietimg (,nuo manes atsiskyre, jus negalite nieko nuveikti“ (Jn 15:5)) ir
Zmogaus ,.i$ganymo” samprata turi buti suprasta kaip zmogaus jgalinimas meilei,
per Dievo pagalba, $ven¢iamus sakramentus, iSpuoselétas zmogaus dorybes.

Kadangi Zmogus néra Dievas, todél ir absoliuti meilé yra nuolatiné siekiamy-
bé, kuri leidZia suprasti apie Zmoguje esancia pilnatviskos meilés stoka. Nauja-
sis Teologijos Zodynas sako: ,meilé yra viso Zmogaus esenciné realizacija, visada
aprépianti visas, nors ir nevienodo intensyvumo, meilés formas® (Vorgrimler,
2003, p. 335). Zmogus patiria, kad dél io ,,nevienodo intensyvumo® yra jau¢iama
nuolatiné meilés stoka. Kadangi meilé yra ,esenciné realizacija“, todél ir jos stoka
galime vadinti pacia giliausia Zmoguje i§gyvenamos stokos forma. Tai ontologiné
stoka, apie kuria yra graziai i§tares §v. Augustinas: ,Sutvérei mus, Viespatie, sau, ir
nerami musy $irdis, kol nenurims Tavyje“ (Sv. Augustinas, 2012, p. 30). Verta pa-
brézti, kad meilé Zmoguje yra santykio tikrové, ji turi krypti j kit Zmogy ir Dieva.
Zmogaus meilei reikalingas santykis. Zmogus pats i§ saves meilés pilnatvés negali
pasiekti. Meilés galia Zmoguje teologiskai apibudinama kaip ,laisvos ir visiskos
Dievo savidavos priimtis“ (Vorgrimler, 2003, p. 336).

Todél Zzmogaus meilé teologijoje suprantama ne tik kaip duotis, bet ir kaip Die-

vo meilés priimtis. Si giliausia stokos busena veda link ry$io su Dievu, pasireis-



kiancio ir kitais meilés santykiais, kuriuos lakonigkai susieja Didysis meilés jsaky-
mas: ,Mylék Vie$patj, savo Dieva, visa $irdimi, visa siela ir visu protu... Mylék savo
artima kaip save patj“ (Mt. 22, 37-39). Cia perteikiama mintis, kad abi meilés
formos yra tarpusavyje glaudziai susijusios. Be to, galime suprasti, kad ,,meilé Die-
vui ir meilé (vienam) zmogui nekonkuruoja“ (Ten pat). Galiausiai galime teigti, kad
Zmogaus prigimtis yra atvira meilés santykiui, kuris pasireiskia ir kaip bendrys-
tés ilgesys, ir kuris atbaigiamas tik per Dievo meilés priémima, kaip stokojancios
zmogaus meilés pripildyma arba atbaigima.

Jei apie meilés stoka kalbame kaip apie giliausig Zmogiskosios egzistencijos
stokos forma, tesdami mintj galime teigti, kad paskata ja uzpildyti gali tapti stip-
riausia stokos pozityvumo interpretacija. Pabrézdama, kad tik Dievas yra galutinis
ir pakankamas meilés teikéjas, teologija taip pat sako, kad niekas kitas, kas supa
#mogy, negalés $ios gilios, prigimtinés stokos uzpildyti. Zmogus visada bus alka-
nas meilés ir net giliausios Zmogiskos meilés formos negalés jo galutinai uzpildyti.
Tokj teiginj remia Zmogaus patirtis, kuri rodo, kad ir stipriausi meilés i§gyvenimai
nepanaikina galutinai pilnatvés ilgesio. Tik Dievo absoliu¢ios meilés priémimas
pajégus §j ilgesj ir stoka jveikti ir taip tapti stipriausia Zmoguje esancios meilés
stokos jveikimo paskata.

Taigi, jei tik Dievo meilé pajégi $ig stoka jveikti, tada visi kiti budai sustiprin-
ti meilés santykj turi buti suprantami tik kaip sudarantys salygas galutinei die-
vigkos meilés patirciai. Pats Zmogus ir jo aplinka skatina Zmogy priimti Dievo
iniciatyva. Tai galioja vyro ir moters santuokai. Jei sutuoktiniai yra atviri trans-
cendencijai, jy santuokiné meilé yra atbaigiama, jgalinant juos vienas kita myleti
Dievo meile. Tai galioja ir visuomenés gyvenimui. PopieZius Benediktas XVI savo
enciklikoje ,Deus Caritas Est” ra3o: ,Visada egzistuos kancia, besisauksianti pa-
guodos ir pagalbos. Visada egzistuos vienatvé. Visada bus materialinio stygiaus
situacijy, kai reikés padéti artimo meile. Valstybé, trokstanti visais rapintis, visa
aprépti, galiausiai virsta biurokratine instancija, nejstengiancia duoti to, ko ken-
¢ian¢iam zmogui — kiekvienam Zmogui - esmingai truksta: butent gera linkinéio
asmeninio atsidavimo® (Popiezius Benediktas XVI, 2006, nr. 28). Cia norima pa-
sakyti, kad visuomenéje nuolat egzistuoja pagunda rasti pakaitalus asmeniniam
santykiui ,asmuo-asmuo®, stengiantis uzpildyti net egzistencinés stokos patir-
tis. Todél, kaip toliau popiezius pabrézia, tai, kg geriausiai gali pasialyti valstybé,
yra palankios salygos tarpasmeniniam santykiui susikurti: ,reikalinga ne viska
reglamentuojanti ir valdanti valstybé, bet valstybé, kuri, vadovaudamasi subsi-
diarumo principu, dosniai pripazinty ir skatinty iniciatyvas, kylanéias i$ jvairiy

socialiniy jégy ir spontaniskuma jungiancias su artumu pagalbos reikalingiems
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zmonéms" (Ten pat). Panasiai galime sakyti ir apie BaZzny¢ios vaidmenj kuriant
tarpasmeniniy santykiy salygas. Kalbédamas apie ,teisingy struktary karima®
visuomenéje Benediktas XVI pabrézia, kad ,Baznycios pareiga ¢ia yra netiesiogi-
né - prisidéti prie proto apvalymo ir moraliniy jégy, be kuriy teisingos struktaros
nei atsiranda, nei gali ilgai veikti, suzadinimo® (Popiezius Benediktas XVI, 2006,
nr. 29).

Apibendrindami galime tarti, kad Zmoguje esanti giliausia stokos forma -
meilés stoka yra ontologiné tikrové, taciau ji yra paskata ieskoti meilés bendrys-
tés su Dievu ir kitu Zmogumi, ir taip tampa pozityvia pagalba, jveikiant $ig stoka.
Aplinka gali padéti Zzmogui $ig meilés stoka jveikti, ta¢iau giliausias jos i$pildymas
ateina per Dievo iniciatyvos padéti zmogui priémima. Taip meilés stoka zmoguje
tampa paskata ieskoti Dievo, tikrojo meilés $altinio. Todél ontologiné stoka, pasi-
reiskianti kaip meilés trukumas, gali tapti giliausiu motyvu ieskoti Dievo ir todél

pozityviu veiksniu, aptariant zmogiskosios buties sarangg ir jos tiksla.

I$vados

Filosofinis-teologinis diskursas padeda jzvelgti stokoje jos esmeés ir tikslingumo
bruoZus. Teologiné stokos interpretacija atveria stokos ontologiskumo pagrindi-
ma ir jos pozityvy pobudj, kurj galima interpretuoti kaip , palaiminima”.

Aristotelio pateiktas stokos ontologiskumo jrodymas, kaip esminio buties
principo butinumas aptariant pokytj tarp substancijos ir formos, yra remiamas
teologinés sampratos, kuri stokos ontiskuma perteikia per pasaulio kaip sukur-
tosios tikrovés priklausomuma nuo Karéjo. Zmoguje $ig ontine stokos tikrove
teologija jZvelgia per jame atrandama moralinj imperatyva, skatinantj daryti gera
ir vengti bloga. Sv. Rasto jvaizdis »gero ir pikto pazinimo medziu® (Pr. 2,9) simbo-
liskai patvirtina, kad Zmogus néra savitikslé butis, bet priklauso nuo savo Kuréjo
ir yra pavaldus Kurinijos désniams, tarp kuriy yra moralinés normos, reglamen-
tuojandios zmogaus naudojimasi laisve. Sis priklausomumas kariniskumui ir pa-
valdumas moraliniam jstatymui yra Zmogaus bities esmé, apibrézta kaip apribo-
jimas — Zmogus Kuaréjo sutvertas ir ,aptvertas® (Juraitis, 2016).

Tai pasireiskia per Zmogaus proto bei laisvés galimybes, ir per polinkio klys-
ti bei nuodémingumo situacija. Zmogaus proto potencialumas, persekiojantis
zmogy dar nerelizuoty i$radimy stoka arba laisvé suklysti, gilinant savyje ,vidine
stoka®, pasireiskian¢ia nuodémés tikrove Zmoguje, jrodo stokos ontologiskuma
#mogaus prigimtyje. Sis Zmogaus kaip karinio ap(si)ribojimas gali buti suprastas

negatyviai, kaip , prakeikimas® stoka, o pati stoka kaip i§skirtinai negatyvi tikrové



Zmogaus ir Karinijos sandaroje. Ta¢iau teologinis diskursas suteikia pagrindg $ig
stoka aptarti ir pozityvia prasme.

Sv. Rastas stokos pozityvumg ar net ,palaiminima“ pateikia per neturto sam-
pratos interpretacija. Kristus savanoriskai prisiima Zmogiskaja prigimtj, kitaip
tariant, laisvai prisiima stoka, kaip savo dieviskos prigimties apribojimg. Pasak
teologijos, tuo budu Dievas imasi iniciatyvos uzmegzti gilesne bendryste su
zmogumi, kuri pastarajam yra isgelbéjimas i§ nuodémeés ir mirties. Be to, savo
garsiajame ,Kalno pamoksle“ Jézus paskelbia stokojan¢ius palaimintaisiais, taip
norédamas perteikti mintj, kad laisvai prisiimta stoka gali tapti akstinas dosniau
atsiliepti j Dievo pasiilyta bendryste ir i$gyventi gily priklausomumg Dievui. Tai
ir yra zmogui palaiminimas. Taip pat stokos pozityvumo kaip palaiminimo pa-
grindima galima jzvelgti ir nagrinéjant zmogaus kurybiskumo gebéjima, kuris
dél Zmogy supancios stokos ver¢ia pajungti gamta savo tikslams ir karybos aktu
tapti panagiu j Karéja. Net ir Zmogaus moralinis trapumas, daznai pasireiskiantis
moralinémis klaidomis, gali bati impulsas ieskoti pagalbos ir taip paskatinti ben-
drystés su kitu Zmogumi ir Dievu butinuma. Bendrystés paieskos moraliniy gebe-
jimy stiprinimui gali reikstis ir visuomenéje tarp jvairiy grupiy kaip moraliniy ir
bendrazmogisky rysiy stiprinimas.

Galiausiai pozityvig stokos interpretacija galime jzvelgti Zmogaus individu-
alumo apibréztume ir meilés gebéjime. Individualumas kreipia Zmogy ieskoti
bendrystés su kitu Zmogumi, taip perzengiant savo apibréztuma. Stoka, kylanti
i§ 8io apibréztumo, pasireiskia mumyse kaip uzkoduotas meilés ilgesys. Tai giliau-
sia zmogigkosios egzistencijos stokos forma. Zmogus visada alksta meilés ir $ia
prasme giliausiai iSgyvena stokos tikrove. Taiau $ioje stokoje galime atrasti ir
labiausiai pozityvia jos interpretacija. Stoka, kaip meilés ilgesys, skatina Zmogy
meilés pilnatvés paieskoms - tai $ios stokos ,palaiminimas®. Tadiau ir giliausios
zmogiskos meilés patirtys nepanaikina mumyse $ios stokos i§gyvenimo ir tai pri-
mena, kad stoka yra ontologiné Zmogaus tikrové.

Stokos teologija kalba apie stokos ontologiskuma ir pozityvuma, nes budama
neatskiriama zmogaus tikrove, ji gali buti suvokta, kaip paskata giliausiai ben-
drystei tarp Zmoniy ir su Dievu. Tik Dievo absoliu¢ios meilés Zmogui priémimas
pajégus §j ilgesj ir stoka jveikti.

Tolimesni §ios temos svarstymai galéty krypti j ontologinés ir vidinés stokos,
kurig sukelia moralés principy ignoravimas, atskirties tyrimus, pabréziant onto-

loginés ir antrinés stokos formy skirtumus.
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Theology of Scarcity
Summary

This article presents a philosophical-theological interpretation of the reality of
scarcity. Based on the argument in Aristotle’s “Physics” about the ontology of
scarcity, the substantiation of its being in the theological discourse is further
developed. St. Thomas Aquinas’ metaphysical argument examining the relation
between creation and the existence of God and the metaphors of human nature
revealed in Holy Scripture are the starting point for two themes developed in this
paper: the validity of the ontological anchoring of scarcity and an interpretation
of the positive value of scarcity. Exploring these topics, the first part of the article
concentrates on the theological interpretation of human nature by discussing it in
the context of the concepts of human mind, human liberty and original sin. The
second part is focused on the justification of scarcity as a positive reality. Referring
to theological arguments grounded in HI. Scripture on the exposition of poverty
and the Beatitudes, a positive conception of the reality of scarcity is substantiated
in the interpretations of human creativity, moral fragility, individuality and the
reality of love. The purpose of this article is to develop a new philosophical-theo-
logical discourse, which may be called the “theology of scarcity.” This is a relatively
new area of research in theological discourse demonstrating the applicability of
the argument for broader discussion. It can provide help to political and economic
sciences examining the meaning of the reality of scarcity in personal and social
life. The conclusion: the ontological justification of the reality of scarcity reveals
its positive aspects that may provide an incentive for moral self-improvement and

the advancement of the social community.

Keywords: scarcity, creation, God, human being, original sin, natural scarcity,

freedom, reason, poverty, blessing, creativity, communion, love.
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Stokos pradai Sventajame Raste:
hermeneutiné Pradzios Knygos interpretacija

Elena Leontjeva
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Si studija remiasi prielaida, kad Sventojo Rasto Pradzios Knyga, aptarianti pamatinius baties
konceptus, gali i8lieti $viesos ir j Dievo bei Zmogaus santykj su mazai istirtu stokos feno-
menu. Stoka, suprantama kaip nei§baigtumas, nepriteklius, atotrukis tarp idealios ir rea-
lios dalyky buklés - yra gausiai aptinkama Karinijoje ir kariniuose. Tad $ia studija keliamas
tikslas — atpazinti stokos pédsakus Sventojo Rasto Pradzios Knygoje ir pastebeéti, kaip stoka
veikia Zmoniy santykius bei pasirinkimus, kokiy elgesio paradigmy leidzia jzvelgti. Ypatingo
démesio reikalauja klausimas, ar stoka randasi tik po prigimtinio nuopuolio, ar jos pédsaky
yra ir iki jo. Hermeneutine studija siekiama suprasti, ka Sventojo Rasto autorius kalba apie
stokos atsiradima, vieta bei paskirtj Karinijoje ir zmogaus gyvenime. Tad Sventojo Rasto
komentarai studijoje naudojami minimaliai, sutelkiant démes;j j paties teksto interpretavi-
ma. Pries leidziantis j Sventojo Rasto skaityma, batina patikslinti, kad stokai esant tyrimo
objektu, ji neisvengiamai uzima jame centrine vieta, ta¢iau tai nereiskia, kad ji uzgozty Sven-
tojo Rato apradytus asmenis, jvykius bei fenomenus ir kad tik ja buty siekiama paaiskinti
Sventojo Rasto jvykius. Taip pat dél kalbos ribotumo (stoka néra esinys, bet visgi yra daikta-
vardis) vietomis gali susidaryti jspudis, kad stoka sudaiktinama arba suzmoginama, ta¢iau
tiek autoriui, tiek ir skaitytojui reikia nuolat prisiminti, kad ji néra esinys. Atsizvelgiant j
stokos studijy naujuma, tikimasi, kad skaitytojas bus atlaidus $ioms dél studijos specifikos
nei§vengiamoms jos savybéms, ir kad, nepaisant studijos ribotumo, atras tam tikry aspekty,

atidengianc¢iy naujy perspektyvy stokos fenomeno pazinimui.

Raktiniai zodZiai: stoka, Sventasis Rastas, PradZios Knyga, Dievas, prigimtinis nuopolis.

Sukurimo istorija: Dievo kuryba ir pedagogika

Sventojo Rasto Prad#ios Knyga prasideda sukarimo aktu. Pirmi zodziai, skirti su-
kurtajai Zemei, nusako jos bisena - ji buvo ,padrika ir dyka“, kitaip tariant, joje
buvo stokojama, ir stokojama visko — turinio, formos, tvarkos bei hierarchijos.

Tolesnis pasakojimas nutapo bedugne, kurioje plevésuoja ir veikia Dievo dvasia:

Zodis ,padrika‘ yra isverstas i§ hebrajy kalbos Zodzio ,tohu’, kuris reiskia griuvésius ir tustuma;
,dyka’ hebrajiskai yra ,bohu’, Zodis, kuris reiskia i§tustéjes, negyvenamas. Prieiga per internety:
http://www.charity.1t/biblija/index.php?s=Pr1,2&v=McGee.



,tamsa gaubé bedugne, ir dvasia i§ Dievo dvelkeé vir§um vandeny“ (Pr 1, 2). Zodis,
i§verstas i§ hebrajy kalbos kaip ,dvasia“, taip pat reiskia ir véja, o tai padeda geriau
suprasti sukurtyjy dalyky padétj. Véjas gali pusti tik ten, kur erdvu; dvasiai veikti,
reikalinga poky¢iui atvira ir imli erdvé, kurioje Dvasia galéty kurti ir tverti. Tad
galima numanyti, kad sukarimo aktas, be kita ko, implikuoja stokos radimasi.

Dievas kuria, i§tardamas tebunie: ,Tebuna skliautas tarp vandeny“ (Pr 1, 6) ir
taip pripildydamas viska gyvybeés, pokytio, virsmo. ,Zemé iszeldino augalija: au-
galus, duodandtius savo séklg, ir visy riugiy medzius, vedancius vaisius su séklomis®
(Pr 1, 12). Dievo karyba igkalbinga ir pamokanti; visa Dievo laikysena kurinijos ir
joje esancios stokos atzvilgiu yra giliai pedagoginé. Dievas né karto nesiskundzia,
nesiguodzia (o ir kam galéty?), kad pasaulyje kazko truksta (teatleidzia skaityto-
jas §] antropomorfizavima). Kuréjas nesako, jog néra $viesos. Jis tiesiog ,taria:
,Tebuna gviesa!“ Ir §viesa pasirodé. Dievas maté, kad §viesa buvo gera, ir Dievas
atskyré $viesg nuo tamsos. Dievas pavadino §viesa diena, o tamsa naktimi. Atéjo
vakaras ir i§auso rytas, pirmoji diena“ (Pr 1, 3-5). Dievas tiesiog kuria, ir kuria
etapais, o ne viska i$ karto, ir jau nuo pirmy Sventojo Rasto eilu¢iy moko Zmogy,
kurj sukurs pagal savo paveiksla, teisingo santykio su viskuo, kas galéty arba turéty
bati, bet dar néra. Stoka atsiveria musy pazinimui kaip laiko tékmeéje, poky¢iuose
slypinti savybé.

Kiréjas moko kurti tai, ko stokojama; kaip geras Mokytojas, Jis pirmiausia
moko pavyzdziu.

Kaip pabrézia Jozefas Ratzingeris savo ,Pradzioje*?, Sventojo Rasto autorius
atskleidzia tam laikotarpiui naujg poziarj — kad pasaulis néra sukurtas dviejy ko-
vojantiy jégy. Tai itin svarbus aspektas musy tyrimo atzvilgiu: juk pagal dviejy
antagonistiniy jégy kovos koncepcija stoka buty traktuojama kaip nenugaléto
blogio liekana, savo buvimu bylojanti apie Dievo nevisagalybe. Skaitydami gi
Sventajj Rasta aiskiai galime numanyti, kad stoka Dievui néra blogis, su kuriuo
reikia kovoti, bet erdvés, terpés, kurioje gali buti kuriama, butinoji savybé. Jeigu
visos stokos buty uZpildytos, toliau testi karybos buty buve jau nejmanoma. Lai-
kas tarsi prarasty prasme. Gyvenimas buty atbaigtas ir sustoty, jeigu jame nelikty
jokios erdveés poky¢iui. Todél sukurdamas Zeme ir kiekviena gyva butybe, Dievas
sideda® i juos gebéjima tolimesniam poky¢iui, kuris reigkiasi per prigimtj — Zemé
zeldina, augalai duoda séklg, o gyvanai yra vaisingi.“ Dievas palaimino juos, tar-
damas: ,Bukite vaisingi ir dauginkités! Pripildykite jury vandenis, o pauks¢iai te-

. . M L
51daug1na zemeje:

2 Joseph Ratzinger. In the beginning. Prieiga per interneta: https://www.amazon.com/Beginning-

Catholic-Understanding-Ressourcement-Retrieval/dp/0802841066
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Dievas netaria paskutinio Zodzio Kurinijai, bet paleidZia ja, jdieges buting tvar-
ka ir jgalindamas nuolatiniam virsmui.

Kuréjas sukuria zmogy valdyti visas sukurtas butybes: ,tuomet Dievas taré:
,Padarykime zmogy pagal musy paveikslg ir panasuma; tevaldo jis ir juros Zuvis,
ir padangiy sparnuocius, ir galvijus, ir visus laukinius Zemés gyvulius, ir visus Ze-
méje $liauziojantius roplius!“ (Pr 1, 26). Taip Dievas duoda Zemei savo jgaliotinj,
perduoda Zmogui, kaip savo prievaizdui, jgaliojima valdyti. O Zeméje esanti stoka
patikima Zmogui kaip poky¢io prielaida, kaip erdvés, kurioje jis pasauktas gyventi,
daugintis, veikti, savybé. Skaitant $ias Pradzios Knygos eilutes, galima numanyti,
kad zmogaus pasaukimas - karybigkai atsiliepti j stoka, pripildyti ja virsmo, tatiau
jokiu budu - ne ja sunaikinti.

Sunaikinti stoka - tolygu padaryti gala gyvybei bei poky¢iui, materijos ir kiny
egzistavimui.

Kuréjas né karto nepasiguodzia, kad Kurinija vis dar néra visiskai uzpildyta,
taip parodydamas, kad ¢ia esanti stoka yra Jo, Kuréjo, plano dalis. Pradzios Knygos
sukuarimo istorija leidzia daryti i$vada, kad stoka yra tikslinga buties struktiros
dalis, kad ji néra nei bloga, nei atsitiktiné. Dievas palieka stoka kaip neatsiejama
atviro karybos lauko savybe ir i$taria pirmg palaiminimg. Dievas palaimino juos,
tardamas: ,Bukite vaisingi ir dauginkités, pripildykite Zeme ir valdykite ja!“ (Pr 1,
28). Nuo $iol stoka tampa ne tik palaiminimo lauku, bet ir jrankiu - Zmogus yra
Dievo jgalintas buti visokeriopai vaisingas.

Tad #mogaus pasaukimas apvaldyti Zeme yra esmingai ir neatsiejamai susie-
tas su stoka. Stoka yra butinoji saglyga Zmogui testi pasaulio karimg ir tuo paciu
jvykdyti savo pasaukima. Kadangi Zmogui patikéta kuriamoji veikla pagal Dievo
sumanyma nesustos, nesiliaus iki laiky pabaigos, galima daryti i§vada, kad ir stoka
liks iki laiky pabaigos. Tad Zmogui yra gyvybiskai svarbu atrasti teisingg santykj su

$iuo buties elementu.

Septintosios dienos i§mintis: sustojimas stokos akivaizdoje

Sukures zmoguy, Dievas sustoja. Pailsi ir pasidziaugia, kad yra ,gera“ ir palaimina
poilsio diena. Septintoji — poilsio diena - yra proga ir mums sustoti ir kontem-
pliuoti laika. Laiko dvasig Zymi $is paradoksas: apie laikg prisimename, jo tékme
suvokiame atrodyty kiek pavéluotai, jam jau jsibégéjus. Juk pats pirmas Sventojo
Rasto Zodis zenklina laiko atsiradimg: ,Pradzioje Dievas sukuré dangy ir Zeme®.
Laiko dimensija atsiranda drauge su erdve, kaip virsmy sultinys. Duodamas pra-

dzig laikui ir erdvei, Karéjas tuo paciu duoda pradzia ir stokai. Viskas, kas turi buti,



bet dar néra, arba gali buti, bet dar néra, rasis ¢ia savo laiku, laike. Stoka ir laikas
yra neatsiejami, kaip neatsiejami laikas ir erdve.

Septintoji diena jveda mus j santykj su stoka savotisku budu: per sustojimg.
Sventojo Rasto autorius atskleidzia, kad neatskiriama santykio su kuryba, taigi
ir su stoka dalis yra stabteléjimas ir pertrauka. Pagal judéjy tradicija poilsio dieng
Zmogus neturi nieko dirbti ir keisti, joks gamtos procesas neturi buti paveiktas
zmogaus. Skaitydami PradZios Knygos pasakojima apie Dievo poilsj, atrandame,
kad pasaulyje vis dar likusi stoka néra pretekstas be galo plugeéti, kad karéjui -
ar jis buty Dievas, ar Zmogus — gera, o tuo paciu ir dera sustoti ir pazvelgti j tai, kas
jau yra, o ne j tai, ko dar stokojama. Sustojimas ir veikimas vienas kitg papildo ir
suteikia vienas kitam nauja prasme. Pabrézdamas, kad Dievas ilsisi nuo visy kary-
bos ir tvérimo darby, Sventojo Rasto autorius leidzia suprasti, kad Karéjas ilsisi ir
nuo tolimesniy uzmadciy.

Taip Zmogus mokomas buvoti, buti santykyje su tuo, kas yra, o ne su tuo, ko
néra, kas stokojama ir kas dar tik gali, ar turi bati. Zmogus mokomas, kad poilsis —
tai kontempliuojantis ir dékingas Zvilgsnis  tai, kas yra ir yra gera. Tai Zvilgsnis,
vedantis j ramybe.

Reikia pastebéti, kad septintosios dienos jsakymas skirtas Adomo palikuoniui,
zmogui po nuopuolio. Duodamas §j jsakyma, Kuréjas atskleidZia, kad po nuopuo-
lio Zmogui bus sunku pa¢iam, savo pastangomis sustoti, kaip kad sustoja Auks-
¢iausiasis, tad Jis suteikia savo pagalba, kad tai buty jmanoma. Juk Zvelgdamas j
stoka, budamas santykyje su stoka, zmogus negali rasti ramybés, jis nei§vengiamai
orientuojasi j veiksma, i ateitj: kuria planus, kad tai, kas gali buti, bet dar néra,
arba tai, kas turéty buti, bet dar néra - rastysi. Kadangi stoky yra kupinas pasaulis,
zmogui i8kyla rizika nuolat kazka veikti ir nenuilsti, rizika paversti pasaulj vien
tik savo veiksmy arena, taigi — objektu.

Nuolat atsiliepdamas j stoka, Zmogus paradoksaliu budu ima stokoti brangiau-
sio - laiko.

Stoka veikia Zzmogy kaip katalizatorius, suzadina jo vidinj variklj, skatindama
veikti, viltis, kelti tikslus, ir toks veiklus santykis su pasauliu gerokai skiriasi nuo
kontempliatyvaus, kai nekeliami taikomieji tikslai. PaZinimas, gautas kontem-
pliuojant ir veikiant, duoda stebétinai skirtingy vaisiy. Gal todél ir patia stoka
zmogui taip nelengva pazinti, gal todél ji lieka iki $iol taip mazai ir taip vienpusis-
kai Zmogaus pazinta?

Cia isryskéja keletas paradoksy: ar nebus taip, kad stokos nepazinumo prie-
Zastis slypi joje pacioje — ji suzadina Zmoguje nepriémimg ir ragina veikti, keisti

dalyky padétj. Taciau tam, kad suprasty, ko stokojama ir kaip j tai atsiliepti,
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Zmogus turi pirma kontempliuoti savo objekta, suprasti jj atsietai nuo saves ir
savo tiksly.

Supratimas, kad stoka yra nei§semiama, o Zmogus ir jo laikas - riboti, leidZia
suvokti, kodél nuolatiné akistata su stoka nei$vengiamai pasmerkia zmogy igy-
venti tragedija: sutalpinti begalybe j laika. Stokos kilmés ir prigimties atradimas
leidZia mums nusimesti $ig nepakeliama nasta ir atrasti derama santykj su stoka,
nuolat raginandia veikti. Zmogus, atrades uz daugybés jj supanciy stoky univer-
saly imanentinj fenomeng, tampa laisvesnis. Atrades, kad stoka yra ir ji yra gera,
zmogus gali lengviau likti ramus ir dékingas stokos akistatoje. Tam jj septintosios
dienos jsakymu ir kviecia bei jgalina Dievas.

Sustojimas yra ypatinga karimo proceso dalis — nes ji nepavaldi karéjui. Ji at-
baigia karimo procesa ir moko, kad karimui uzbaigti reikia paleisti kirinj i$ karéjo
ranky, kad $is, patalpintas j erdve ir laika, rasty ten savo vieta. Zmogui bitent ¢ia
daZnai pritruksta kantrybés laukti, kol pasauliui sunoksta tai, k3 jis tarsi jau pada-
ré. Tai, kg jis padaré, egzistuoja jam, bet dar ne pasauliui - pasaulis, aplinka turi tai
Limti®, jsisavinti®, priimti, — arba ne.

Laiko atstumas tarp karinio uzbaigimo ir jémimo j pasaulj atveria mums spe-
cifine stokos atmaina, ir §i stokos atmaina yra itin sunkiai priilmama Zmogaus-
kuaréjo.

Septintosios dienos i$mintis, ir véliau tam skirtas Dievo jsakymas - $vesti
abg judéjy tradicijoje, arba sekmadienj kriki¢ionigkoje — siekia islaisvinti Zzmo-
gy i§ alinantios stokos rutinos. Dievas, amzinas ir neribotas laike, sustoja tam,
kad jvertinty savo kurybos vaisius, pasidziaugty jais ir leisty jiems — Kuaréjui il-
sintis — i$skleisti savo prigimtj. Tai moko Zmogy — nevisagalj, netobulai kuriantj
ir pavargstantj — sustojimo i$minties. Ta¢iau tuo pa¢iu mums atsiveria ir tai, kad
zmogui, po nuopuolio ribotam laike, sustoti yra kur kas sunkiau, negu Dievui. Su-
skai¢iuotos gyvenimo dienos veréia Zmogy skubéti.

Sabas atrodo kaip skausmingas Zmogaus susidarimas su pa¢ia skaudziausia —
laiko stoka. Tac¢iau $iame sustojime atsiskleidZia ypatinga, gydanti i$mintis. Jos
aspekty gausu, tad ¢ia apzvelgsime tik kelis, kurie dar nebuvo aptarti:

a) Zmogaus kiryba néra tobula, ir tik atsitraukes, zmogus gali pamatyti savo
karybos vaisius (ir tuo paciu klaidas); tik palikes pasaulj ir gamta savieigai, Zmo-
gus gali jvertinti savo indélj (padaryta gérj, klaidas, sukurta pertekliy, o taip pat
ir blogj).

b) Zmogaus poilsis yra tarsi pasauliui suteikta proga rasti nauja pusiausvyra,
jimti zmogiskosios kurybos vaisius ir prie jy prisitaikyti, o kai reikia, ir pataisyti

zmogaus veikimo padarinius, ar bent jau padaryti juos matomus.



c) I8laisvintas i§ nenuilstamo veikimo, Zmogus kitaip patiria laiko tékme, gali
paragauti amzinybés skonio ir atstatyti tinkama santykj su laiku. Sabas Zeméje
nurodo j amZinajj $aba, j poilsj pas Dieva amzinybéje. Laiko stoka - §i tragiskiausia
zaizda Zmogaus gyvenime yra paradoksaliu budu gydoma butent sustojimu. Kai
Zmogus i$moksta sustoti, laikas ima maZiau Zeisti, jgauna kita verte ir gali virsti
ne prie$ininku, o sgjungininku.

d) Sabo diena iglaisvina Zmogy nuo jam gresiancios rizikos tapti amzinu kovo-
toju su stoka arba pesimistu, visur matanciu ,dar néra“ negeruma ir neteisinguma.

e) Sabo diena moko pirmiausia matyti, kas ,gera“. Ji galéty pagydyti daznai
peikiama Zmogaus polinkj visur matyti ir skelbti ,blogas naujienas®. Toks polinkis
yra zaizdoto Zmogaus santykio su stoka padarinys: blogos naujienos yra tarsi dir-
giklis, tai gério stoka, siunc¢ianti Zmogui signalg ,daryk ka nors®. Leisdamas jsukti
save j negatyvy santykj su nuolat ko nors stokojanciu pasauliu, Zmogus tarsi pra-
randa gebéjima kitaip j jj Zvelgti, matyti tai, kas yra ir yra gera.

f) Sabo diena i$laisvina zmogy ir i§ egocentrinio aktyvizmo, kai visa Zemé, at-
rodo, téra erdvé nenuilstamam Zmogaus veikimui, kuriam sustojus, viskas kristy j
nebutj. Septintoji diena mokina pirmiausia matyti ne stoka, o jau atsiradusj gérj ir
gausa, ir taip atkurti deramga ateinancios, astuntos dienos, santykj su stoka.

g) Sabo diena islaisvina zmogy i$ jo funkcionalumo ir funkcinio, instrumen-
tinio santykio su pasauliu bei Zmonémis: nieko neveikdamas, Zmogus nustoja ir
zvelgti j viska kaip j savo tiksly pasiekimo priemone, ir taip atsiveria santykiams
»a$-tu”, o ne ,,a-tai“. Patyres ,as-tu“ geruma, Zmogus ir a§tuntoje dienoje jgalina-
mas buti laisvesniu, nepavergtu savo funkcijy.

Galima teigti, kad stoka yra pagrindiné kliutis septintosios dienos sustojimui
ir poilsiui. Neatradusi tinkamo santykio su stoka, Zzmonija vis labiau skundziasi
visuotiniu skubéjimu ir alinan¢iu laiko spaudimu, maZinandiais gyvenimo kokybe.
Isisukusiai j stokos likvidavimg Zmonijai ir sustojimo akimirka tampa nepakelia-
ma prabanga. Ir visgi $iy studijy kontekste atsiranda viltis, kad Zmogus atras sep-
tintos dienos skirtg pagalba. Stokos ir santykio su ja pazinimas gali padéti Zmogui
atgaivinti sustojimo tradicija ir ritualg. Tai viena i§ tikétiny terapiniy stokos pa-

Zinimo verdiy.

Antrasis sukarimo pasakojimas: ,dar nebuvo®

Antrojo pasakojimo apie sukirima raktu galima laikyti besikartojancia formule
»dar nebuvo® — ,zemés laukuose dar nebuvo jokiy kriumoksniy ir dar nebuvo is-

dygusi jokia lauky Zolé, nes Viedpats Dievas dar nebuvo siuntes Zemén lietaus ir
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zmogaus dar nebuvo dirvai arti“ (Pr 2, 5). ,Dar nebuvo® iskyla pasakojime kaip
laiko tékmés Zenklas, Zymintis istorijos tapsma.

»Dar nebuvo® yra unikalus ir nepaprastai taiklus budas stokai nupasakoti — juk
visko, kas turi rastis bent momentu véliau, momentu anks¢iau ,,dar nebuvo®. Tad
Sventojo Rasto autorius ne tik nupasakoja stokos radimasi, vaidmeni, bet ir jveda
taikly $io fenomeno apibudinima.

Viskas, ko dar nebuvo, randasi: uz to radimosi slypi laikas. Laike randasi ir Zmo-
gus. Nenuostabu, kad pasakojime, i$tisai pazymétame stokos Zenklu, netgi Zmo-
gus sukuriamas ne kaip pora, o kaip vienas pats, kuriam, pasak Kuréjo, ,negera
buti vienam". Sukurtas be poros zmogus Dievo supratimu stokoja.

Tuomet Dievas taria: ,Padarysiu jam tinkama bendrininka.“ Ir kuria laukinius
gyvulius, ir padangiy pauks¢ius ir atveda juos pas Zmogy, kad duoty jiems varda.
Vardus gyvanams Zmogus suteiké, ta¢iau nerado sau bendrininko. ,Tuomet Vies-
pats Dievas uzmigdé zmogy giliu miegu ir, jam miegant, i$émé viena Sonkaulj,
0 jo vietg uzpildé raumenimis (Pr 2, 21-22). O i§ $onkaulio, kurj buvo i§émes i$
Zmogaus, VieSpats Dievas padaré moterj ir atvedé ja pas zmogy. Tai, kad antra-
jame pasakojime Dievas kuria ,i§ kazko®, pagilina ne tik vyro bei moters, bet ir
visy zmoniy santykj: ,O Zmogus istareé: ,Stai pagaliau kaulas mano kauly ir kinas
mano kano. Ji bus vadinama moterimi, nes i§ vyro buvo paimta“ (Pr 2, 21-22).

GraZioji i$tara, kad vyras glausis prie Zmonos ir jie taps vienu kanu, tarsi supo-

nuoja, kad jie vienas kito stokoja ir tik budami drauge, sudaro visumga.

Pirmoji laisvés sankryza: kitas - kaip stovintis priesais

Antro zmogaus sukurimas yra kupinas antropologiniy kody, tad verta stabtelti
ties juo ilgéliau. Ko stokojo pirmasis Zmogus, kol dar nebuvo kito? Kodél, pasak
Kuréjo ,negera Zmogui buti vienam“? Juk Dievas Zmogui irgi yra Kitas, i didZio-
sios raidés: zmogus galéjo bendrauti su Dievu, galéjo bendrauti su Kurinija. Ta¢iau
Kurinija yra Zemiau Zmogaus ir jam pavaldi, o Dievas yra auksé¢iau; Jis turi Zzmogui
vir§enybe, kaip Kuréjas kariniui. Tad Dievas troksta sukurti Zmogui ,tinkama ben-
drininkg®, esantj su juo viename ir tame paciame lygyje, kitg i tokios pat raidés.
Vertimo i§ hebrajy kalbos ij M3 (hebr., transliteracija — ezer kenegdo) varian-
tai nusako ta sukurta kitg kaip ,pagalbininka, lygy jam®, ,esantj vis-a-vis®, ,esantj
priesais®, ir netgi ,pagalbininka-priesininka®. Itin plati vertimy skalé padeda atras-
ti kito sukirime slypincia gilumine prasme.

Kalbédamas apie tai, kad ,negera“ zmogui buti vienam, Karéjas neturi galvoje,

kad Zmogui liadna ar nuobodu, kad dviese lengviau dirbti Zeme ar drasiau per-



bristi upe. Pasak viduramziy Toros komentatoriaus Rabi Rasi, turima galvoje, kad
pati buties struktira yra negera, jei yra tik vienas karinys, kuris vie$patauty ze-
méje. Juk toks kuarinys galéty laikyti save pakankamu, lygiu Dievui, uzsisklesty
savyje, o tai buty nesuderinama su jo buvimu kariniu, su pagaukimu pazinti ir
apvaldyti Kurinija®. Tokio vienatinio kurinio tobulumas atsigrezty pries jj ir tap-
ty pacia didziausia kliatimi tobulumui. Rasi komentaras atskleidzia, kodél kito,
esancio tokiu padiu, buvimas $alia yra butinas gerai buties strukturai. Paradoksa-
liu budu ¢ia atrandame, kad Zmogus, budamas pats sau pakankamas, stokojo sto-
kos, ir butent tai buvo Dievo jvardyta kaip ,negera“. Tad Dievas atima i§ Zmogaus
dalj ar $onkaulj, kad Zmogui atsiverty stoka. Ir tik tuomet - per tikslingai atverta
stoka — pasiekiamas kuriniui deramas ir budingas gerumas.

Karinio tobulumui butinas jo netobulumas, kitaip tariant - stoka.

Asmeny atskirtumas daznai laikomas tarsi savaiminiu blogiu, susiskaldymo ir
susvetiméjo priezastimi, ta¢iau sukarimo istorija atskleidzia, kad atskirtumas yra
pirma butina salyga vienas kito stokojimui ir vienybés siekimui, asmeny bendrys-
tei ir meilei. Kol Zmogus buvo vienas ir vienatinis, lygiy asmeny bendrysté ir meilé
buvo nejmanoma.

Kito buvimas $alia leidzia Zmogui vir$yti save, i$Zengti i§ saves, i§centruoja jj.
Kitas, toks kaip a8, ne tik padeda, bet ir jgalina Zmogy iseiti i§ savo uzsisklendimo,
ir tapti panasiu j Dieva, kuris yra meilé. Meilé yra saves atidavimas, dovanojimas.
Tad ,ezer” vertimas kaip ,pagalbininké” ir ,bendrininké” atspindi Dievo intenci-
ja — sukurti zmogui pagalbg myléti, kad galéty tapti panasiu j Dieva ir i§skleisti
savo prigimtj.

Tadiau po nuopuolio didZiausia pagalba gali tapti Zmogui didZiausia kliatimi,
priedininku. Hebrajisko ZodZio, galincio reiksti tiek pagalbininke, tiek ir priesi-
ninke, dvilypumas gali buti ne atsitiktinis dalykas, o raktas j Dievo dovanojama
laisve. Moteris gali buti arba vyro priedininké, arba pagalbininké, $alininkeé. Kiek-

viena gyvenimo situacija, kiekvienas pasirinkimas suteikia proga rinktis — buti

3 Prieiga per internety: http://www.chabad.org/library/bible_cdo/aid/8166/jewish/Chapter-2.
htm#showrashi=true
18And the Lord God said, ,It is not good that man is alone; I shall make him a helpmate opposite
him.“  anpsan ngny o N7 200 N 0TND 727 Nk 17 1Y T202:
It is not good, etc.: [Gen. Rabbah] Lest they [people] say, “There are two dominions: the Holy One,
blessed be He, is alone among the heavenly beings, and He has no mate, and this one [man] among
the earthly creatures, has no mate.”
N7 2D T A1 MW PR T TR R0 T D070 N7 T, AT T DOm0 R AT
a helpmate opposite him: If he is worthy, she will be a helpmate. If he is not worthy, she will be
against him, to fight him. — [from Gen. Rabbah 17:3, Pirkei d’'Rabbi Eliezer , ch. 12. See also Yev.
63a]
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,3alia“ vyro, buti jo puséje, ar buti ,pries“. Buti pagalba tobulai myléti ar tapti
nenugalima kliatimi ir Zaizda.

Dievas duoda daugybe nejkainojamy progy - kiekviename pasirinkime, kie-
kviena akimirka rinktis - buti ,$alia“, buti i$vien, buti pagalba, ar stovéti ,prie-
$ais”, tapti priesu. Sie pasirinkimai tuo paciu reigkia kur kas daugiau: tai progos —
laisvai rinktis buti pagal Dievo panasumga, myléti.

Tatiau buty neteisinga apriboti §iuos pastebéjimus tik vyro ir moters santy-
kiais. Juk antro, kito Zmogaus sukiurimas yra jZzengimas j sociuma, j lygiy asmeny
bendravima. Vadinasi, apradytoji paradigma galioja kiekvienam kitam, ne tik vy-
rui ar zmonai. Su kiekvienu gyvenime sutinkamu Zmogumi mes esame laisvi buti
,pries“ ar buti ,8alia®, buti prie§ininkais ar pagalbininkais. Nepaisant aplinkybiy,
nepaisant stokos, kuri mus spaudzia i§ vidaus ir i§ i8orés, mes visada esame laisvi
rinktis, kas mums bus kitas — draugas ar priesas, ir kas mes busime jam. Pasirink-
dami buti drauge, mes tuo paciu patvirtiname savo panasumga j Dieva.

Sunku pervertinti $ios laisvés paradigmos verte - ji atskleidZia didZiausig kito
Zmogaus sukurime slypin¢ig Dievo dovana, ir atskleidZia, kad laisvé prasideda ne
nuo veiksmo, bet nuo santykio. Zmogus yra laisvas kurti santykius su kitu, ir j
tai galime pazvelgti kaip j gilesnj laisvés kloda, negu tiesiog veikimo laisvé. Juk
santykis su kitu galiausiai apsprendZia ir musy veiksma.

Zmonijai, istroskusiai santarvés ir taikos, sukirimo istorija primena: Kuaréjas
palieka mums laisve su visais ir kiekvienu buti ,drauge® ir nebuti , pries*.

Kaskart, kai stokojame kito, uz tos stokos slypi tobuly santykiy ilgesys. Svajo-
jame rasti Zmoguy, su kuriuo galétume visada buti ,,drauge” ir niekuomet nebutu-
me ,prie§*, svajojame rasti zmogy, kuris niekuomet nebuty ,,pries“ mus, ir visada,
visomis aplinkybémis likty ,drauge”. Masy slaptas troskimas yra rasti kitg, ta,
kuris buty pagal Dievo paveiksla, ir drauge su kuriuo mes patys atskleistume savo
panagumga j Dieva. Stai kokia neprilygstama zmogui dovanojamos laisvés iraiska

atsiveria sukarimo istorijoje.

Antroji laisvés sankryZza: santykis su stoka

,18 Zemés Viespats Dievas i8augino jvairiy medziy, graziy akims ir gery maistui,
su gyvybés medziu sodo viduryje ir gero bei pikto pazinimo medziu (Pr 2, 9). ,Ir
jsaké Zmogui Viespats Dievas, tardamas: ,Nuo visy sodo medZiy tau leista valgy-
ti, bet nuo gero bei pikto pazinimo medZio tau neleista valgyti, nes kai tik nuo
jo paragausi, turési mirti“ (Pr 2, 16-17). Zmogui, kuriam pavedamas visas sodas,

o tuo pacdiu visas pasaulis, uzbréziama vienintelé riba - nevalgyti nuo vieno vie-



nintelio medzio. Cia butina pastebéti: Sventojo Rasto tekstai skaitomi Zmogaus,
gyvenancio po nuopuolio, tad jvykiai iki nuopuolio nei$vengiamai interpretuoja-
mi tai padéciai svetimu Zvilgsniu. Visgi, kito jrankio neturédami, driskime leistis
j Edeno interpretacija. Galima numanyti, kad Zal¢iui pradéjus gundyti, o moteriai
atsiliepus, jvyksta keletas lemtingy judesiy ir riba perzengiama. Zaltis klausia mo-
ters, ar nuo jokio medzio negalima valgyti, ir tokiu budu sukuria, i§plecia stokos
klausimg ar bent jau dirbtinai jj uzastrina. Galima sakyti, kad Zaltis yra neigiamo
stokos traktavimo pirmtakas; jis nesidomi gériu ir apstybe, kuriy kupinas Edeno
sodas, bet nukreipia zvilgsnj j viena-vienintele stoka, ir pateikia jg i§ neigiamos, o
ne teigiamos pusés.

Toks zal¢io zvilgsnis j stoka $ios studijos rémuose reikalauja gilesnio apmas-
tymo. Reikia prisiminti, kad pasaulis néra Dievas, jis néra absoliutus, i$baigtas, ir
joks karinys néra nei i8baigtas, nei absoliutus. Tad apriori, trakumy ir stoky yra
kupinas pasaulis; ir mums suteikta laisvé rinktis — pirmiausia matyti gérj, grozj,
laisve, palaiminima ir apstybe, matyti tai, kas jau yra. Arba pirmiau uZ viska rasti
kokj nors butinai tinantj trakuma, matyti tai, ko dar néra, ir priimti tai kaip pra-
keikimga, o ne augimo ir karybos erdve. Tai antroji laisvés sankryza ir paradigma,
atsiverianti prie§ mus $ioje studijoje. Pasirinkdami pirmiausia matyti, kas neto-
bula ar bloga, mes elgiameés kaip Zal¢io, o ne Dievo jpédiniai. Kaip panaudosime
laisve, suteikta mums veiksmuose, didele dalimi priklausys nuo to, kokiu Zvilgsniu
Zvelgsime j pasaulj.

Sis laisvés aspektas yra daznai zmogaus nepastebimas ir nevertinamas, ta¢iau
butent jis lemia masy santykj su gyvenimo aplinkybémis, taigi musy apsisprendi-

mus ir galiausiai - veiksmus.

Gundymo anatomija: stoka pleciasi, kol tampa nepakeliama

Dabar grizkime prie gundymo anatomijos. Kas lemtinga jvyksta gundymo metu?
Ar Zaltio klausime Zmogus patiria stoka kaip absoliu¢ia, uzstojancia viska ir jne-
$ancia plysj tarp Zmogaus ir Karéjo? Moteris, atsiliepdama j Zal¢io klausima, jau
pradeda savo judéjimg nuopuolin. Atsakydama, Ieva nurodo, kad negalima tik
valgyti ir liesti medZio, esan¢io sodo viduryje. Pasakotojas yra nedviprasmigkai
pasakes, kad sodo viduryje augo Gyvybés medis, o kur auga gero ir blogo pazinimo
medis, néra tiksliai nurodes. ,Nuo jo nevalgysite neijj liesite, kad nemirtumeéte!, -
atsako moteris, tokiu badu isplésdama draudima iki medzio lietimo. Cia galima
numanyti, kad polinkis hipertrofuoti stoka yra tam tikru budu susijes su nuopuo-

liu, gal net paciu savimi, bylojantis apie tai, kad nuopuolis jau pakeliui.
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Siame paradigminiame pasakojime Ieva parodo, kad vos tik nukreipes zvilgsnj
nuo Dievo, Zmogus bus linkes matyti stoka didesne, negu ji yra. Stai lemtingas
judesys: gundytojas pieia stoka didesne, o Zmogus ir pats jau linkes ja matyti
didesne, negu ji yra. Sie judesiai yra ne tik nesusipratimy grandiné, bet pirmiau-
sia mums tapomas antropologinis paveikslas: nupuolantis Zmogus atskleidzia,
kad stoka jam atrodo nukreipta prie$ ji, nepakeliama, ir apskritai — netikslinga,
beprasmeé.

Pazinti tad stokos tikslinguma - visai ne menkas ir nepasenes uzdavinys Zmogui.

Draudimas nevalgyti pazinimo medZio vaisiy iskyla kaip simboliné, ,bamba-
gyslés® stoka - kurinio priklausymo Karéjui ir nuo Karéjo. Kol Zzmogus nenupuola
ir neuzvalgo nuo gero ir blogo pazinimo medzio, jis traktuoja gera ir bloga kaip ir
Kuréjas, neturi jokios ,atskiros nuomonés® gério klausimu, bet visiskai pasikliauja
savo Gimdytoju. Klausimas tad, kodél Dievo ir Zmogaus poziuris j stoka i$siskiria?

Kodél tai, kas Dievui yra Zmogaus éjimo j Dieva, j §ventuma ,dar ne“ Zenklas,
$ventas ir nelie¢iamas jydviejy rysio Zenklas, sakrali erdve, Zmogui téra ,stoka“,
kuria jis nori kuo skubiau panaikinti? ,Dar ne“ Zmogui yra nepakeliamas laukimas,
o po nuopuolio jis taps dar labiau netoleruojamas, nuolat kviediantis jj sukilti ir
savo jégomis pagreitinti — prigimtj, teisinguma, gérj ir atlygj.

Yra dar vienas santykio su stoka aspektas — Zmogus neatsiliepia j daugybe sto-
ky, kurios kvie¢ia karybai, bent jau Sventasis Rastas apie tai nepasakoja. Zmogus
nesako - pasodinkime daugiau medziy, nuskinkime Ievai géliy. Jei Zmogus pa-
zvelgty i stoka kaip j atvirg erdve ir pakvietima, imtysi karybiskai veikti, atrasty,
kad stoka yra gera, kad per ja ateinantis virsmas yra nuostabus, — toks elgesys
galéty tapti paradigminiu ir jsitvirtinty Zmogaus samonéje.

Virsmas, augimas ir stoka buty harmoningai sujungti Zmogaus patyrime ir s3-
monéje.

Deja, galima sakyti, kad Zmogus nespéjo pasinaudoti savo medaus ménesiu su
stoka — su jo karybai atviru pasauliu. I$ visy stoky (tiesa, zal¢io padedamas), jis
i8skiria ta, kuri yra jam auk$¢iausias palaiminimas, ir likviduoja, suvalgo ja. Likvi-

duoti stoka — nuo $iol tampa Zmogaus credo ir prakeikimu.

Uz Edeno sieny: saugumo praradimas ir paieskos

Zmogui uzvalgius nuo gério ir blogio pazinimo medzio, jam pasikeicia pasaulio
hierarchija — atrodo nebutina vienybé su Dievu, gério $altiniu. Zmogus galvoja,
kad gali pats spresti, kas yra géris ir blogis ir savo jégomis siekti gério. Tuo paciu

Zmogus praranda nemirtingumo dovana (kaip Dievas ji buvo perspéjes) ir yra is-



varomas i§ Edeno sodo. Dievas i$varo Zmogy toliau nuo pagundos - padiam pa-
sigrobti nemirtinguma, ir pastato kerubus ir liepsnojantj kalavija — saugoti kelio
prie gyvybés medzio.

Po nuopuolio radikaliai pasikei¢ia Zmogaus tikrové ir visi santykiai: jis atranda,
kad yra nuogas — netekes vienintelio jj ,,dengusio® Dievo jsakymo. Patiria mirties
baime - visy kity baimiy pirmtake. Tampa nesaugus.

Laikas, kuris buvo Zzmogaus draugas ir $alininkas, staiga ima atrodyti priesinin-
ku. Erdvé, aplinka, kurioje jis gyveno ir skleidési, staiga tampa ta, kuri veda j mirtj.
Visi pasirinkimai jgauna tragiska pobudj.

Jeigu iki nuopuolio padaryti kazka anks¢iau ar véliau Zmogui neturéjo lemia-
mos reikimés, dabar iskyla radikali butinybé nustatyti prioritetus. Cia ir slypi i$va-
ryto i§ rojaus Zmogaus tragedija: jam reikia nustatyti prioritetus, tac¢iau tuo paciu
prarandamas gebéjimas naturaliai juos Zinoti. Geriausiai tai atskleidZia Zmogaus
santykis su darbu: jeigu iki nuopuolio Zmogus maté visus Zemeés poreikius ir galéjo
jjuos atsiliepti naturaliai, nestokodamas laiko ir jégy, dabar tas gebéjimas sunyko.
Darbas tapo sunkus. ,Tebuna uZ tai prakeikta Zemé; tritisu maitinsies i§ jos visas
savo gyvenimo dienas. <...> Savo veido prakaitu valgysi duong <...> (Pr 3, 17-19).
Darbo vaisingumas sumenko. Atsirado pasiprie$inimas darbui. Atsirado radikali
butinybé taupyti laika ir energija. Zmogus virto bitybe, kuriai batina nuolat viska
taupyti, ir pirmiausia - taupyti save.

Labiausiai pazjstamas ir i§oriskai atpazjstamas Zmogui yra poreikis taupyti i$-
teklius. Istekliy kiekis Zeméje dél nuopuolio nepasikeiteé, ta¢iau pasikeité Zmogaus
santykis su jais: baimé ir nesaugumas lemia, kad zmogui negana to, kas yra. Zmo-
gus patiria, kad turjs savimi pasiripinti ir todél noréty sutraukti sau visus Zeméje
turimus isteklius. Tai - antropologiné paradigma. Moralinés normos, vertybés gali
sustabdyti tokig Zmogaus ekspansija, ta¢iau pirma reikia pripazinti, kad jis turi
ta polinkj. Zmogaus poreikiai nebéra tokie pat, kaip buve iki nuopuolio. Zmogus
Edeno sode nepatyré alkio kaip kancios ir buvo alkanas ne tik Zemés gérybiy, bet
ir bendrystés su Dievu. Po nuopuolio §is troskimas ,apvirto” ir tapo projektuotas
i Zemés gérybes: troskimo begaliskumas tapo nepasotinamumu. Sj virsma svarbu
nagrinéti drauge su Zmogui atsivérusiu nesaugumu. I$ tiesy, tai saugumo troski-
mas #moguje, kuris tampa begaliniu. Zmogus yra nepasotinamas saugumo.

Nesaugumas padaro stoka Zzmogaus priesu, nes atrodo, tik ji neleidzia zmogui
sukaupti tiek, kad tapty saugus (ir galiausiai, nemirtingas). Ta¢iau tai ne kiekybés,
o kokybés klausimas. Zmogus imasi jj spresti kiekybigkai.

Nuopuolio istorija parodo, kodél stoka tampa Zmogui pagrindiniu jtampos $al-

tiniu - tai ji nuolat primena jam apie nesaugumg ir mirtj.
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Perzvelkime pagrindinius Sventojo Rasto aprasomus saugumo uztikrinimo
budus, neisleisdami i§ akiy prigimtinio nuopuolio padariniy jtakos. Pirmiausia,
zmogus dirba, kad apripinty save ir visus, kurie nuo jo priklauso. Saugumo siekis
veréia jj taupyti viska, kas yra ribota ir tuo paciu pastebéti, kad tam tikri atidéji-
mai gali sauguma padidinti. Tuomet Zmogus ima spresti saugumo klausimg kau-
pimu: jam atrodo bitina (ir jmanoma) sukaupti ir atidéti bent svarbiausiems savo
ir artimyjy Zmoniy poreikiams. Taip pat zmogus padeda patekusiam j nelaime ar
tiesiog silpnesniam ir pats tikisi tokios pagalbos i§ artimyjy. Sventojo Rasto eilu-
tése randame, koks svarbus saugumo garantas Zmogui yra bendruomené - vienos
$eimos ar genties nariai vienas uz kita nuozmiai kovoja, kersija, tarpusavio pagal-
ba veikia visais jmanomais budais. Ty laiky Zmogus nesitiki absoliutaus saugumo,
jis pasitenkina tuo, kas Zeméje jmanoma; sunkumus jam padeda jveikti tikéjimas.
Tikintis Zmogus geba kentéti.

Ir visgi Sventasis Rastas leidzia suprasti, kad Kiréjas nepalieka #mogaus am-
Zinu nesaugumo, kaip stokos i$raiskos, jkaitu. Visa Dievo bendrysté su Zmogumi
kupina giliai jsispaudzian¢iy pamoky. Zmogus mokomas nebijoti stokos, atsiliep-
ti j ja darbu, dalinimuisi, karyba ir viltimi. Zmogus mokomas buti nuolatiniame
santykyje su Tuo, kas vienintelis teikia sauguma.

Visa Zzmogaus bendrysté su Karéju vyksta stokoje: stokojantis Zmogus pake-
lia akis j Dieva. Pati budama susitikimo su Dievu vieta, stoka paradoksaliu budu

tampa palaiminta.

Abraomo i$éjimas: stoka — santykio su Dievu erdveé
a) Prisiimtoji stoka, arba palaiminimas

,Eik i§ savo gimtojo krasto, savo tévo namuy, j krasta, kurj tau parodysiu. Pada-
rysiu i§ taves didele tautg ir palaiminsiu tave; iSaukstinsiu tavo varda, ir tu busi
palaiminimas® (Pr 12, 1-2), - tokiais zodziais Vie$pats pakvietia zmogy | kelia,
kuriame j stoka atsiliepiama tikéjimu. Zmogus turi palikti viska, ka turi ir zengti
ten, kur Zioja stoka, pripildyta ir pildoma tik Dievo pazado. Sio judesio esmé — tai
tikéjimas, kad vien tik Dievo pazado Zmogui gana, ir kad stoka gali buti palaimini-
mas. Tikéjimo patriarchas Abraomas moko, kad stoka galima prisiimti savanoris-
kai, o tiksliau, Dievui pakvietus.

Tiesa, Patriarchas pasiima visus turtus ir Zmones, kuriuos buvo sukaupe, ta-
¢iau netenka Zemeés — kuri galéty juos visus i$maitinti. Tad palikdamas tévy zeme,

Abromas atveria visus savo turtus ir Zmones Dievo malonei. Dievo pazado $er-



dis - ,padarysiu i§ taves didele tautg” atrodo nejtikétina, kai suzinome, jog Dievo
prakalbintam Abromui septyniasde$imt penkeri metai ir jis iki $iol nevaisingas.

Kai Abromas ateina j pazadétaja Zeme: ,Viespats pasirodé Abromui ir taré:
,Si krasta duosiu tavo palikuonims. Ten Abromas pastaté jam pasirodziusiam
Vie$paciui aukurg®. Statydamas sau palapines, o Dievui aukurus, Abromas apei-
na paZadeétaja zeme. Tadiau kraste kilo badas. Santirus pasakojimas nekalba apie
Abromo vargus ir jausmus; tik pamini, kad dél bado palikus §ig Zeme ir atéjus j
Egipta, jam tenka i8siskirti ir su Zmona. Budama grazi moteris, §i atitenka (bent
jau laikinai) faraonui. Abromas sutinka regimame tikrovés pasaulyje likti be Zmo-
nos, kad i§saugoty judviejy pora, i§ kurios pagal Dievo pazada kils neregimo bu-
simojo pasaulio giminés palikuonys. Tai - tikéjimo aktas: stoka jame prisiimama,
paklastant aplinkybéms ir turint viltj, kad tai prisidés prie svarbiausio, Dievo Za-
déto virsmo.

»Moteris tada buvo paimta j faraono Seimynga. Per j3 Abromui gerai sekeési. Jis
jsigijo aviy, jauliy, asily, vergy ir vergiy, asiliy ir kupranugariy”“ (Pr 12, 15-16).
Siuos lakonigkus sakinius skaityti nelengva; galima tik nuspéti, kaip uz jy slypin-
¢ius jvykius turéjo pakesti pats Abromas. Taciau stoka ,uzsipildo” - stokodamas
zmonos, zmogus vél jgyja materialinj pritekliy. O Dievas parodo savo rankos galy-
be, bausdamas faraong ir priversdamas jj suprasti, kad nelaimiy priezastis — Abro-
mo Zmona Saraja, kurig jis paémeé j Zmonas. Galiausiai faraonas i§varo Abroma
drauge su zmona ir visu sukauptu turtu. Bado laikmetis ne tik i$gyventas, i$sau-
gojus pora, i§ kurios turi kilti didi tauta, bet ir sukrovus turto, su kuriuo dabar

galima grjzti j Dievo pazadétaja Zeme.

b) Stoka - riby nustatymo bei nesantaikos akstinas

Tadiau Zemé pasirodo per maza, kad sutalpinty ir i8laikyty iSaugusias Abromo ir
Loto kaimenes. ,O krastas negaléjo jy abiejy, gyvenanciy drauge, islaikyti. Jy nuo-
savybé buvo tokia didelé, kad jie nebegaléjo likti kartu. Be to, kildavo vaidy tarp
Abromo ir Loto galvijy piemeny” (Pr 13, 6-7). Ko gero, tai pirmas ,maltuziskas®
pastebéjimas rasytinéje Zmonijos istorijoje.

Pats budamas ribotas, Zzmogus visame kame susiduria su ribomis, ir viena
svarbiausiy jo patiréiy — Zemés ribotumas. Galima padidinti Zemés derlingumg,
galima uZzgrobti naujas Zemes, ta¢iau pati Zemé, kaip ir konkretus laukai, sklypai,
ganyklos - visuomet ribota. Zmogui tenka rinktis, nes negali turéti visko vienu
metu. Taip Abromas pasirenka i3siskirti su Lotu - kad taikingai apvaldyty jam

patikéty Zeme. Tada Abromas taré Lotui: ,,Pragy¢iau, kad nebuty vaido tarp manes
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ir taves ar tarp mano piemeny ir tavo piemeny, nes esame giminaiciai. Argi ne
visas krastas prie$ tave? Prasyciau atsiskirti nuo manes. Jei tu eisi j kaire, a$ eisiu
i degine, jei tu eisi j desine, a$ eisiu j kaire“ (Pr 13, 8-9).

,Lotui atsiskyrus, Vie$pats taré Abromui: , Pakilk, pereik isilgai ir skersai kras-
ta, nes tau jj atiduosiu® (Pr 13, 17). Abromas i$ardé palapine, persikélé kur Dievo
liepta ir pastaté VieSpaciui aukura. Toliau PradZios Knygos 14 skyrius pasakoja
istorijas, kurios Zmonijai taps paradigminés — sukyla vergovéje laikytos tautos,
sukilimai mal$inami, vieno krasto gyventojai eina kariauti prie§ kito krasto gy-
ventojus, uzgrobia jy turtus bei maisto atsargas. Uz pasakojimo, kuriame apstu
geografiniy vietoviy, karalys¢iy bei vardy, igkyla Zmonijos tikrové - vienas Zmo-
gus pavergia kita, tauta pavergia tauta, pries kits kita kariaujama, uzmusama, gro-
biamas turtas, maistas ir Zmonés. Sios Pradzios Knygos eilutés $aukia apie visokio
pobudzio stokas, jsimetusias j Zmonijos tikrove ir apie badus, kuriais Zmogus j
stoka atsiliepia. Tie budai yra apgaulé, prievarta ir galia. Zmogaus rastas bidas
atsiliepti j medZiagine stoka, naudojant prievarta prie§ artimga, padidina dvasine
stoka. Patiriama ir plinta stoka-blogis. ,,[Nugalétojai] pagrobé visus Sodomos ir
Gomoros turtus bei visas maisto atsargas ir pasitrauké, pagrobdami ir Sodomoje
gyvenusj Abromo brolio sany Lota su jo turtais” (Pr 14, 11-12).

Taip Abromas priverstas jsitraukti j jégos panaudojima: jis surenka savo vyrus
ir eina i$vaduoti savo brolio siny Lota su jo Zmonémis, moterimis ir turtais. Drau-
ge Abromas atima ir nugalétyjy turta.

Pr 14, 18-20 pirma kartg minimas de$imtinés mokéjimas — Abromas atiduoda
dedimtine jj sutikti i8éjusiam Melchizedekui. Atkreiptinas démesys, kad pirmoji
de$imtiné duodama savanorig$kai — Abromas yra nugalétojas ir formaliai nepri-
klauso nuo jj aplankiusio Melchizedeko.

PradZios Knygos 13 ir 14 skyriai yra iSties paradigminiai: perspéjantys apie
stokos keliamas rizikas ir tuo paciu pateikiantys esminius sprendimus. Abromas,
duodamas i$mintinga pasiilyma Lotui , Prasyciau, kad nebuty vaido tarp manes
ir taves <...> Pragyt¢iau atsiskirti nuo manes“ (Pr 13, 8-9) tuo paciu atskleidzia
pamatine privacios nuosavybés ir Zemés padalinimo paskirtj - i$vengti vaidy ir
neteisingumo, leisti Zmonéms gyventi tvariai ir taikingai. Privaciy riby atsiradi-
mas ¢ia nutapomas kaip butinas ir tikslingas. Suprantama, kad jis negali suteikti
absoliutaus ir nepriekaistingo tvarumo, kad jo apspresta taika néra nepajudinama
ir amzina. Tadiau kai privadiy nuosavybés riby néra, ,stipresniojo teisé“, prievarta

ir neteisingumas yra neiSvengiami.



o) Stoka - sandoros su Dievu objektas

Pr 15, 1-2 jveda j Dievo sandora su Abromu: ,Po $iy jvykiy Abromas maté regé-
jima, ir pasigirdo Vie$paties Zodis. Jis taré: ,Nebijok, Abromai, a$ tavo skydas.
Tavo atpildas bus labai didelis.“ Bet Abromas atsaké: ,Viedpatie Dieve, kas man i$
tavo dovany, nes a$ lieku bevaikis ir mano namy jpédinis yra damaskietis Elieze-
ras!“ Sandoros $erdyje vél Abromo nevaisingumo, t. y. jo didziausios stokos zaizda.
Vie$pats nezada pasaliniy dalyky, bet tvirtai atsako: ,Tavo paveldétojas gims i§
taves paties” (Pr 15, 4). Taip nevaisingumas, virsias palikuoniy gausa, tampa san-
doros centru.

Tiesa, Vie$pats jau ir anks¢iau buvo tai pazadéjes, ir daugelis Abromo vietoje
jsiskaudinty, kad Auks¢iausiasis nejvykdé pazado, taigi sukilty, nusisukty nuo Jo.
Abromas gi elgiasi nuolankiai, neuzkietina $irdies ir laiko savo Zaizda atvirg Dievo
veikimui. Nors palikuonio gimimas atrodo vis maziau tikétinas, ,jis patikéjo Vies-
paciu, ir tai jam VieSpats jskaité teisumu® (Pr 15, 6).

Po sandoros sudarymo seka jvykiai, apradyti 16 skyriuje, kupini nusizeminimo
ir klusnumo pamoky - atrodyty, nepaken¢iamomis sglygomis. Kadangi po persi-
kraustymo j Kanaano Zeme praéjo jau desimt mety, o Saraja vis negali pastoti, ji
nutaria duoti Abromui savo tarnaite Hagara. Kai §i pastoja, ima didZiuotis prie$
$eimininke. Sventojo Rasto autorius subtiliai parodo, kokia pasibjaurétina puiky-
bé: juk puikuojameés tuo, ka Dievas duoda kaip dovana.

Sioje istorijoje visiems tenka nesti savo nusizeminimo dalj - tiek Abromui, tu-
rin¢iam stebéti vaidus tarp motery Dievo pazado nei$sipildymo fone. Tiek Sarajai,
kuri turi nusiZeminti pries tarnaite. Tiek tarnaitei Hagarai, kuri pirma pabégusi,
yra Dievo prakalbinta ir visgi sugrjZta, nes ir jai pazadéta nemenka dalis. ,Grjzk
pas savo $eimininke ir paklusk jos $iurks¢iai rankai, nes, kalbéjo toliau jai Vie$pa-
ties angelas, padarysiu tavo palikuonis tokius gausius, kad jie per dauguma bus
nesuskaitomi® (Pr 16, 9-10).

»Abromas buvo astuoniasdesimt $eseriy mety, kai Hagara jam pagimdé Iz-
maelj“ (Pr 16, 16). Atrodyty, pazadas ima pildytis, bet ne visai tiksliai, su ,paklai-
da“, ir Zmogus galéty svarstyti: gal tai geriausia, kas apskritai $iomis salygomis
jmanoma?

Taciau Abromas toliau laukia, o Dievas atsiliepia j tai nauja sandora — kai Abro-
mas buvo devyniasde$imt devyneriy mety. Dievas duoda Abromui ir Sarajai nau-
jus vardus — Abraomas ir Sara, sudaro ,apipjaustymo sandorg” ir grizta prie pazado
duoti jiems palikuoniy: ,A$ palaiminsiu ja (Sara) ir, be to, duosiu tau per ja suny.
Ag§ ja laiminsiy; ji duos pradzia tautoms, i$ jos kils karaliai.“ Abraomas parpuolé
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veidu Zemén ir juokeési, $irdyje galvodamas: ,Argi gali kadikis gimti $imtameciui
seniui? Argi gali Sara, budama devyniasdesimtmeté, gimdyti?“ (Pr 17, 16-17). Ka-
dangi Dievas pakelia Sandoros objekts iki nejtikétiny auk$tumy, Abraomas ne-
drjsta patikeéti ir prago, kad bent ,,...Izmaelis gyvuoty tavo malone!“ O Dievas tareé:

Vis délto Sara pagimdys tau suny, ir tu pavadinsi jj Izaoku“ (Pr 17, 18).

d) Stoka — Zemeés absurdas ir dangisko stebuklo erdvé

Atrodyty, stokos tikrové subrandinta iki absurdo. Abraomo ir Saros pora dabar
jau tokia sena, kad nieko negali tikétis, taciau ¢ia ir slypi Auksc¢iausiojo pazado
paslaptis: jie nieko negali tikétis pagal Zemiskus désnius, pagal gamta, ir taip yra
pakviesti visi§kai atsiverti antgamtinei malonei. Jie abu parodé nusiZeminimg ir
nuolankumga, abu buvo i$bandyti. Ir todél ateina pazado i$pildymo metas.

Pas Sarg ir Abraoma ateina trys vyrai, patvirtinantys Dievo paZada, kad po
mety jiedu su Sara turés suny. ,Sara jau buvo liovusis sirgti ménesinémis. Tad
Sara juokési, sau sakydama: ,,Po to, kai nuvytau, negi patirsiu dziaugsma? Mano
vyras toks senas!“ (Pr 18, 11-12).

Tuo tarpu ,senas vyras“ Abraomas, islydéjes lemtingus pranasus, tikrinamas
toliau. Dievas atskleidzia jam, kad Zada sunaikinti Sodomos ir Gomoros gyven-
tojus, o Abraomas, uzuot numojes j tai ranka ir tares ,einu ruosti busimam stunui
lopgj, o Tu, Dieve, zinokis®, ima uztarinéti nusidéjusiy miesty gyventojus. Jis be-
veik priesgyniauja Auks¢iausiajam, derasi su Juo, ir su didele idmintimi jZvelgia
tokias Dievo budo savybes, kurias pats Auks¢iausias tuo metu lyg ir uzmirso. ,Ne
tavo budas daryti tokj dalyka — Zudyti teisyjj kartu su nedoréliu ir padaryti teisy-
ji lygu nedoréliui!, — meta Dievui i§$ukj Abraomas, — tai ne tavo budas! Argi tas,
kuris yra visos zZemés Teiséjas, nesielgs teisingai?“ (Pr 18, 25). Galiausiai jis pa-
lenkia Viepatj nezudyti nusidéjusiy miesty ,dél degimties teisiyjy®, ir tuo paciu
pats praeina dar vieng iS$bandyma. Abraomas tarsi patvirtina, kad turi i$rinktajai
tautai buting gailestingumo gena. Abu miestus Vie$pats vis délto sunaikino, nes
ne tik nerado de$imties reikalingy teisiyjy, bet ir Jo pasiuntiniai patyré visa vietos
gyventojy bjaurastj. Dél Abraomo buvo i§gelbéta tik jo sinéno Loto Seima.

Tuomet seka dar vienas kraustymasis, ir dar vienas nuotykis — Abraomas apsi-
gyvena Gerare, Abimelecho Zemeése, o §is ,parsigabena® sau Sara, vél prisistaciusia
Abraomo seserimi. Ta¢iau sapne Viedpats apreiskia tiesg ir pazada ruséiai nubaus-
ti, tad ,,Abimelechas paémé aviy ir jaudiy, vergy ir vergiy ir davé juos Abraomui.
SugraZino jam ir Sarg, jo Zmonga. <...> Tuomet Abraomas uztaré Dievui, ir Dievas

i$gydé Abimelecha. Jis pagydé ir Abimelecho Zmong bei verges, idant vél galéty



gimdyti, nes dél Abraomo Zmonos Saros Vie$pats buvo padares visas Abimelecho
namy moteris visiskai nevaisingas“ (Pr 19, 14, 17-18).

Visus §iuos jvykius bent trumpai paminime ¢ia, kad atspindétume daugerio-
pas, ir, atrodyty, nesibaigiantias i$bandymy pakopas, tekusias irinktosios tautos
protéviui. Ketvirtj amziaus truke i$bandymai nutapo Patriarchui tekusios ir tikéji-
mu jveiktos stokos paveiksla.

Ir tik tuomet Abraomo istorijg apvainikuoja Dievo pazado i$sipildymas. ,, Vies-
pats pasielgé su Sara, kaip buvo sakes, ir jvykdé, kg buvo pazadéjes. Sara pastojo
ir pagimdé Abraomui senatvéje stny tuo laiku, kurj Dievas buvo nurodes. Sunui,
kurj jam pagimdé Sara, Abraomas davé Izaoko vardy. Abraomas apipjausté savo
suny Izaokg adtuntaja dieng, kaip buvo jsakes Dievas. Abraomas buvo §imto mety,
kaijam gimé sunus [zaokas. O Sara saké: ,Dievas iskrété man juoka; kas tik apie tai
i8girs, juoksis su manimi“ (Pr 20, 1-6). Siais zodZiais esame kvieciami prisiminti
stokas, kurios atrodé nejveikiamos ir kurios buvo taip stebuklingai panaikintos,
kad juokémeés — nuogirdziai kaip Sara.

Zmogigkai tai jau galéty, ir netgi turéty bati laiminga pabaiga, ta¢iau Viegpa-
ties paradoksai reikalauja dar vienos, nejmanomos Zzmogui stokos pakopos. Da-
ves Abraomui siny [zaoks senatvéje, dabar Kuaréjas pareikalauja, kad Abraomas
paaukoty viengimj suny kaip deginamaja auka. Stai ¢ia ir isryskéja pagrindiné
»Sstokos-dovanos® santykio (ir tuo paciu sandoros) su Viedpatiu paradigma — svar-
biausia ne stoka, ir ne dovana, o pats santykis, sandora, ir Zmogaus laikysena toje
sandoroje. Abraomas $irdimi perpranta $ig tiesa, ir eina j Morijos krastg ant jam
nurodyto kalno, ir padaro viska, kaip Vie$paties liepta. Tik pa¢iu paskutiniu mo-
mentu Viespats jsiki$a ir pasiundia ,aving, ragais jstrigusj krame. Abraomas prié-
jo, paémeé aving ir paaukojo jj kaip deginamaja auka vietoj savo sunaus“ (Pr 21, 13).

Dabar Viespaties pazadas gali buti galutinai i$tesétas: ,Vie$paties Zodis, — ka-
dangi tu tai padarei, neatsisakei atiduoti savo vienturcio sunaus, a$ tikrai laimin-
siu tave ir padarysiu tavo palikuonis tokius gausingus kaip dangaus Zvaigzdés ir
pajurio smiltys. Tavo palikuonys uzims savo priedy vartus, ir visos tautos zeméje
gaus palaiminima per tavo palikuonis, nes tu buvai klusnus mano balsui“ (Pr 21,
15-18).

UZbaigiant iSrinktosios tautos patriarcho istorija, svarbu paminéti viena aspek-
ta. Si, kaip ir kitos Senojo Testamento Pradzios Knygos istorijos buvo pasakojamos
i§ kartos j karta, tad daré Zydy tautai nei$dildoma poveikj. Abraomo isbandymy
pakopos tarsi jspaudZia j siela zinig — Zmogus negali Zinoti keliy, kuriais Vie$paties
vedamas, negali suskai¢iuoti ir i$matuoti i8bandymuy, - jis tegali tikéjimu perei-

ti juos. Kalbant studijos terminija, stoka, kurioje Zzmogus gyvena, yra santykio ir
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sandoros su Dievu budas, tai vieta, kurioje su Dievu kalbamasi, Jo klausomasi, tai
dykvieté, kur Dievas apreiskia save, suteikia pazady ir juos i$pildo, kitaip tariant,
tai vieta, kurioje mezgamas ir pildomas santykis su Dievu.

Visa Abraomo patirtis jspaudzia j tautos atmintj supratimga, kad stoka turi
savo mistine, Zmogui nematomga paskirtj: svarbiausias jos matmuo yra Dievo ben-
drysté. Tai uzmir§damas, Zmogus nusakralina stokos erdve ir rizikuoja j gyvenimo
centry iskelti ,man-stoky®, taip paversdamas santykius su pasauliu, Zmonémis ir
Karéju begaline pretenzija — Karéjui, pasauliui, Zmonéms. Atmindamas gi, kad
stoka yra Dievo susitikimo vieta, Zmogus pajégia likti teisingame santykyje su sto-
kos zenklu pazymétu pasauliu ir Zmonémis; Dievo tikrovéje randa neprilygstama
atsaka j stoka.

Skaudi stokos tikrové: lesiy sriuba uz pirmagimystés teise

WVisa, kg turéjo, Abraomas paliko savo sunui Izaokui“ (Pr 25, 5). Galima supras-
ti, kad Izaokas paveldéjo i§ savo Tévo ne tik turtus, bet ir giminés pratesimo sto-
ka: ,Izaokas maldavo Viespatj dél savo Zmonos, nes ji buvo nevaisinga. Vieipats
isklausé malda, ir jo Zmona Rebeka tapo nés¢ia“ (Pr 25, 21). Si santari Sventojo
Rasto eiluté apima dvide§imt mety trukusj laukimg: kai vedé, Izaokas buvo ketu-
riasdeSimties, kai Rebeka pagimdé - jau SeSiasdesimties. Dvide$imt mety stoka
buvo Izaoko paveldu, atrakinanciu tai, ko negali atrakinti paveldétas turtas. Tad
paveldas pla¢iausia prasme apima ir turta, ir neturtg — nes ir viena, ir kita gali
jgalinti, tik veikia skirtingai.

Pagaliau ismelstas Rebekos néstumas sutirétina Sventojo Rasto piesiama sto-
kos paveiksla: ji nés¢ia dvyniais (perteklius!), ta¢iau $ie patiria ziaurig stoka jau
motinos js¢iose. ,Bet kudikiai taip gramési vienas su kitu jos js¢iose, kad ji prasi-
taré: ,Jei taip, tai kam a§ dar gyvenu?“ (Pr 25, 22). Izaoko ir Rebekos dvyniai tarsi
atidengia skaudzia stokos tikrove — Zmoniy bendrysté, santykis su kitu ¢ia, Zeméje,
kai esame kune, erdvéje ir laike, gali virsti ne tik apgiedamu abipusiskumu, trauka,
dalijimuisi ir meile, bet ir at$iauriomis grumtinémis.

,Kai berniukai uzaugo, Ezavas buvo jgudes medZiotojas, laukus mégstas vyras,
tuo tarpu Jokubas tylus, mégstas buti namie prie palapiniy. Izaokas myléjo Ezava,
nes mégo Zvériena, o Rebeka myléjo Jokiba“ (Pr 25, 27-29). Siais keliais zodziais
Sventosios Dvasios jkvéptas pasakotojas atveria mums Zmogaus sielos bedugnes —
pasirodo, tévams sunku (o gal ir nejmanoma) vienodai myléti savo vaikus, nes jie
yra skirtingi. Uz vaiky varzymosi jau pradeda $mékscioti ir tévy nesantaika, ir taip

atsiveria lemtingiausia Zmogaus stoka — meilés.



Tévai dvide$imt mety meldé Viespaties palikuoniy, o kai jy gavo ne vieng, o
du, pritruko meilés. Tai, kad pasakotojas nepriekai$tauja, o tiesiog nusako reikaly
padétj, yra svarbus $trichas. Meilés stokos istorija nutapyta itin pakanc¢iai — nes
jkvéptasis autorius Zino, kaip zmogui sunku tobulai myléti. Jis tarsi moko mus
skirti meilés stygiy, §ig Zmogisko ribotumo i$raiska, nuo nemeilés, kaip blogio.

Toliau seka pasakojimas, jvedantis j viena nemaloniausiy stokos paradigmuy:
»Kartg Jokubui verdant sriubg, Ezavas paréjo i§ lauky. Jis buvo labai i3alkes. Eza-
vas taré Jokubui: ,Labai pragau duoti man pasrébti to raudono viralo, nes esu bai-
siai i8alkes!“ <...> ,Pirmiau parduok man savo pirmagimyste®, — atsaké Jokibas.
Ezavas taré: ,Esu prie mirties, kam man ta pirmagimysté?“ Bet Jokabas uZsispyreé:
yPirmiau turi man prisiekti.“ Tada jis prisieké ir pardavé savo pirmagimyste Jo-
kabui. Tuomet Jokubas davé Ezavui duonos ir lesiy sriubos. Jis pavalgé, atsigére,
pakilo ir nuéjo sau. Tiek Ezavui terupéjo jo pirmagimysté (Pr 25, 29-34).

,Esu prie mirties, kam man ta pirmagimysté“, — $tai skausminga ispaZintis
zmogaus, priversto sverti ant ty paciy svarstykliy dvasinius ir medZiaginius daly-
kus. Ezavui tradiciskai priekai$taujama, kad leidosi sulygindamas skirtingo lygio
vertybes, kad nemokéjo suvaldyti kino troskimo, pilvo pasotinimo aistros, taciau
Ezavas perspéja kiekvieng i§ misy, kad kartais galime patekti j aplinkybes, kai le-
$iy viralas uzstos visas i$pazintas vertybes. Ezavo pamokos svarbios: ugdyk istver-
me ir dorybes, skiepyk j $irdj vertybiy hierarchija, - ir svarbios jos kiekvienam. Juk
Sventajame Raste isbandymai apsakomi ne todél kad jie unikalis ir isskirtiniai,
bet todél, kad jie gali kartotis kiekvieno Zmogaus gyvenime. Ezavo pirmagimystés
vietoje gali atsirasti bet kokia zmogaus i$pazinta (ar jskiepyta) vertybé. Dél mo-
mentiniy aistry ar poreikiy Zmogus gali paaukoti tai, kas turi jam ilgalaike verte.
Mirtingo Zmogaus sprendimai daznai paremti ,trumpuoju laikotarpiu®, aplinky-
bés daznai ver¢ia mus pirmiausia patenkinti trumpalaike stoka, aukojant ilgalai-

kius dalykus.

Kova dél vandens $altiniy: nesantaikos ir pavydo motyvai

Sventasis Rastas paruogia zmogy tam, kad gyvenime visada tykoja tai vienas, tai
kitas nepriteklius: perspétas apie eilinj badmetj, Izaokas kraustosi j Geraro kras-
ta. ,Izaokas tame kraste séjo javus ir tais metais susilauké Simteriopo derliaus.
Vie$pats laimino jj, ir Zmogus praturtéjo. Jam vis labiau ir labiau sekési. Jis tapo
labai turtingas® (Pr 26, 12-13). Uz siy keliy eilu¢iy - pelno ir turtéjimo paradigma.
Pirmas gerovés $altinis yra pats Vie$pats, perspéjes Izaoka apie gresiantj badg ir

liepes, kur persikelti. Ta¢iau medziaginiy gérybiy Vie$pats suteikia ne tik tiesio-
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giai jsiterpdamas, bet ir per gamtos prigimtj. Zemé nesa derliy simteriopa: Karéjo
jdéta prigimtis leidZia i§ vieno paséto grudo gauti §imtus gradeliy. Viena avis per
metus parsiveda tris penkis ériukus. Sventasis Rastas kalba apie nederliy kaip apie
blogj, derlius gi ir visoks garbingai gautas Zmogaus priteklius vaizduojamas kaip
palaiminimas ir gyvybei butinas géris.

,..isigijo tiek aviy bei galvijy kaimeniy ir tokia gausia Seimyna, kad filistinai
jam pavydéjo. Uzpildami Zemémis, filistinai buvo uzverte visus $ulinius, kuriuos
i8kasé jo tévo tarnai Abraomo dienomis. Ir Abimelechas saké Izaokui: ,Pasitrauk
nuo misy, nes pasidarei daug stipresnis uz mus* (Pr 26, 14-16).

Tai, kad j Izaoko Zmona (kaip ir j jo moting Sara) linkstama Zvelgti kaip j ta,
kuria galima pasiimti sau, nuzudant jos vyra, nemazai nusako apie Zmoniy santy-
kius. Zmogaus nepasotinamumas, ypa¢ sumises su galia, kelia aplinkiniams pavo-
juy, ir visi visy ima saugotis.

O Biblijos pasakotojas toliau piesia pavyda, kylantj nebe dél moters grozio, bet
dél kito turtéjimo. Pavydédami Izaokui, filistinai ima jam kenkti, uzversdami jo
$ulinius Zemémis. Kai Abimelechas taria: ,Pasitrauk nuo musy, nes pasidarei daug
stipresnis uz mus* (Pr 26,16), atskleidzia pavydo istakas. Zmogus ne $iaip pavydi
tam, kuriam labiau sekasi, bet ir ima bijotis jo, nes regi uz sékmés bei turty slypin-
¢ia galia. Uz pavydo slypi skausmingas lyginimasis — kito turtas ne $iaip rapi Zmo-
gui, jis jam rapi todél, kad leidZia pasverti, jvertinti savo paties padétj. Viena nu-
mesta Abimelecho fraze Sventojo Rasto autorius traukia misy démesj j Zmogaus
sielos kerteles, kur gimsta blogybés. Tesdamas pavydo istorijg Geraro kraste, kur
persikelia Izaokas, Sventojo Rasto autorius tarsi perspéja, kad negalima priskirti
tam tikry budo bruozy tam tikrai tautai (o tai daZna pagunda). ,....kai Izaoko tar-
nai, kasdami tame slényje, aptiko $altinio vandens $ulinj, Geraro kerdZiai susigin-
¢ijo su Izaoko kerdziais, sakydami: ,Tas vanduo musy!“ (Pr 26, 19-20). Paskui jie
i8kasé kit $ulinj. Ir dél jo susiginéijo. Tuomet Izaokas i§ ten i$sikélé ir issikasé dar
viena $ulinj, dél kurio jie nebesigin¢ijo. ,Uztat pavadino jj Rehobotais, sakydamas:
,Sikarta Vie$pats davé mums $iame kraste aps¢iai vietos daugintis“ (Pr 26, 22).

Stai ir antras po zemés ribotumo zmogui lemtingas stygius. Besigin¢ydami
dél vandens ir jo nepasidalindami, PradZios Knygos Zmonés nutapo paradigminj
stokos paveiksla. Vandens vietoje gali buti nafta, auksas ar bet kokia kita gérybe.
Kadangi vandens paskirtis (skirtingai nuo $iy gérybiy) yra ribota, galiausiai, $uli-
niy iskasama tiek, kad nebéra prasmés dél jy kovoti ir nesutarti. Apstybé reigkia
zmonéms bent laiking taika.

O kai Izaokas isikelia j kitg krastg, pas jj nelauktai ateina Abimelechas ir sia-

lo sudaryti sandora. ,Sudarykime sandors, kad tu nedarytum mums nieko pikta,



lygiai kaip mes taves neuZgavome, visada su tavimi tik gerai elgémeés ir leidome
tau igkeliauti taikingai (Pr 26, 28-29). Sventojo Rasto autorius leidzia suprasti,
kad lengviau gyventi taikoje, kai gyvenama atokiai, kai kiekvienas turi savo ri-
bas ir nepriverstas kovoti dél istekliy. Ir nors ,Izaokas paklausé: ,Ko atéjote pas
mane, jei manes nekenciate ir atstameéte nuo saves?“ (Pr 26, 27), suzinojes apie
taikos pasiilyma, ,Jis iskélé jiems vaises, jie valgé ir géré. Ryt jie pakilo anksti ir
prisiekeé vienas kitam. Tuomet Izaokas su jais atsisveikino, ir jie i§siskyré taikiai“
(Pr 26, 30-31). Taip Sventasis Rastas moko, kad ribos ir pakankamas atstumas
padaro taikg jmanomag.

Ir toliau skaitydami Pradzios Knyga aptiksime joje fundamentaliy stokos Zenk-

ly, taciau ¢ia laikas sustoti ir eiti link apibendrinimy.

Stoka - Dievo ilgesys ir Senojo Testamento atmetimas

Skaitantys Senajj Testamentg Zmonés kartais atmeta jj kaip knyga, kuping Ziauru-
mo, klastos, nesantaikos, ker$to, pavydo, melo, apgavysc¢iy, kity negery ir nema-
loniy dalyky. Stokos studijy kontekstas pamazu pasialo galima paaiskinimga, kodél
taip yra. Zmonés sunkiai toleruoja stoka ir tai, kaip j ja reaguojama. O Senasis
Testamentas pasakoja Zmonijos, kuri po nuopuolio skausmingai atranda stoka ir
jvairius budus } ja atsiliepti, istorija. Ir deja, daZznai tie budai remiasi prievarta,
o ne laisvu Zmoniy abipusi$kumu. Stoka nugalima, didinant stoka: atsiliepdamas
j naturalia, Kuréjo palikta stoka, Zmogus daZnai sukuria stoka-blogj. Senasis Tes-
tamentas leidZia pamatyti jvairiausius prievartos bei neteisingumo atvejus. Sto-
kos fenomeno pazinimas Zmogui néra malonus ir lengvas, ir dar maziau malonu
yra gilintis, kaip Zmogus reaguoja j stoka. Vis délto §is pazinimas yra butinas ir
galintis palengvinti Zmogaus likima.

Dar vieng galimg jzvalg apie stokos fenomeno priémimga ir atmetima pasitlo
Psalmynas. Nors §i Senojo Testamento dalis irgi kupina stokos aprasymy, Zmonés
priima ja lengviau; psalmémis paremtos itisos maldos tradicijos, psalmés mégs-
tamos ir visais laikais jvairiai naudojamos gyvenime, ir ne tik religiniame (tiesa,
ir psalméms priekaistaujama dél Ziaurumo). Vienas i§ galimy paaigkinimy yra tai,
kad Senajame Testamente Dievas kalba Zmogui apie stoka; psalmése gi Zmogus
kalba Dievui apie stoka ir pra$o jsikiimo, o Dievo mintys daZniausiai nuskamba
kaip atsakas, dialogo forma. ,Vakare, i$ausus ir vidudienj skysiuosi ir vaitosiu, - jis
igirs mano balsg” (Ps, 54 (55), 18).

Stoka paties Zmogaus interpretacijoje yra jam labiau priimtina ir suprantama.

Zmogus verkia ir skundZiasi, o Dievas guodZia, paaiskina, nuramina ir suteikia
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viltj. Kai Dievas pats prabyla apie stoka i$ kity Senojo Testamento eiludiy, neretai
atveria netikéty ir nemaloniy dalyky ir leidZia pamatyti Zmogaus nuoguma. Tai
daZzniausiai ir sukelia pasipiktinimg ir netgi neigima.

,Psalmés yra maldos mokykla. Panasy procesg i§gyvena ir vaikas, kai mokosi
kalbéti. Jis pradeda reiksti savo jausmus, emocijas ir poreikius Zodziais, kurie jam
dar néra savi, bet kuriuos jis i$moko i§ savo tévy ir kity jj supanciy Zmoniy... ir po
truputj zodziai jam tampa savi“ (Popieziaus Benedikto XVI bendroji audiencija). Sa-
kytume, kad psalmés yra stokos apmastymo mokykla, psalmése Zmogus mokosi
ne tik kontempliuoti, bet ir §lovinti stoka, nes $i, jo patyrimu, atveria gyvenima
Dievo veikimui.

Senojo Testamento psalmés kupinos apgiedamos stokos, kuri Zmogui yra ir
Zaizda, ir viltis, ir kvietimas Dievo vienybei. 62 Psalmé, vadinama Dievo ilgesiu,
yra vienas graZiausiy pavyzdziy. Psalmininkas apgieda savo patiriama Dievo ilge-
sj, ir tuo paciu — savo gyvenimo atvérimo Dievui stoka. Jis kalba apie tai, kaip jo
gyvastis ilgis Dievo ir troksta, o juk tam, kad tokie judesiai buty jmanomi, Zmogus
turi stokoti.

Ta¢iau maza stokoti, reikia tai pripaZinti, i$paZinti, reikia atverti savo stokos
zaizda, ir atverti ja ne bet kam, bet pa¢iam Dievui - kuris vienintelis gali pasotinti.
,Busiu sotus kaip po turtingy vaisiy“, — sako psalmininkas, tuo i§pazindamas, kad
Dieva laiko Auks¢iausiuoju, o Jo meile brangina daugiau uZ visas dovanas. ,Tavo
istikima meilé yra man brangesné uz gyvastj“, — sako psalmininkas, patvirtinda-
mas, kad troksta Dievo dél Jo paties, kad Dievo artumas jam yra daugiau, negu
gyvybés $altinis. Jo ZodZiai yra kvietimas Vie$padiui - ateiti ir numal$inti alkj.
O kadangi Dievas laukia jam atvertos $irdies, toks Zmogiskosios stokos i$pazini-

mas tuojau susilauks atsako ir Dievo gailestingumo.

Naujasis Testamentas: ir stokos perkeitimas

Apzvelge kelis svarbesnius (bet tikrai ne visus) stokos aspektus, randamus Seno-
jo Testamento PradZios Knygoje, ju gilesne — perkeitimo — prasme galime atrasti
Naujojo Testamento dvasioje. Jézaus Kristaus asmuo, Jo gyvenimas, Zmonijos
atpirkimas ir pakvietimas bendradarbiauti i§ganymo vyksme leidZia naujai pama-
tyti Pradzios Knygoje vaizduojamus stokos reigkinius ir jy praktines implikacijas.
Naujojo Testamento i$taros i§lieja $viesos i Senojo Testamento radinius, taciau
$io straipsnio apimtis vercia apsiriboti tik viena, ryskiausiai jvesdinancia j slépinj.

,Jis, turédamas Dievo pavidala, nelaiké grobiu buti lygiam su Dievu, bet api-

pléseé pats save, priimdamas tarno pavidalg ir tapdamas panasus j Zmones. Jis ir



iSore tapo kaip visi Zmoneés; jis nusizemino, tapdamas klusnus iki mirties, iki kry-
Ziaus mirties“ (Fil 2, 6-8).

Hermeneutinio sgmoningumo vedinas skaitytojas yra kvietiamas j tolimesne
kelione: Naujojo Testamento raktu - jvykiais ir dvasia — ,atrakinti“ Senojo Testa-

mento prasme, atrasti giliausios Zmoguje gludindios stokos perkeitima.

I$§vados

Senojo Testamento PradZios Knygoje stoka iskyla kaip tikslinga buties dalis. Tiek
kosmologinis pasakojimas, tiek Zmogaus sukurimo istorija atskleidzia stokos in-
tenciS$kumga - ji néra nei bloga, nei atsitiktiné. Tam, kad Kurinija ir visi kariniai
gyvuoty erdvéje ir laike, baty gyvi ir atviri pokyc¢iui - butina prielaida, kad buty
stokojama. Galima pasakyti, kad tobulas pasaulis yra tas, kuris turi galimybiy aug-
ti ir tobuleéti, vadinasi, turintis stoky ir netobulumy.

Ypa¢ prasmingas yra tik Zmogui budingas kito stokojimas - jis atveria Zmones
santykiams, draugystei bei meilei. Kitas yra Zmogui pagalba virsyti save, paZinti
pasaulj ir tobuléti. Tai pasireiskia ir Zmogui budingu Dievo ieskojimu, santykio su
Kuréju skleidimusi ir augimu. Dievo jsakymas zmogui daugintis, pripildyti ir ap-
valdyti Zeme dar labiau jtikslina stoka. Pasaulis, neisbaigtas ir pazymétas stokos
Zenklu, atiduodamas Zmogui valdyti: stoka i8kyla ¢ia kaip palaiminimas, leidZian-
tis ir kvie¢iantis testi pasaulio kurimg.

Tadiau po nuopuolio stoka tampa Zzmogui zaizda. Senasis Testamentas vaizduo-
ja daugybe atvejy ir aspekty, kaip Zmogus atsiliepia j stoka, ir vien tokiy pavyzdziy
apibendrinimas gali buti rimta pagalba, Zmogui susipazjstant su savo reakcija j §j
nuolat jj supantj fenomeng. Tai, kad stoka veikia zmogy kaip katalizatorius, yra ir
didziulé pagalba, kad Zmogus testy pasaulio karima, ir tuo padiu pagrindiné kliu-
tis sustoti ir pasidZiaugti tuo, kas yra, o ne guostis tuo, ko dar néra. Visi PradZios
Knygos tekstai byloja apie tai, kaip svarbu zmogui pazinti stokos tikslingumga, po-
veikj ir apraiskas — kokia tai rimta pagalba Zmogaus augimui ir tobuléjimui.

[$rinktosios tautos Patriarchy istorijos atskleidZia, kad stoka yra Zmogaus san-
tykio su Dievu vieta, daznai netgi skausmingiausia Zaizda, j kuria atsiliepia Die-
vas. Nevaisingumas, nesantaika, badas, vergové - visa tai gali buti perkeista, kai
zmogus bendradarbiauja su Dievu. Tad PradZios Knyga moko, kad j stoka atsilie-
piama ne vien veiksmu, bet ir tikéjimu bei viltimi, §iy pastaryjy vaidmuo jsispau-
dzia j i$rinktosios tautos samone, ir suteikia besikartojanciais iSbandymy laikais

nejkainojamg pagalbg.
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The Origins of Scarcity in Holy Scripture:
Hermeneutical Interpretation of the Book of Genesis

Summary

The author begins with the premise that the first book of the Holy Scripture, the
Book of Genesis, contains fundamental concepts of being and thus about scar-
city. He further elaborates on the human and divine relation to scarcity in light
of the Bible. The Book of Genesis commences with the act of creation; the very
first words describing the condition of Earth upon creation were, “the earth was
formless and empty.“ These words define a state of scarcity. The Earth was lacking
everything — form, substance and order. Examining the passages describing crea-
tion, the author concludes that scarcity has a definite purpose: it is necessary for
life to evolve and continue, it is essential for any change to take place. Moreover,
scarcity is a condition deliberately designed so that Man could be free, it is essen-
tial for human liberty. If the Earth were full of everything, there would be no room
for human action and creativity. Because man was created in the image of God, the
Vicar of the Earth, Earth must be left unfinished, open to change by human efforts
and in a condition marked by deficiency and scarcity. Thus the Book of Genesis

gives a key to understanding the purposefulness and immense role of scarcity.

There is a special pedagogical note in the Book of Genesis — God never weeps over
the state of void, but fills the void with life and plentitude. After the Original Sin,
Man has an inclination to notice first what is lacking but not what already is. Fur-
thermore, man has an inclination to suffer for what he lacks instead of seeing it as
an opportunity and a call to creation. It is essential to restore a sound relation to
scarcity, argues the author, and elaborates on the role of time and of time-out and

repose, since there will never be an end to scarcity.

The key notion in the second story of the creation is “not yet,” which could be
treated as a key to understanding scarcity. “Now no shrub had yet appeared on the
earth and no plant had yet sprung up, for the Lord God had not sent rain on the
earth and there was no one to work the ground” (Genesis 2:5). The author of the

Holy Scripture introduces a very basic concept, i.e., that all that has to be fulfilled



takes time and comes into being only in due time. Thus scarcity is closely related to

time, while Man is called upon to train himself in patience and forbearance.

The Holy Scripture casts light on scarcity and brings us to the understanding that
scarcity is a space where people build relationships, that we all lack “the other”.
Yet, due to the Original Sin, these relationships may be not only a source of joy, but
may be also marked by dissensions, divisions and wars. Scarcity may also denote
evil. In the session dedicated to the Anatomy of the Seduction of Man the reader is
informed that scarcity is depicted by the serpent as a bigger problem than it is and
that man has an inclination to see it bigger than it is. Thus we all have an inclina-

tion to treat scarcity as bigger and less bearable than it is in reality.

After the Original Sin privation manifests itself as insecurity, which becomes the
main burden of the human being. Throughout the pages of the Holy Scripture, the
Lord teaches Man not to be afraid, to respond to privation with labor and creation,
mutuality, sharing and exchange, and most of all, with hope. Man can become
secure only in his relation to God, teaches the Scripture, and scarcity is the field

where such a meeting with God may take place.

The article also examines stories of the patriarchs of the Book of Genesis, showing
how scarcity is turned into a blessing and how communication between Man and

his Creator takes place.

Keywords: Scarcity, Book of Genesis, Creator, Original Sin.
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Blessings of Scarcity, Hope of Abundance

Biblical, Theological, and Ethical Perspectives on Scarcity

Holger Lahayne

Evangelinis Biblijos institutas
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Scarcity is a key concept in economic science. Theology, on the other hand, focuses on the
abundance of the Gospel. Is scarcity therefore an evil to be abolished, a myth to be denied?
Are Christians called upon to overcome a culture of scarcity or even to redeem economics?
This paper argues that both disciplines can be fruitfully related to each other. Following the
Christian story-line of the creation, fall, redemption and consummation thats unfolds in the
Bible, the foundation of scarcity in God’s creation is expounded. The impact of sin and evil is
explained, and human moral insufficiency and spiritual scarcity are distinguished from on-
tological neediness. Ultimately, the message of the Church about a perfected age to come is
integrated into the whole picture: Christian generosity transcends scarcity, but believers are
not called upon to establish a new economic order in the whole world based on the absence

of scarcity.

Keywords: Christianity, Creation, creativity, scarcity, abundance, theology, anthropology,

capitalism, Ultimate and penultimate, ethics, Bible, economics.

Introduction: “the science of scarcity”

Abundance vs. scarcity

Textbooks on economics mostly start with the assumption or the fact of scarci-
ty. Harvard University professor Greg Mankiw in his widely used Principles of
Economics: “Economics is the study of how society manages its scarce resources”
(Mankiw 2010, p. 4). Yet when Christian thinkers of today write on economics,
their theological perspective is often suffused with one major thought: there is
plenty for everyone, so let’s share generously. Scarcity, by contrast, is called a myth
since God’s creation is supposed to be a world of abundance.

Jim Wallis, founder of “Sojourners” community in Washington (D.C.) and in-
fluential Christian activist, demands, “The market’s fear of scarcity must be re-
placed with the abundance of the loving God. And the first commandment of the
Market: ‘There is never enough, must be replaced by the dictum of God’s econo-

my: namely, there is enough, if we share it” (Wallis 2010, p. 39-40).



A Roman Catholic scholar, William Cavanaugh, blames the free market econ-
omy for defining freedom purely negatively, as an absolute freedom from any ex-
ternal constraints. This concept of freedom, he says, is resting upon the dubious
modern notion of a completely autonomous individual with no orientation toward

a greater good. He then goes straight to the point in Being Consumed:

“Economics, we are told, is the science that studies the allocation of resources under
conditions of scarcity. The very basis of the market, trade - giving up something to
get something else — assumes scarcity. Resources are scarce wherever the desires of all
persons for goods or services cannot be met. In other words, hunger is written into
the conditions under which economics operates. There is never enough to go around
[...]. Economics will always be the science of scarcity as long as individuals continue to
want. And we are told the human desires are endless” (Cavanaugh 2008, p. 90).

This is why he faults the idea of scarcity of even establishing “the view that no
one has enough”.

Obviously we are facing a serious tension between these two sciences, economics and
theology.

The logic behind all these statements (with the exception of Mankiw’s) is easily
summarized: God’s creation is characterized by abundance, not scarcity. Creation
is abundant because the Creator’s goodness and love is reflected in it. God provides
an abundance of resources and means for human beings to flourish. Therefore,
scarcity is not at the heart of things — there is nothing to hoard, to grab, to fight
for, to protect at all costs, because everybody can have enough. If we choose to live
in a universe of scarcity, this leads eventually to violence and wars. On the other
hand, trusting in God’s provision for our needs, deciding to live in his world of

abundance, makes an attitude of sharing and acts of generosity possible.

Generosity vs. Greed

As we have seen, all these voices go back first of all to the creation account in the
Old Testament (OT), Genesis 1 and 2. In the first long chapter (I. Creation) we need
to go deeper into these texts. It is noteworthy that one of the most distinguished
OT scholars in the world of theology today, Walter Brueggemann, professor emer-
itus at Columbia Theological Seminary and prolific writer, gives a straightforward
defence of these thoughts in essays like “The Liturgy of Abundance, The Myth of
Scarcity” (Brueggemann 1999, p. 342-347).

He stresses that the “the Bible starts out with a liturgy of abundance.” Accord-

ing to Brueggemann, Genesis 1 “is a song of praise for God’s generosity. It tells
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how well the world is ordered.” The creation account “affirms generosity and denies
scarcity.” The “orgy of fruitfulness” continues in the rest of the Bible. This “strange
narrative” says “that the gifts of life are indeed given by a generous God. It’s a
wonder, it’s a miracle, it’s an embarrassment, it’s irrational, but God’s abundance
transcends the market economy.”

In another essay, “From Anxiety and Greed to Milk and Honey” (Brueggemann
2009), Brueggemann analyses the moral foundations of the last economic crises,
blaming greed, autonomy and anxiety as its basic roots. The biblical faith, on the
contrary, “is an invitation away from anxiety to the abundance of God. The God of
the gospel is the God who keeps giving.” Again, he points to the creation account,
but also to the giving of Manna to the Israelites in the desert (Ex 16:17-18) and
even to Jesus miraculously feeding crowds, leaving 12 baskets of surplus bread
(Mk 6:42-43). Divine abundance everywhere!

Christians, Brueggemann argues, have to ground their faith “in the generosity
of God who wills and provides abundance.” They “respond to divine abundance
with generous gratitude, willing to share with sisters and brothers. Those who
share, moreover, find in ways they cannot explain that more gifts from God are
given. The bread multiplies and loaves abound, a miracle never available to the
autonomous.” Brueggemann calls us to “move to an alternative way in economics.
In broad outline, this is a move from autonomy to covenantal existence, from anx-
iety to divine abundance, and from acquisitive greed to neighborly generosity.” He
insists “that every available instrument of well-being... must be mobilized in order
to mediate the resources of the community for the sake of the common good.”

We have quoted the influential and widely-read Brueggemann intensively to
underline how inherently sceptically scarcity is seen in the eyes of leading (prot-
estant) theologians. Scarcity is associated with greed and violence, hunger and
hoarding. God himself, his goodness, benevolence, blessings — and his miracles
confront it. Somehow, in non-explicable ways, there is always enough for the gen-
erous. But how is this? Does belief in the supernatural demand this kind of rea-
soning? And is scarcity really such a deplorable thing we have to dismiss? Where
is the rightful place of abundance? Finally, has the breach between contemporary
theologians and economists necessarily to be so deep?

In this essay we will come back to some of these quotes. In general, we can
already say that a serious problem is the mixing up of categories like church and
world, creation theology and the doctrine of salvation, of pre-fall conditions with

the reality of a fallen world, stricken by sin and death. The result is, in spite of



categorical statements, a confusing teaching that, in the end, does not help people
to live in God’s world.

The Christian narrative or story-line can be summarized as creation, fall, re-
demption and consummation. This provides an outline for our reasoning about

scarcity.

1. Creation

11. Being non-God

Creator and creature

“The widest horizon for theology - indeed for all of our knowledge - is the question
of ontology: what is reality? Nothing is more central to our governing narratives
than the God-world relation” (Horton 2010, p. 36), says theologian Michael Hor-
ton. The Bible answers this question with its first sentence: “In the beginning God

created the heavens and the earth” (Genesis 1:1). Jiirgen Moltmann remarks that,

“this opening sentence reflects a deliberate confrontation. The world, we are told here,
is not the result of a struggle between the gods, as the [Babylonian] Enuma Elish epic
says. Nor was it born from a cosmic egg, or from some primordial matter. To say that
God ‘created’ the world indicates God’s self-distinction from that world, and empha-
sizes that God desired it. This means that the world is not in itself divine; nor is it an
emanation from God’s eternal being. It is the specific outcome of his decision of will”
(Moltmann 1985, p. 72).

God is Lord, and we are his creatures. The Reformed traditionally call this the
Creator-creature distinction. John M. Frame: “In the biblical worldview there are
fundamentally two kinds of being: the Creator and the creatures. God alone is the
Creator; everyone and everything is creature. So, we must come to understand...
that we are not God. We depend on him, not he on us. We are made to serve him
[...]. He is a Lord, we are by nature his servants.” (Frame 2006, p. 86) The formu-
lation of this distinction goes back to Church fathers like Augustine. (Augustine’s
The City of God 2004, VIL,30, or Confessions, X,6) But the revolutionary new idea
itself was, of course, Hebrew monotheism.

According to German egyptologist Jan Assmann, the clear distinction of God
and world was something radical new in the ancient world. (Asmann 2003) Foun-
dational in pagan worldview was the conviction that the divine is intertwined
with the world; thus he calls the pagan polytheism “cosmotheism”: the universe

is divine or permeated by the divine. In Biblical monotheism, on the contrary, the
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Divine is emancipated from its integration into the universe, society, destiny; it
faces the world as an independent entity. At the same time man becomes eman-
cipated and a real counterpart of God; there is now a place for partnership and
relationship with Him.

To summarize, the Biblical worldview, drawing on this fundamental distinc-
tion, denies the ultimacy of the created universe. Only God is ultimate or “self-con-
tained”, as philosopher and theologian Cornelius Van Til (1895-1987) repeatedly
asserted (Van Til 1955).

The Creator is the only Absolute Person who has absolutely comprehensive
knowledge. Human beings are finite creatures, created good (Gen 1:31) and even
made in God’s likeness (Gen 1:26), just a “little lower than the heavenly beings” (Ps
8:5), but they are not God or part of Him and will never become.

Called to be human

All this implies that our most fundamental scarcity, our not-having-something,
is our being non-God, being non-divine. If scarcity may be described as a kind of
insufficiency, of not possessing something we might get or desire, then we have to
state: Yes, I am ‘lacking’ divinity, I am not God - but this is the way God created us,
and it is good. Our calling always was and always will be the same, namely being
human. And therefore this kind of scarcity is an essential part of God’s creation.
Not being God is not a painful deficiency but our natural state of being. God bless-
ed the first human beings after creating them (Gen 1:28), and therefore scarcity in
this fundamental sense is a blessing.

Today this Jewish-Christian worldview is challenged by what is now for some
centuries called “pantheism”: nothing but the old idea that the divine is every-
thing, and everything is divine. In a pantheistic worldview God and the world are
finally one (pantheism is one expression of monism). C.S. Lewis remarks: “Panthe-
ists usually believe that God, so to speak, animates the universe as you animate
your body: that the universe is almost God, so that if it did not exist He would not
exist either, and anything you find in the universe is part of God. The Christian
idea is quite different” (Lewis 1996, p. 44) .

Implication of a monistic, pantheistic and mythical worldview is that all ex-
isting things are part of each other. There is no fundamental distinction between
humanity, nature, and the divine. So we have too fundamental mindsets: one of
continuity and identity (between the divine and the cosmos), and the Biblical
mindset of boundaries and differences. Yet in a mindset of continuity, scarcity in

our experience is, in the end, not real and just an illusion because in the all-encom-



passing deity there is no space for anything missing. There is just one divine reality
and this, by definition, is characterized by divine abundance. On the other hand, a

mindset of boundaries directly implies scarcity.

12.Being in a body

Created with flesh and bones

God, the Creator of the universe, does not have a physical body. The observable
universe is not his body because he is the wholly Other. He is spirit (Jn 4:24).
When the Bible speaks about his arms and ears, his hearing and seeing, his com-
ing down and looking after, it is clear that such speech is metaphorical; for us as
human beings there is no other way to speak about God or to understand God’s
self-revelation. On the other hand, we as creatures do have a physical body. God
called the physical creation “good”, and that includes us, human beings, having a
body of flesh and bones. The first man and woman experienced fellowship with
God in their bodies (Gen 2:7.22).

Nowhere in the Bible is the body itself despised. We are called to honour God
with our body (1 Cor 6:20), “to offer our bodies as living sacrifices” (Rom 12:2); we
will receive a new resurrection body (1 Cor 15:35f). 2 Cor 5:1-10 seems to imply
that our soul longs for a deliverance from bodily existence, but Paul says that af-
ter death, in an intermediate state before the final resurrection and glorification,
being without a body humans are “naked” (v. 3) - our soul naturally longs to be
“clothed” with a body. In a fallen world of sin we long for a better body, which
won't be destroyable as our “earthly tent” (v. 1).

Human beings are made in the image of God (Gen 1:27), but this image does
not reside just in the ‘higher’ faculties of spirit and reasoning. Herman Bavinck
underlines that “the human body belongs integrally to the image of God. [...] The
body is not a prison, but a marvellous piece of art from the hand of God Almighty,
and just as constitutive for the essence of humanity as the soul.” Christianity
teaches “that a human being does not bear or have the image of God but that he or
she is the image of God” (Bavinck 2004, p. 554-560).

This is very important in respect to the second person of the Trinity. “God
could not have been able to become man if he had not first made man in his own
image”, says Bavinck. And if the body would be an insignificant, non-integral as-
pect of being human and being made in the image of God, Jesus would and could
not have become man with a real body. But the Incarnation was a coming into the
flesh (Jn 1:14; 1 Jn 4:2); the Son of God really took “the very nature of a servant”
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(Php 2:7); he “was made like his brothers [human beings] in every way” — apart
from sin (Hbr 2:17); he suffered with a real body (1 Pt 4:1); he died in a body (1 Pt
2:24); he was risen with a body (Jn 20:24-29). He is now the first at home with
his Father having a renewed body, and believers will join him (Rom 8:29). Human

beings will remain bodily creatures in eternity.

Needy people

How does the Bible describe our bodily existence? The Hebrew basar, commonly
translated “flesh”, occurs 273 times in the OT, with 104 references to animals.
Often basar simply means the whole body; it is, says the Theological Dictionary of
the Old Testament, “probably the most comprehensive, most important, and most
frequently used anthropological term for the external, fleshly aspect” of human
nature (Schwarz 2013, p. 8) .

The traditional translation of Hebrew nefesh is “soul”, but it has a range of
meanings like throat, neck, breath, also individual life, the whole person, person-
ality, individuality — what makes a person a living being — and in only some cases
the translation “soul” is appropriate (e.g., Ex 23:9).

nefesh and basar, therefore, overlap in meaning, nefesh being the much broad-
er and inclusive term. Hans Schwarz: “nefesh is not an indestructible core of per-
sonal existence that could stand in contrast to the body and exist independently
of the body. Therefore the translation of nefesh with ‘soul’ is misleading” (Schwarz
2013, p. 6).

In his widely-read anthropology of the Old Testament, Hans Walter Wolff
called the chapter on nefesh the “Needy Man” (Wolff 1974, p. 13). The word is, says
Wolff, the main OT term for the human being in need, expressing our wishing, de-
siring, longing. Since the creation humans with their whole personality are needy
people. “T” (the nefesh of me, the “soul”) am made to receive, to be complemented
or fulfilled. God alone is life; we as created beings receive creaturely life.

Even more so basar, “Man in his Infirmity” (Wolff 1974, p. 13). The Hebrew
word expresses our natural dependency on God’s breath of life and power. Every
body was and is almost all the time in need of nourishment, water, and air. This
was also true in a world without sin. Even with no fall into sin Adam and Eve and
their descendants would have felt hunger, the desire to eat, and all other kinds of
natural physical longings. In contrast to the all-powerful God humans were always
weak. Defects, flaws, illness, suffering — physical weaknesses in the direct sense of
infirmity and decay - are the result of the fall, of evil entering into this world. But

in the beginning, the body, created good by God, was not frail.



Energy, for example, is quickly used up by our body, and so there is a almost
constant scarcity of further supply of it, which then is provided by food. In pre-fall
times this situation was in no way life threatening or desperate; thus there was
no hard struggle or fighting for survival. Nevertheless, human beings, even in the
Garden, were always limited and in constant demand of physical maintenance.
Therefore our bodily existence directly underlines our fundamental deficiency: be-

ing in need.

Overcoming deficiency?

Humans beings are, as philosopher and anthropologist Arnold Gehlen (1904-
1976) said, “deficient beings™ (Gehlen 1940). Most people and scholars would
agree with this claim, because this is also what everybody experiences. But the
crucial question is whether an original, created deficiency is good and God-given.
Christianity says “Yes”. The natural, including the body, is good. Ancient Greeks
and Romans claimed that human beings are only becoming human (and some nev-
er reach full humanity) when they develop their capacities of reason. The various
groups of the New Religious Synthesis? also try to overcome the barriers of our
bodily existence. And finally we have to mention Enlightenment thinkers who also
aimed at the improvement of natural man by means of reason.

In his Anthropology in Theological Perspective Wolfhart Pannenberg (1928-2014)
outlines the modern philosophical anthropology and shows that Gehlen’s famous
term has its roots in Johann Gottfried Herder’s Abhandlung iiber den Ursprung
der Sprache (Treatise on the Origin of Language, 1772). Quoting the German phi-
losopher and poet, “The distinctive trait of the human species’ is ‘gaps and wants’.
In comparison with the animals, the newborn human infant is ‘the most orphaned
child of nature. Naked and bare, weak and in need, shy and unarmed’.” This is
certainly true, but Herder’s point, according to Pannenberg, is that he “regards
these ‘wants’ as simply the necessary counterpart of the highly developed human
brain, or reason.” Therefore Herder can say, “We are not yet men, but are daily be-
coming so”. He is here, Pannenberg comments, “close to the Enlightenment idea
of human self-perfectibility.” The point is that in Herder’s thought the goal of this

self-improvement is God’s image in human beings. We just possess a “disposition”

In German “Mingelwesen”.

“New Religious Synthesis” is James A. Herrick’s term for the competitor of the “Revealed Word”,
the Biblical worldview; this Synthesis includes various groups, cults and ideologies like New Age,
New Thought, Kaballah, new Gnosticism, shamanism, the hermetic tradition etc. See Herrick
2003.
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to humanity: “tradition and learning, reason and experience” is forming the image
in us (Pannenberg 1985, p. 43-45).

In the Jewish-Christian worldview humans do possess the image of God (al-
though, after the fall, it is marred and partly destroyed). They are already fully hu-
man, having been made good. Their natural deficiency is good, and we do not have
to get past it, mainly through the faculty of reason, as the Enlightenment wanted
to make us think. The fundamental human problem is not underdeveloped reason,
but corrupted and wicked reason (Gen 6:5; 8:21).

13. Being in time

The creation of time

God exists eternally outside the confines of time. The Bible nowhere says that God
had a beginning. Rather he lives eternally, he is God from eternity to eternity (Ps
90:2; 93:2), the everlasting God (Isa 40: 28; Rom 16:26). Christ is the “Alpha and
Omega... who is, and who was, and who is to come” (Rev 1:8).

When God began to create the universe, time — as we experience it — was initi-
ated and the succession of moments and events commenced. Everything created
had a beginning, thus the cosmos and material things are not eternal. Therefore, a
world apart from time is unconceivable. Augustine stated that the world was not
made in time but along with time.? Time, says Bavinck, “is the necessary form of
the existence of the finite. It is not separate creation but something automatically
given with the world, co-created with it like space” (Bavinck 2004, p. 429)*.

Time is a linear process with a preordained end. God knows this end, and he
has revealed to us that there will be an end of this earthly time. But until then
time will flow, and we as humans in rare cases exactly know what our future will

bring.

Linear or cyclical time?

This linear concept of time is part of our Western heritage, but we must not take
it for granted. The cyclical concept of time, common to all pagan and Eastern reli-
gions, is absolutely different. Methodist theologian John N. Oswalt comments on

the ancient religions:

3 See Augustine’s Confessions, XI, 10-13, and City of God, VII,30; XI,4-6; XII,15-17.
See also Paul Mills’ good overview, “A brief theology of time”, Cambridge Papers, Vol. 7, No 1

(March 1998). Available from: http://www.jubilee-centre.org/a-brief-theology-of-time-by-paul-
mills/ [May 4, 2016]



“Since all things recur endlessly, there is no future different from the present, and
there is no past from which the present differs. In such a circumstance, study of the
past for the sake of improvement of the present and the future makes no sense. One
can only hope to discover a pattern of recurrences in the past [...].” (Oswalt 2009,
p. 122)

In this mythical worldview, says Oswalt, “the idea that the past might be tran-
scended and that hitherto unknown events could occur is not within the myth-
maker’s concept of reality. The shape of reality is determined by ‘now’, and ‘now’
is going nowhere.” (Oswalt 2009, p. 61-62) The idea that in the future things will
not be as they are now does not makes sense in the myths. Time has always rolled
and it always will, but it is moving in a circle. There is no real progress, nothing
fundamentally new. What is left is the “actualization of the timeless reality” (Os-
walt 2009, p. 51).

In contrast to that, “the biblical characters are not depicted as semi-divine,
representative beings. They are clearly presented to us as unique individuals, firm-
ly rooted in time and space.” The whole Bible stresses “that it is human choices
that shape the direction of events on earth” (Oswalt 2009, p. 125-126).

We must not underestimate this very important point. Thomas Cahill bril-
liantly elaborates on this basic contrast of worldviews in his The Gift of the Jews.
Generally in the ancient world human life was regarded as a reflection of the life
in the heavenly realm, controlled by the forces of destiny. The gods were supposed
to decide everything. The examples, patterns, paradigms are in heaven, written in
the stars. Task of human beings is to repeat these, to act in accord with them: “In
the revolving drama of the heavens, primitive peoples saw an immortal, wheel-
like pattern that was predictive of mortal life. At the centre of this Wheel of Life
they found the Hub of Death... The spiral, ever turning, ever beginning again, is
the image of the cyclical nature of reality [...]” (Cahill 1998, p. 53).

The biblical concept is not cyclical but linear. The stars are no gods, and hu-
man beings are really free (though not absolutely free). Their thinking, feeling and
acting have meaning and potential for creating something new. In Genesis 12 we
meet Abram/Abraham - an individual, stepping into an unknown future. He is
not repeating a pattern, God is making history with him.

If time is no longer cyclical but one-way and irreversible, “personal history is
now possible and an individual life can have value... And without the individual,
neither time nor history is possible” (Cahill 1998, p. 94-95). Hence in the Bible we
see, again and again, unique individuals - often bizarre, surprising; people who do

not fit into any given pattern; real persons who impact history and change their
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course of life. All this makes perfect sense since linear time implies that the new

is worth looking for.’

Limitations of time

Abraham lived in time, and so did Adam. Of course, there is an important differ-
ence. Abraham knew that one day he would taste death; in the beginning, Adam
and Eve did not have to die. Nevertheless, the first couple was called to live within
a confined temporal position. They were created upright, but put to a test. This
probation itself assumes being in time. Every moment is important, because it has
ethical relevance. Thus Adam and Eve did not have to hurry as we might have to;
their life was originally not restricted by a lifespan of 70-120 years. They did not
suffer from a frightful shortage of time. But they had to deal with temporal limita-
tions and could not fulfil every duty, laid upon them, once at a time.

We have to remember that they could find themselves put before several tasks:
being fruitful, subduing or cultivating the earth (Gen 1:28), the last compris-
ing many separate responsibilities. Yet already for them before the fall time was
scarce, that is to say limited, and therefore they very often faced a kind of collision
of duties: due to linear time they could not perform them all at the same moment.

God established several institutions, creation ordinances, for human beings to
live in, and they all compete for our scarce time. German ethicist Thomas Schirr-

macher:

“Every single day every individual has to weigh up which obligations he or she will fulfil
and in which order this will be done... When I get up in the morning, I have to decide
how I am going to fulfil my obligations as a husband and father, pastor, employer and
citizen. Most of the time I cannot fulfil all the obligations simultaneously, and yet all
of them are mandates received from God. I am therefore continually conducting a bal-
ancing of interests” (Schirrmacher 2013, p. 94).

Of course, Schirrmacher has in mind our daily experience today where this
conflict of duties is often very difficult and painful. But even in a world without sin
different and legitimate interests had to be reconciled with each other. Adam and
Eve were facing the task of conscious deliberation, or simply put: What to do next?

Scarcity of time underlines the importance of choice. Samuel Gregg: “The need

to choose implies the need to sacrifice. The very act of choice implies that, while

> See also Stark 2006, p. 9: “With the exception of Judaism, the other great faiths have conceived
of history as either an endlessly repeated cycle or inevitable decline - Muhammad is reported
to have said, ‘The best generation is my generation.” In contrast, Judaism and Christianity have
sustained a directional conception of history [...].”



one thing is chosen, another is left behind.” This is due to the “self-evident” fact
of scarcity, yet “many people fail to acknowledge this fundamental reality. But rec-
ognizing the inherent cost of every human decision should not carry a negative
connotation.” We have to evaluate our priorities, and this “encourages us to be
wise in our choices and this, indirectly, encourages us to actualize the first of the
cardinal virtues: prudence” (Gregg 2001, p. 16). In this way, says Michael Novak,
“time imposes disciplines and obligations”; it “imposes its own spirituality. Con-
sider the daily regimen adopted by Benjamin Franklin”, who said, “Lose no time:
Be always employ’d in something useful: cut off all unnecessary Action. (Novak
1991, p. 97, 101).

1.4. Called to work

God’s co-workers

God himself is a worker or craftsman. “By the seventh day God had finished the
work he had been doing” (Gen 2:2). God is said to be resting after the six days of
creation, but this is certainly not to be conceived as a cessation of all activities: “He
who watches over Israel will neither slumber nor sleep” (Ps 121:4); “How many
are your works, O Lord! In wisdom you made them all...” (Ps 104:24). Numerous
verses in the Bible make it clear that the Lord is controlling the forces of nature
and events of history; he is actively involved in the life of human beings, especially
his chosen people. All this involves work. It is no coincidence that the incarnated
Son of God was by profession not a philosopher, not a poet, not even a priest, but a
carpenter (Mk 6:3) or construction worker as we could translate the Greek tekton.

Being made in God’s image human beings too are called to work. The command
to subdue the earth and rule over it in Gen 1:28 clearly implies work, and in Gen
2:15 it is stated unequivocally, “The Lord took the man and put him in the Garden
of Eden to work it and take care of it” (See also Ex 20:9-10). The earth is given to
human beings (Ps 115:16); they are taken or made from the ground, that is mate-
rial stuff (Gen 3:19), and therefore they are also to work or cultivate the ground
(Gen 2:5.15).

A concrete work is mentioned in Gen 2:19-20, the naming of the animals. In
this way humans exercise dominion on earth (Gen 1:26) which, of course, is under
the sovereign dominion of God. David VanDrunen says, “the first Adam was made
in the divine image as the royal son of God, commissioned to exercise wise, righ-
teous, and holy dominion over this world” (VanDrunen 2010, p. 40). We were cre-

ated for creative production, being vice-regents of God in this world. Hence work
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and culture are not a curse but a gift and invitation to continue God’s own creative
activity. Through work we participate in God’s ongoing providence for the human
race. Lee Hardy writes, “by working we affirm our uniquely human position as
God’s representatives on this earth, as cultivators and stewards of the good gifts
of his creation” (Hardy 1990, p. 48).

The whole Bible speaks very highly of work®. If somebody is able to work, he or
she has to work. It is interesting that in the future vision of the new heavens and
a new earth Isaiah says that people “will build houses and dwell in them; they will
plant vineyards and eat their fruit”, “they will not toil in vain” (Isa 65:21.23) - toil
or work will then be fully satisfying, but work, nevertheless. And even if we admit
that this is just figurative language, the ethos behind these expressions is clear.
Similarly, when in the vision of edenic prosperity in Amos 9:13 wine will “flow
from all the hills”, this is no Cockaigne; the reaper and the plowman, the planter
“and the one treading grapes” are mentioned - all workers. Wine will flow, but due
to their work.

Thus the so-called Creation or Cultural Mandate (Gen 1:28; 9:1), comprising
the whole range of activities in work and culture, is a divine and universal com-
mand, and it is in itself not less spiritual or less pleasing to God than the other
Great Commission, the spreading of the Gospel (Mt 28:18-20). (Macaulay’s essay
1998)

John Calvin even stressed that “we become most Godlike not when we turn

away from action, but when we engage in it” (Hardy 1990, p. 57).

Working with dirt

It is necessary to keep in mind that the ancient Greeks and Romans had another
conception of their gods and so of human work. “The gods, as we conceive them,
enjoy supreme felicity and happiness,” says Aristotle in his Nicomachean Ethics,
and this “activity of God, which is transcendent in blessedness, is the activity of
contemplation” (1178b). The highest occupation of the gods is reasoning and med-
itating. Therefore we humans are also called to “prefer the activity of the part [of
the soul] which is in its nature the higher” states the philosopher in Politics (VII.
xiv.13). Roman orator and philosopher Cicero openly despised manual work in his
ethics On Duties:

“Unbecoming to a gentleman, too, and vulgar are the means of livelihood of all hired

workmen whom we pay for mere manual labour, not for artistic skill... And all mechan-

& See, e.g, in the NT Mt 13:55; Act 18:3; 1 Thes 4:11; 2 Thes 3:10; Eph 4:28.



ics are engaged in vulgar trades; for no workshop can have anything liberal about it.
Least respectable of all are those trades which cater for sensual pleasures: Fishmon-
gers, butchers, cooks, and poulterers, And fishermen...” (I, 150)

Certainly not coincidentally Jesus first called fishermen to follow him and be-
come his disciples (Mt 4:18; Mk 1:16). We must never forget that manual labour
has its own high dignity. John Murray, referring to Gen 2:15, undetlines that here
we are informed “that it was highly worthy of man’s dignity as created after the
divine image to be employed in so a mundane a task. This is eloquent warning
against the impiety of despising and judging unworthy of our dignity the tasks
which we call menial.” (Murray 1957, p. 35) The lowest kind of labour is of as much
value as the intellectual. Jay W. Richards gets right to the point:

“We aren’t ethereal angels or wispy spirits. We're made of dirt, and we’re made to work
with dirt — and yet we have in us the very breath of God. We're drawn from the ground
but still transcend it. Dirt, as God created it, isn’t dirty. And working with dirt, as God
created it, doesn’t make us dirty. Work itself is part of God’s original blessing, not his
curse after the fall. The way in which we work, then, should reflect the fact that we are
a unity of matter and spirit, of heaven and earth, neither pack animals nor angels”
(Richards 2009, p. 98).

No need to economize?

We now turn to the important question of what this work in Eden was like and
what this means for our subject scarcity. “Since he came down from the trees, man
has faced the problem of survival,” Robert Heilbroner starts the second chapter of
his bestselling The Worldly Philosophers. (Heilbroner 2000, p. 18) This picture just
makes sense in the Grand Evolutionary Myth as philosopher Alvin Plantinga once
coined this nowadays dominating paradigm. (Methodological Naturalism? 2016)

Yet the history of humanity did not start in misery or a fierce struggle for sur-
vival. The Garden of Eden was a place of joy, satisfaction, and harmony.

However, we must not stretch this picture too far. It is often assumed that life
in pre-fall Eden, in Paradise’, was characterized by a blissful, easy-going laziness
of a sort; work, perhaps, but not really. And here comes in abundance. Even ac-
knowledged economist Thomas Sowell writes in Basic Economics: “The Garden of
Eden was a system for the production and distribution of goods and services, but
it was not an economy, because everything was available in unlimited abundance.

Without scarcity, there is no need to economize - and therefore no economics”
(Sowell 2011, p. 2).

" Derived from the Greek paradeisos — garden.
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There is truth in Sowell’s sentences, no doubt. There was and is abundance,
but was really everything available for Adam? Undoubtedly Adam was not hin-
dered by any evil obstruction; he could freely implement his ideas and plans; in
principle he had access to everything he desired. But let us go back to Sowell’s
term “production”. Inherent to production is the initial situation of non-being.
Productive labour is about transforming things into something more useful. In
this way something really new comes to existence. Every work of this kind creates
new things that have not been there before. This fact alone presupposes scarcity;
and if abundance would mean the total and instant presence of everything, there
would be no work at all. All we wish for would be right at hand. Therefore scarcity is
directly connected to work. And since work is our calling and good, scarcity is good
and God-pleasing too. Gregg makes this point better than Sowell: “Humans do not
find that nature automatically provides us with the things that we desire or need.
Work is required to harness this potential. Hence, everything that is produced by
humans costs us some of our time and labor” (Gregg 2001, p. 15). This was true

before the fall and is true today.

Work and enjoyment

How to imagine daily life in the Garden? Did Adam and Eve just keep going around,
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picking up fruits here and there? Pannenberg explains very well that inherent to
work is the tension between work and enjoyment, and although he has in view
post-fall conditions the main principle is also true in a sinless and fully harmoni-

ous world:

“The distinction of work and enjoyment is constitutive for the concept of work. Con-
sequently, when human beings nourish themselves on the fruits of nature that are at
hand..., they do not perform work. On the other hand, the gathering of these fruits for
subsequent use, and especially in order to lay in a supply for the winter or other times
of shortage, is to be considered work. Like the preparation of meals, which are only to
be eaten after the preparation, the process of collection and storage postpones enjoy-
ment and thus shows itself to be a behaviour that has been cultivated. Work provides
food not only for the moment but for an anticipated future [...]. Through such post-
ponement of enjoyment work creates property which to a large extent frees humans
from the immediate pressure of their primary needs, since the products of their work

are now at their disposition for future use” (Pannenberg 1985, p. 418-419).

In the Garden there was no life-threatening shortage. Nevertheless, Adam still
had to think about ways to work and cultivate the ground. He faced the challenge

124 to design and construct tools. It is hard to imagine that God would have given all



these necessary and helpful instruments of work to him. There was an abundance
of copper, iron and tin in the ground, as there was an abundance of plants and
fruits and water and soil. Nature does present to us a real abundance of resources,
before and after the fall. No doubt God is the great giver. But we must not jump
too easily to the conclusion that he generously gives us everything in pre-pack-
aged form. He almost never does! There always had and has to be productive effort
on the part of human beings. Therefore even in Paradise abundance, scarcity and
production went together to form a peaceful balance. There is more than getting
and sharing, there is also producing. Otherwise we are easily trapped, as so many
theologians, in the dichotomy of either taking (evil) or giving (good). Production
leads a way out of this, combining taking and giving. A great summary by econo-

mist Michael Kruse:

“It is true that God created and placed us in a world of abundant resources. But very few
resources exist in a state usable by human beings. Energy, technology, and intelligence must
be applied to resources to transform them from less useful states into more useful states [...].
This is part and parcel of the biblical notion of stewardship as God placed Adam in the
garden to work it so that if might produce abundance” (Kruse 2008).

1.5. Called to be creative

The Mind of the Maker

Being called to work, human beings are also encouraged to express their God given
creativity. This word of Latin origin is certainly not found in the Bible (our modern
usage has its roots in the Enlightenment). In ancient times terms like the Greek
techne, skilful knowledge and art, or phronesis, practical wisdom, had been used.
God, too, is revealed as the most wise Creator, personified Wisdom is standing
“at his side” (Prov 8:30). All of God’s works in creation and providence reveal his
wisdom and creativity.

In the Bible wisdom is accentuated many times; it means knowing how to do
things in changing circumstances. This clearly implies creativity because situations
have to be evaluated differently; facing new challenges very often new and creative
answers have to be found. This is true for the Bible itself. The various authors of
the biblical books have spoken to so diverse audiences in different situations that
the Holy Scriptures themselves reflect an astonishing literary creativity.

It is probably no coincidence that a creative writer, not a professional theolo-
gian, masterfully expressed these thoughts. Dorothy Sayers (1893-1957), famous

author of crime stories, says in The Mind of the Maker, “The characteristic common
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to God and man is apparently that: the desire and the ability to make things.” Of
course, we cannot create in the same way God does, He alone made the world out
of nothing; thus “we can only rearrange the unalterable and indestructible units of
matter in the universe and build them up into new forms”. Nevertheless, especially
creative artists do something analogous to the absolute creation of God. They use
their creative mind and imagination, and in this way humans mirror God. Sayers
quoting Russian philosopher Nikolai Berdyaev, “God created the world by imagi-
nation” (Sayers 1987, p. 17-23). This is why “creative mind is in fact the very grain
of the spiritual universe”, and it is “exhibited in the structure of every man and
woman”. Therefore we must not confine “the average man and woman to uncre-
ative activities and to an uncreative outlook”, because “this would do violence to
the very structure of our being” (Sayers 1987, p. 185).

Being made in God’s image involves “the capacity to understand, to grasp, to
reflect, and to arrange” what God has revealed in creation. When we start to re-
flect on these thoughts of God, sciences arise, Abraham Kuyper (1837-1920) says
(Kuyper 2011, p. 35-42). Without sin, he continues, there would not have been a
state (using force to punish criminals and to defend citizens from aggression) and
the church (proclaiming an answer to sin), but there would have been science. And
it started in the Garden. To be able to name the animals the first humans had to
study their character and do research; they needed power to distinguish, imagina-

tion and creativity — a rudimentary kind of science emerged.

The genius of man

But it was none other than Augustine who most beautifully expressed the greatness
of the human creative mind in chapter “Of the Blessings with Which the Creator
Has Filled This Life” of his The City of God.? “It is He, then, who has given to the hu-
man soul a mind,” says the Church father, hence we have “become capable of knowl-
edge and of receiving instruction, fit to understand what is true and to love what
is good.” Then he starts a series of questions and exclamations, becoming more
and more enthusiastic about human achievements. “Who can competently utter
or even conceive the grandeur of this work of the Almighty, and the unspeakable
boon He has conferred upon our rational nature, by giving us even the capacity
of such attainment?” He asks, “has not the genius of man invented and applied

countless astonishing arts, partly the result of necessity, partly the result of exu-

8 Book XXII, chapter 24.



berant invention, so that this vigour of mind... betokens an inexhaustible wealth
in the nature which can invent, learn, or employ such arts?”

We have to remember that Augustine wrote these lines about 1600 years ago.
What would he say today, after two centuries of numerous and even more fascinat-
ing inventions? Would he not marvel at all these achievements of modern science
and technology? Should we not revel in the fruits of human creative spirit?

Theologians can take an example of Augustine. This is all the more true because
theology as a discipline also requires a creative mind. We can define theology, fol-
lowing John M. Frame, as the application of God’s Word to all areas of life.® Believ-
ers are not called to blind and mindless repetition of eternal truths; God wants us
to creatively implement His law and will for us in ever-changing situations.

Unfortunately, theologians rarely elaborate on this point in the context of
economy. Christopher J.H. Wright mentions the “ingenuity and adaptability God
gave to human beings” in his ethics of the OT; “humanity has always had a built-in
potential to produce material goods beyond what is needed for immediate surviv-
al” (Wright 2004, p. 149-151). But that is all we get on 500 pages about the human
genius of imagination, productive creation and creativity. Too quickly the industri-
alization and technological advance are only seen from the perspective of a fallen
world. Says Wright in almost patronizing manner, “they [industry, technology]
may not be in themselves sinful [...] but [...]". This “but” is very strong, and thus

our human creative mind is immoderately minimized.

Being open to new ideas

Human creativity is closely related to our being limited and ‘unfinished’. Hans
Schwarz expresses this as follows: “openness to the world is a characteristic human
feature”. Humans “are always becoming and never definitely set in their ways. This
allows for the peculiarly human freedom of action uninhibited by rigidly struc-
tured norms for actions and reaction... Humans can dialogically interact with their
environment...” (Schwarz 2013, p. 73).

Human beings always retain ‘immature’ characteristics; they continuously de-
velop, grow in knowledge, experience and skills. Seen from a purely biological per-
spective humans are relatively weak in physical terms; bodily they reach a certain
completeness as adults. But our main asset, our most distinguishing feature as
humans, is our ability to think, imagine and create. This is what keeps us open and

in dialogue with our environment. Even if the theory of evolution were true, bio-

®  See Frame 1987, p. 76.
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logical adaption takes long periods of time. Yet through our faculty of reasoning
we interact with culture and do change all the time.

This fundamental openness and ever becoming is not a result of sin’’; in prin-
ciple change is not evil. Jesus’ life confirms this truth too. In Lk 2:52 it is said that
he “grew in wisdom”. He was not incarnated as a perfect, immediately adult male.
In a direct way he embodied our interaction with the world and our growing in
knowledge and practical wisdom.

Having said all this, we now turn again to the subject of scarcity. Our under-
standing and wisdom can progressively increase, because we believe in a conscious
and rational supernatural Creator — a person who can be understood; and because
the created world itself reveals this rational God, it also can be explored with our
mind. Yet, due to our being created human, knowledge will always be imperfect or
not absolute.

Did Adam in the Garden possess perfect knowledge? All his acting and think-
ing was perfect only in a moral sense; before the fall it was not tainted by sin. But
obviously God did not implant into his brain all-embracing knowledge. He still was
facing many challenges of how to cultivate the Garden and to subdue the whole
earth. In other words, he had to generate ideas, many ideas; and it simply is not
plausible, as we noticed, that God would have directly revealed most of these to
him.

Until today one main result of our mental activity are ideas, new ideas, creative
ideas, better and better ideas. And there are never enough good ideas! Adam had
some, we have more, and yet it’s not enough. Who would dare to say “enough of
these ideas”? We still do not have the totality of good ideas. The same is true in
theology: We do have the infallible and inerrant Word of God, but our understand-
ing of it will always remain open to improvement.

Economist Izrael M. Kirzner, following thoughts of Karl Popper and FA. Hayek
says: “Knowledge is open-ended in the sense that no matter how much we know,
this is as nothing compared with what we know that we do not know... knowledge
is open-ended in the sense of always being seen as incomplete. It is always only a
fragment of that which is available to be known” (Kirzner 2003).

10 We have to add here that before the fall this openness also meant that Adam was able to sin or

not to sin; he was in a state of integrity but on probation, put to a test; see also 1.3. Adam “stood
at the beginning of his ‘career’ not at the end. His condition was provisional and temporary and
could not remain as it was. It either had to pass on to higher glory or to sin and death” (Bavinck
2004, p. 564). Today, after the fall, we are not free anymore not to sin, as Augustine stressed,
but we have to keep in mind that on a very fundamental creational level only human beings have
been made good as well as on probation - open to God’s checking.



For all these reasons good ideas are scarce and will always be so. There is no end
of this kind of scarcity in sight. We still can do better, all the time! Ideas are our

main resource, and the lack of good ideas will ever be with us.

Scarcity conspiring with creativity

This eminence of ideas relates theology to economics. Of course, theology itself is
more conservative because it centres around faithfully passing on the undefiled
Gospel. And yet it also needs new ideas to be able to communicate this old Gospel
to ever new people in always different situations. In the end all theology serves
this task. New ideas advance theology, the economy and whole societies. Theolo-
gians can concur wholeheartedly with Ludwig von Mises saying, “Everything that
happens in the social world in our time is the result of ideas. Good things and bad
things. What is needed is to fight bad ideas [...]. We must substitute better ideas
for wrong ideas. [...] Ideas and only ideas can light the darkness. [...] What we
need is nothing else than to substitute better ideas for bad ideas” (Mises 2006,
p. 105).

We started with a serious tension between contemporary theologians and eco-
nomic thinking. But the human creative mind and its products, ideas, constitute a
fundamental point of contact. Therefore Christian economists Victor V. Claar and

Robin J. Klay can express this agreement:

“Aspects of that image [of God in human beings] include the capacity, vision and pas-
sion to create new things, to uncover new possibilities, and to explore new dimensions.
Because God continuously sustains and unfolds new potential in creation, the gift of
human creativity is essential for society to thrive”, therefore human beings are called

“to develop resources and apply their talents” (Claar & Klay 2007, p. 23).

Michael Novak is another bridge-builder, commenting on Adam Smith’s The
Wealth of Nations, “The key to the wealth of nations lies in human creativity more
than in any other source.” He explains concisely our human openness and orienta-
tion to the future: “Creation left to itself is incomplete, and humans are called to
be co-creators with God, bringing forth the potentialities the Creator has hidden.
Creation is full of secrets waiting to be discovered, riddles which human intelli-
gence is expected by the Creator to unlock” (Novak 1991, p. 78, 39). In humble
spirit he writes in the “Afterword for the 1991 Edition” of his acclaimed book:
“Perhaps the most important point I slowly came to see is that the heart of the
capitalist approach to economics is neither private property, nor markets, nor
profits [...], but rather invention” (Novak 1991, p. 419).
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Rodney Stark also notes that “it was invention that constituted the success
of the West” (Stark 2006, p. 158)**. More and more the conviction took root that
in the long run economic growth is not possible through stealing and plundering
and the exploitation of slaves. A mindset of robbing makes sense in a narrative
of abundance: others have more than enough, so let’s take it away from them.
Scarcity, on the other hand, conspires with creativity “to get us to the next level, to
the next resource or the next technological breakthrough. Necessity is indeed the
mother of invention, but a human creator is the father”, says Richards (Richards
2009, p. 190).

Our ultimate resource

Obviously, there is on earth an abundance of grasses with their fruits, the
caryopses. Yet it took human creativity to cultivate wheat, corn, rice. We pray for
our daily bread (Mt 6:11), but it usually does not fall from down heaven (with the
exception of Manna to the Israelites in the desert, see Ex 16:31). The most natural
thing like bread had to be invented! And this process is open to improvement (one
of the most important was baking with yeast). Baking bread was made popular
in Europe by the Romans. Bread-making needs flour, and this has to be ground.
A big step forward in the production of food was the inventions of mills. The Ro-
mans came up with the rotary hand-mill, older are horse mills and watermills,
later windmills were invented. The need to produce more and better food triggered
off a whole range of ideas.

There is also an abundance of iron in the ground, the same is true for coal.
But it took centuries to see that it is a far superior fuel than wood, that we can
make coke out of coal, enhancing even the energetic proprieties of this mineral.
The first blast furnaces were invented in the middle ages, but cast-iron was used
for construction only from the late 18" century on; high-quality steel had to wait
for Henry Bessemer’s converter in the 19 century.

New ideas brought about new needs which encouraged new inventions. More
and more coal was needed, and this scarcity made James Watt think about an im-
proved steam engine. His machine of 1769 changed history. In 1831 M. Faraday’s
electrical generator followed and in 1884 the power machine which still lights our
nights, C. Parsons’ steam turbine.

1 See also chapter 4, , The Invention of Invention®, in Landes 1999. There he gives a good overview

of early inventions; inventions are the root cause — or heart, as Novak says - of prosperity, but
Europe succeeded, Landes says, not least because of institutionally embedded property rights
and free markets, that is entrepreneurship.



For thousands of years crude oil lay in the ground unexploited. Again, there
was enough, a sheer abundance, but until recently - in historical dimensions - we
had no, or almost no, idea what to do with “naphtha” or petroleum. This radically
changed only in the middle of the 19 century and gave us a whole range of new
products like gasoline, kerosene, then derived from these petrochemicals and our
whole world of synthetic plastics, starting with Bakelite and celluloid, later poly-
styrene, polyamide, polyester, and on it goes.

Step by step daily life was improved, the range of our freedom enlarged. These
inventions got under way around 1900, starting with electricity and the petrol
engine, then, in the great first decade of the 20" century, came the air conditioner
(1902), the airplane (1903), the electric cardiograph (1903), the AM radio (1906),
the electric cash register (1906), the vacuum cleaner (1908), to name but a few. It
is hard to imagine life without them.*?

Was there ever enough change? Should the development have been stopped at,
let us say, 18007 Should humanity have been satisfied with steam power? But what
about electricity? Should the “enough!” have echoed through the laboratories and
factories of 1900? Who needs automobiles and airplanes? Shouldn’t we be satis-
fied with faster horses or faster locomotives? Shouldn’t we have called for stopping
the circle of economic growth, in 1800? Or rather in 1900? Or today? Shall we
really make wealth history® or shall we walk on? Insightful thinkers like Popper
and Hayek have understood that we have to choose the second.™

No doubt the gifts of life are given by a generous God. But his greatest gift to
us, our ultimate resource, is our creative mind, and therefore we very rarely just
take raw materials — we create products or commodities, and so He provides us

with all we need through ever expanding new ideas and products.

Humanomics

Today it is probably economic historian Deirdre McCloskey who most forcefully
stresses the decisive role of ideas and innovations. The “Great Enrichment”, start-
ing around 1800, is not explicable by “putting brick on brick” or stealing from oth-

12 See also the impressive list of 114 inventions between 1700 and 1850 in chapter 6 of Jay 2000.
See http://makewealthhistory.org/

See K. R. Popper’s final words in Vol. I of Popper 2011, p. 189: “There is no return to a harmonious
sate of nature. If we turn back, then we must go the whole way — we must turn to beasts. It is an
issue which we must face squarely... We can return to the beasts. But if we wish to remain human,
then there is only one way, the way into the open soceity. We must go on into the unknown, the
uncertain and insecure, using what reason we may have to plan as well we can for both security
and freedom.”
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ers (exploitation and imperialism); it is not the physical capital, but human capital,

which caused this unique phenomenon:

“Contrary to the usual declarations of the economists since Adam Smith or Karl Marx,
the Biggest Economic Story was not caused by trade or investment or exploitation. It
was caused by ideas. The idea of bourgeois dignity and liberty led to a rise of real in-
come per head in 2010 prices from about $3 a day in 1800 worldwide to over $100 in
places that have accepted the Bourgeois Deal and its creative destruction” (McCloskey
2010).

McCloskey is convinced that mainly discovery and innovations made us rich -
ideas put into practice. She even prefers “innovation” to “capitalism” and “huma-
nomics” to “economics”, underlining that economics first goes about in our heads.
The Industrial Revolution was sparked by the way people thought and spoke, by
a new liberty and dignity of the inventive people, for the bourgeois or the middle
class.” First in north-western Europe from the 17% century on the former hier-
archical structure of society started to change and give way to more horizontal or
egalitarian relationships. Ancient constraints were released, and all this resulted
in political and societal freedom the world has never seen before. Freedom was the
condition, and then ideas could start breeding.

McCloskey uses various illustrations like the ice hockey stick for the Great En-
richment. Another picture for the same phenomenon is a tide: the rise of income
per head in history is like the rising of water on a shore. What economists are usu-
ally proud of (the “hard stuff” and how it works) analyses just what the water is do-
ing in the sand of the shore. But the tide itself has to be explained, and in the end,

it is ideas, ideas and ideas, the human spirit, ethics and our talking about ideas.

16. Called to life in community

The fully developed image of God

In the coronation hymn of the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal from the 7th century
BCitis said, “May harmony and peace be established in Assyria! [The god] Assur is
King - truly Assur is King, and Ashurbanipal is the image of [the god] Assur” (eds.
Joas & Wiegandt 2010, p. 83). The king alone is the image of god. In the biblical
creation account this concept is fundamentally changed and democratized: every

human being is made in the image of God. And we have to go further: the individ-

> This is the subject of McCloskey 2010, the second volume in her tetralogy on economic history.



ual, gifted with dignity of being God’s creation, is created for community, and only
in community the image of God comes to fulfilment.

John Bolt, referring to the well-known verse “It is not good for the man to be
alone” (Gen 2:18), says, “The point is not that Adam was lonely; rather, there is
something humanly incomplete about him. If humanity is to image God as the
Creator intended, ‘man’ needs the complement of ‘woman’. Here we have, in nuce,
the foundation of all social order.” Therefore, apart from some rare exceptions,
“work is always social; we work for others, with others, and to benefit others. We
are able to work because social, political, and economic structures are in place to
provide opportunities for us to work” (Bolt 2013, p. 42-44). Heart and foundation
of the societal order are marriage and the family because it is there where we start
caring and working for each other, learning the necessary skills and virtues. Out
of family relations mostly organically and spontaneously arise all kinds of social
order.

God created us as intelligent beings with a creative mind. This natural endow-
ment, says Emil Brunner (1889-1966), “which makes it possible for him to work,
also leads him to this life in community. Intelligent reflection shows him that he
attains more in combination with others than each individual could gain by him-
self, it points him to the two natural possibilities of life in community: co-opera-

tion and exchange” (Brunner 2002, p. 385). Hardy also accentuates that

“We depend upon others, as they depend upon us. This indicates God’s intent that
human beings should live in a society bound together by common needs and mutual
service. Our lack of self-sufficiency necessarily draws us together into an interdepen-
dent society of persons. Furthermore, although we were created with the same basic

needs, we were not created with the same talents and abilities” (Hardy 1990, p. 60).

He quotes John Calvin, saying, “all the gifts we possess have been bestowed by
God and entrusted to us on condition that they be distributed for our neighbours’
benefit.” God created us to live in communities of mutual love and service. He
wants to give us all necessary for life through this mutual service to each other.

This service takes different shapes in the ordinances but there is always care
for others and some mutual benefit in family, economy, church and civil govern-
ment. The aspect of service is most obvious in the family because little children
almost totally depend on their parents’ service, providing food, shelter, etc. Only
later children start to serve each other and their parents. In the Church ordained
ministers serve the members of the congregations, and the believers serve each

other. In many churches deacons serve in the area of relief and charity. The goal
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of all leadership in the church is “to equip the saints [that is all members of the
church] for the work of ministry” (Eph 4:11-12).

High-ranking government employees are ministers too, the Latin word for ser-
vants. The state in general serves us, the citizens, not the other way round (Rom
13:4). And in the economy everything is founded on service: providing products
and services to other citizens; here the relationships are mostly horizontal, ben-
efits clearly mutual. In the other ordinances vertical relationships are sometimes
more prominent (parents stand above children); in the economy mutuality is king.
Work is also our most general kind of service because (almost) every adult human

being is working in some way or another (not necessarily paid work).

Never enough people

Single human beings are not self-sufficient, we are in need of other people. There
will always be a lack of people, and this scarcity will stay with us. Through it God is
blessing us. This means that labour for mutual benefit will always be scarce. Where
there ever enough people to subdue, cultivate and keep the earth?

Yet the logic of Gen 1:28 is often not seen or turned around. “Growth in num-
bers [of human beings, following the command to multiply], however, requires
growth in material production”, says Wright. Of course, there is truth in this state-
ment. But the word “however” says a lot. Is not the growth in numbers first of all
a blessing to the created world? If we see it mostly or first of all as a challenge,
we will always come to the conclusion that feeding of more and more people is a
burden.' Yet from another perspective more people have more ideas, can better
co-operate, are able to more intensively care for each other through their work etc.
The existence of more people is basically good.

Wright almost gets to the point: “If human beings were ‘to fill the earth and
subdue it’, this was bound to lead to surplus of some products in some places and
scarcity of some in others... Thus it seems that exchange and trade of commodities
are natural consequences of human growth in all its dimensions” (Wright 2004,
p. 149). But why such a cautious expression like “it seems”? Here he touches the
heart of our economic system, voluntary exchange for mutual benefit, and yet he
remains so reluctant.

Economist Julian L. Simon (1932-1998) was more excited. The title of his
The Ultimate Resource (first published in 1980) contains the message: his central

premise was that people are the ultimate resource. “Human beings,” Simon writes,

6 The background of all this is, of course, T. R. Malthus’ theorizing.



“are not just more mouths to feed, but are productive and inventive minds that
help find creative solutions to man’s problems, thus leaving us better off over the
long run” (Simon 1996, p. 376). If we concentrate on the alleged finiteness of nat-
ural resources, we easily forget that our most important resource is our ability to
create, an always renewable resource.

That means that to accuse the capitalistic economy of putting only the individ-
ual into the centre is fundamentally misguided. Of course, personal decisions of
choice are essential for every market. But, as Novak explains, “The very structure
of democratic capitalism... is aimed at community”. He points out that “economic
activity is fundamentally corporate, exceeding the capacity of any one individu-
al alone” (Novak 1991, p. 129, 131), therefore cooperation is a central feature of
democratic capitalism (Leonard 2016).

Adam Smith masterfully captured the spirit of cooperation in the first chapter
of The Wealth of Nations. “The woollen coat, for example, which covers the day-la-
bourer, as coarse and rough as it may appear, is the produce of the joint labour of
a great multitude of workmen.“ Then he mentions “the shepherd, the sorter of the
wool, the wool-comber or carder, the dyer, the scribbler, the spinner, the weaver,
the fuller, the dresser, with many others, must all join their different arts in order
to complete even this homely production.” But that is not all, “many merchants
and carriers”, “ship-builders, sailors, sail-makers, rope-makers”, all must jointly
work together to produce the coat. “What a variety of labour, too, is necessary
in order to produce the tools of the meanest of those workmen!” Smith exclaims.

A page before this Smith expounds that the freedom of the individuals, pur-
suing their self-interest (see also below), finally leads to “universal opulence” and
“general plenty” due to extensive cooperation; “all the different ranks of the soci-
ety”, even the “lowest”, will profit (Smith 2012, p. 14-15).

Interlude

Now we can see that the statements, quoted in the introduction, contain much
truth, but this truth is often twisted and distorted.

Yes, God’s abundant and superfluous giving to creation is a great gift. But we
have to see that its main goal is to enable us to create and work. Without this hu-
man creation, without production, there is nothing to share.

Wallis, Brueggemann et al. demonstrate a fundamental ignorance of wealth
creation, mostly a non-subject in all their essays and books. In contrast, they focus

almost exclusively on distribution or sharing. But there has to be something to
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share! Margaret Thatcher’s famous rebuttal: “No-one would remember the Good
Samaritan if he’d only had good intentions; he had money as well” (TV Interview
for London Weekend Television Weekend World 1980).

And this the Samaritan had earned before through productive work.

Yes, “God provides through creation’s natural systems”, there is “natural abun-
dance” (McLaren 2008, p. 136, 138), but that is only a small fraction of the truth.
We experience His daily providence through the creative work and service of oth-
ers. There is almost nothing purely natural we receive; except the air we breathe
virtually everything we get is manufactured. Voluntary exchanges, trade, the di-
vision of labour - this is our natural system, because God has made to thrive in
that system.

Yes, trade assumes scarcity. We voluntarily exchange for mutual benefit; I am
giving up something to get something else you have. Where is the evil in this?
Why is thus hunger written into the conditions of our economics, as Cavanaugh
claims? Isn’t it the other way round, following Smith, that trade is the only means
to achieve universal prosperity to all the different ranks of the society?

Yes, there is not enough to go around. But what do we not have enough of?
How to evaluate this lack? We have to say this, first of all, about our good ideas.

And this scarcity is good and driving us forward.

1. Fall, Redemption and Consumation

21. East of Eden

Radical depraved

So far we have looked at the human condition as originally created by God. But all
our experience in daily life testifies to the fact that something is fundamentally
wrong with our world — and with us human beings. At one moment in history (or
pre-history) sin entered into God’s good creation, and this was due to the first
transgression of God’s law. Genesis 3 gives us the whole story.

Traditionally all churches stress the historicity of the fall. Michael Horton says,
“Christian theology stands or falls with a historical Adam and a historical fall. On
this point, Roman Catholic and Reformation theologies are at one” (Horton 2010,

p. 424-425)"". This is important because only a period of time - real, linear time -

7 In a footnote he quotes the Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraph 98.



before a fall, time without sin, evil and misery makes it plausible that sin is not
part of the definition of a human being,

The term “fall”, which is not found in the narrative itself, appropriately de-
scribes humanity’s new situation: human beings fell down from a level “little lower
than the heavenly beings” (Ps 8:5); they were banished from God’s direct presence
(Gen 3:23). The intimate and harmonious relationship with God, with each other,
with the rest of the created world was broken. As a result, the image of God in hu-
man beings was not totally extinguished; human beings did not become animals,
demons or stones. But the formerly perfect image is now corrupted and marred;
distorted but not destroyed. Humans lost true holiness and righteousness. Sin-
fulness affected all parts of us, mind and body, will and emotions, reasoning and
desiring.’®

Sin is lawlessness (1 Jn 3:4). It impacts every aspect of our moral decisions.
John Frame reminds that “a good work requires a right goal, standard, and mo-
tive.” But “if our goal is not to seek the glory of God, or if we are not acting accord-
ing to the standards of God’s law, or if we are not motivated by godly faith and

love, then even our best works are sinful” (Frame 2006, p. 111).

The dimensions of sin

Sin, as we have seen already, can be described from many perspectives. People of-
ten experience brokenness and estrangement. Twenty years ago, Canadian author
Douglas Coupland captured the mood of our postmodern time in his Life After
God, a collection of short stories. The narrator confesses, “I think I am a broken
person” (Coupland 1994, p. 309), looking for personal identity: “I never expected
to become this strange person I had become, but I was determined to know who
this person was” (p. 328). He sees the breach of relationship between people but
cannot find an escape or hope. Interestingly, he attributes the problems of con-
temporary culture to his parent’s generations’ who rebelled against God: “You are
the first generation raised without religion” (p. 161). He is clearly dissatisfied with
the state of things, observes how sin distorts society.

Apologist F. A. Schaeffer (1912-1984) about the feeling of contemporary cul-
ture: “The problem of our generation is a feeling of cosmic alienation, including the
area of morals. Man has a feeling of moral motions; yet in the universe as it is, his

feeling is completely out of line with what is there” (Schaeffer 1982, p. 295).

18 The pervasiveness of sin is often asserted in Bible, see, for example, Gen 6:5; 8:21; 1 Ki 8:46-

47.49; Job 14:4; Ps 130:3; Ecc 7:20; Eph 2:3; 1 Jn 1:8.10, and especially the first chapters of
Romans.
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The Bible gives a clear and very realistic picture of sin - much clearer than
the vague descriptions of brokenness and alienation of secular culture. The Holy
Scriptures have no qualms about strict judgements: Sin is irrational (Rom 1:19f):
everybody knows God, but this knowledge is suppressed, denied, and this leads to
all kinds of irrationalities. Sin is idolatry: humans worship idols, created things,
instead of the Creator (Rom 1:25). Sin is unbelief (Jn 16:9). Sin is selfishness, at
least most often.

Selfishness as a definition has to be qualified, and even more so self-love. Not
all self-love is evil (caring for one’s own needs in the sense of self-interest, see be-
low); morally reprehensible is a love which only centres on oneself. Augustine, later
joined by Martin Luther, coined the Latin phrase incurvatus in se (ipsum) as a met-
aphorical description of human sinfulness: “curved in on oneself”, being totally
occupied with the desires and wishes of me. In Augustine’s City of God the earthly
city is mainly characterized by this misdirected love (XIV,28).

A heavenly hole

The most serious result of the fall was the destruction of the intimate relationship
between God and the only created beings made in his image, humans. Before the
fall, God walked in the Garden with no distance between him and Adam and Eve;
later they hid themselves from his face and voice (Gen 3:8). Because of sin God
became unseen for them. He, the pure and holy light, is not approachable by sinful
people (see Ex 33:20). Yet God did not abandon his creation and is still active in
the world, upholding, governing, and protecting it. On the one hand, He is not far
and away (see Ps 139 or Act 17:27); on the other hand, there is an abyss, a moral
distance, between Him and us due to sin.

Using our subject’s terminology we can say that now God is scarce for us, He is
our most serious and fundamental scarcity, and this scarcity is not good. Created
beings have always been in need of their Creator; humans, even in Paradise, need-
ed God for a wholly satisfied life. Our ontological insufficiency being non-God (see
1.1) is good, but being not in accordance with his will, our moral insufficiency, is
not natural and not good'. Now, after the fall, the need of God has become painful
and desperate. God has set “eternity in their heart” (Ecc 3:11), and therefore we
are longing for home. Unbelievers, in different ways, tend to ignore this; believers

9 We have to see the difference between these two insufficiencies; being non-God does not neces-

sarily imply moral insufficiency, in other words, being non-God, we were not destined to become
morally corrupt; if being human would by itself mean being morally imperfect, God would be to
blame for his faulty creation.



like king David openly exclaim, “O God, you are my God, earnestly I seek you; my
soul thirsts for you, my body longs for you, in a dry and weary land where there is
no water” (Ps 63:1).

Theological genius Augustine famously captured this human incompleteness,
our longing for eternity after the fall, in the first paragraph of his Confessions
(I,1): “Thou movest us to delight in praising Thee; for Thou hast formed us for
Thyself, and our hearts are restless till they find rest in Thee”. This restlessness is
an experiential reality. C.S. Lewis built on this his apologetic argument from desire
in Mere Christianity: “If I find in myself a desire which no experience in this world
can satisfy, the most probable explanation is that I was made for another world”
(Lewis 1996, p. 121). Another world is not an ethereal sphere, it is a world without
sin, a world where “God himself will be with them” again (Rev 21:3) as God once
walked among the first man and woman.

The Biblical narrative, therefore, is utterly realistic. It does not say that inside
of us we can find divine potential or powers or energies; it does not tell us that we
are semi-gods; it does not gloss over evil - it is real, not an illusion. Catholic apol-
ogist Peter Kreeft does not mince words saying, “What you will find in your heart
is not heaven but a heavenly hole, a womblike emptiness crying out to be filled”
(Hyatt 1997, p. 312).

This emptiness will not go away unless it is filled by the love of God. Unfortu-
nately, human beings are not just seekers, they are also rebels who actively and
more or less consciously suppress their knowledge of God and truth (Rom 1:18).
They foolishly desire all kind of things which might fill that spiritual void. Human
beings are driven to restlessly seek satisfaction where they cannot find it. Today
such a message might sound too strict, but it is the only explanation why money,
sex and power, having enormous potential to bring goodness into human life, are

often misused and corrupted by greed, lust and pride.

22 Ultimate and penultimate

Infinite desires

Now we are prepared to turn to some very serious objections to the concept of
scarcity from a theological perspective. In Being Consumed William Cavanaugh also
refers to Augustine and our inner restlessness without God. Then he says,

“We desire because we live. The problem is that our desires continue to light on objects

that fail to satisfy, objects on the lower end of the scale of being that, if cut off from the

Source of their being, quickly dissolve into nothing. The solution to the restlessness of
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desire is to cultivate a desire for God, the Eternal, in whom our hearts will find rest”
(Cavanaugh 2008, p. 90).

This is mainly true, of course. Ultimate satisfaction can only be found in the
Eternal because He is the Ultimate. Yet Cavanaugh does not stop there, and, for
example, in his essay “Only Christianity can save economics“ (Cavanaugh 2011).

discusses the premise that “in economics, scarcity results from the assumption
that human desires for finite goods are unlimited.” His comment: “The problem
with this assumption is not the idea that goods are finite, but that human desires
for such goods are infinite. This is to write greed into the very nature of the human
person, and to put all economic activity into a tragic mode where my desires must
inevitably be in competition with yours.”

Walter Brueggemann argues on the same line in “The Liturgy of Abundance”®.
“Possessing land, property and wealth makes people covetous, the Bible warns.”
The result is that “we never feel that we have enough; we have to have more and
more, and this insatiable desire destroys us.” According to Brueggemann, “the
central problem of our lives is that we are torn apart by the conflict between our
attraction to the good news of God’s abundance and the power of our belief in
scarcity - a belief that makes us greedy, mean and unneighborly.” In contrast, “the
story of abundance says that our lives will end in God, and that this well-being
cannot be taken from us.”

An intellectually most demanding and profound version of this train of
thought is given by theologian D. Stephen Long. In Divine Economy: Theology
and the Market he explains that the roots of belief in scarcity and infinite desires
lie in modern anthropology, “modernity’s turn to the subject. After this turn, the
human person becomes construed as grounded in a finite rationality but with an
unlimited will.” This will “is grounded in a freedom that assumes the infinite.” In
contrast, “my choice at any historical moment is always already connected with
lack... I always live and act in a situation of scarcity where to decide for some-
thing at a particular moment is at the same time to decide against something else”
(Long 2000, p. 144).

Long demands, similar to Cavanaugh and Brueggemann, that “theologians
must deny this narrative of scarcity for it forces our language and actions into the
inevitable embrace of death.” We have to “participate in God’s inexhaustible good-
ness”, because “God is not defined by lack: God is an original plenitude never able
to be exhausted” (p. 146).

20 See the Introduction.



These are very strong statements with a final harsh judgement, and it is the most

sophisticated version of the “infinite desire’-argument. What can we say in reply?

Omnipresent sin

This kind of reasoning is almost convincing because it is almost true. Yes, disor-
dered desire is the main spiritual problem, and finite goods cannot ultimately sat-
isfy. But we have to distinguish. In a way, all our desires are infinite in the sense
of being open, as we saw above (1.5). If human creativity results in ever new in-
ventions, these new products and services create new desires. And no one can say
where this process could or should end.

People have the desire to move from one place to another. For many centuries
they desired horses, faster horses, and then the locomotive came, creating new
experiences, new expectations, even a whole new world of transportation. That
changed again with the automobile, later the airplane. With these technical inven-
tions our desires changed and grew: in the Middle Ages people desired to visit the
nearby city; today we desire to travel to distant continents.

The same story can be told about communication. Cheap paper and a modern
postal system created the desire to write private letters; smartphones created the
desire to instantly tell friends about our feelings through social media. Cheap steel
and reinforced concrete made it possible to construct taller and taller buildings — a
desire no one even thought about before. Numerous similar stories could be told.
For thousands of years people were forced to confine themselves to the most basic
desires of survival. But we stepped out of this close circle, ever expanding and
increasing our desires.

There is nothing inherently evil in all this. It is even true for other spheres than
the economy. We have created new demands for family life, new desires of intima-
cy and partnership. We have created new requirements for civil government. All
this is simply a fact, and we must not blame the economy for the success of our
modern world.

Therefore, the demand to cultivate finite desires is at least equivocal. Our de-
sires will keep growing. This does not necessarily lead to greed and hoarding, be-
cause, as we saw, goods are not that limited as often assumed. We create and pro-
duce more and more goods, and in a circle desires accordingly change. So there is
no in-built greed in economy. Of course, greed is a problem. We can even say that
it is the fundamental problem of human beings: people want more than justly be-
longs to them. This was a root of Adam’s and Eve’s sin: they coveted what properly

belonged only to God.
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But we have to remember, and this is utterly important, that sin penetrates
every sphere of life in this world. Therefore, everything is infected by greed and
disordered desire: there is sinful desire in the family, disordered desire in mar-
riage, and the same can be said about civil government, science and education;
and who dares to say that there is no disordered desire in the church? It is very
dubious that greed is more inherent to the world of economy than to the family,
or politics, or science. We can concede that in the sphere of work, consuming and
profit greed is perhaps most obvious. Elsewhere it is better hidden and concealed
but certainly not absent.

Modern capitalism is said to be based on greed and anxiety. But the crucial
question is: Which human sphere or endeavor is not based on greed and anxiety?
And even if we concede that greed is an all penetrating evil, isn’t the list of vices
much longer? Couldn’t we blame the family of similar vices? Different vices, but
vices, nevertheless? The state, for example, is based — we could argue - on the pur-
suit of power, the desire to control the life of people; politics is a world made for
egomaniacs and narcissists. Science — made for proud intellectuals, cultivating their
distance from the uneducated masses. The deeper we dig, the more ugliness and
sin we will find. This is a direct implication of the Christian doctrine of original sin.

Every creation ordinance - work, family, civil government, church - is seriously
affected by sin because the whole world exists in the shadow of the fall. Do all these
need sin, as Long says??! Do they function better with sin? Hardly. They all have to
come to terms with sin, everywhere people struggle with sin. There is authority in
every creation ordinance, though applied differently, and every authority is prone
to sin. This is true for the family, for work, for the Church. Therefore authority
has its limit (different in each ordinance), it has to be regulated, and everywhere
human power has to be controlled.

Unfortunately, theologians have become accustomed to harshly blame only the
economy. They should be first and best equipped to see that such blames are short
sighted. But even they get into the same trap as others - because in part they are
blinded by the delusions of sin too. C.J.H. Wright writes that “evil has woven its
way into every aspect of humanity’s economic life” (Wright 2004, p. 153). It is very
easy to attach the label “greed” or “idolatry” to economic growth and changing
desires because this, as we noticed, is a problem: “the effect of the fall was that the
desire for growth became obsessive and idolatrous, the scale of growth became ex-

cessive for some at expense of others, and the means of growth became filled with

2 “Modern economics does not merely assume sinfulness, it needs it. It could not work without

the proliferation of disordered desire”. Long & Fox 2007, p. 42.



greed, exploitation and injustice” (p. 162). But again, obsessiveness and idolatrous
desires are haunting us everywhere.

Work and the economy is probably the most visible of God’s ordinances; every
second we see the fruits of invention and creative productions, but we also see the
display of hoarded riches, status symbols etc. In many ways the Church is visible -
real people gathering together, but many central aspects of her nature are unseen:
faith, love, hope are first of all a matter of the heart, not directly visible. Her main
duty is the preaching of the Gospel — words, promises and teachings which are less
visible than the material stuff of the economy. The family in itself is more hidden
from the public realm, its inner tensions, problems and tragedies are not that vis-
ible to outsiders, but it also exists under the shadow of sin.

We can conclude that it is not the world of economics, working, buying and
consuming, that makes us greedy; politics does not spoil people, neither does the
family. In all these spheres we express our personal sinfulness, we live or act out
our inherited sin. Evil has taken roots in peoples’ hearts, therefore the economy is

not in need of being saved, we have to be, the individual.

The abundance of the Gospel

Here comes in the desire for the only infinite good, God. This desire, given by God
himself into our hearts, is the signpost which shows the only path to salvation. If
we rest in God, ultimately satisfied by him, we are transformed into his likeness or
image again and gradually change. A new inner status is the result of a radical oper-
ation in us. God himself establishes his kingdom on earth, working supernaturally
in human souls. But this spiritual kingdom must not be mixed with the temporal
kingdom, encompassing the mentioned creation ordinances. This is one of main
mistakes of the theologians, quoted in this chapter. More on this soon.

Indeed, there is no scarcity in God, and his Gospel cannot be characterized by
“not enough”. Christ’s sacrifice was and is absolutely sufficient for everybody. No
scarcity at all. The “story of abundance” (Brueggemann) is true and we do “par-
ticipate in God’s inexhaustible goodness” (Long). The abundance of the Gospel
was brilliantly exposed by John Calvin in the preface to Pierre Robert Olivetan’s
French translation of the New Testament (1534):

“But by the knowledge of the Gospel we are made children of God, brothers of Jesus
Christ, fellow townsmen with the saints, citizens of the Kingdom of Heaven, heirs of
God with Jesus Christ, by whom the poor are made rich, the weak strong, the fools
wise, the sinner justified, the desolate comforted, the doubting sure, and slaves free”
(Taylor 2009).
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Enumerating all the benefits of the Christian Gospel, Calvin marvels in God’s
incredible and gracious abundance. Believers can rest in God’s abundant love and
protection. He, the Ultimate, can guarantee spiritual security. This is most beauti-
fully expressed in the Heidelberg Catechism’s (1563) first question and answer®.

Searching for abundance - here is its proper place.

Seeing things rightly
Christians who sincerely believe are perfectly justified and adopted by God. They
are orientated towards the Ultimate. Given a new perspective, they do not look for
ultimate satisfaction in the created world; now they see the things as they really
are: the Ultimate as the only rest for sinners; but everything in this world does not
disappear - it is not inherently evil, it is not rubbish, it is not an illusion. We look
at it, but from a different perspective. It is appreciated and important but just the
penultimate.

Dietrich Bonhoeffer devoted a chapter to the topic of the “Ultimate and the
penultimate™ in his Ethics (Bonhoeffer 1995), a phrase the German theologian
coined. He was very much concerned to correctly relate both. The two have to be
distinguished, but we must not make the penultimate and the Ultimate mutually
exclusive. Of course, Bonhoeffer speaks to Christian readers, but his theological
insights have potential to shed light on our life in the secular world.

Believers have their eyes fixed on the Eternal; nevertheless, this created world
remains the context of our Christian life where believers pursue virtues, fight
temptations, grow in discipleship, practice love of God and neighbour. Therefore,
the penultimate is neither destroyed nor simply sanctioned. It has its own right —
until the end of this world and the final inauguration of the world-to-come. Thus
Ultimate and penultimate, says Bonhoeffer, are closely related to each other, but
they must not be mixed together.

Christians, though strangers and pilgrims in this world (1 Pt 2:11), continue
to live their life in all the creation ordinances, and this is life in a world of scarcity
and ever new ideas and products and desires. We do not follow the example of the
Old Order Amish, a Mennonite sect, conserving a 19 century life-style: no cars,
22 “What is thy only comfort in life and death? That I with body and soul, both in life and death, am

not my own, but belong unto my faithful Saviour Jesus Christ; who, with his precious blood, has

fully satisfied for all my sins, and delivered me from all the power of the devil; and so preserves
me that without the will of my heavenly Father, not a hair can fall from my head; yea, that all
things must be subservient to my salvation, and therefore, by his Holy Spirit, He also assures me

of eternal life, and makes me sincerely willing and ready, henceforth, to live unto him.” Available
from: http://www.heidelberg-catechism.com/en/lords-days/1.html [May 4, 2016].

2 In German “Das Letzte und das Vorletzte”.



no electricity, no innovations etc. This is only consistent if we decide to definitely
and once and for all limit our desires. Christians continue to invent and research;
to produce and trade, to sell and buy, they consume without being consumed (to
refer to Cavanaugh’s book), they are devoted to a life of service on earth with-
out being a servant of the penultimate. They use everything created as everyone
does, but they see things differently, not attaching ultimate values to penultimate
things. They live under the exclusive Lordship of the Ultimate in the realm of the
penultimate.?

We conclude that the aforementioned theologians, in the end, blame the pen-
ultimate for not being the Ultimate. They wrongly complain that the penultimate
functions in a different way than everything concerning the Ultimate. It is like
saying to the penultimate “you are not perfect, absolute, ultimate”. Who said that
it is supposed to be? Of course, there is no scarcity in God in the proper sense; he
gives graciously and abundantly; we are totally justified and in union with Christ.
But Christians still face the challenge of improving their life on earth, of generat-
ing new and better ideas; they remain in a world of limits and deficiencies.

On the one hand, we have to avoid the mistake of mixing the spiritual and the
temporal, the Kingdom of Heaven and creation ordinances; on the other hand,
Ultimate and penultimate stay related to each other: God is using the penultimate
and everything in it to further his Kingdom.

A more commonly used term for blaming the penultimate not being the Ul-
timate is the “Nirvana myth” or fallacy: comparing actual things with unrealis-
tic, idealized alternatives. Jay W. Richards: “The question isn’t whether capitalism
measures up to the kingdom of God [or Nirvana, in popular understanding a kind
of Buddhist resting place for souls or heaven]. The question is whether there’s a
better alternative in this life” (Richards 2009, p. 32).

The distinction of Ultimate and penultimate also helps us to see the perhaps
most fundamental problem of communism/socialism and national-socialism. In
spite of all their anti-religious rhetoric they are secular religions, secularized forms
of the Judeo-Christian religion (Gerlich 1920; Schirrmacher 1986). We may also
put it a little different: Because these ideologies deny God and the whole realm of
something Ultimate above them, adherents are almost forced to find a principle of
ultimate value in the created world of the penultimate: either the race, one race,
becomes the Ultimate, or matter (Marxism’s eternal laws of matter). Atheism of all
kinds of sort tends to divinize something penultimate.

2 See also on this the Epistle to Diognetus from the late second century, chapter V.
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Self-interest and self-sacrifice

Related to all this is the discussion about the evaluation and the proper place of
self-interest and self-sacrifice. This is an important background to the scepticism
about scarcity (sacrificial giving in the “narrative of abundance” vs. egoistical,
self-interested hoarding in the “story of scarcity”).

Christ’s sacrifice for sinful human beings is the centre of the Gospel. Early in
his ministry Jesus said, “the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve,
and to give his life as a ransom for many” (Mk 10:45). He came “to do away with
sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Hbr 9:26). Believers were redeemed “with the pre-
cious blood of Christ, a lamb without blemish or defect” (1 Pt 1:19). Christians,
followers of Christ, are called to walk in his footsteps and live by his example. Paul
encourages his readers in Rome “to offer your bodies as living sacrifices” (Rom
12:1)%.

This self-denial is the basis for self-sacrifice, truly motivated by love. The true
home of this virtue is the realm of the Ultimate, the Kingdom of Christ, which is
manifested mainly in the Church. Members of local churches are to serve each oth-
er sacrificially (1 Pt 4:10; Gal 5:13). “Each of you should look not only to your own
interest, but also to the interest of others” (Php 2:4). Christians can never agree
with staunch atheist Ayn Rand who categorically affirmed that all self-sacrifice is
evil (Rand 1964). A central conviction of the Christian faith is that believers have
to be ready to be persecuted, to suffer or even die for the sake of Christ and his
Gospel (Mt 16:24-25).

Revolutionary stuff

[t is interesting to see that Rand, probably unintentionally, revives moral notions
of pagan antiquity. Greek and Roman thinkers regarded mercy and pity as vices,
defects of character. This conviction had its roots in polytheistic theology. Rodney
Stark observes that in the pagan mindset “the notion that the gods care how we
treat one another would have been dismissed as patently absurd” (Stark 1997,
p. 211). The Christians started to care because their God cared.

Two big epidemics of plague haunted the Roman Empire in the first centuries,
one around 165, the other hundred years later. It is estimated that during the first
a quarter to a third of the population of the Empire perished. At the height of the
second, 5000 people a day were reported to have died in Rome alone. The pagan

% John Calvin elaborates on this in his Institutes (1559). The “summary of the Christian Life”, so

the heading of chapter III,7, is constant self-denial.



religions had no answers at all why all these happened and what to do about them.
The Christians were able to make sense of the plague, to find meaning in hardship,
suffering, and consolation. And the Christian doctrine, with love and self-denial in
the centre, provided a prescription for action.

Around 260 Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, wrote a lengthy tribute to the
heroic nursing efforts of the Christians. They intensively care for their sick (see
Jas 5,14), not so the pagans. Dionysius goes on: “The heathen behaved in the very
opposite way. At the first onset of the disease, they pushed the sufferers away and
fled from their dearest, throwing them into the roads before they were dead and
treated unburied corpses as dirt...” (p. 83).

Is this just Christian propaganda? No. This is confirmed by pagan documents
too. The emperor Julian who tried to revive pagan religion launched a campaign to
institute pagan charities to match the Christians. He complained in a letter from
362 that the pagans needed to equal the virtues of the Christians. He saw that
the growth of Christian churches was also due to their moral character and effort.
“I think that when the poor happened to be neglected and overlooked by the
priests, the impious Galileans [the Christians] observed this and devoted them-
selves to benevolence”. And he could not even deny the most embarrassing fact:
“The impious Galileans support not only their poor, but ours as well, everybody
can see that our people lack aid from us” (p. 83-84). Stark: “Even more revolu-
tionary was the principle that Christian love and charity must extend beyond the
boundaries of family and tribe... and even the Christian community” (p. 212).

Self-denial, love of neighbour, mercy and pity, are not negating life, do not get
in the way of human development and flourishing, it is the other way round. Stark’s
summary: “Central doctrines of Christianity prompted and sustained attractive,
liberating, and effective social relations and organizations” (p. 211). Christianity
brought a new moral vision “a new concept of humanity to a world saturated with
capricious cruelty and the vicarious love of death” (p. 214).

Self-denial is ‘at home’ in the churches, but, as we have just seen, it is not re-
stricted to the Christian communities, reflected in other areas as well. Family life
is impossible without the readiness to deny oneself. In civil government some take
the lower way, accepting wilfully unfounded insulting of political opponents; some
rulers might even sacrifice their career or reputation because of truth and justice.
And our capitalistic economy is founded on saving and investing, which means
temporarily renouncing immediate consumption - a kind of self-denial.

Self-interest is different from self-denial, but they are not contradictory. Even

an exemplary Christian, daily taking upon himself the cross, following the suffer-
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ing Lord, is personally interested in progress and growth of discipleship; he or she
looks forward to be finally rewarded by God. It is interesting to notice that the
New Testament quite often connects exhortations and the practice of faith with
reward and benefit believers can expect®. There is proper spiritual self-interest.
Yet we can concede that self-interest is most at home in the broader world of

economic life. To quote the famous words of Adam Smith,

“It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect
our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to
their humanity but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but
of their advantages. Nobody but a beggar chooses to depend chiefly upon the benevo-
lence of his fellow-citizens” (Smith 2012, p. 20).

Unfortunately, self-love is often equated with egoism, but that is misleading.
There is a difference between self-interest and sound self-love on one side, and
selfishness and egoism or egocentrism on the other. Very often theologians read
into these sentences a new paradigm of self-interest vs. common good, of greed
vs. gracious giving. They forget or deny to see that Smith saw greed as sin; he
definitely did not teach, says John E. Stapleford, “that unconstrained pursuit of
self-interest in all areas of economic activity always promotes the general welfare”
(Stapleford 2009, p. 39).

The moral indignation accompanying the term self-interest is not helpful at all
because, as John Bolt observes, “self-interest is essential to our own survival. In
fact, we humans cannot stay alive without self-regard.” (Bolt 2013, p. xxvii) This
is the way God had created us: He wants us to care for our personal well-being.
Human beings are called “to take care” of the whole created world (Gen 2:15). But
this includes people themselves. God gave them the right to feed on all the fruits
of creation, and this directly implies to care for their own benefit.

After all, Smith thought in categories of the Bible. He drew on the Golden
Rule in Mt 7:12%7 which refers to our self-interest: my legitimate care of myself
is the measure of my care for others; because I know quite well what I need, I am
able to care for the benefit of others. Smith did not say: the more selfish I act,
the better the market will work. He certainly did not agree with Bernard de Man-
deville’s claim in his famous The Fable of the Bees (1705/14) that vice and vanity,

greed and gluttony are the main springs of economic growth. What he wanted

% See, e.g., Mt 10: 42; Mk 10: 29-30; Lk 6:23; 2 Jn 8; Hbr 10: 35-36; Rev 22:12.

% “So in everything, do to others what you would have them to do to you, for this sums up the Law

and the Prophets [i.e., OT].”



to say was this: We can in the relatively narrow range of our desires and needs
seek all these things, pursue our self-interest, and yet, somehow miraculously
(the “invisible hand”), the outcome is broader benefit for the rest of society —
common good.

The rationale behind this is that in order to achieve self-improvement, I have
to struggle to bring benefit to other people; to serve myself I have to serve my
neighbour. Therefore, quite contrary to the stereotype, pure greed does not
flourish in market economies. If robbing, plundering and enslaving are not the
usual means of getting rich, even the greedy has to satisfy the needs of others.
And this is not easily done, because I might have many competitors who try
to achieve the same. For this reason it is competition which curbs excesses of
self-interest. Novak correctly observes that in this way “the [market] system it-
self places restraints upon greed and narrowly construed self-interest” (Novak
1991, p. 148).

We can conclude that it is not true that capitalism institutionalizes greed and
selfishness. It is the other way around: the self-absorbed businessman, concerned
only with his own benefit, is a bad businessman.

Deirdre McCloskey also warns us not to define modern capitalism as “vice
incarnate” and “insist at the outset that ‘capitalism’ just means modern greed”
which is already prejudging: “Such a definition makes pointless an inquiry into
the good and bad of modern commercial society.” The historical facts simply
do not support this: “There’s no evidence, actually, that greed or miserliness or
self-interest was new in the sixteenth or the nineteenth or any other century.”
She is convinced that capitalism can be virtuous, that it “nourishes lives of vir-
tue®, that “the market supports the virtues”. “In a fallen world the bourgeois life
is not perfect. But it’s better than any available alternative” (McCloskey 2006,
p- 1-4).

23. Snapshots of the Age-to-come

A holy nation

In the background of discussions on scarcity stands the question of our vocation
as human beings. What is our calling? And what is our calling as redeemed people?
Paradigmatically this is shown in the OT by the people of Israel.

Israel was called to be “a kingdom of priests and holy nation” (Ex 19:6; see also
Lev 19:2), to be different from the other nations. This line goes right through the
whole OT: “You must not do as they do in Egypt, where you used to live, and you
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must not do as they do in the land of Canaan, where I am bringing you. Do not fol-
low their practices...”, says God (Lev 18:3-4); “Learn not the way of the nations”
(Jer 10:2); to follow “the practices of the nations” (2 Ki 17:8) is the main reason
for judgement and exile. In a positive sense, the chosen people was also to be
a kind of model for the nations, expressing in corpore a redeemed life under
God. The “light of the Lord” (Isa 2:5) is light for the other nations as well (the
verses before).

The Israelites were different because of their monotheism, and deriving from
that because of the covenantal conception of social structure. The Promised Land
belonged in a special way to God: “the land is mine and you are but aliens and
my tenants” (Lev 25:23). Wright comments that these terms (aliens, tenants) “in
normal economic discourse, referred to a class of people within Israelite society
who did not own any land, being either descendants of the old Canaanite popu-
lation or else immigrant workers. Such landless people were wholly dependent”
(Wright 2004, p. 94). This divine ownership of the land meant that it remained
a divine gift; families as stewards of this land received small portions of land be-
longing to each household as possession.

The Mosaic Law demanded loving others with one’s possessions. A concrete
regulation was gleaning: leaving some of the harvest remaining in the fields so
the poor can pick up the rest (Lev 19:9-10). The Year of Jubilee (Lev 25) has to
be mentioned too. It prescribed a kind of forced redistribution every 47% year:
family ownership was to be restored.

We have to keep in mind that these regulations must not be directly transferred
to our economy: this is not agrarian culture anymore, not based on a fixed piece
of land, and land today is not owned by God as the Land in Canaan was. And most
important, we as Christians are not under the Mosaic Covenant. We also must
not forget that in a modern economy wealth is created (see above).

In a special way Israel exemplified the total dependency on God: the people de-
pend on God, he cares for the Israelites, defends them, gives enough resource to
live on (the flowing “milk and honey”, Ex 3:8). They could not boast in any kind of

superiority or autonomy.

Strangers and exiles

The universal Church is the people of God in the New Covenant. Christians are
also called to be holy (1 Pt 1:15). Like the Israelites, aliens in their land, Christians
are strangers and exiles in the whole world (1 Pt 2:11; Hbr 11:13). Like Israel
they have to be different: “Do not be like them”, the unbelieving pagans (Mt 6:8);



“Do not conform to the pattern of this world [...].” (Rom 12:2). The metaphor
of being “light” appears again®. Christians are challenged to develop a Godly
counterculture.

Christians are strangers in this world, because they belong to the Kingdom
of God, the redemptive rule of Christ over the people He saved. The Kingdom
involves the Age-to-come (when God’s rule will be totally established), breaking
into the present Age. The Bible gives us a snapshot of what life is going to be like
when the Kingdom of God has fully and finally come. The final, consummated
Kingdom will not only be a restored original creation, but a new creation. The
Kingdom and glimpses of this new creation are manifested in this present age in
the Church. Church and Kingdom are not identical, but the local congregation is

the place where the reign of God is made visible.

Grace-based generosity

In the Age-to-come some aspects of scarcity will disappear; some limitations will
remain (being non-God, having a body), but experience of time will change: we
will fully step into eternity. There will be more abundance than today because
believers will live in closest fellowship with the Abundant (Rev 21:3).

This view of the future makes already an impact in the present. The poor will
always be with us (Mt 26:11), but the church should not tolerate material poverty
in the sense of destitution in its own fellowship®. Christians are exhorted to give
generously, to care sacrificially for suffering brothers and sisters (Gal 6:10). The
rich in the Church are called “to be generous and willing to share” (1 Tim 6:17-19)
and to be content (1 Tim 6:6-10). In Acts we read about the church in Jerusalem
that believers were “selling their possessions and goods, they gave to anyone as
he had need” (Act 2:45); “All the believers were one in heart and mind. No one
claimed that any of his possessions was his own, but they shared everything they
had” (Act 4:32).

This radical sharing is the calling of the Christians in the Church. It is a snap-
shot of the Age-to-come. The giving is motivated by love, free and voluntary®.

Christianity is not about a commercial deal; the Gospel is received for free.

% Mt 5:14; Rom 13:12; Eph 5:8; Php 2:15; 1 Jn 1:7.

That means that absolute poverty has to be fought against in the Church; relative poverty will
remain with us since there will always be income differences and some people may be beyond a
certain average. But this statistical poverty has to be distinguished from the one the Bible speaks
about.

% See Act 5:4; Rom 15: 27; 2 Cor 8:3-4.8.10.12; 9:7; Php 4:18; 1 Tim 6:18.
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Having received the self-giving love of Christ, believers themselves are driven to
give freely to others out of love, “under [no] compulsion” (2 Cor 9:7). Christians
with more than enough ought to share with Christians who do not have enough,
relieve the necessities of the brethren. It is grace-based generosity as the collec-
tion for the congregation in Jerusalem in 2 Cor 8-9 makes clear.

In the Church this strictly voluntary redistribution can work, but not outside
of it. The New Testament did not introduce a new economic order for every-
body on earth. Outside the realm of God’s redeeming grace, generosity cannot
be that radical anymore. And plain reason says that without wealth creation and
production you will not keep on sharing in such a radical way for a long time -
one day there is nothing to sell anymore. This just confirms that the sphere of
the Ultimate, including the Church, needs the penultimate and must not swal-
low it up.

It seems that the theologians quoted in the introduction try to impose prin-
ciples that work in the Christian Church on the rest of the world. They intend,
as we already noticed, to transform the penultimate into the Ultimate - already
now. But the calling of the Church is not to transform the whole world into the
Church; its calling is to proclaim the Gospel to the whole world and, as fellowship
of believers, live in the spirit of Jesus. It is the calling of the Church, and the
Church only, to be a signpost for the Age-to-come, to be an outpost of heaven.
A utopian projection of a perfect world onto the whole fallen world has to be
avoided.

Over-realized eschatology, which is trying to implement features of heaven in
the whole world, won’t work. The Christian love to brothers and sisters which mo-
tivates believers in the Church would have to be exchanged for force and violence.
Where love is scarce, sharing has to be enforced. Unfortunately, many Christians
don’t live realistically in the light of the fall, underestimate the sinfulness of the
world, and therefore give in easily to utopian dreams. But if heaven is intended
to be perfectly implemented on earth, notwithstanding evil and sin, fallen people
tend to use violence; communism is the worst example of expanding the giving
“to anyone as he had need” by force. The only way to spread the Kingdom of Heav-
en here and now is the proclamation of the Gospel. God is using this to fill the
inner void of human beings, and this enables them to live more humanly in God’s

world, waiting for the final perfection.



2.4. Tocqueville’s legacy

Heaven and earth

Both theology and economics have the potential to enrich the other discipline.
To be able to achieve this theologians and economists are called to broaden their
own perspective, taking into account the whole of reality. They all face challenges.

Theologians have to make their peace with scarcity. It is simply not enough to
continue misleading talk about a “planet of plenty” which was supposedly turned
into a planet of scarcity by evil and greedy conspirators. Christian thinkers have
to teach people to learn to live in this world, in this created and yet sinful world.
This means, first of all, seriously facing the Great Enrichment, the fruits brought
about by the collaboration of creativity and scarcity, and also the pervasive in-
fluence of sin in all areas of life. The duty of theologians is to provide a broad
and deep explanation for all this. Always pulling the rabbit of abundance out of
the hat won’t do it. And most important, theologians have to remember that by
trying to establish heaven on earth in the broader society, humans will instead
create a hell as Popper and Hayek repeatedly warned; the latter called this the
“fatal conceit” (Hayek 1988).

But there is something to learn for economists as well. There is the scarcity
of good ideas and of human beings, the ultimate resource - all the positive as-
pects of scarcity which drive us forward to improve our life. Alexis de Tocqueville
(1805-1859) gives a sketch of this liberal mindset in his famous Democracy in
America:

“Give democratic peoples enlightenment and liberty and leave them alone. They will

easily succeed in drawing from this world all the [material] goods that it can offer; they

will perfect each one of the useful arts and daily make life more comfortable, easier,
sweeter; their social state pushes them naturally in this direction. I am not afraid that

they will stop.”

But that is not all Tocqueville has to say. The whole chapter is called “How
from Time to Time Religious Beliefs Divert the Soul of the Americans toward
Non-Material Enjoyments™ (Tocqueville 2010). He identifies materialism as
“a dangerous sickness of the human mind” which “must be particularly feared
among a democratic people”. This is because democracy “favours the taste for
material enjoyments. This taste, if it becomes excessive, soon disposes men to

believe that everything is only matter”. The danger is that man, human beings,

31

Book II, part two, chapter 15.
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“may lose the use of his most sublime faculties, and that by wanting to improve
everything around him, he may in the end degrade himself.”

Materialism totally ignores the “heavenly hole” (see 2.1), the spiritual scarcity
which is not good. Democratic nations, says Tocqueville, face the danger of being
pushed into a “fatal circle” of being more and more carried away by material en-
joyments. It is the duty of churches, preachers, theologians and every Christian
to remind everybody of the “the immortality of the soul” - “the greatest advan-
tage that a democratic people draws from belief”. And in not so liberal fashion the

French diplomat and historian exhorts:

“So legislators in democracies and all honest and enlightened men who live in democ-
racies must apply themselves without respite to lifting up souls and keeping them pointed
toward heaven. It is necessary that all those who are interested in the future of demo-
cratic societies unite, and that all in concert make continual efforts to spread within
these societies the taste for the infinite, the sentiment for the grand and the love for
non-material pleasures. If among the opinions of a democratic people there exist a few
of these harmful theories that tend to make you believe that everything perishes with
the body, consider the men who profess them as the natural enemies of the people”

(ibid., emphasis added).

Communism was one of these harmful theories, and its proponents proved to
be real “enemies of the people” in the 20* century. The problem with all Marxism
is that it is not only a faulty economic theory but based on crass materialism,
being “itself a religion” as Hayek observed (Hayek 1988, p. 137). Other ideologies
joined this most dangerous philosophy: logical positivism, existentialism, secular
humanism, naturalism etc. Economists who are traditionally preoccupied with
the ‘hard stuff’ of life have to be careful of not falling into the traps of these var-
ious kinds of materialism. We all have to protect our human orientation towards
the Ultimate, since this is, as Tocqueville repeatedly stressed, “the most precious

heritage of aristocratic centuries”.

The two-edged character of Christianity

So there is a fatal conceit (Hayek) and fatal circle (Tocqueville) to be aware of.
We are called to avoid disdain for the real earth and disdain for the real heaven.
Christianity is prepared to integrate both perspectives because it is character-
ized by a “blessed two-edged character” as C. S. Lewis remarked in his short but
brilliant essay with the modest title “Some Thoughts” (Lewis 1970, p. 155-158).

32 The French aristocrat himself struggled all his life with the claims of Christianity, never breaking

through, as he confessed, to a really personal faith.



Christian activities are “directed towards this present world” and thus show
that Christianity is “one of the world affirming religions”. But there is also “quite
a different series of Christian phenomena”: the religion’s “central image” is the
cross, a most horrendous instrument of torture; believers are encouraged to med-
itate “constantly on the mortality not only of ourselves but of the whole uni-
verse”, called to hope for another world. Christianity, seen from this perspective,
is “one of the world denying religions”.

These two sides are not in contradiction. Lewis emphasises that “there is a
place for everything and everything should be kept in its right place.” God created
the natural world, “invented it out of His love and artistry”, and therefore “it de-
mands our reverence”. The whole natural “is only a creature and not He, it is, from
another point of view, of little account”. Nature is fallen, “it must be corrected”,
but not denied, because “its essence is good”. This attitude depends logically “on
the doctrines of the Creation and the Fall.”

This worldview, a doctrine of a real creation and a real fall, is unique to the
Christian faith. And it enables people to come to terms with scarcity: having their
heavenly hole being filled by the love of God and abundantly satisfied, longing for
His world to come, believers do not look for the Ultimate in this world and can
freely, creatively, graciously work with the limitations, deficiencies and scarcity in
the realm of the penultimate.

Is it possible to live like that? Tocqueville, certainly not a naive optimist, an-
swered in the affirmative: “The heart of man is more vast than you suppose; it can
at the same time enclose the taste for the good things of the earth and the love of
the good things of heaven” (ibid.).

Conclusion

The Christian doctrine of Creation provides a firm foundation for understanding
scarcity. Human beings were created by God and are distinct from Him. This im-
plies that we are neither God, nor divine. Ontologically we all lack divinity, yet
this is the way He created us. Our “not being God” is not a painful deficiency but
rather our natural state of being. This most fundamental scarcity is inherent in
our humanity.

Our being created means that we human beings are bodily, physically and in-
tellectually needy creatures; we live on this earth within the confines of linear
time. This sets limits to our activities and is closely related to scarcity. Because we

are made in the image of God, we possess the ability to think, imagine and create.
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Therefore we are encouraged to express this God-given creativity, grow in knowl-
edge and practical wisdom. We are also called to work, to transform things and to
create something new and useful. All human interacting with the world of mat-
ter and ideas presupposes scarcity. Especially the scarcity of good ideas drives us
continuously forward and will always be with us. Never having enough good ideas
prompts us to develop new and better ones, and thus scarcity becomes a blessing.

Every individual human being is endowed with dignity; but we are also in-
herently social beings and depend upon each other. We work with other people
and for their benefit. Our lack of self-sufficiency, an aspect of scarcity, necessarily
draws us together into an interdependent society of persons. God wants us to live
in societies bound together by common needs and mutual service.

The Christian doctrine of the Fall explains how evil and sin entered into this
world. Scarcity itself is not a result of sin, because this limitation has always char-
acterized the finite, material world. Human persons can fully flourish only in a
relationship with the Infinite, the Absolute Person who created them. But after
the Fall the intimate relationship between God and human beings was destroyed.
Finite goods were never meant to satisfy us completely. Nevertheless, after the
Fall human beings, due to a twisted orientation in their inner being, now look for
ultimate meaning and satisfaction in the created world.

Thus next to our ontological insufficiency, our being non-God, limited and
needy which is good, a moral insufficiency has also appeared. This is not good. Af-
ter the Fall our natural need for God has become desperate. Similarly, our natural
neediness in creation is tainted by evil, pain and suffering. Every creation ordi-
nance — work, family, civil government - is now seriously affected by sin because
the whole world now exists in the shadow of the fall. Sin penetrates every sphere
of life in this world. Therefore everything is infected by greed and a disordered
desire which is humanity’s main spiritual problem. Now scarcity collaborates not
only with creativity, but also with covetousness and other vices.

The Christian doctrine of Redemption is in its essence a “story of abundance.”
The Gospel of Jesus Christ abounds with riches. And yet the “narrative of scarci-
ty” is not denied. Christians simultaneously live both in the Kingdom of God, in
the light of the perfected world to come, in the realm of the Ultimate, and in this
age of earthly desires and limitations, in the realm of the penultimate.

Ultimate and penultimate are related to each other. God is using the pen-
ultimate and everything in this world to further his Kingdom. But there must
not be a mixing of the spiritual and the temporal, the Kingdom of Heaven and

creation ordinances. Our finite and material world, our world of scarcity, has its



own right - until the end of this world and the final inauguration of the world-
to-come.

Our life in the penultimate, looking forward to the Ultimate, is characterised
by self-interest and self-sacrifice which do not necessarily contradict each other.
They even overlap in many ways. Self-interest has to be distinguished from the
vice of selfishness or self-centeredness. In different ways self-denial and self-in-
terest are reflected in all areas of life. Both are related to scarcity: Self-interest
obviously interacts with scarcity when people struggle with the coordination of
needs and wishes with limited goods and opportunities. The genius of the market
order is that self-denial or self-restriction is involved in this process as well: the
better I serve the needs of others in their scarcity, the better I can fulfil my own
needs. Self-denial also prompts us to help other people when they suffer under
the burden of painful scarcity in a sinful world.

The Church is called to uniquely depict traits of the Age-to-come in which some
aspects of scarcity will disappear. Christians are exhorted to give generously, to
care sacrificially and to share abundantly, especially for suffering brothers and
sisters. Christian generosity transcends material scarcity. In the Church a strictly
voluntary redistribution can work, but not outside it. The New Testament did not
introduce a new economic order for everybody on earth.

The calling of the Church is not to transform the whole world into the Church,
or to transform already now the penultimate into the Ultimate. Her calling is to
proclaim the Gospel to the whole world and, as fellowship of believers, live in the
spirit of Jesus. The calling of the Church, and the Church only, is to be a beacon
for the Age-to-come, to be an outpost of and a signpost to heaven.

The good news is that this otherworldly orientation has positive repercussions
for life in this world. The Ultimate establishes the penultimate. Being rooted in
eternity believers are equipped with principles and virtues which enable them
to live faithfully and productively in God’s created world. Or, following Alexis de
Tocqueville, it is strongly advised to overcome spiritual scarcity in order to be able

to adequately evaluate material scarcity.
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Stokos palaima, pilnatveés viltis
Stoka i$ biblinés, teologineés ir etinés perspektyvos

Santrauka

Ekonomikos moksle labai svarbi savoka ,stoka®, o teologija telkia démesj j Die-
vo malonés Evangelijoje gausa. Ar kaip mano kai kurie teologai, dél to stoka yra
blogis, kuris turi buti $alinamas, mitas, kurj batina sulauzyti? Ar krik§¢ionys yra
padaukti jveikti stokos kulturg ir net iégelbéti ekonomika? Siame straipsnyje tei-
giama, kad abu mokslai - ekonomika ir teologija — gali praturtinti vienas kita.
Einant per kriks¢ioniskuosius i$ganymo istorijos laikotarpius - sukurima, nuo-
puolj, isgelbéjimg ir atbaigimga, taip, kaip jie aprasyti Biblijoje — gerai matome,
kaip stoka grindZziama Dievo pasaulio sukarimo plane. Paaiskinamas nuodémeés ir
blogio poveikis, Zmogaus moralinis nepakankamumas, dvasiné stoka atskiriama
nuo ontologinio stokojimo (skurdumo). Galiausiai Bazny¢ios Zinia apie busimajj
tobula Pasaulj nesunkiai integruojama j bendra dabarties paveiksla: krik$¢ionis-
kas dosnumas transcenduoja stoka, ta¢iau Bazny¢ia néra pasaukta sukurti naujos
ekonominés tvarkos, pasiremdama nestoka.

Raktiniai zodziai: krik$¢ionybé, sukirimas, karyba, stoka, pilnatvé, teologija,
antropologija, kapitalizmas, etika, Biblija, ekonomika.
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Stoka: teologinés jzvalgos Tomo Akviniecio tradicijoje

Pavel Syssoev, OP

Revue Thomiste
31078 Toulouse Cedex 4 — France
El. pastas: pavelsyssoev@gmail.com

Siame straipsnyje autorius sitilo pazvelgti j stoka pro keliy teologiniy temy prizme, vado-
vaudamasis katalikidkaja tomistine mintimi. Si srové pasirinkta kaip klasikiné katalikiskojo
mastymo mokykla. Pirmiausia aptariama karimo teologija: sukurtoji butis ir egzistencinis
priklausomumas kaip Zmogiskosios buties pagrindas. Paskui - teologiné sukurtojo pasaulio
samprata: Zmogaus atsakomybé uz jam patikéta pasaulj, jo vystymasi ir valdyma. Véliau -
maloné ir iganymo istorija, atskleidziant Zmogaus slépinj: Zmogiskasis asmuo gali pilnuti-
nai i$siskleisti ir buti atbaigtas tik tame ir per tai, kas jj pranoksta. Tuomet — du moralinio
gyvenimo aspektai: pirma — klasikiniai artéjimo link Dievo modeliai, kurie neigvengiamai
apima stoka ir ribotumg. Paskui aptariamos su troskimais susijusios moralinés vertybés, ku-
riy pamatas yra meilé. Galiausiai, apibendrinant pateikiamos kelios eschatologinés temos:
mirtingumas ir istorijos baigtinumas; Zmogigkoji pilnatvé siame pasaulyje ir anapus jo; pri-
silietimas prie begalybés neprarandant saves.

Raktiniai ZodZiai: stoka, tomizmas, moralé.

»2Mirtingasis negali i8likti savo didybéje®, teigia psalmininkas (Ps 49, 13), ir ne
turty gausume, kad ir dvasiniy, Zmogus atras tikraja $love, — jam antrina pranasas
(Jer 9, 22). Troskimga ir stokg Zmogus, regis, patiria pirmiau nei pasisotinima Die-
vo Karalystéje, ir kaip tik palaiminimu turintiems vargdienio dvasig Jézus prade-
da savo fundamentalyjj Kalno pamoksla (Mt 5, 3). Ar stokojimas yra Zzmogiskosios
buties dalis? Palaiminimo ar prakeikimo Zenklas? Ar skurdas, toks artimas sto-
kai, yra zmogaus lemtis, kurig reikéty priimti aklai paklastant? O gal, priesingai,
zmogus yra paSauktas priimti savo dalia, verstis savarankiskai (tapti sau patiam
apvaizda) ir tapti savo laimés kalviu? Bibliné, krik$¢ionigka Zmogaus, miesto-vals-
tybés, istorijos samprata padeda tai geriau suprasti.

Siomis j#valgomis jokiu budu nesieksiu i$samiai i§déstyti, ka kriks¢ionigkoji
doktrina gali pasakyti apie stoka. Tik nurodysiu su $ia tema susijusias svarstytiny
klausimy sritis, teologines temas. Tai nebus labai sisteminga ar moksliné studija,
veikiau - prisilietimas nei tikslus aptarimas, kvietimas diskusijai nei doktrinos
i8déstymas. Dél to §is svarstymas turi savo spragy, yra ribotas, bet, tikiuosi, bus

ir naudingas.



Tad stokos klausima siulau aptarti Zvelgiant i§ skirtingy perspektyvy, nagri-
néjant keletg teologiniy temy. Pirmiausia — karimo teologija: sukurtoji butis ir
egzistencinis priklausomumas kaip zmogiskosios buties pagrindas. Taip pat teo-
loginé sukurtojo pasaulio samprata: Zzmogaus atsakomybé uz jam patikéta pasau-
lj, jo raida ir valdyma. Maloné: tai svarbiausia kriksc¢ioniskosios teologijos dalis,
atskleidzianti Zmogaus slépinj — Zmogiskasis asmuo gali pilnutinai i§siskleisti ir
buti atbaigtas tik tame ir per tai, kas ji pranoksta. [§ganymo istorija: ¢ia tinka
kalbéti apie pertekliy ir nepritekliy, tarp kuriy biblinio , tik tai, kas reikia“ akista-
toje daznai atsiranda paradoksalus rysys. Moralinis gyvenimas: ¢ia muasy démesj
patrauks du dalykai. Pirmiausia — klasikiniai artéjimo link Dievo keliai. Matysime,
kad jie neatsiejami nuo stokojimo ir ribotumo. Paskui keliais ZodZiais aptarsime
moralines vertybes, kurios susijusios su troskimais, pertekliumi ir stygiumi: susi-
valdyma, i$mintinguma, didZiadvasiskuma ir visy didZiausia — meile. Galiausiai,
apibendrinimui - kelios eschatologinés temos: mirtingumas ir istorijos baigtinu-
mas; zmogiskoji pilnatvé $iame pasaulyje ir anapus jo; prisilietimas prie begalybés
neprarandant saves.

Si programa plati. Tad galésime keliauti tik vos prisiliesdami. Ir visgi tikeki-
meés, kad suzadintos diskusijos uzpildys musy svarstymo spragas, patikslins sgvo-

kas, atvers naujus horizontus.

A Sukurtoji butis — tobulas priklausomumas

Pirmieji Biblijos puslapiai pasaulio atsiradimga pristato kaip dieviskojo karimo
akto rezultata. Kurti gali tik Dievas; §j veiksmga atitinkantis hebrajy kalbos veiks-
mazodis barah taikomas tik Jam. Zmogus konstruoja, gamina, perdirba tai, kas
jau yra, bet patj buvimg i§ nebuties i8kelia tik Vie$pats. Néra jokios pirminés me-
dziagos - tik absoliuti pradzia. Netgi pirmapradis chaosas, kurj dar reikia sutvar-
kyti - Zymusis tohu bohu, ,padrika ir dyka“ (Pr 1, 2), - nusako ka tik sukurtos ze-
meés bukle, o ne situacija, tvyrojusia iki dievigkosios intervencijos. Vien tik Dievas
kuria ir Jis kuria vienas: ¢ia negali buti jokio tarpininko, jokio bendradarbio. Ki-
taip nei pagoniskose kosmogonijose, pasaulis ¢ia atsiranda ne nugaléjus chtonine
pabaisa (pavyzdziui, babilonie¢iy Tiamata) ar dauginantis dievams (kaip Hesiodo
~Teogonijoje”), bet per tiesioginj ir betarpiska Dievo veikimga. Todél Dievas esti
kiekvienos, nuo Jo priklausanc¢ios, buties Serdyje.

Dievas kuria pagal tam tikrg tvarka — atskirdamas. Dangus ir Zemeé, diena ir
naktis, sausuma ir jura: egzistuoti, buti sukurtam - tai buti ribotam, turéti savo

pora (vis-a-vis), rasti savo vieta tvarkingoje ir darnioje visumoje. Zmogui taip pat
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yhegera <...> buti vienam" (Pr 2, 18). Jis sukurtas pagal Dievo paveiksly ir pana-
$uma, juo vainikuojamas ir jame atbaigiamas $esiy dieny darbas su zyme - ,labai
gera“ (Pr 1, 31). Dél to Zzmogus turi egzistuoti kaip pora: i§gyventi dvejopuma ir
vienas kito papildyma, vienas kito neuZgozian¢iy asmeny atskiruma ir vienybe
per jiems suteikta lygy Zmogiskajj kilnumga. ,Dievas sukiré Zmogy pagal savo
paveiksla, pagal savo paveiksla sukuré jj; vyra ir moterj; sukaré juos® (Pr 1, 27).
Abipusis ribotumas tampa palaiminimo, gerovés, vaisingumo $altiniu (Pr 1, 28),
lydi bet kokj Zmogaus darbg ir Seimininkavima. Atmesti $ig perskyra, taigi - ir
nustatytas ribas, reiskia imtis griovimo, vél panirti j chaosa.

XIII a. aristotelizmui intensyviai skverbiantis j Vakary pasaulio universitetus,
aristoteliskoji pasaulio amzinumo samprata pastaméjo sukarimo teologija nejtike-
tinam $uoliui. Jei Aristotelis teigia, kad pasaulis yra amzZinas, kaip tuomet galima
tvirtinti, kad jis yra sukurtas? Ar tokj filosofinj svarstyma reikéty pazaboti teo-
logine kritika, panaikinant jo teisétg autonomiskuma? Ar abi doktrinas (apie pa-
saulio pradzig ir amZzinuma) laikyti vienodai tikétinomis? O gal biblinj pasakojima
perkelti j grynai simboliniy, noetinés vertés i§ esmés neturinciy pasakojimy kate-
gorija? Tomas Akvinietis pasitlys puiky sprendimga. Pasak jo (plg. Teologijos suma,
[toliau - S. Th.] Ia, g. 46), filosofas i8désto argumentus pasaulio amzinumui pagrjs-
ti, bet nepateikia tinkamo jrodymo. Stai kodél j klausima, ar pasaulis turi ar neturi
pradzia laike, negali buti jtikinamai atsakyta tik grynai metafiziniu badu. Net jei
pasaulis egzistuoty visada, negalétume teigti, kad dél to jis yra ,maziau” sukurtas
(plg. S. Th.lag. 44, a.1; q. 45, a. 1, 4, 5). Visos §io pasaulio butybés ir pasaulis kaip
visuma yra kontingentiski, riboti - galintys buti arba nebuti. Jy tapsmas priklau-
so nuo iorinés pirmosios prieZasties, nuo butinybés, kuri leidZia jZzengti j butj
(plg. S. Th. I, q. 2, a. 3, c., treciasis kelias). Tad kodél, kaip véliau pasakys Leibnizas:
,Kodél yra labiau kazkas, o ne niekas?“ (Leibniz, 2001) dalykai vis tik egzistuoja,
nors ne-egzistuoti yra labiau jmanoma ir tam tikra prasme - kur kas papras¢iau?
Cia suvokiame, kad buti sukurtam, reigkia ne vien tik prasidéti laike, bet priimti
savo buvimga i§ kito, buti egzistenciskai priklausomam, egzistuoti per kitg, buti
nulemtam, kitaip sakant — metafizigkai apribotam.

Biblinéje pasaulio sampratoje, pasak kity visiskai skirtingy mastytojuy, kaip To-
mas Akvinietis ir Leibnizas, priklausomumas yra ne blogis, bet, priesingai, paties
egzistavimo, sutvarkyto ir sudétingo pasaulio tobulumo $altinis. Laisvai iliejama
dievigkojo palankumo dovana, persiduodanti jvairiausioms butybéms, kurios yra
kontingentiskos ir kuriy kiekviena atspindi dalj Dievo gerumo, o jy visuma sudaro

Kurinija, turin¢ia zyme ,labai gera“ (Pr 1, 31).



Ar priklausomumo teigimas paneigia kirinio laisve ir oruma? Sakykime, kad
prie$ mus atsiveria du keliai. Vienu atveju, turime konkurencinio priezastingumo
sampratg: Dieva ir karinj sieja priezastiné lygybé - kas priskiriama vienam, tas
turi buti atimta i§ kito. Pagal §j désnj, kad Zmogus buty laisvas, jj reikia i$plésti
i§ Dievo rankos; Dievas kuria atsitraukdamas, o Jo atsitraukimas sukuria erdve,
kurioje gali reikstis vien sukurtoji veikla. Arba, kitu atveju, tvirtiname, kad Dievas
kuria buatybes, kurios tampa prieZastimis pagal savo tvarka ir lygmenj; kad Dievo
buvimas visy dalyky istakose yra jy veikimo $altinis; kad Zmogaus orumas kyla
i$ jo gebéjimo visame kame verstis pa¢iam ir valdyti savo gyvenima, taip pat ir
moralinj, o tai toli graZzu ne atitolina nuo Dievo, bet, priesingai, reikalauja Jo artu-
mo. Sis antrasis — antrinio priezastingumo - kelias, priklausantis nuo pirmosios
prieZasties ir tuo padiu autonomiskas pagal sava tvarka, kaip tik ir yra budingas
Tomui Akviniediui. Dievigkosios kirimo veiklos turtingumas karinijos kontingen-
tiskumo ne panaikina, bet jj suzadina: ,vienam tikslui dieviskoji apvaizda parengé
butinas priezastis, kad jos imty reikstis nei§vengiamai, o kitam tikslui - baigtines
priezastis, kad jos veikty baigtiniu budu, pagal artimy priezasc¢iy salyga“ (S. Th.
Ia, q. 22, a. 4 c; plg. taip pat Ia, g. 103, a. 3, 5). Zmogaus orumas nekonkuruoja
su Dievo didybe, veikiau atvirks¢iai, Dievo grozis traukia Zmogy: ,daug tobuliau
praktikuoti geruma ir per tai tapti gerumo priezastimi kitiems, nei tik papras-
tiausiai buti geram. Stai kodél Dievas veikia visus kirinius taip, kad kai kurie jy,
veikdami patys, galéty buti gerumo priezastimi kitiems* (S. Th. Ia, g. 103, a. 6, c.
ad finem). Jei Dievas nori padaryti pasaulj panasy j save, reigkia, kad Jis ketina ne
panaikinti jo savituma, bet pakviesti karinj dalyvauti Jo paties garbéje ir veikloje.
Prie to dar sugrjsiu kitoje dalyje, kai kalbésiu apie Zmogaus atsakomybe jam pati-
kétos karinijos atzvilgiu.

Tad atsizvelgdami j tai, kas buvo pasakyta, biblinj pasakojima apie nuopuolj
galime skaityti kaip archetipinj nesutvarkyto ir iskreipto visagalybés troskimo,
kuris tampa savo paties Saltiniu ir tikslu, pavyzdj. Gundytojo Zodziai ,jus busi-
te kaip Dievas® (Pr 3, 5), regis, jteigia, kad perzengdamas sukarimo tvarka pats
zmogus taps gero ir blogo $altiniu bei tikslu. Svarstydamas apie tai Tomas cituoja
$ventojo Augustino komentara (S. Th. Ila Ilae, g. 163, a. 2 cituoja De Vera Rel. 13. PL
34, 445): ,Jis noréjo mégautis savo paties galybe labiau nei Dievo“. Apie tai bylos
ir pranagas Jeremijas: ,Mane, gyvojo vandens $altinj, jie paliko ir i§sikasé vandens
talpyklas - kiauras talpyklas, nelaikanéias vandens® (Jer 2, 13). Dovana sugenda,
kai yra ne priimama, bet uZgrobiama. Taip priverstiné draugysté ar bet kokia kita
kitoniskumo (vadinasi ir ribotumo) neigimo forma pasirodo besanti prazutinga,

nors ir zada tobula pilnatve. Zmogus save realizuoja tik per dovana ir dovanoje, tai
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reigkia, kad jis sutinka buti i§ dalies priklausomas, ta¢iau tai jo orumo ne panaiki-
na, bet atvirksciai - jtvirtina ir apsaugo.

Tad pirmoji nagrinétina teologiné tema, kad labiau suvoktume stokos esme,
yra dieviskasis karimo aktas. Dievas duoda daiktams buvima, ir $iuo aktu jie ne-
i$vengiamai tampa vienas nuo kito atskirti ir tuo paciu priklausomi. Padioje suku-
rimo Serdyje esame betarpiskai susilieje su kuriancia Meile, kuri paskatina mus
atsiliepti ir jtraukia j savo visa regintj ir visa lemiantj geruma. Savarankigkumas,
kylantis i§ konkurencinio dievigkojo priezastingumo sampratos, suzadina mumy-
se nora tapti saves paties pradzia ir galutiniu tikslu: mumyse kyla nepasotinamas
valdzios troskimas, pasiduodame geiduliy jtakai ir uzsisklendZiame savyje (plg.
Pr 3, 15-19). Todél dabar noriu pakalbéti apie Zmogaus atsakomybe uz sukurtajj

pasaulj.

B) Dirbti ir saugoti Zeme

Karimo teologija kur kas turtingesné uz dieviskojo karimo akto teologija: apsvars-
to Zmogaus vieta pasaulyje, jo atsakomybe kity kariniy atzvilgiu, santykj su gam-
ta. Ar pasaulis yra tik dézé jrankiams susidéti, ar nei§semiamas atsargy $altinis,
kuriuo Zmogus gali naudotis be jokiy rapes¢iy? O gal - riboty istekliy, kuriuos
turime saikingai vartoti, talpykla ar masy moraliniam rapestingumui patikétas
objektas, kuriam esame jpareigoti? Kaip galime i8likti ramus, kai skaitydami gar-
siuosius XIX a. mokslinés fantastikos romanus, pavyzdziui, Ziulio Verno ,Paslap-
tingoji sala“, matome neribota utilitarizmg pasaulio atzvilgiu, kuriame Zmogus -
maistininky vadas - be jokio saZinés grauzimo naudojasi viskuo, kas tik yra aplink?

Jei senovés zmogui pasaulis buvo pilnas dievybiy, o jis pats turéjo atrasti jame
savo, kaip paprasto mirtingojo, vietg ir jei viduramziais pasaulis tampa Dievo iko-
na, bylojanéia apie savo Kuréjo $love, mokslinis pozityvizmas, regis, stumia pasau-
i j neviltj. Zmogus issilaisvina i3 aklo tikéjimo gamtos jégomis, kuriose slypéjusi
dievybé tebuvo vaizduotés projekcija (plg. A. Comte, L. Feuerbachas), ir ima val-
dyti pasaulj kaip Seimininkas. Ta¢iau ar jo valdZia turéty buti neribota, be pagar-
bos, galinti paaukoti absoliu¢iai viska savo norams patenkinti? Laimei, teologiné
mintis perima §ias temas norédama ne tik laikytis praéjusiy amziy poziario, bet
dar karta pabrézti, kad Zmogaus orumas ir atsakomybé, jragyti Dievo plane, eina
kartu, kad susivaldymas yra butinas, siekiant teisingai valdyti pasaulj, kad galios
panaudojimas neatsiejamas nuo etikos.

2015 m. liepos 16 d. pasirodé naujoji popieziaus Prancikaus enciklika apie

ekologija ,Laudato si“, gvildenanti ir Zmogaus ekologijos klausima. Sis ilgai lauk-



tas tekstas neabejotinai taps svarbiu Zingsniu katalikiskos minties raidoje ir prates
jau seniai pradéta darbg. Leisiu sau priminti keletg bibliniy aspekty, kuriy neturé-
tume pamirsti. Tolesnis svarstymas daugiausia remsis rusy mastytojo ortodokso
Aleksandro Smemano teologinémis jZvalgomis, ypa¢ veikalu ,For the life of the
World® (liet. , Uz pasaulio gyvybe®), kurio leidimas italy kalba turi paantraste Il
mondo come sakramento® (liet. ,,Pasaulis kaip sakramentas®)™.

Pirmasis pasakojimas apie karima, paprastai priskiriamas kunigiskajai tradici-
jai, Zmogaus sukurimg pristato kaip Sesiy dieny darbo vir$iune. Pirmosios dienos
»dangus ir zemé"“ kai kuriems komentuotojams (pvz., §v. Augustinui) reigkia dva-
sinj ir materialyjy pasaulj. Vadinasi, angely pasaulis pirmiausia yra nuo materia-
lumo - karinijos pradmeny, jvardyty kaip ,padrika ir dyka“, - atskirtoji pusé. O
zmogus pasirodo tik $estaja diena. Jei visa kita buvo sukurta vienu paprastu palie-
pimu (,tebuna®), tai ¢ia tonas pasikei¢ia: ,Padarykime Zmogy pagal musy paveiks-
13“ (Pr 1, 26) - slépiningosios dieviskojo pokalbio daugiskaitos svarstymas ir nu-
tarimas skelbia visiskai kitokj santykj su $iuo nauju kariniu. Jau buvau uzsimines,
kad Zmogus yra lytiskai dvejopas, taigi ir ribotas savosios prigimties §eimininkas,
nes yra sukurtas pagal Dievo paveikslg ir panaguma kaip vyras ir moteris (Pr 1,
27). Dabar pazvelkime j judviejy pirmaja misija, neatsiejama nuo esminio palaimi-
nimo: ,Dievas juos palaimino, tardamas: ,Bukite vaisingi ir dauginkités, pripildy-
kite Zeme ir valdykite ja! Vie$pataukite ir juros Zuvims, ir padangiy pauks¢iams, ir
visiems Zeméje judantiems gyvanams“ (Pr 1, 28). Kaip palaiminimas, kuriuo turi
gyventi, Zmogui suteikiama galia valdyti kitas Zemiskas butybes ne atsiskyrus nuo
Dievo, bet kartu su Juo. Taip pat ir antrajame pasakojime apie kirimg sakoma,
kad ,Vie$pats Dievas paémé Zmogy ir apgyvendino jj Edeno sode, kad jj dirbty ir
juo rapintysi“ (Pr 2, 15). Adomui suteikta galia duoti vardus gyvinams taip pat
rodo tam tikrg valdZig jy atZvilgiu; pasaulj formuoja ne vien tik Dievo Zzodis, bet ir
zmogaus lupomis duodamas tam tikras jsakymas: ,Kokiu vardu Zzmogus pavadins
kiekvieng gyva butybe, toks turés buti jos vardas® (Pr 2, 19). Adomas tikrai yra
Dievo vietininkas zeméje: padeda Jam valdyti likusj Zemiskajj pasaulj, vadovaujasi
Jo protu ir ZodZiu, nes yra gaivinamas Jo gyvybés alsavimo (plg. Pr 2, 7).

Nutrukus draugystei su Dievu, j Zmogaus santykius su Zemiskaja tikrove jsi-
brauna netvarka. Pirmiesiems tévams panoréjus biti kaip Dievas - nepriklauso-
mu savosios buties §eimininku, — gamta pasipriesina. Nuopuolis pazeidzia ne tik

ju santykj su Dievu (,i8girdau tavo garsg sode ir nusigandau® - Pr 3, 10) ir su savo

1 Schmemann, Alexander. Per la vita del mondo. Il mondo come sacramento, Roma, ed. Lipa, 2012.

Leidimas angly kalba pasirodé 1973 m., St. Vladimirs seminary press. Prieiga per interneta:
http://ixoyc.net/data/Fathers/162.pdf
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kanu, kuris jiems tampa tarsi svetimas (,nusigandau, nes buvau nuogas“ - Pr 3,
10; ,turési mirti“ - Pr 2, 17; ,tu dulkeé esi ir j dulke sugrjsi“ - Pr 3, 19; gimdymo,
kitados buvusio palaiminimu, skausmai - plg. Pr 3, 16), ardo ne vien tik jy poros
gyvenima (geismas ir dominavimas - plg. Pr 3, 16), bet taip pat ir santykius su li-
kusia karinijos dalimi: negailestinga kova su zalé¢iu (Pr 3, 15), triusas ir bergzdZios
pastangos dirbant zeme, kuri, uzuot tapusi dirbamu sodu, tezeldina ergkécius ir
usnis (Pr 3, 18). Zmogaus viespatavimas gamtai tampa agresyvus, brutalus, Ziau-
rus. Sandora, sudaryta su Nojumi, perima pirminio palaiminimo ZodZius, bet jie
nuskamba kur kas brutaliau ir Ziauriau: ,,Bukite vaisingi ir dauginkités, pripildyki-
te zeme. Bijos jusy ir drebés pries jus visi zemés gyvuliai, visi padangiy pauks¢iai -
visa, kas juda zeméje, ir visos juros zuvys. | jisy rankas jie yra atiduoti“ (Pr 9, 1-2).
Zmogus uztikrina savo bavj maitindamasis jau ne vien tik zemés vaisiais (plg. Pr
1,29; 2, 16), bet ir mésa - kitomis batybémis, kurias valdo prievarta ir jéga.

Pagal pirminj sumanyma, maistas buvo Dievo dovana ir Zmogaus darbo vai-
sius. Pasaulis buvo bendrystés su Dievu sakramentas: susivienijimo Zenklas ir
priemoné, draugystés ir garbinimo vieta, kurioje stoka i§gyvenama ne kaip kliutis,
bet kaip bendrystés salyga. Pasaulis buvo Dievo dovana, patikéta Zzmogui. Adomas
buvo pasauktas jj dirbti ir dékojimu sugrazinti Dievui. Ta¢iau draugyste su Kareé-
ju nutraukus, tas pats pasaulis tampa nuo Jo atskirian¢ia uzdanga, atsiribojimo
Zenklu, kovos ir smurto vieta. Norédamas viska palenkti sau, Zmogus veda pasaulj
prie sunaikinimo ribos: tvanas, sumai$es pavirinius ir giluminius vandenis, yra
tarsi sugrjzimas j chaosa, tarsi griovimas. Stoka suprantama jau ne kaip priemoné
bendrystei (tai galioja ir Zmogiskiems santykiams: poroje, tarp Seimos nariy ar
bendruomenéje), bet kaip visuotiniy kary $altinis, todél ja reikia reglamentuoti
prievarta ir baime. Prasideda ilgas dieviskosios pedagogikos darbas.

Visy $ventosios istorijos etapy ¢ia aptarti nejmanoma. Keletg svarbiausiy as-
pekty paliesiu kitame skyriuje. Dabar pakaks pasakyti, kad visas Apreigkimas nu-
kreipiamas j Atpirkimo slépinj Stnuje: Jis yra naujasis karinys, naujasis Adomas,
per kurj pasaulis atkuriamas ir kuris sugrazina pasauliui, Zmogui ir darbui praras-
taji orumga ir teisétq vieta.

Pirmiausia - santykis su darbu. I§ganytojas ateina kaip amatininkas, dailidé is
Nazareto. Antikos pasaulyje ranky darbus atlikdavo vergai, o laisvas Zmogus save
realizuodavo politikoje ir teoriniais samprotavimais, pirmiausia - filosofijoje. Ta-
¢iau Kristus - Zmogumi tapes Dievas - yra darbininkas. Jo pavyzdZiu sekantiems
mokiniams darbas tampa pasventinimu ir teisinga nuostata, patarnavimu pac¢iam
Dievui. K3 tik darytuméte, darykite i§ sirdies, kaip Vie§patiui, o ne zmonéms"

(Kol 3, 23), jau nebekalbant apie garsyjj posakj: ,Kas nenori dirbti, tenevalgo!*



(2 Tes 3, 10). Vadinasi, darbas dél pragyvenimo yra ne vien tik nuodémés uztrauk-
tas prakeikimas, bet budas tapti panagiam j Dieva.

Toliau sakoma, kad Jézuje (vadinasi — Zmogisko kuno realybéje) ,kuniskai gy-
vena visa dievystés pilnatvé“ (Kol 2, 9). Tai reiskia, kad budamas ribotas ir priklau-
somas Zmogus vis tik néra atskirtas nuo Dievo, bet jo baigtinumas ir priklausomu-
mas gali tapti tarpine vieta, per kurig Kuréjas susivienija ne tik su Zmonija, bet ir
su visa karinija. Ten pat savo laiske §ventasis Paulius tesia: ,ir jus esate pripildyti
jame. Jis yra visokiy kunigaikstysciy ir valdZiy galva“ (Kol 2, 9-10). Kristus-Galva
sutaikina savyje visa pasaulj: dangiskajj ir Zemiskajj, angely galybes ir Zmoniy ben-
druomene, Baznyt¢ia (plg. Kol 1, 15-20). Dievo uzmojis suvienija pasaulj ir Zzmogy,
todél Zmogus negali elgtis su pasauliu kaip su grynai i$orine realybe: eksploatuoti
iki begalybés, pajungti vien savo jgeidZiams. ,Kurinija su ilgesiu laukia, kada bus
apreiksti Dievo vaikai. <...> su viltimi, kad ir pati karinija bus i$vaduota i$ pragais-
ties vergoveés ir jgis Dievo vaiky garbés laisve. Juk mes Zinome, kad visa karinija
iki 8iol tebedusauja ir tebesikankina. Ir ne tik ji, bet ir mes patys, kurie turime
dvasios pradmenis, - ir mes dejuojame, laukdami jvaikinimo ir masy kano atpirki-
mo“ (Rom 8, 19-24). Slépiningas solidarumas suvienija zmogy ir kurinija priimant
palanky i§ganymo uzmojj, kuris juodu apima ir sujungia gydydamas pirmapradeés
nuodémeés zaizdas. Ten, kur puikybés lydimas susiskaldymas pazadino besaikj do-
minavimga ir beribius troskimus, Atpirkimas atne$a abipuse pagarbg ir bendra viltj.
Nuo $iol stoka jmanoma isgyventi ramiai ir viltingai, valdyti pasaulj neplésant jo j
gabalus dél nepasotinamy savanaudisky trogkimy. Pasaulis néra tik papras¢iausias
eksploatuotiny i$tekliy telkinys, bet i$tisa visata, kurig reikia sugraZinti jos Kare-
jui eucharistiniu badu.

Socialinis Bazny¢ios mokymas visada doméjosi ne tik politiniais Zmogaus gy-
venimo aspektais, bet ir jo santykiu su Karinija. Zmogaus atsakomybé pasaulio
atzvilgiu taip pat apima ir pareiga skelbti tai, kg Atpirkimas perkeité. [sikunijusio
Zodzio atnestas isgelbéjimas negali pasilikti tik teorinio svarstymo ar kontem-
pliacijos lygmenyje, nes jis perkeiia, atperka visas Zemiskojo gyvenimo sritis.
Visg §j pastarajj $imtmetj daugiau ar maziau sékmingai tokias mintis propagavo
ne vienas sajudis. Prisiminkime tévo Henri de Lubako veikala ,Catholicisme ou
les aspects sociaux du dogme* (liet. ,Katalikybé, arba Socialiniai dogmos aspek-
tai“). Paskui - jau visiskai kitokio registro — i§laisvinimo teologijos sajudj, pradéta
siekiant tikrai gero tikslo: kad isgelbéjimas perkeisty socialinj musy gyvenimg.
Véliau $io judéjimo teiginiy ir marksizmo ideologijos samplaika padarys daug Za-
los tiek pa¢iam sajudziui, tiek jo sampratai, ta¢iau jokiu budu negalime paneigti jo

svarbos tam tikru istorijos tarpsniu. Galiausiai prisiminkime $iandiene neaugimo
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teorija, susijusig su Nikolo Georgescu-Roegen’o ir Ivano Illicho vardais. Pasta-
rasis sukuaré sios mokyklos spiritualistinius pagrindus®. Protestanty mastytojo
Jacques’o Ellulio technikos fenomeno kritika pateikia vertingy argumenty, kodél
Zmogus turi rupintis karinija. Neaugimo sajudzio at$aky jvairové bei kylancios
diskusijos (kurias Kataliky baZzny¢ios magisteriumas ne visada palaiko) parodo
Sios temos aktualuma. Taigi ne vien BaZny¢ia tvirtina, kad Zmogus néra negin-
¢ytinas pasaulio §eimininkas ir valdytojas ir kad saves apribojimas, savojo ribo-
tumo priémimas bei rapinimasis pasauliu toli grazu ne sumazina, bet sustiprina

jo oruma.

0) Stoka ir i§ganymo istorija

Biblinio mokymo apie stoka turtingumas neapsiriboja tik tomis dvejomis temo-
mis: buti kariniu ir rapintis kirinija. Noréciau paliesti dar vieng joms artima as-
pekta. Zvelgdami j i§ganymo istorija matome, kad tikra palaima #mogui suteikia
ne turty gausumas, bet daZniausiai didelio nepritekliaus metu patenkinti buti-
niausi poreikiai. Negalédamas pasiulyti nuoseklaus temos déstymo, apsiribosiu
tik dviem epizodais: I8éjimo i§ Egipto kelias i laisve, tapes pasitikin¢io priklauso-
mumo mokykla, ir Kristaus gundymas dykumoje.

Pirmiausia atkreipkime démesj j vieta: abu jvykiai vyksta dykumoje. Tai skur-
do ir stokos vieta, bet tuo paciu ir giliausios dvasinés patirties — Sandoros - vieta:
tautai, didiesiems pranasams (Elijui, Jonui Krik$tytojui ir pa¢iam Jézui). Tai tustu-
ma, kurig Dievas gali uZpildyti visiskai kitokiu biudu nei staby sitlomas perteklius,
pasotinantis zmogaus akis, bet vedantis j uzsisklendima savyje (plg. pavyzdziui,
Jean-Luc Mariono fenomenologija). Hebrajy kalbos Zodis midbar, reiskiantis dy-
kumg, regis, turi tg pacia $aknj dbr, kuri nusako nepertraukiama rysj tarp Dievo
zodziy ir veiksmy.

Dievas nuzengia i§laisvinti savo tautos i§ Egipto vergovés, kad suteikty jai ku-
nigiska oruma, ir ji garbinty Viespatj (plg. 1§ 3). Ilga kelioné per dykuma tautai
tampa Sandoros, laisvés ir pasitikin¢io priklausomumo nuo Jahvés ugdymo mo-
kykla. Pakartoto Jstatymo knyga pateikia i§samia $iy jvykiy perzvalga: ,Keturias-
dedimt mety vedZziau jus per dykuma. Drabuziai ant jusy nugaros nesusidévéjo ir
sandalai ant jusy kojy nenusinesiojo. Nevalgéte duonos, negéréte vyno ar stipraus

géralo, idant Zinotuméte, kad a§ esu Viegpats, jusy Dievas!“ (Jst 29, 4-5). Ir visas

2 Apie ios srovés ribas ir pazadintas diskusijas galima skaityti Jean-Marie Harribey straipsnj Les

théories de la décroissance : enjeux et limites (liet. Neaugimo teorijy isSukiai ir ribos). Prieiga per
interneta: http://cms.unige.ch/isdd/IMG/pdf/decroissance.pdf



aStuntas $ios knygos skyrius priespriedina pasitikéjimo kuping netvirtuma, kuris
pasirodo esas tikrasis i$laisvinimo kelias, ir savininkigka pertekliy, kuris uztikrina
galimybe pa¢iam pasirupinti savimi ir nugramzdina j uzmarstj tikrajj pagaukima.
LAtsimink tg ilga kelig, kuriuo tave vedé Viespats, tavo Dievas, per tuos keturias-
dedimt mety dykumoje, idant padaryty tave nuolanky, bandydamas suZinoti, kas
buvo tavo $irdyje, ar tu laikysiesi jo jsakymu, ar ne. Jis daré tave nuolanky, leisda-
mas tau paalkti, paskui maitindamas tave mana, kurios nei jus, nei jusy protéviai
nezinojote, idant tave pamokyty, kad zmogus yra gyvas ne viena duona, bet kad
zmogus gyvena kiekvienu ZodZiu, i§einanciu i§ Vie$paties lupy. Per tuos ketu-
riasde$imt mety drabuZiai ant tavo nugaros nesusinesiojo ir tavo kojos nesutino®
(Ist 8, 2-4). ,Rupinkis, kad neuzmirstum Viegpaties, savo Dievo <...>. Kai tu busi
sotiai pavalges, <...> tuomet saugokis, kad tavo $irdis neispuikty, <...> nesakyk
sau $irdyje: ,Mano paties galybé ir mano paties rankos jéga sukrové man $iuos
turtus“. Atsimink tad, kad Viespats, tavo Dievas, yra tas, kuris tau duoda galybe
buti turtingam <...>“ (Jst 8, 11-18). Dievas duoda galybe ir garbe, tik reikia pasi-
ruodti tai priimti. Uzsisklendusi savyje, surambéjusi ir aptukusi $irdis, kaip sako
Sventasis Rastas, nepajégia klausytis. Stai kodél Senajame Testamente nuolat
jauc¢iamas toks didelis démesys Vie$paties mazutéliams: Zemiski turtai yra Dievo
palaiminimo Zenklas, bet iganymo istorija audZiama butent per varggus, kurie
Juo pasitiki. Visy pranasy rastuose tautos patirtis dykumoje iglieka autentisko
Sandoros rysio pagrindu (plg. pavyzdziui Oz 11, 1: ,Kai Izraelis buvo vaikas, a$ jj
pamilau, ir daugelis kity paraleliniy viety). Kaip tik $ig patirtj Kristus istobulins
gundymy dykumoje metu.

»,Mano galybé geriausiai pasireiskia silpnume®, - sakys Vie$pats $ventajam
apastalui Pauliui (2 Kor 12, 9). Sis visuotinis dievigkosios ekonomijos® jstatymas
visy pirmiausia jsidaknija paties Jézaus gyvenime. Jsikunijes Zodis j pasaulj atei-
na neturédamas visiskai nieko, ryztingai pasirinkdamas neturta ir priklausomy-
be nuo Tévo. Karaliaus titulg Kristus sutinka prisiimti tik ant kryZziaus. Bet kokj
bandyma interpretuoti Jo misijg kaip pergalingg atéjima Kristus vadina grynai
zmogisku ir net $étoni$ku mastymu: kai pirma karta Jis jspéja mokinius apie savo
kandia, ir Petras ima Jj drausti, Jo atsakymas lieka neat$aukiamas: ,Eik $alin, $é-
tone! Tu man papiktinimas, nes mastai ne Dievo, o Zmoniy mintimis“ (Mt 16, 23).
Kristaus gundymai dykumoje i§ esmés atskleidZia pamatine jtampa: laukiama,

kad Dievas apsireiksty savo galybéje, bet §i teofanija jvyksta silpnume.

»Dieviskoji ija“ — BaZny¢ios v j voka, Z i ivi i , kuriomi
Dievigkoji ekonomija“ - BaZny¢ios vartojama savoka, Zenklinanti visas priemones, kuriomis
Dievas pasinaudojo vykdydamas savo palanky uzmojj ir vadovaudamas iSganymo istorijai, ,sta-
amas ir tvarkydamas® savo buveine tarp Zmoniy.
d tvarkyd
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Tuojau pat po kriksto, kurio priimti Jézus ateina kaip vienas i$ atgailaujanciy
nusidéjéliy ir netgi sukeldamas Jono Krikstytojo pasiprie$inimg stojasi j pacia
paskutine vietg (Lk 3, 21): ,Kai, visai tautai krikstijantis <...>), Sventoji Dvasia
paakina Jj eiti j dykuma. Keturiasde$imties dieny dykumoje laikotarpis pakartoja
[8éjimo jvykj ir pranasiska Sandoros atnaujinimo dykumoje pazada per naujajj
Moze. Si patirtis privercia Jézy kesti alkj. ,Jis nieko nevalgé per tas dienas ir,
joms pasibaigus, buvo alkanas. Tuomet velnias jam taré <...>“ (Lk 4, 2-3 ir pa-
ralelinés vietos). Gundymas prasideda kaip tik nuo stokos. Nors Matas ir Lukas
$étono pasitlymus isdésto skirtinga tvarka, vis tik jie abu pradeda savo pasako-
jimus nuo alkio ir siulymo akmenis paversti duona. Regis, ¢ia slypi esminis bibli-
nés antropologijos atskaitos tagkas: pirmyjy tévy alkj, malsinamg pagrobtu, o ne
kaip dovang i Dievo priimtu maistu, atperka Sunaus, kurio maistas - vykdyti Jj
siuntusiojo valig (plg. Jn 4, 34), paklusnumas. Ar tai reiskia pasidavimg ir bejé-
giskuma kenciant stygiy? Kai prireiks, Jézus panaudos savo jéga: apie tai byloja
duonos padauginimo ir stebuklingos ziklés pasakojimai. Tatiau $ios jégos $alti-
nis - pasitikéjimas Dievu, badingas ribotam ir stokojan¢iam Zmogui. ,Zmogus
gyvas ne viena duona, bet ir kiekvienu Zodziu, kuris ieina i§ Dievo lupy“ (Mt 4, 4
cituoja [st 8, 3). Galimybé prisiliesti prie Dievo begalybés (tai dar turésime aptarti
kalbédami apie malone ir moralinj gyvenima) nei§vengiamai susijusi su stokos
priémimu ir atsisakymu uzpildyti ja kuo nors kitu nei Dievas. Duona turi atgauti
sakramentinj pobud;: ji nusako Dievo dovang, nustato santykj su Juo ir per duong
Dievas save dovanoja. Cia jau galime jzvelgti eucharistinés teologijos pradzia, kuri
pazenklins visg Jono evangelijos 6 skyriy — Jézaus ZodZius apie gyvaja duona.
Tadiau pries tai reikia, kad duona, kaip bendravimo priemoné, buty islaisvinta i$
§io pasaulio kunigaiks¢io, padariusio ja tikslu. Atsisakydamas priimti dovang ir
pats pasiimdamas visas gérybes, Zmogus nesijaucia laimingas, tenkindamas buti-
niausius poreikius jauciasi nusivyles: turi duonos, kuri nepasotina (plg. Is 55, 2).

Zmogumi tapes Dievas dirba fizinj darba, kuriuo pelnosi duona. Jis apsireiskia
kaip veiklos Zmogus, prisiima atsakomybe uZ Jam pavestuosius, atnesa dziaugs-
mo apstuma. Argi pirmasis vie$as Jézaus stebuklas nebuvo vyno padauginimas
vestuvése (plg. Jn 2, 1-12)? Tadiau taip elgdamasis Jis nelaiko $io pasaulio dalyky
galutiniu tikslu, kuris galéty pasotinti zmogaus $irdj. Kad duona tikrai pasotinty,
turi tapti bendrysteés su Dievu Zenkluy, j kurig bty investuotas ir Zzmogaus darbas,
o ne bendrystés atmetimo Zenklu, kaip sitlo gundytojas. Gundymo dykumoje pa-
sakojime jau jrasytas ir visos i§ganymo istorijos, kuri per Kryziy, tariama stoka ir
pasitikéjimg veda j prisikélima, scenarijus. I§ganymo istorija tesiasi, kai stoka yra

priimama, perkei¢iama darbu ir pasitikéjimu, vainikuojama Dievo dovana. Argi



naujoji Jeruzalé nenuzengia i§ dangaus kaip nuotaka (Ap 22, 10), tapdama visiska
priesingybe Babelio bokstui, kuriuo buvo siekiama uzkariauti dangy savo paciy

jégomis?

p) Stoka ir maloné

Padéje biblinius pagrindus galime Zengti Siek tiek toliau. Malonés klausimas at-
skleidzia didZiausia musy temos paradoksa: zmogus, pagal kriks¢ionybés sampra-
ta sukurtas tam, kas jj pranoksta. Jis gali save realizuoti ir pilnutinai atsiskleisti
tik tuomet, kai dovanoja save kazkam didesniam ir kai priima save i§ kazko dides-
nio. ,Zmogus pralenkia zmogy*, - §is beveik nei§ver¢iamas Paskalio* posakis kaip
tik ir atspindi iSties paradoksalia Zmogaus situacija. Viena vertus, jis priklauso
baigtinumui - tam, kas praeina, kam telemta i$nykti, stokos pasauliui, kita ver-
tus, jis zino visuotinumo skonj, jo trogkimo galia begaliné, niekas negali pilnutinai
patenkinti jo nory ir, pasak Biblijos, jis yra pasauktas tapti dieviskosios prigimties
dalininku (plg. 2 P 1, 4). Jei atsivérimas begalybei jradytas j Zmogaus prigimtj,
prota ir valig, tai pagaukimas sudievinimui mums atskleidZia to paradoksalumo
priezastj. I§ kur kyla metafizinis trogkulys, dél kurio turiu kesti nuolatine stoka,
nes mane - baigtine batybe - gali pripildyti tik begalybé? Sventasis Augustinas
sako: ,,Sukurei mus, Viedpatie, sau, ir nerami musy $irdis, kol nenurims Tavyje“.

Malonés tema kaip tik ir kalba apie §j pagaukima, kuris tampa stokos ir aps-
tumo pagrindu. Kas yra maloné? Savo esme tai yra mums perduotas dieviskasis
gyvenimas®. Tai dalyvavimas proto ir meilés aktuose, kurie kyla i§ paties trejybi-
nio gyvenimo, - mumyse tarpstantis Dievo artumas, duodantis musy gyvenimui
savo forma. Pasak Baznycios tévy, kaip jmestas j ugnj kalavijas tampa raudonas
it liepsna, perimdamas ugnies savybes, bet neprarasdamas savo naturalios kon-
sistencijos, taip susivienijes su Dievu Zzmogus i§ Jo gauna gebéjimg veikti (pir-
miausia — myléti, kaip Dievas myli, ir dalyvauti Jo pazinime: tikéjimu $ioje Zeméje
ir regéjimu amzinoje Tévynéje).

Viena vertus, manyti, kad Zmogus priklauso nuo malonés, kad yra jos palai-
komas ir jos pripildytas, reiskia pabreézti pirmapradés stokos realybe. Zmogus su-
kurtas tam, kas jj pranoksta, ir realizuoja save per tai, kas ji pranoksta. Atmesti §j
atvirumga begalybei reiskia paneigti paties Zmogiskumo esme, paversti zmogy vie-

nu i§ daugelio baigtiniy objekty. Ta¢iau kalbéti apie Zmogiskaja stoka yra visigkai
4

Plg. fragmentas ,Contrariétés 14/14" isleido Brunschvicg n°434.

> Plg. pirmasis ,I3pazinimy” skyrius.

6 Plg. Kataliky Baznytios Katekizmas (KBK) § 1996-1998.
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kas kita, nei kalbéti apie $io pasaulio objekty baigtinumga. Pastariesiems ribotumas
paskirstytas proporcingai, budami riboti jie yra atbaigti ir tobuli; o Zmogus siekia
pranokti savo ribotuma, ir kaip tik §i savybé yra budinga jo prigim¢iai. Maloné ne-
prisijungia prie Zmogiskos prigimties tarsi papildomas aukstas prie jau pastatyto
pastato. Ji yra pati giliausia varomoji musy istorijos jéga, pasireiskianti per nuola-
tinj ,dar ne“ ir visada nukreipta j ,daugiau®. Zmogiskoji stoka yra Zymiai daugiau
nei ribotumas: tai paaukimas nuolatiniam saves perzengimui. Ji mobilizuoja vi-
sas musy pajégas, o ja gali uzpildyti tik laisvai duodama dovana, kuri vainikuoja ir
virsija visas pastangas.

Kita vertus, stoka mums uztikrina garantuotos dovanos perspektyva. Zmo-
gaus gyvenima Zenklina ne vien poreikiai ir jy patenkinimas, bet taip pat stoka
ir dovana. Sventasis Bernardas savo garsiajame traktate ,Apie Dievo meile®, kaip
niekas kitas, tai pabréZia itin aiskiai: net ir visa pasaulj laiméjes Zmogus nesijaus
patenkintas. Stai kodél turétume perzengti poreikiy sritj (savaime suprantama,
patenkindami butiniausius), nes kitaip nesiliausime vartoje tol, kol nebus paso-
tintas musy trogkimas’. Paties giliausio musy poreikio esmé - begalinis géris; link
jo mus ir veda maloné. Zmogus darbuojasi dél maisto - tai teisinga ir gera, bet jis
turi gauti ir tokio maisto, kuris galéty pasotinti jo $irdj. Patys kilniausi ir patys bu-
tiniausi Zmogui dalykai yra draugysté, pagarba, grozis, astrus protas, $velnumas,
asmenigkas Zvilgsnis — né vienos i§ $iy dovany negalime pasiimti jéga. Primesti
draugyste, priversti gérétis, iSkreipti tiesa — tokia nuostata priestaringa pati sa-
vyje. Pagal zmogiska tvarka, patys svarbiausi dalykai paZenklinti malonés. Be jos
mes visko stokojame: maitinamas, bet nemylimas vaikas ar materialiai apsirapi-
nes, bet nesugebantis atsiverti draugystei vyras — tragiski Zmogiskosios stokos
pavyzdziai.

Kad dovana uZpildyty stoka, kad maloné laisvai tekéty, turime noréti jg pri-
imti, neatsiriboti nuo jos apsaugine siena. Turime i$mokti priimti ir duoti, o ne
priversti visa pasaulj okti pagal savo dudele. Atsisakyti biti pasaulio centru nega-

lime tik savo paciy jégomis: kitaip butume panasus j barong Miunchauzena, kuris

Plg. S. Bernard, Traité de l'amour de Dieu, §19: ,Butent taip gudraudami ir pasiklysta bedieviai,
siekiantys jprastiniu biudu patenkinti savo norus, bet kaip bepro¢iai visiskai neatsizvelgiantys
i priemones tam tikslui pasiekti; kitaip sakant, buti pripildytiems, o ne i3sekintiems. Ta¢iau jie
veltui eikvoja savo jégas nepasiekdami pilnutinés laimés; jie labiau Zavisi kariniais nei Karéju,
kreipiasi j visus paeiliui ir visus viena po kito bando, uzuot pamégine kreiptis j Vie$patj, kuris juos
sukuré. Kaip tik prie to jie, be jokios abejoneés, ir prieity, jei tik vieng diena jy norai galéty liautis,
tai yra, jei laiméty visa pasaulj, i$skyrus Ta, kuris yra jo autorius, ir tai pasiekty vadovaudamiesi
savo geismy jstatymu, leidzian¢iu jiems pamirsti tai, ka turi, kad paskui imty ilgétis to, ko sto-
koja; budami visko, kas danguje ir Zeméje, $eimininkais jie netrukty pajusti, kad to neuztenka,
ir galiausiai imty iegkoti to, kurio dar stokoja, kad turéty viska, tai yra - patj Dieva...“



pats save sugriebes uz plauky itrauké i§ pelkés. Ta¢iau ,priimti“ $iuo atveju neis-
vengiamai reiskia ,dovanoti save“: man dovanojamga draugyste galésiu priimti tik
pats jai atsiduodamas. Maloné - dievigkasis gyvenimas - i$laisvina i egocentriz-
mo, leisdama i$gyventi tai, kas ateina i§ anapus manes, ir dovanoti save tam, kas
pranoksta mane. ,Zmogus pralenkia zmogy“: malonés paradoksas leidzia mums
iskesti savaja stoka, kurioje stebinan¢iu budu tarpsta nauja realybé. Musy silpnu-
mas tampa vieta, kurioje ima veikti jéga i§ aukstybiy. Dabar, visa tai apZvelge,

galime greztis j kai kurias moralinés teologijos temas.

E) Stoka ir moralinis gyvenimas
2 Palaiminimas

Krik$¢ioniui moralinis gyvenimas i§ esmés yra ne pareiga, bet kelias j laime. Kaip
tik palaiminimais Kristus pradeda savo pamoksla Evangelijoje pagal Mata (Mt 5),
o Tomas Akvinietis $iuo klausimu pradeda moraline dalj savo ,Teologijos sumoje”.
Kalbama apie galutinj tikslg, kuris nulemia visus Zmogaus veiksmus ir parodo jy
kilnuma®. Grynai zmogiski veiksmai yra pavaldus protui bei valiai ir kreipiami j
tiksla, kuris nulemia konkreciy veiksmy turinj. Be to, misy apsisprendimai yra
betarpiskai susije, suderinti su galutiniu apsisprendimu: né nesvarstydami at-
metame tai, kas atrodo i§ esmés nesuderinama su tuo, kg suvokiame kaip tikrajj
géri (S. Th. laIlae, q. 1, a. 6, ¢). Tad kyla klausimas: ,Kokiame géryje gludi laimé?*
(S. Th. Ia Ilae, g. 2). Tomas teigia, kad joks sukurtasis géris néra auks¢iausios Zmo-
giskos laimés $altinis, vadinasi ir ne tai, kas suteikia Zmogaus veiksmams prasme.
Turtai jam yra pirmasis dalykas, negalintis pasotinti Zmogaus trogkimo. ,Aigku,
kad naturaliosios gérybés negali sukurti Zmogaus laimés, nes jy siekiama tik bu-
viui palaikyti, todél jos negali buti galutiniu Zmogaus tikslu. Veikiau jos pacios
palenkiamos zmogui kaip tikslui. Be to, pagal gamtoje nustatyta tvarka, visos to-
kio tipo gérybés yra Zemesnés uz zmogy ir jam sukurtos, kaip sakoma psalméje

8 S.Th.Iallae, prologas: ,Kadangi, pasak $v. Jono Damaskiecio, Zmogus buvo sukurtas pagal Dievo

paveiksla, o tai reiskia, kad jis apdovanotas protu, laisvo apsisprendimo ir autonomiskumo galia,
ir kaip pavyzdj nagrinéjome, kas yra Dievas ir kas yra i§ Jo visagalybés bei Jo valios nutarimu
kilusios butybés, dabar reikia aptarti ir Jo paveikslg, t. y. Zmogy, nes jis taip pat yra savo paties
veiksmy prieZastis, dél to, kad turi laisvo apsisprendimo galia ir valdo savo veiksmus. Pirmiausia
reikéty pasvarstyti apie galutinj Zmogaus gyvenimo tiksla. Paskui turétume klausti, kokiomis
priemonémis zmogus to tikslo siekia arba nuo jo nusigrezia; nes atsizvelgdami j tiksla turime
numatyti ir j ji vedanc¢ias priemones. Kadangi galutiniu Zmogaus gyvenimo tikslu laikome laime,
pirmiausia turime nagrinéti, kas apskritai yra galutinis tikslas, o paskui - kas yra laimé.“
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(Ps 8, 7): ,Padéjai visa prie jo koju.” O sukurtyjy gérybiy geidziame tik dél to, kad
pasiektume natiraligsias gérybes; sukurtyjy gérybiy negeistume, jei uz jas ne-
siektume jsigyti to, kas butina gyvenimui. Tad dar maZiau tikétina, kad jos galéty
turéti galutinio tikslo prasme. Taigi nejmanoma, kad laimé, kuri yra auks¢iausias
zmogaus tikslas, gladéty turtuose® (S. Th. Ila Ilae, gq. 2, a. 1, ¢). Gyventi tam, kad
kauptume naturalias gérybes, tolygu sukeisti vietomis dalyky tvarka: priemone
laikyti tikslu. Ekonominés veiklos tikslas — uztikrinti Zmogaus egzistencija, kad
jis pilnai save realizuodamas galéty pasiekti tiksla. Taigi §i veikla negali pasidaryti
gyvenimo prasme. Net intelektualinis gyvenimas (S. Th. Ila Ilae, q. 3, a. 5-7), su-
kurtoji realybé, kurig taip vertino Tomas, negali musy pilnai patenkinti. ,Nejma-
noma, kad zmogaus laimé gladéty sukurtame géryje. I$ tikryjy laimé yra tobulas
géris, galintis visiskai patenkinti troskimus; be jos, net jei dar ir likty, ko troksti,
tai negaléty buti galutiniu tikslu. Ta¢iau valios, kaip troskimo galios, objektas yra
universalusis géris, o proto objektas — universalioji tiesa. I§ to ai$kéja, kad niekas
negali patenkinti Zmogaus valios, tik universalusis géris. Nerasime jo né viename
karinyje - jis yra tik Dieve; nes visi kuriniai turi tik dalyvavimo geruma“ (S. Th.
Ila Ilae, q. 2, a. 8, ¢). Tad teologiné i$mintis moko, kad ieskodami laimés visuo-
met kazko stokosime. I§ esmés nepasotinama musy tro§kimy galia gena mus vis
toliau, bet turime jsisgmoninti, kad niekada nerasime pilnatvés vien tik sukur-
toje realybéje. Atsisakyti universaliojo gério stokojimo reiksty i§ esmés atmesti
evangelinius palaiminimus, o priimti jj - vadinasi, $iems palaiminimams atsiverti.
Visa, kas néra Dievo esatis, turi buti kreipiama j vienintelj galutinj tiksla ir pagal
ji jvertinama (S. Th. Ila Ilae, g. 4). Buty apgaulinga tikétis, kad sukurtasis géris
suteikty tai, ko negali, — laime. Vadinasi, pasiekus ir turint tokj gérj, visada bus

radikaliai stokojama.

b) Trys keliai

Link &ios pilnatvés keliaujama laipsniskai. Dvasinéje kriks¢ioniy tradicijoje susi-
pina dvi sampratos: viena - §ventojo Augustino, kalban¢io apie pradedantiuosius,
pazengusiuosius ir tobuluosius, kita — Dionizijaus Aeropagiecio, i§skirian¢io nu-
skaistinimo, nugvitimo ir susivienijimo kelius (Garrigou-Lagrange, 1923, jvadas,
p. VII). Pirmiausia reikia pereiti atsizadéjimo bei jausmy i§laisvinimo etapg. Pas-
kui Zmogaus prota ir valig ap$vietia dieviskasis mokymas, ir Zmogus, vis labiau
pasitikédamas, priima nauja gyvenimga. Galiausiai ateina susivienijimo su Dievu
metas, kai visos Zmogaus galios nuolat tarpsta Dieve, kaip sako apastalas: ,jisy

gyvenimas <...> yra pasléptas Dieve® (Kol 3, 1-4).



Zinoma, §i samprata, kaip ir visos kitos, yra ribota. Tikrové kur kas sudétin-
gesneé ir turtingesné - vienu metu augama keliais lygmenimis. Tadiau jei krikscio-
niy tradicija i$saugojo §j mokyma skatindama mastyti apie dievigkojo gyvenimo
augima mumyse, vadinasi, buvo manyta, kad toks aiskinimas yra pakankamai
veiksmingas. Tad sialau pazvelgti, kaip kiekviename $iy etapy reiskiasi stoka.

Nuskaistinimo kelias yra grieztai asketiskas. Tai atsivertimo kelias, kuriame
zmogus atsisako tariamo gério, i§ naujo jsiklauso j savo troskimus ir juos for-
muoja priimdamas stokojimo realybe. Taip susigraZzinama netikro pasitenkinimo
uzvaldyta laisvé. Atsisakyti netikry paguody, priimti tyla, jsiklausyti j savo vidy,
atrasti darbo su savimi skonj, neiekoti lengvy sprendimy bei neatidélioti jy ryt-
dienai. Kaip ir kiekvienas aukléjimas, moralinis gyvenimas reikalauja vis labiau
vidujiskai priimti stoka: i pastanga leidzia pasiekti Zymiai gilesnj ir turtingesnj
gyvenima.

Nusvitimo keliui badingas didesnis pasyvumas: Zmogus patiria dievika jtaka.
Jj traukia tai, kas pranoksta jj patj, ir dél to jis vis labiau suvokia savo ribotumg,
radikaly nepakankamuma. I$gyvena vis didesne Dievo stoka, bet tuo padiu - ir
pasitikéjima Dievo artumu. Kuo daugiau imu gerti i$ $altinio, tuo labiau troks§tu
jo vandens. Tad dabar atsisakyti mazesnio gério, kas anks¢iau buvo skausminga
ir reikalavo daug pastangy, tampa vis lengviau, nes dar labiau pamatome to gério
ribotumga. Savo gyvenima Zmogus tvirtai grindZia vertybémis, gali susitaikyti su
tam tikrais nepasisekimais, i§gyvena saves perzengimo dziaugsma.

Susivienijimo kelias neperkelia krik$¢ionio j busenga, kurioje jis daugiau nieko
nestokos. Veikiau priedingai, Zmogus realiai suvokia, kad jo silpnumas, ribotu-
mas, vargingumas gali tapti ypatingomis malonés veikimo vietomis. Jis i§ patir-
ties jau Zino, kad visigkai negali kontroliuoti $io naujo gyvenimo, bet priima ji su
pasitikéjimu ir skaidriu dziaugsmu. ISorinis neturtas Zmogui tampa antriniu, jis
netgi pakankamai ramiai jj priima, nes siekia patenkinti tik butiniausius porei-
kius. Kristus dykumoje, atsisakydamas paversti akmenis duona ir gyvendamas
vien Tévo #0d%iu, tam tikra prasme tampa tobulos vienybés su Juo ikona. Zmo-
gus dar vis stokoja, taciau $ig stoka jau ne vien tik pakendéia, bet i§ tikryjy priima
kaip sudétine savo buties dalj, kuri jam visi$kai netrukdo i§ anksto skonétis lai-
me. Kiekviename krik$¢ioniy gyvenimo tarpsnyje — pradedantiujy, pazengusiyjy
ar tobulyjy - stokojimas visuomet lieka veiksmingas, tik skirtingais budais. Su-
sivienyti su Dievu reigkia ne istirpti dieviskoje visagalybéje (priesingai pagoniy
impersonalizmui, kai siekama pasinerti j Didjjj Visetg), bet stotis veidu j veidg
ir toje akistatoje padaryti savais dieviskojo intelekto ir dievigkosios valios aktus.

Zmogus neatsisako savo kaip karinio prigimties, bet yra sudievinamas.
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o Dorybés

Dabar sitlau pazvelgti j kai kurias dorybes, leidZianéias integruoti stoka j misy
moralinj gyvenimg. Panagrinésiu keturias: susivaldyma, i$mintinguma, didzia-
dvasiskuma ir visy didZiausig — meile.

,Dorybé yra pastovus ir tvirtas nusistatymas daryti gera“ (KBK, 1803). Nuolat
kartojant veiksmus, nukreiptus j gérj, kaip liepia sveikas protas, dorybés pajungia
ir uzvaldo visas Zmogaus galias, vesdamos jas j tobulumga ir galutinj isiskleidima.
Kaip drausmé sportininkui padeda pasiekti geriausiy rezultaty, taip dorinés sa-
vybés zmogy tobulina. Kiekvienu konkreciu atveju §i moraliniy dorybiy visuma
jgauna unikalias formas: musy temperamentai, gyvenimo salygos, pasaukimai ra-
dikaliai skiriasi. Dorybei visi§kai nebidingas vienodumas: kiekvienoje konkrecio-
je situacijoje Zmogus turi atrasti tobuliausia veikimo budg, butinai atsizvelgdamas
j tai, ko stokoja, j ribotumus ir realias galimybes.

Toks teisingas veikimo, trogkimo ir prisiridimo saikas i$ryskéja susivaldymo
dorybéje. Bendraja prasme, kaip pastebi Tomas, $i dorybé parodo ,saika, kurj pro-
tas padiktuoja Zmogaus veiksmams ir jausmams; o tai bendra visoms moralinéms
dorybéms® (S. Th. Ila Ilae, q. 141, a. 3). Tad, galima sakyti, kiekviena dorybé yra
tam tikras susivaldymas. Taciau susivaldymo dorybé tiesiogiai nustato santykj su
jusliniu gériu, kuris i§ esmés apima trogkima ir malonumga. Tadiau ar susivaldymo
dorybé jj tik pazaboja? Kaip ir visas aistras (papras¢iau tariant — savaime kylancius
troskimus), ji tobulina trogkima. Jos prieybés — abejingumas ir nesaikingumas (S.
Th. Ila Ilae, q. 142). Susivaldantis Zmogus patiria didesnj malonuma: alkoholikui
neripi vyno kokybé, o istvirkéliui — asmens grozis. Dar daugiau, doro Zmogaus
meilé kur kas stipresné uz amoralaus Zzmogaus meile. Kitaip sakant, susivaldymo
dorybé j grynai Zmogiskus veiksmus leidzia integruoti stoka: tam tikra prasme,
ja suasmeninti, humanizuoti. Ji moko mus troksti visa $irdimi ir teisingai, kie-
kvienam dalykui - materialiniam, socialiniam, dvasiniam, antgamtiniam gériui -
paskiriant tinkama vieta ir jj tinkamai vertinant. Zmogisko gyvenimo realizmas
akina mus pripazinti, kad meilé yra pasirinkimas: norint atsiduoti daug reikalau-
jan¢iam darbui, butina atsisakyti vienokiy ar kitokiy, nors ir visigkai teiséty, savire-
alizacijos plany. Stai kodél praktikuojant susivaldyma reikalingas i§mintingumas.

I$mintingumo dorybé yra tomizmo moralinés filosofijos Serdis. Visi sutinka-
me, kad reikia daryti gera ir vengti bloga. Ta¢iau kokio gério siekti ir kokio blogio
vengti konkretioje, nerasytoje, ypatingoje situacijoje, konkre¢iam asmeniui, kurio
istorija absoliu¢iai autentigka, ir susiklosé¢ius konkre¢ioms, ypatingoms aplinky-

béms? Kad galétume teisingai apsispresti ir protingai pasielgti, mums reikalinga



i$mintingumo dorybé. Viena i§ daugelio j jos jzvalgos sritj jeinan¢iy aplinkybiy,
susijusiy su pasirinkimu, yra stoka. Apsispresdami niekada nedisponuosime vi-
sais galimais jrankiais®. Mano konkrety veiksmga visada lydés stoka: priemoniy,
laiko, galimybiy, preliminaraus tobulumo ir kt. Tokioje situacijoje elgtis tobulai
reigkia elgtis, kiek jmanoma geriau, bet jokiu budu ne - bet kaip ir ne - blogiau. Pa-
siekti kad ir menka rezultata panaudojant vos kelias priemones, yra tobuliau nei
atlikti grandiozinj darbg jau nuo pat pradziy turint gausia jrankiy jvairove. Geriau
pastatyti grazy, proporcingg ir funkcionaly namga nelygiame skardingame Zemeés
sklype, nei prabangius rimus jiems puikiai pritaikytoje vietovéje, disponuojant
gausiomis statybinémis medZziagomis.

Dabar i kitos perspektyvos pazvelkime j vieng labai jdomia dorybe, kurig To-
mas mini kalbédamas apie jéga, — didZiadvasiskuma, dosnuma. Si dorybé leidzia
ynuveikti kazka didingo® (S. Th. Ila Ilae, q. 134, a. 2), rinktis geras priemones, elg-
tis kilniai imantis naujy uzmojy ir juos jgyvendinant. Tomo samprata apie turtus
gana aristokratiska: jie turi buti rodomi, turi tarnauti dideliems uzmojams ir gau-
siai lietis j Salis. Tomui rapi suderinti krik$¢ioniska nuolankumag ir aristoteliska
kilnuma; ¢ia savo vieta atranda didZiadvasiskumas. Nors Zmogy riboja jo turimos
priemoneés, jis nesiliauja émesis to, kas keblu, sunku, ir tam darbui atsiduoda. Varg-
$as gali buti didziadvasigkas, dosnus, net jei ir nesugavo laimés paukstés. I3orinés
gérybés téra tik $iai moralinei nuostatai tarnaujancios priemoneés. ,Net ir vargsas
gali buti dosnus. Taciau, kad $i dorybé galéty iSoriskai pasireiksti, kaip priemo-
né yra reikalingas turty géris. Todél vargsas negali i$origkai praktikuoti dosnu-
mo tokiais kilniais darbais. Bet galbut santykinai kilniais, palyginus su tam tikru,
nors ir mazu, poelgiu, kuris taip pat gali buti atliktas dosniai, pagal savo saika®
(S. Th. Ia Ilae, q. 134, a. 3, ad 4m). Naslés skatikas (Lk 21, 1-4) yra ne vien tik dos-
nus ar kilnus poelgis, bet tiesiog didZiadvasiskumo dorybés pasireiskimas. Priimti
stoka nereigkia atsisakyti to, kas kilnu.

Tikroji Zmogaus didybé matuojama meile. ISoriniy turty, tituly, intelektualiniy
gebéjimy nepakanka, kad galétume pavadinti Zmogy geru. Moralinis jo gerumas
pasireikia meile - visy dorybiy raktu. Noré¢iau suteikti Zodj kitam dominikonis-
kosios tradicijos liudytojui — Kotrynai Sienietei. Pasak jos, meilé ne tik uzpildys
visas neivengiamas musy egzistencijos stokas, bet padarys $iuos ribotumus savo
$altiniu. Musy ribotumas atima galimybe verstis vien savo paliy jégomis ir priver-
¢ia buti visuomenigkiems, taip palenkdamas mus meilei. Dievas nieko nestokoja,

o mes - i§ nebuties pasaukti kariniai - stokojame visko. Dievas pripildo mus savo

9 Plg. su §ia tema susijusj klausima apie sudétines imintingumo dorybés dalis: S. Th. IIa Ilae, q.

49, kur kalbama apie daugybe esamy ir nesamy veiksniy, j kuriuos reikia atsizvelgti.
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dovany. O kad galétume atsiliepti j Jo geruma, Jis patikéjo mums musy artima,
kuriam mausy reikia. Tad ko negalime sugrazinti Dievui, $§i3 meilés skolg sumoka-
me meile artimui. ,Visg daugybe dovany ir dorybiy bei kity maloniy, dvasiniy ir
kinigky (kanigkais vadinu zmogaus gyvybei butinus dalykus), taip skirtingai ida-
linau nesudédamas visy j viena, kad jus turétuméte i§ ko savo pastangomis nesti
meile vienas kitam. Juk puikiai galéjau sukurti Zmogy su viskuo, ko reikia sielai
ir kanui, bet noréjau, kad zmonéms vieniems kity reikéty ir kad jie baty mano
tarnai, valdantys i§ manes gautas malones ir dovanas. Todél Zmogus visuomet bus
ver¢iamas praktikuoti meile, nori jis to ar ne...“ (de Sienne, 1992, p. 19-20).
Pasak $ventosios Kotrynos Sienietés, musy i§gyvenamas radikalus nepakan-
kamumas ir stoka, uZuot vedes j kova visiems prie$ visus, priver¢ia mus myléti.

Meilés karalysté jsiSaknija dieviskame pertekliuje ir Zmogiskame stokojime.

r) Eschatologija ir uzpildyta stoka

Pabaigai noriu pasiulyti keleta jzvalgy apie krik$¢ioniskaja eschatologija'’. Pasaulio
pabaiga sekuliariosios visuomenés sagmonei reiskia katastrofa, o krik¢ionio $irdziai
jiyra vilties objektas. Giliausi masy trogkimai bus i$pildyti, kovos vainikuotos per-
gale, o kenc¢iama stoka — uZpildyta. Tadiau per pastaruosius amZius musy poziuris
laiky pabaiga radikaliai pasikeité. Paminésiu keleta dalyky. Renesanso epocha, pir-
ma karta nuo krik$¢ionisko apreigkimo laiky, galutinio i$sipildymo vienareik§mis-
kai ieskos grezdamasi j praeitj: senoveés graiky-romény pasaulis taps gyvybingumo
Saltiniu, turin¢iu padéti Zmogui pilnutinai i$siskleisti. Ap$vietos epocha §j i$si-
skleidima perkels j istorija ir nukreips Zvilgsnj j ateitj. Immanuelis Kantas traktate
» amZingj taika“ aiskiai teigia, kad Zmonija nei§vengiamai artéja prie savo laimés,
kuria pasieks tik darbais. Dievo karalyste reikia kurti Zeméje. Apokalipsés vaiz-
diniai téra tik barbary vaizduotés vaisius. Mums, pergyvenusiems didziyjy XX a.
totalitarizmy laikus, Zmogaus susinaikinimo galimybé yra ne tuséia hipotezé, bet
reali galimybé, o Antikristo figura, regis, surado tikrai uoliy pasekéjy. Skirtingai
nei Apgvietos epochoje, mums sunku sutikti su mintimi, kad Zmogus pats gali su-
kurti tobulg visus jo troskimus i$pildancia sistema. Dar daugiau, gave tokj siulyma
mes tuojau atpazintume nelabojo kvapa. Laiky pabaiga istorijoje dar nejvyko. Ir
tik tokia pabaiga, kuri perZzengia istorija, gali mums dar karta garantuoti laisve,
buting galutiniam i$siskleidimui.

10" Tolesniame svarstyme daugiausia remiamasi Josefo Pieperio mintimis, vienu i§ veikaly La fin des

temps; Hope and History; Death and Immortality.



Kas ta pabaiga? Istirpimas dieviskosios substancijos okeane, Didziajame Vi-
sete, nei vardo, nei veido neturincioje dievybéje? Pergalé prie§ stoka paneigiant
asmenj? Nebéra poreikiy, nebéra ir trogkimy? Veikiau priesingai, kriks¢ionybé
kalba apie zmogaus sudievinima per meilés kuping susivienijima su Dievu, ap-
imantj tiek socialinj jo gyvenima, tiek kunisks prigimtj (plg. naujaja Jeruzale -
miestg, bendruomene ir prisikélima, vadinasi - ir king), kai Dievas pripildo Zmo-
gy nepanaikindamas jo baigtinés zmogiskos prigimties. Dievas i§ple¢ia Zmogaus
$irdj ir pripildo ja to, kas pranoksta dabartinj musy jsivaizdavima. O tarpusavio
bendrystés, kuri yra ir musy darbo vaisius, pasak Kataliky baznycios katekizmo,
,nebeslégs nuodémé, netyrumas (plg. Apr 21, 27), savimeilé - tai, kas naikina arba
ardo Zemiskajj Zmoniy bendruma. Palaimingasis regéjimas, kada neaprépiama-
sis Dievas atsivers i$rinktiesiems, bus nei§senkanti laimés, ramybeés ir tarpusa-
vio bendravimo versmé. <...> Visus geruosius musy prigimties ir veiklos vaisius,
kuriuos Viespaties Dvasios jkvépti ir Jo pavesti busime paskleide Zeméje, paskui
vél atrasime, tik jie bus apvalyti nuo visokios démeés, nuskaidrinti ir perkeisti, kai
Kristus perduos Tévui amZing ir visuotine karalyste (GS 39, plg. LG 2). Tada, am-
Zinajame gyvenime, Dievas bus ,viskas visame kame" (1 Kor 15, 28; KBK 1045 ir
1050). Tuomet Zmogaus mirtingumas ir baigtinumas Kristuje taps vilties ir abi-

pusés dovanos vieta.

I$vados

Lieka kelios apibendrinanéios mintys. Biblinis Zmogus - paradoksali butybé. Ka-
dangi yra baigtinis, jj gali pripildyti tik begalybé. Stoka jrasyta j Zmogaus prigimtj,
bet, uzuot pasmerkusi jj bergzdziam nepasitenkinimui, stoka tampa karybigku-
mo, meilés, sudievinimo $altiniu. Kirinijos, j save panasiy kuariniy ir ypa¢ akista-
toje su Dievu stokos paZenklintas Zmogus auga dorybémis ir saves dovanojimu tol,
kol visa bus perkeista Dievo karalystéje. Stokos Zmogus tampa taip pat ir pilnatvés

zmogumi, jei tik sutinka darbais atsiliepti j Dievo jam patikéta stoka.

I8 prancuzy kalbos verté Kristina Rankelyté
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Scarcity: Theological Insights
from the Tradition of Thomas Aquinas

Summary

In this article the author takes a look at scarcity from the perspective of several
theological themes based on Thomism. This tradition of theology is chosen as the
foremost classical Catholic school of thought. The article examines the theology
of creation, the created being and existential dependence as a basis for human ex-
istence and then addresses the theological concept of the created world — humans
being responsible for the world entrusted to them, its ruling and development. It
goes on to analyse grace and salvation history revealing the mystery of man: a hu-
man being can fully unfold and be perfected only in and through that which excels
him. Two aspects of moral life are then taken into focus: first, models of coming
closer to God, which inevitably involve scarcity and limitedness. The analysis con-
tinues with moral values associated with wants and desires, whose foundation is
love. Finally, some eschatological themes are propounded, such as mortality and
the finality of history, human fulfilment in this world and beyond it; touching
infinity without losing oneself.

Keywords: scarcity, thomism, morality.
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While for many centuries Augustine and Christianity in general emphasized the provisional
and hazardous character of earthly life, the Iberian scholastics of the Salamanca School were
central actors in the development of a deeper, more positive, and arguably more affirmative
outlook on worldly political and economic matters. In this paper, we attempt to show this
transition through the evolution of the concept of ‘scarcity.’ Indeed, ‘scarcity’ is a central
premise of positive modern economics but for many centuries this concept was used to high-
light normative conclusions in the writings of medieval theologians. The Iberian scholastics
were instrumental in a shift from normative to positive, trying to find better ways to cope
with the material world and improve our earthly lives within an integrated philosophical and
theological perspective. We will illustrate this through the study of Domingo de Soto, one of
the Iberian scholastics.

Keywords: scarcity, scholastics, Salamanca School, Domingo de Soto.

Although the concept of scarcity is a central premise of modern economics, there
is still much to understand about its history'. From medieval to modern times,
the evolution of this concept seems to follow our gradual understanding of the
world, from a world that is largely instrumental and dependent on an afterlife, to
a world containing its own laws and studied for itself. Scarcity also followed this
transition from a more normative to a more positive view of the world. From its
origins as a concept used to highlight normative conclusions in Christian the-
ology, scarcity evolved to become the basis of modern economics. In order to
trace some of its evolution, in the first part of this essay we will study the concept
of scarcity in the context of medieval theology. In the second and third parts,
we will describe how scarcity was addressed in medieval times before and after
St. Thomas Aquinas. After a description of the Salamanca School and its context

in the fourth part, we will finish by looking at the concept of scarcity as it is used

1 One of the few studies on the subject is Xenos 1989, p. 7-34. Schumpeter 2006, p. 90-96, also
briefly addresses this question and describes some of the contributions of the Iberian scholastics.
Alandmark on the modern concept of scarcity is Robbins 1932.



by Domingo de Soto, one of its eminent figures. As we will see, from Augustine to
the Salamanca School, the concept of scarcity shifts from a normative and specific
to a more positive and general sense: de Soto uses scarcity in a way that is surpris-

ingly close to modern economics.

1. Scarcity in Medieval Economic Thought

In order to relate our modern idea of scarcity with the medieval period, it is nec-
essary to have a good understanding of the state of mankind before and after the
Fall, i.e., before and after man first sinned. In the Christian world view, when man
was created by God, he was free of sin and lived in harmony with Him. This initial
state of bliss was not Paradise: whereas in Paradise man will not need material
goods and will simply live happily in the presence of God, Genesis describes how
in Eden man still had to satisfy his material needs and had to take care of the
earth (Gen 2:15 and 2:16, respectively). What was then assumed by the medieval
theologians is that man, before the Fall, either did not have to work, or had to
work very little, or had to work but in such a way that it was pleasurable. This was a
fair assumption on their part because Genesis indeed says that after man directly
disobeyed God’s orders and sinned He made it much harder for man to fulfill his

needs: hard work was now necessary in order for man to be satiated.

To Adam [God] said, ‘Because you listened to your wife and ate fruit from the tree
about which I commanded you, “You must not eat from it,” Cursed is the ground be-
cause of you; through painful toil you will eat food from it all the days of your life’
(Gen 3:17).

If Genesis describes how people had to fulfill their needs before the Fall but did
not have to work hard to do so, then the theologians rightly assumed that work
was either non-existent, or pleasurable, or effortless.

This is the moment where scarcity of goods becomes problematic. If there was
a time when human beings had to do very little to fulfill their needs, the adminis-
tration and production of goods became highly problematic after the Fall because
much hard work was now necessary to produce what our needs require. More im-
portantly for the medieval thinkers, sin made men lazy, envious, rebellious, and
inclined to steal from their peers. Therefore, the theologians saw private property
and the subjection to temporal powers as a way to counteract these evils and,
most importantly, as a way for everyone to produce what was necessary to satisfy

human needs or, in other words, as a means to counter scarcity.
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This general description entails two important notions, “need” and “scarcity.”
And both of them were not understood as we moderns understand them. First
of all, scarcity per se, i.e., as a postulate saying that “goods” in a general sense
are scarce, did not make sense at the time. There were rather “scarcities”: a lack
of a precise something (e.g., a lack of wheat or wine); or a period of lacking this
precise something (Xenos 1989, p. 3). It was Thomas Hobbes that popularized the
idea that “human need” was a natural and constant craving for material things in
general that was part of human nature and not, as the Greeks and the scholastics
thought, alack of specific things that could be balanced aiming at a natural state of
fulfilment (Xenos 1989, p. 4-5). In other words, Christian thinkers conceived the
lack of things as we moderns do, as a condition that is natural and given to man,
but they saw it, and this is where we diverge, in much more down-to-earth terms,
as specific scarcities. They also thought that these scarcities could be temporarily
fulfilled (eating when hungry, drinking when thirsty, and so on), but these fulfil-
ments were seen as minimal preconditions for a good Christian life. Indeed, for
the medieval thinkers, need and scarcity were phenomena that appeared in specif-
ic circumstances and they were attached to a reflection on sin, God, and broader
metaphysical and religious issues.

For instance, an early reference to scarcity can be traced back to the thirteenth
century and had a widespread influence on medieval thought. This reference was
very specific and typically medieval: it was a condemnation of a seller’s “dearth
induction” (caristia inducatur), that is, the malpractice of buying great quanti-
ties of victuals or wine and then selling them for a much higher price in times of
need, i.e., when scarcity is “created” (Langholm 2008). As we can see, a reflection
on a lack of goods, that is, on needs, was always accompanied by moral consider-
ations. Medieval thinkers did not clearly see scarcity in (1) a purely general and
(2) non-normative way, as we moderns do. In fact, medieval realism in general was
strongly attached to normative considerations. As St. Thomas Aquinas put it in
his Summa against the Gentiles, theology is not interested in fire itself but in fire
insofar as it represents God’s majesty (Alfrod 2010, p. 24).

Concerning the idea of “need,” it is once again important to note that for the
most part the medieval thinkers did not have the same conception of needs as we
do. While our “needs” focus on more material aspects, medieval thinkers would
typically talk about “goods” that seem to be less minimalist and more normative.
After all, for a medieval thinker, the main needs of any human being were not
primarily based on material goods but on spiritual ones (above all, the crucial

presence of God that was lost with the Fall). Aquinas, for instance, listed six basic



goods: not only life, but also marriage, knowledge, living in fellowship, practical
reasonableness, and man’s relation with the transcendent (Aquinas 1915, p. 42-
46).

Trying to find ways to see if the medieval thinkers had something close to our
modern idea of scarcity is therefore a challenging task. Not only was their notion
of scarcity restricted to specific goods (e.g., wheat or wine), but their conception of
needs was much more linked to a broader idea of “what is good for man,” which in-
evitably mingles with the contemporary vision of needs, which is in essence dom-
inated by materialism. For them, food and clothing were the basis for a good and
fulfilled life but they were just that: minimal requirements. In order for humans to
fulfil their nature, other types of goods were required (spiritual and transcendent

goods, i.e., much more than just material necessities)?.

1. Theology, Morality, and Institutional Adaptation to Scarcity

As was seen in the first part, the Fall made it harder for men to fulfill their needs.
Scarcities (or, as we would say now, scarcity) are the result of God’s imposition of
“painful toil” on mankind. The repercussions of these scarcities could be perceived
in many ways. One of them was a more Augustinian approach, very dominant
across the medieval period, that regarded political power and private property
as means to deal with scarcities and organize earthly life; in no way should these
means be seen as good per se, but merely as transitory solutions for a transitory
problem (Wood 2002, p. 17-21). In the Augustinian conception of life, the world
was divided between the city of men and the city of God. Whoever focused on ma-
terial goods and earthly pleasures was choosing this transitory life over the eter-
nal one. As St. Augustine of Hippo would say, “<...> there is some one thing for
which we must be making, when we toil amid the manifold engagements of this
life. Now we make for this as being yet in pilgrimage, and not in our abiding place;
as yet in the way, not yet in our country; as yet in longing, not yet in enjoyment”
(Augustine 2014, sermon 103, 1-2). As laid out more extensively by Augustine:

Certainly, this view of man and scarcity in the Church has greatly changed since then. Recent
pontifical documents, such as Gaudium et Spes, give a different emphasis to material life: ‘Since
property and other forms of private ownership of external goods contribute to the expression
of the personality, and since, moreover, they furnish one an occasion to exercise his function
in society and in the economy, it is very important that the access of both individuals and
communities to some ownership of external goods be fostered.” Vatican Council II, ‘Gaudium
et Spes [Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World], in The Vatican Collection:
The Conciliar and Postconciliar Documents, ed. Austin Flannery, Vol. 1 (Northport, NY: Costello,
1996), sec. 71.
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‘Imagine that we are a pair of travellers who are unable to live happily except in our
own home; we are miserable in our wandering and want nothing more than to put an
end to it and return to our native land. We need various types of land and sea-trans-
port to help us reach home. But now imagine that the homeward journey itself de-
lights us—the amenities of the trip, the movement of our vehicles. We begin to enjoy
those things which we are using. If this were to happen, we would not wish to end our
journey quite so quickly and we would be trapped in a perverse pleasure that alienates
us from the very home that is the source of our happiness. That is what mortal life is
like; we are wanderers separated from God, and if we desire to return to our homeland
[i.e., to God] we ought to use this world we live in, but not enjoy it’ (quote from Back-
man 2003, p. 45).

Augustine, one of the most influential intellectual figures of early Christianity,
sent a strong message and shaped the Christian world view. The Church followed
his advice by incentivizing spiritual betterment while discouraging the acquisition
of wealth and status. Accumulating more than the necessary to live only made
sense if it was to raise a family, for pious reasons, or for future emergencies (Wood
2002, p. 3). The Church was acutely sensitive to all questions concerning need
and famously forbade usury, a sin sometimes considered worse than homicide be-
cause, while killing someone could have a justification, usury was always theft and
had no justification whatsoever (Wood 2002, p. 163-164). This condemnation was
not entirely based on theological arguments (time belongs to God and one should
not use time to make money; or one should not create profit from an activity that
does not per se produce anything). It was frequently argued that usury is sinful
because it was a way the rich had to abuse the needy and extort money from them.
As Henri Pirenne would say:

What was more natural than the reprobation of usury, commerce, and profit for prof-

it’s sake, in those centuries when each estate was self-supporting and normally con-

stituted a little world of its own? And what could have been more beneficent, when
we remember that famine alone compelled men to borrow from their neighbours and
hence would at once have opened the door to every abuse of speculation, usury and
monopoly, to the irresistible temptation to exploit necessity, if these very abuses had
not been condemned by religious morality? (Pirenne 1963, p. 14)

Also, because of Jesus’ famous assertions on riches and poverty (the cam-
el and the needle, the first will be the last, and so on), it is no wonder that the
Church gave so much theoretical attention to the poor while decrying the rich.
Although, as we shall see, Aquinas was part of a shift in this way of thinking, he
still echoed the old patristic saying that ‘our superfluities belong to the poor’ by

asserting that:



‘According to natural law goods that are held in superabundance by some people
should be used for the maintenance of the poor. This is the principle enunciated by
Ambrose <...> It is the bread of the poor which you are holding back; it is the clothes of
the naked which you are hoarding; it is the relief and liberation of the wretched which
you are thwarting by burying your money away’ (quotes from Wood 2002, p. 55).

It was also a rigidly hierarchized society. Everyone had his part in the com-
munity and, because these circumstances were determined by God himself for
each individual, attempts to go upward on the social ladder were sinful. In fact,
giving up one's riches the monastic way was by far the surest way to secure a
place in heaven. The figure of the monk, the paradigmatic symbol of austerity,
was a model that reminded Christendom of the desirableness of poverty (Pirenne
1963, p. 13).

Although in practice the nobility, the Church, and the monasteries respect-
ed these beliefs to varying degrees, medieval communities and the great mass
of individuals revolved around these key concepts and figures. Everything was
tailored around the idea that life on earth was transitory and wealth should not
be desired. This issue was even more pressing to the medieval thinker because,
as Augustine pointed out, the end of the world, i.e., the Apocalypse, was near.
Millenarianism and apocalypticism had more emphasis prior to Aquinas: either
the world would end around the year 1000; or, as many in the Church believed,
it would end sometime soon but only God knew precisely when (Bremmer 2003,
p- 502-505).

This rough picture of medieval times is quite bleak but our point is not to give
an unwelcoming image. Medieval thinkers did not have any illusions regarding
the fact that men would have to work hard for their bread until the end of time.
But to them this was the most trivial part of the problem. After all, as St. Teresa
of Avila would say, life on earth is nothing but a night in a bad inn. What truly
worried these thinkers was that men’s actions, when dealing with their needs,
could directly lead them to eternal damnation. For our ancestors, and this is
something that contrasts with many modern views, the salvation of the soul had
more importance than the lack of wheat or wine, i.e., more importance than scar-
cities.

Thus, scarcities for most medieval thinkers were not just positive lacks of
something but, above all, phenomena that had to be analyzed normatively, prob-
lems that became relevant because of the fall of man and his current condition of
sin. The late scholastics’ purpose was therefore not mainly to know how to deal

with scarcities and needs, but rather to understand how to tackle these problems
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in a good and ethical way.? This preoccupation is beautifully encapsulated by To-
mas de Mercado, a scholastic of the Salamanca School, when he says ‘the whole
world is insufficient for one person, much less for everyone’ (Quote from Chafuen
2003, p. 22).

Thus the medieval thinkers had to theorize on how to balance actual earthly
necessities and the priority of life after death. What is crucially interesting when
analyzing medieval thought is the constantly readjusting balance between these
two poles. And, as we shall see, Aquinas and the Salamanca School provided cen-

tral contributions concerning how to achieve this delicate equilibrium.

1. The Aquinian Framework Concerning Scarcity

The translation of Aristotle and its introduction in medieval thought was a game-

changer. As Quentin R. Skinner noted:

Aristotle’s moral and political theory at first appeared not merely alien but threaten-
ing to the prevailing Augustinian conceptions of Christian political life. Augustine had
pictured political society as a divinely ordained order imposed on fallen men as a rem-
edy for their sins. But Aristotle’s Politics treats the polis as a purely human creation,
designed to fulfil purely mundane ends. Furthermore, Augustine’s view of political so-
ciety had merely been ancillary to an eschatology in which the life of the pilgrim on
earth had been seen as little more than a preparation for the life to come. Aristotle by
contrast speaks in Book I of the Politics of the art of ‘living and living well’ in the polis
as a self-sufficient idea, never hinting at any further purposes lying beyond it which

need to be invoked in order to invest it with its true significance (Skinner 1978, p. 50).

Without a doubt, it was Aquinas who would create a notable interpretation
of Aristotle in such a way that scarcities would be seen in a different perspective
from the thirteenth century onwards. While the Augustinian view almost dis-
dained the city of man, Aquinas provided, through his Christian interpretation of
Aristotle, a fresh new look at the material world.

In order to understand this transition, let us remember Aquinas’ idea of law
and, most importantly, of natural law. Law is a rational dictate of the ruler to
the community he rules. God, the ruler of all things, sets up laws (the eternal
laws) in order to regulate His creation. All things, including animals, are implicitly
governed and determined by these laws; they automatically fulfil the nature and

3 “From the Ethical perspective, it is not enough to know what man does; it is important to know

which of the things that he does are good. The Schoolmen’s primary intent was to study human
action from an ethical standpoint” (Chafuen 2003, p. 22).



purpose God ascribed to them. Since human nature entails reason and free will, to
achieve their nature, human beings have to participate in the eternal law through
reasoning, discover what is best for themselves, and adjust their will toward what
is good. The natural laws are that part of the eternal laws that can be rationally
understood so man can fulfil his nature. The first principles are the most abstract
and self-evident: good should be done and pursued while evil should be avoided,;
the part is always smaller than the whole; and so on. Now, these general principles
are too abstract for actions in everyday life and men frequently err when they do
what seems to be good but in fact is not. Thus the derivation, from these first
principles, of second principles of the natural law, a little less abstract: thou shall
not kill; thou shall not steal; and so on. Indeed, through reasoning, man can reach
the conclusion that, on an individual and collective level, humans cannot rightly
fulfil their nature without following these basic moral considerations (e.g., killing
arbitrarily cannot be part of a fulfilled life at an individual or social level). Even so,
these laws are still too general: human laws will be the laws that concretely apply
the natural laws in order to direct a specific community toward the common good.

As we can see, this offers a wide scope for interpretation and there can be
property or political institutions without necessarily violating God’s moral pre-
cepts. According to Aquinas, and in contrast to the Augustinian view, property
(dominium) and temporal power are in fact phenomena that can be at least com-
patible with God’s natural law. These phenomena are not, as the Augustinian view
held, imperfect and unjust arrangements. If correctly applied, one can deal with
scarcities in a way that benefits the common good instead of hindering it. For in-
stance, in Aquinas’ view, the rejection of commonly held property in a state of sin
and the adoption of individually owned property would (1) enhance hard work,
(2) create more efficiency, and (3) foster peace (Wood 2002, p. 23-24).

In fact, Aquinas went even further in rejecting the traditional Augustinian
view: he argued that we have reasons to believe that there was property before
the Fall. He argued that things in Eden were held in common, but there was some
dominium in the fact that men had to use the goods they needed in order to
achieve the sustenance required to live. After mankind fell, it was decisively more
convenient to have a wider dominium in order for everyone to better serve God.
Man’s inherent laziness and envy made it difficult to hold things in common as
before (Franks 2009, p. 56-59).

With these new ideas, the balance between earthly necessities and the priority
of life after death was being recalibrated: life on earth did not look so immediately

transitory anymore and the end of the world seemed far away. All of this probably
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also had to do with changing material circumstances. While prior to the tenth
century, commercial activity that would go beyond the exchange of basic goods
was almost non-existent in most communities, the three following centuries wit-
nessed tremendous growth at all levels thanks to the intensification of exchanges.
Cities started to expand and were increasingly filled with the figures of the bour-
geois, the merchant, and the artisan. We were slowly moving beyond an economy
of subsistence, almost entirely rural, towards a more diverse and open society,
where princes started to collect taxes in order to enforce security and where more
stability and commercial activity was slowly bringing prosperity (Pirenne 1963,
p- 39-57).

However, one should be careful in not overstating Aquinas’ importance nor
his break with prior Christian thought as there were also many important lines
of continuity. He continued to argue that superfluous goods should be given away
(as we saw above) and dominium was to be circumscribed to what was essential
for men to fulfil their purpose in the divine order (Franks 2009, p. 59). He also
closely followed the traditional view that condemned the ambitious man (Skin-
ner 1978, p. 100). On the other hand, he was not so apologetic of poverty as his
predecessors and contemporaries were: ‘In so far as poverty removes the good
resulting from riches, namely the assistance of others and one’s own support, it
is simply an evil’ (quote from Wood 2002, p. 46). Above all, he showed that the
material world and its imperfections could be dealt with in a way that was com-
patible with God’s will. Aquinas hints at the idea that a deeper reflection on the
matters of this world is necessary to understand how to better serve God. It is in
this general Aquinian framework that the late scholastics developed their own

ideas on how to deal ethically with scarcities.

1v. The Specificities of the Late Iberian Scholastics

The Salamanca School is a label used to designate a group of Iberian thinkers of
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries that developed, and in many ways an-
ticipated, consistent economic thought and theory. These thinkers, that include
names such as Francisco de Vitoria, Domingo de Soto, Tomés de Mercado, Fran-
cisco Suarez, or Luis de Molina, were all more or less loosely linked to the Uni-
versity of Salamanca. Despite the school’s name, their main aggregative element
seems to be a regeneration of the scholastic method and its main authoritative
sources, namely, “Greek philosophers — particularly Aristotle - the Roman jurists,

the Old and New Testaments, Christian Patristic literature and earlier scholas-



tics” and, of course, Aquinas (Alves and Moreira 20133, p. 3). Following Aquinas’
ideas and frequently using him as starting point, they gave much importance to
understanding which earthly ways were more suitable for a fulfilled moral life on
earth. Above all, they tried to understand and solve many economic issues that
emerged at the time, thus creating what could be called the first coherent body of
economic thought, integrated in a broader political, legal and ethical theoretical
framework. As the great historian of economic thought Joseph A. Schumpeter

recognized:

It is within their systems of moral theology and law that economics gained definite if
not separate existence, and it is they who come nearer than does any other group to
having been the ‘founders’ of scientific economics. And not only that: it will appear,
even, that the bases they laid for a serviceable and well-integrated body of analytic
tools and propositions were sounder than was much subsequent work, in the sense
that a considerable part of the economics of the later nineteenth century might have
been developed from those bases more quickly and with less trouble than it actually
cost to develop it, and that some of that subsequent work was therefore in the nature
of a time- and labor-consuming detour*.

When one analyses the ideas of the authors of the Salamanca School, it is no
wonder that they came to be increasingly recognized as the precursors of eco-
nomics. They emphasized the idea that private property was important for the
common good and rejected positions that condemned it as sinful. Some went
further than Aquinas by arguing that property should in fact be transferred as
the owner pleases, as this would help promote the common good. Witnessing
the entry of great quantities of precious metal from the New World, they did not
fail to see that the increase in currency raised prices in Spain and some explicitly
formulated what can be described as the first quantity theory of money. Vitoria
is still famous nowadays for his criticisms of the illegitimacy of creating barriers
in trade between nations.® The scholars of the Salamanca School also made nota-
ble statements that anticipated our modern subjective theory of value (Alves and
Moreira 2013a, p. 72).

Itis no coincidence that the Salamanca School scholars were witnessing a peri-
od of material growth, much as Aquinas did when this conceptual shift occurred.

The Iberian’s sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were exciting times above all

Although this quote can be found in Schumpeter 2006, p. 93, the idea of using this quote origi-
nally came from Garcia 1986, p. 13.

> For more on the contributions of the Salamanca School, see Chafuen 2003, p. 31-32, 41-42,
62-68, and 73-76.
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because of the discovery and exploration of the New World. From 1503 to 1660,
no less than 16 million kilograms of silver (triple the existent silver in Europe)
and 185 thousand kilograms of gold (one fifth of the existent gold in Europe) ar-
rived through Seville (Elliot 2002, p. 523). Commerce intensified in order to meet
the demand for goods from the new American market. A true revolution took
place in the agriculture sector and the textile industry. Economic matters became
increasingly pressing and so did political and religious issues. Indeed, the Span-
ish Siglo de Oro coincided with the struggles between Protestants and Catholics
across Europe. These conflicts were an important motivation for the Salamanca
School to define its doctrine and rise as a leading center of ideas. Ultimately,
the union of all these factors made of the Iberian Peninsula a privileged place of
exchange not only of goods but also of ideas (Alves and Moreira 2013a, p. 9-10).

In order to better showcase the original contributions of the Salamanca
School, we will now illustrate by relating the writing of one of its notable think-
ers to the idea of scarcity. Domingo de Soto built on Aquinas’ idea that property
should be private in order to prevent quarrels arising from scarcities. Also, de
Soto postulated a vision of scarcity that is notably close to ours, hinting at a tran-
sition from the old vision of “scarcities” to our modern vision of “scarcity” as a

general postulate.

v. Domingo De Soto on Trade, Price, and Scarcity

Domingo de Soto (1494-1560) was one of the most influential figures of the Sala-
manca School. De lustitia et Iure (1553-1554), his magnum opus, had twenty-sev-
en editions in the following five decades (Alves and Moreira 2013a, p. 15, and
see also 2013b). He was quite explicit in his defense of private property against
apologists of the communal ownership of things. ‘<...> in a corrupted [i.e. fallen]
state of nature, if men lived in common they would not live in peace, nor would the
fields be fruitfully cultivated <...>" (quote from Alves and Moreira 2013, p. 67). In
fact, continues de Soto, the virtues of liberality and helping the poor would be im-
possible in a state where everything was held in common. Finally, the theologian
also counters those that criticize private property for being the source of many

fights and conflicts:

‘<...> the small number of ecclesiastics who take refuge in the cloisters of monasteries
is able to live peacefully in community [i.e. with no private property] but that is not
possible for the great human nations. What the poet has said, that these words: mine
and yours, lead to many disputes and fights, we sincerely recognize; but there would be



many more [disputes and fights] if the things were possessed in common’ (quote from
Alves and Moreira 2013, p. 68).

In times of rapid economic growth, merchants faced many moral questions re-
garding the practice of their trade and wondered about the morality of phenom-
ena such as profit or usury. The relationship between theologians and merchants
thrived and de Soto went to great lengths to answer their questions. In this con-
text, he used the idea of the scarcity of particular goods in order to reach many
normative conclusions. For instance, if one lends some gold to someone else but
the value of gold falls, the borrower repays the creditor with the same quantity of
gold regardless of the new value. De Soto explains this price fluctuation in these
terms: “The ducat, for instance, is worth more in gold in Spain, but is worth less
in silver in England where the abundance of silver is greater. This is why eleven
reales of silver are worth more here than there.” The scarcity of gold or silver is
thus very important in determining its value.

He also highlighted how necessary commerce was to deal with scarcity of
goods. Although one should not seek to exchange only for profit’s sake (which is
avarice), commerce has undeniable benefits when it comes to fulfilling the needs
of every part of the community. It is a very efficient way of avoiding scarcities
and it would be tremendously inconvenient for a ruler to try to take care of this

matter.

Trade is necessary for society. Indeed, not every region has in abundance what it needs;
quite the opposite, the diversity of climates causes one to spare fruits or occupations
that the other lacks. Conversely, this one has an abundance of many things that the
other needs. And all those in need could not undertake long journeys transporter for
the small quantities they need <...>. Indeed, other shortages might occur frequently;
nor could a poor keep these fruits; therefore, if there was no one who would buy them
[the fruits] in order to save them for a period time, society could not remain without
detriment. <...> But you might ask: would it not be more prudent for society to have
their own [businesses’] administrators in order to fulfill their office? Certainly, this
would not be a convenient way to attend so many goods. Therefore, it is more advis-
able that this occupation should be permitted to others, and then help them?’.

“El ducado, por ejemplo, en Espafia, que és mas rica en oro, vale menos plata que en Inglaterra,
en donde la abundancia de plata es mayor. Y por esto once reales de plata valen aqui més que
alli.” De Soto 1968, p. 518 (the translation is our own).

“El comercio es necesario a la sociedad. Efectivamente, no toda provincia tiene en abundancia
aquello de que necesita; por el contrario a causa de la diversidad de climas a una le sobran frutos
y ocupaciones de que otra carece. Y al revés ésta tiene abundancia de otras cosas, de que la otra
tiene necesidad. Y de los necesitados no todos podrian emprender largos viajes para transporter
las cantidades pequefias que necesitan <...>. Suele, efectivamente, ocurrir con frecuencia otro
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De Soto also uses the concept of scarcity of goods in order to understand the
just price of a transaction. That is, at what price can one say that the common
utility is served and that the transaction does not exclusively benefit one party?
De Soto answers that the just price must be connected with man’s needs. Indeed,
if mankind did not have needs, he says, then there would be no exchanges at all.
Since these vary from place to place and time to time, prudence dictates that pric-
es must be defined by the common estimation of the merchants. One cannot sell a
good with the price of yesterday or of another place: as shown in the next citation,
goods must be sold at the present common estimation, and whoever tries to cir-

cumvent this is ‘deceiving’ himself.

Look at these examples. There is a shortage of wheat in Spain. Aware of this, a mer-
chant from Sicily sets out to us with a ship full of it; when he gets here, or because the
weather favored us, or for another reason, we have plenty of wheat and its price has
fallen sharply; therefore, he cannot sell his goods at the same price [that he bought
them]; he would also not be free of sin <...> if, in order not to incur losses, he sells on
credit to be paid later. [The merchants do that] because, at first, there are more goods;
and then, [because there are fewer goods], they lower the price. The merchants there-
fore think that, in this case, they can lawfully sell as much as they initially sold while, in

fact, <...> they cannot ask for the same price. They are deceiving themselves®.

In this passage, two things are very interesting and both relate to the modern
concept of scarcity. On the one hand, de Soto is using the ancient idea of “scarci-
ties,” i.e., scarcity for a specific good, in a very modern sense. That is, and although
he is not using “scarcity” as a general postulate like modern economic theory does,
he is using this specific example of “scarcity of wheat” in order to draw descriptive

conclusions about the price of wheat. In other words, the Iberian theologian is

escasez; ni tampoco una que fuera pobre podria guarder sus frutos; y asi si no hubiere quienes los
compraren a fin de guardalos para tal tiempo, la sociedad no podria permanecer sin detrimento.
<...> Pero tal vez preguntes: ;No seria acaso mas prudente que la sociedad echara mano de sus
administradores para que se hicieran cargo de esto? Ciertamente no se poderia con comodidad
attender por este medio a tantas mercancias. Y por ello es mas aconsejable que esta ocupacién
se permita a otras personas, y hasta ayudarlas.” De Soto 1968, p. 544-545 (the translation is
our own).

“Fijate en estos ejemplos. Hay escasez de trigo en Espafia. Y entonces sabiéndo un comerciante de
Sicilia se dirige a nosotros con una nave cargada de él; cuando llega aqui, o porque nos favorecié
el clima, o porque por otro motivo tenemos abundancia de trigo, su precio ha disminuido mucho;
por consiguiente no puede venderlo en tanto precio cuante es el de la mercancia; ni quedaria libre
de pecado <...> si, para no perder por lo menos, lo vendiere mas a crédito, pagado mas adelante.
Porque al principio, como hay mas mercancias; y al fin, por la razén contraria, bajan el precio.
Piensan, por consiguiente, en este caso los mercaderes que fiadamente pueden licitamente vender
en tanto cuanto vendian al principio, siendo asi que <...> no pueden exigir el mismo precio. Se
engafian contra su cabeza.” De Soto 1968, p. 548 (the translation is our own).



using the pre-modern concept of scarcity but in a modern way, in a fashion that is
very familiar to us (thus the surprise when one reads de Soto for the first time).
Also, and this is the second interesting feature of this paragraph, de Soto is using
the idea of scarcity in a much more descriptive and not exclusively normative way.
Of course, this description is intended to draw moral and normative conclusions,
but it is a more descriptive and modern approach nonetheless, one that is wide-
spread across the Salamanca School®.

De Soto applied the idea of scarcities not only to goods but also to merchants.
It actually led him to the conclusion that monopolies are unjust. Indeed, a com-
mon estimation made by a reduced number of sellers and a greater number of
buyers raises the price of goods. This explains why, at the beginning of a market
day, goods have a higher price, because the number of buyers is high while there

are fewer sellers.

The value of commodities increases with the abundance of buyers; but when [they are]
scarce it decreases. On the opposite, the abundance of sellers decreases [the value] and
with the scarcity [of sellers] [the value] increases. Certainly, when the goods abound,
the number of those who sell is higher and the number of those who buy is fewer. From
this you can, if you come to doubt whether the motive or the way of selling alters the
price, deduce the answer [to your doubt], because the cause of selling or buying does
not affect anything here, whether you sell bound by necessity, or whether you reduce
the price of things because of their abundance. Likewise, when you buy led by the need
of the one who sells which leads to the goods being sold at auction, it follows that in
this case, because there are few buyers, things lose value, as in a war, once victory is
achieved, booty is sold cheaply. Conversely, when traders [in the marketplace] await
the buyers, as in this way of selling many buyers appear, the value of goods increases.
And for the same reason, when the market opens, [goods are] sold at much higher price
than when it closes™.

Two good chapters with some relations between scarcity and the Salamanca School can be found
in Chafuen 2003, p. 31-50 and 73-99.

“El valor de las mercancias aumenta con la abundancia de los compradores; pero con la escasez,
disminuye. Como por el contrario la abundancia de vendedores diminuye y con la escasez
aumenta. Ciertamente cuando las mercancias abundan, es mayor el numero de los que venden,
y menor el de los que compran. Y de esto deducirés tu la contestacién si llegares a dudar de si el
motive, o el modo de vender altere el precio. Porque la causa de vender, o de comprar no afecta
nada a la cosa. Porque ya vendas obligado por la necesidad, ya porque desprecies las cosas a causa
de su abundancia; y lo mismo, ya compres llevado de la necesidad del que vende es causa de que
las mercancias se expongan a la venta en subasta, se sigue que por haber en este caso pocos
compradores, las cosas pierden valor, como sucede en la guerra, que una vez lograda la victoria,
se vende el botin por poco dinero. Por el contrario, cuando los mercaderes publicos esperan a los
compradores, como en esta forma de venta aparecen muchos compradores, aumenta el valor de
las mercancias. Y por la misma razén cuando comienza el Mercado se vende mucho mas caro que
cuando termina.” Soto 1968, p. 548 (the translation is our own).
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With these analytical tools, the Salamanca theologians were able to reach
many normative conclusions and, as we saw, many of them are surprisingly close
to some of the most sophisticated contemporary perspectives on the same prob-
lems. A contemporary notion of abstract scarcity was slowly being developed

through the late scholastics’ notion of a specific scarcity of goods.

Conclusions

The School of Salamanca provides several enlightening insights when it comes
to scarcity, the problems it poses and the possible ways of dealing with them.
Domingo de Soto, for instance, did not have a modern and abstract idea of scar-
city, but he used the older sense of “scarcities” of specific goods (such as wheat
or wine) in order to draw conclusions that are surprisingly close to ours. De Soto
shows through his writings how the old idea of “scarcities” was slowly developing
into the modern concept of “scarcity,” understood in a purely positive and general
way.

Although the authors of the Salamanca School did have a direct (Samuel von
Pufendorf; Hugo Grotius) and indirect (John Locke; Adam Smith) impact on later
thought, this essay also tried to show another way through which they influenced
our modern way of understanding reality. While for many centuries Augustine
and Christianity in general emphasized the provisional and hazardous character
of earthly life, the Iberian scholastics were central actors in the intellectual move-
ment that, following Aquinas, tried to develop a deeper, more positive, and argu-
ably more affirmative outlook on worldly political and economic matters.

The development of the modern idea of scarcity is one of the outcomes of
this thousand-year odyssey: from a concept that was used to highlight normative
conclusions in the writings of medieval theologians, namely, the sinful nature of
inducing scarcity in order to make a profit, this concept became one of the central
premises of positive modern economics as we know it. The Iberian scholastics
were a central part of this process of looking at the material world, trying to in-
terpret it, and finding better ways to cope with it and improve our earthly lives

within an integrated philosophical and theological perspective.
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Stoka, ekonomika ir moralé:
velyvujy Iberijos scholasty indélis

Santrauka

[tisus imtmedius §v. Augustino ir krik§¢ionybés mokymas pabrézé zZemiskojo gy-
venimo laikinumg ir nenuspéjamuma, tuo tarpu Iberijos Salamankos mokyklos
scholastams teko svarbiausias vaidmuo formuojant i§samesnj ir palankesnj po-
ziurj politiniais ir ekonominiais klausimais. Darbe siekiama atskleisti § poslinkj,
nagrinéjant stokos sampratg ir jos raida. Stoka nepaneigiamai yra pagrindiné ivo-
laikinés pozityvinés ekonomikos prielaida, ta¢iau viduramziy teology rastuose s3-
voka vartota normatyvinéms i$vadoms pabrézti. Domingo de Soto analizé atsklei-
dzia, kad Iberijos scholastai reik§mingai prisidéjo prie pozityvinés ekonomikos
igkilimo, ieskodami geresniy budy tvarkytis materialiame pasaulyje ir pagerinti
Zemi8kajj gyvenima remiantis integruotu poziuriu j filosofija ir teologija.

Raktiniai ZodZiai: stoka, scholastika, Salamankos mokykla, Domingo de Soto.
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For most of history humans lived in a Malthusian world where the condition of scarcity was
fixed and rigid because of the difficulty in achieving sustained productivity growth. This gen-
erated a series of moral judgments and responses that found expression in an array of formal
and informal practices and institutions. This was a moral response to the conditions. It had
the paradoxical result of making it impossible to escape from the Malthusian world because
it blocked the main escape route, that of sustained innovation. In the later eighteenth and
early nineteenth century a series of intellectual breakthroughs transformed (some) peoples’
understanding both of scarcity and the best way to respond to it. This contributed to a trans-

formation of the world between then and now that is both physical and moral.

Keywords: Malthusian, moral economy, innovation, entrepreneurship, economic ethics,

just price.

Introduction

Economics is usually thought of as a discipline that eschews normative judgments
or approaches. Most practitioners of the discipline of history also avoid explicit
engagement with moral questions, despite Lord Acton’s urgings to the contrary.
How then can economic history have anything to say about the moral implications
of scarcity? Economists can tell us what scarcity means but its moral import is
surely beyond their remit. Historians for their part can surely only tell us what
people in the past thought and did. When the two disciplines are brought together
however, new insights on this topic emerge. Economic history can cast light not
only on the kinds and nature of scarcity endured by our ancestors but also on the
effects of this for their moral reasonings and understandings. These in turn fed
back, via institutions and practices, into the world of production and exchange. In
other words morality and the economic realm are intertwined and mutually caus-
ative and it is the historical perspective that enables us to understand how this was
and, above all, how both have changed. In other words, economic history can tell
us how the world in which we live is different from that of our ancestors, not only

as regards physical conditions but as a moral world and help us to understand how
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these two transformations are so closely connected that they may be thought of

as two sides of one coin.

Absolute Scarcity and its Consequences

One of the fundamental insights of economics is that we live in a world of scar-
city. Rather than things being abundant, so that no matter how much we want
individually and collectively there is always plenty remaining, we live in a world
where there are real limits to resources of all kinds. This means that we must con-
stantly make choices between competing uses of those resources, and trade off
one against another. We cannot have our cake and eat it in other words. However,
the paradox is that the emergence of economics and the associated rise of modern
growth involved a radical change in both our understanding of scarcity and the way
it impacted on human experience. This change in both understanding and experi-
ence brought about a profound alteration in ethics, both theoretical and applied.

That resources were limited and that human action was correspondingly con-
strained was a commonplace throughout human history. This was a common ob-
servation of philosophers, statesmen, historians, and artists. Most revealingly it
was a reality recognised in folk sayings and popular wisdom. Thus one Chinese say-
ing, “the land is scarce and the people are many.” The reality was that until recently
most people lived one harvest away from serious dearth and hunger. If the harvest
failed two or more years in succession (as happened on average every twenty plus
years) the result was famine and starvation. Because there was little or no cush-
ion or reserve natural disasters such as droughts, floods, or volcanic eruptions
had far greater effects than they do in much wealthier societies such as the ones
most people live in today. Most people had only a few clothes and leather shoes or
boots were so valuable that they could be specifically left in wills. Moreover, it was
not only products such as crops or the products of human labour that were scarce
and limited. As the Chinese saying illustrates, basic resources such as water or
land were often seen as limited and not sufficient for the demands of the human
population. All of this was understood to be a basic and fixed part of the human
condition. When Thomas Malthus theorised this state of affairs in his Essay on
Population in 1798 he was simply expressing in theoretical and abstract form what
many people before him had believed from concrete experience. (The text of the
first edition of the Essay can be read at http://www.econlib.org/library/Malthus/
malPop.html) Since his time we have managed to keep ahead of the jaws of the

Malthusian trap through sustained innovation and a different way of understand-



ing the condition of scarcity. That does not mean that Malthusian constraints have
ceased to exist however - if the factors that have enabled us to escape them were
to cease or fail then they would return with a vengeance.

Over the course of history people drew a number of conclusions from this ob-
served scarcity of resources. Conclusions is perhaps too precise a word, given that
not all of them were articulated in words or writings. Rather many were embod-
ied in customs and practices, outlooks and attitudes, all of which were based on
a recognition of the reality of radical scarcity and of the need to live within the
constraints it imposed if disaster was to be avoided. The first was acceptance of the
universal existence and persistence of poverty, neatly summarised in one of the
last things that Jesus said to his disciples “The poor you will always have with you.”
This meant that poverty was ultimately something to be managed or adjusted to,
maybe even something morally elevated, and certainly not something that anyone
could reasonably expect to disappear or even see dramatically reduced.

Poverty in other words was the normal or default condition of life for the over-
whelming majority. As such it was not seen as morally problematic or a challenge
in the way that it is today. Certainly there was an idea in every civilisation and
society that it should be relieved when possible but that is not the same as actually
seeking to abolish it or thinking that this could be done. Revealingly charity in
most of the world’s civilisations was historically directed not towards the relief of
poverty in general but rather to assist specific categories or kinds of poor people.
Orphans and widows were the main target, because they were lacking in family
support. This reflected another conclusion that our ancestors drew from radical
scarcity, as we shall see.

The acceptance of poverty as the default condition of humanity meant of course
that the idea of growth that made everyone better off was hardly considered. The
thinking of most of those who wrote about wealth and poverty was that life was
essentially a zero-sum game where one person or group’s gain was always some
other person or group’s loss. This meant that to seek to improve one’s condition
beyond strict limits was morally questionable because it meant making someone
else worse off — unless the ethical system was one of ‘might makes right’. Of course
a common response was to distinguish between in-group and out-group. Improv-
ing your condition was bad if it meant someone in the in-group was worse off but
was fine if the cost was borne by an out-group. Attitudes like that were naturally a
recipe for conflict, often violent.

We should not think that arguments like these were simply wrongheaded or
mistaken. If there was indeed a largely fixed amount of resources and products
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that could only be increased with enormous difficulty and then only temporarily,
then economic life was in fact a broadly zero-sum game. The key thing here was
that for most of human history it was difficult to increase the efficiency of the use
of resources other than by very small increments — because of the lack of innova-
tion. This meant that the ‘production possibility frontier’ as economists now call
it, the total of different combinations of different goods that can be produced from
a given pool of resources (including labour) at a point in time, was rigidly fixed.
You could produce more of one thing but typically only by producing less of some-
thing else as there was no way to bring about a swift increase in the productivity
of the system as a whole. In particular it was very difficult to have less than 80% of
the population involved in agriculture — any less and there would be general star-
vation. Consequently, production of other kinds could not be increased because of
insufficient labour in those sectors while the labour that was already in those other
sectors could not be made more productive without great difficulty (Wrigley, 2010
and 1994). There were many kinds of transactions that added value (such as trade
and exchange) but these did not increase the efficiency and productivity of the sys-
tem as a whole in a continuing and sustained way. Sometimes there would be one
off windfall gains or step changes from acquiring more resources such as land or
labour or from things such as the discovery of new crops or techniques but these
were always short lived as there was no sustained increase in the productivity of
the factors of production - it was simply a matter of getting more output from
more input. Moreover, short term increases in output were quickly absorbed by

rises in population, which meant there was no rise in living standards.

The Deprecation of Wealth, Comfort, and Trade

All this meant that predation, taking other people’s stuff by force was generally
the only way to greater wealth. In a state of affairs where the total pie was indeed
largely fixed relative to population the easy way to acquire more of the pie was
to take it from someone else, because it was so difficult to grow the pie in per
capita terms. The consequence of this was that in the majority of cases wealth
was actually gained through predation rather than production or exchange. This
also meant that aspiration for wealth and comfort frequently took on a predato-
ry cast. People would look to acquire wealth through plunder, often in ‘refined’
forms. One frequent way of both gaining wealth and consolidating it was to be-
come a tax farmer and to become rich by taking a share of the resources extracted

from the productive. This was, for example, a major phenomenon under the later



Roman Republic and the early Empire, where the most certain way to sustained
wealth was to become a tax farmer or publicanus, engaged both in collecting taxes
for the state (having bid at an auction for this right) and in supplying the Roman
army and building infrastructure. As the parable of the Pharisee and the Publican
in St Luke’s Gospel shows such people became a byword for immoral behaviour
and grasping corruption (although the point of the parable is to contrast the re-
pentance of the Publican with the self-righteousness of the Pharisee) (Luke 18:
9-14). Another was to use public office as a route to riches through bribery and
corruption — the profitability of such offices meant that rulers frequently gained
revenue by selling offices to the highest bidder or (as in France) by charging a tax
for making a purchased office heritable. Above all, people who did acquire wealth
through value adding activity such as production or trade typically then sought
to enhance this position and perpetuate it via privileges granted by rulers in re-
turn for tax revenues. In a world where increased output per capita was so hard to
achieve this made sense.

The deprecation of wealth was further elaborated in the critique of Tuxury’ as
it was called, which became a staple of philosophical and political argument from
the Renaissance onwards with the rise of so-called ‘civic humanism’ or ‘classical
republicanism’ (Berg & Eger; Berry, 1994; Sekora, 1977). (During the Midle Ages
in Europe there was not so much criticism of comfort, perhaps because it was so
rare and limited, but there was a persistent tendency to see poverty as a morally
elevated condition, and to praise those such as monks and friars who adopted it
voluntarily). In this critique, which drew on accounts of classical antiquity, luxu-
ry (or affluence as we would call it) was enervating and unmanning. It softened
men and destroyed the masculine virtues and in particular civic virtue. As a result
it actually weakened the state and political order. Moreover, the effect of luxury
on both men and women was held to be demoralising, to encourage laxity, vice,
and degeneracy and to undermine the proper forms of social conduct and rela-
tions (Hont, 2006). This was often presented through accounts of the corruption
and degeneracy brought about by luxury in trading city states of antiquity such
as Corinth, Sybaris, or Carthage. Consequently, many thought it was not actually
desirable for a country to become more wealthy and prosperous as, once past a
low level, this would actually have negative results for both private and public life
and ethics.

The conclusions that were arrived at about such things as poverty and wealth
had a number of important consequences for morals and ethics, which people

were not afraid to draw. One, as the British Christian author Pelagius put it in his
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essay On Wealth, was that the possessions of the better off were in some sense tak-
en from the poor. “It is the greed of the few that causes the poverty of the many”
was how he put it (Rees, 1998. See also Brown, 2014). He was indeed criticised for
the lengths to which he took this argument, not least by his arch foe St Augustine,
but his views were not fundamentally different from those of the Fathers of the
Church, simply more pointed. In other words, this was a widespread view among
early Christians in the world of late antiquity.

Nor was this something that vanished from Christian thought during the Mid-
dle Ages or Renaissance: rather it was a recurring and central theme of Christian
argument. In the Middle Ages Aquinas argued that there were two kinds of wealth:
natural, which meant the necessities of life, things that human beings required by
their nature, the desire for which was limited, and unnatural which meant things
such as goods that were desired only for convenience or comfort. The desire for
these kinds of good was unlimited and therefore morally harmful, both for the
desiring individual and for third parties because of the effects this had (Aquinas ST
la-IIa, g. 2, a. 1). Arguments of this kind persisted for far longer than most people
realise: for example in the nineteenth century United States there was a powerful
restatement of this position by the conservative Calvinist theologian Robert Lewis
Dabney (Dabney, 1890). The same idea was also found among pagan philosophers
such as Cynics and Stoics and was found in other civilizations such those of China
and India.

If most or all wealth came from the poor then wealth was seen as somehow
tainted or impure. The deeper understanding this drew upon was that in a world
of radical scarcity where economic activity often was a zero-sum game the moral or
virtuous way to behave was to restrain your own desires and acquisitiveness while
looking to share out the scarce resources according to a principle of justice or com-
mon interest. This was the view of for example St Augustine, despite his criticisms
of the radical language of Pelagius. It was also the position of Confucius and his
followers, of the Buddha, and of most important Hindu thinkers. Of course given
human nature many drew the opposite conclusion that when living in such a world
it was better to be a wolf than a sheep, to be a predator and enjoy comfort and ease
than to be preyed upon and share limited resources.

A very important aspect of the general moral devaluing of wealth was a par-
ticular suspicion of trade and commerce. Paradoxically, given that wealth of this
kind was truly derived from value adding productive activity and free exchange,
it was seen as especially suspect as compared to other ways of getting wealth and

comfort. This was because worldly success that was founded on trade or commerce



was often seen as ultimately based on injustice or fraud of some kind. This was in
contrast to the wealth of landlords or clergy, which was still seen as questionable
(particularly in the case of the clergy) but nevertheless still justified because it
was linked to a defined social function that was regarded as necessary. Moreover,
certain kinds of economic activity, above all acting as a middleman or lending out
money at interest, were seen as particularly and inherently bad, being predatory
and unjust by virtue of their very nature. This was because they were regarded as
not adding or creating value but as simply extracting it from other participants in
the relationship. When scarcity was understood as an absolute condition of con-
straint that could seldom be altered this made apparent sense although in fact
it was false. The paradox was that many people involved in commerce accepted
this view and so did indeed behave in a predatory and exploitative fashion, even

though this was against their actual self-interest.

The Moral Economy, Rules and Institutions
for a Malthusian World

The practical results of this thinking about trade and business were laws and pro-
hibitions against a whole range of economic activities. The best known and most
prominent example was the case of usury (lending money at interest). This derived
from the notion that can be traced back as far as Aristotle that interest created
wealth for the lender out of nothing, i.e. with no productive effort being involved.
There were repeated attempts to ban interest in both Christian and Islamic civil-
isation and even though these were mostly ignored there were still onerous laws
in place that capped interest and by doing this prevented access to credit for many
people. Moneylenders meanwhile could expect social opprobrium and regular
shakedowns by the authorities or even (especially in the case of Jews) outright
massacres.

There were however many other laws that sought to prevent the activities of
economic middlemen. One found throughout Europe and beyond was laws against
what were called in England ‘forestalling’ and ‘regrating’ and ‘engrossing’. Fore-
stalling meant buying up a seller’s wares before they were brought to the market
and then taking them to that market or elsewhere and reselling them at a higher
price. Regrating meant buying goods in a marketplace and then reselling them for
a higher price either there or nearby while engrossing meant buying up large quan-
tities of corn or other foodstuffs not for one’s own use but for resale. (Britnell,

1987. The text of part of a medieval statute can be found here http://legacy.ford-
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ham.edu/halsall/source/forestall.asp) In modern economic thinking these laws
are prohibitions of arbitrage and as such can only reduce social welfare by making
the allocation of resources less efficient. In some cases this could be literally fatal,
as when the ban on engrossing grain meant that there was no incentive for people
to move it from areas of relative surplus to areas of dearth.

From our ancestors’ perspective this was all about preventing sharp eyed en-
trepreneurs from taking advantage of opportunities to sell goods at a price higher
than a socially agreed ‘just price’. Laws of this kind were in force across most of
Europe throughout the Middle Ages and survived until well into the nineteenth
century in many places. (Mecklenburg was one striking example). There were sim-
ilar prohibitions in other parts of the world. These laws were made by all kinds of
authorities, whether kings, parliaments or self-governing cities. They were regu-
larly enforced and throughout Europe the criminal courts’ records are typically
full of cases where traders were prosecuted for breaching them. The laws against
forestalling and regrating were aimed at any good that could be bought and sold in
a legally recognized market rather than any particular category or class of goods.
The laws against engrossing by contrast focused mainly on foodstuffs. The explicit
aim behind such laws was to enforce a known and particular price - it was not a
matter of setting a guide or starting point. In reality, of course, this was often
ignored as economic reality asserted itself. However, this did not stop authorities
from reissuing laws controlling prices repeatedly and this reflected the widespread
moral presumption that there should be traditional and known prices for goods
because the alternative of flexible prices would lead to unjust allocation of the
limited and fixed pie of wealth.

Yet another example was the existence of guilds and trade combinations that
regulated trade and such matters as quality while limiting or rationing the ability
to practise the trade. These were to the modern economic mind rent seeking car-
tels of producers, which had the effect of restricting access to a trade, raising prices
and, above all, restricting innovation (Ogilvie, 2014. See also Howell, 2010). The
goal again was to make economic activity conform to a set of socially established
rules and expectations rather than respond to economic incentives. The crucial
point to realise is that all of these laws and institutions were seen as having a
moral function or purpose, derived from the moral implications of radical scarcity.

Such explicit laws and regulations were actually only part of an array of social
institutions and practices that grew up in most traditional societies (i.e. pretty
much all human societies before the late eighteenth century). These are generally

known by the umbrella term of ‘moral economy’. This was a term introduced into



academic discourse by James Scott in his work on peasant economic practice in
South East Asia and initially coined by the late E. P. Thompson in his studies of pop-
ular resistance to the rise of capitalism, but the actual phenomenon was discussed
long before the term came to be widely used (Scott 1977, Thompson 1971). ‘Moral
economy’ is a very good coinage because it captures the essence of what might
otherwise seem to be a bundle of disparate practices and conventions. In essence
what united them was that these were ways of managing and organising economic
life and activity in the world of radical constraining scarcity that our ancestors
inhabited and of doing so in a way that reflected and enforced a moral perspec-
tive and outlook that they held as a response to that condition of radical scarcity.

In Scott’s discussion of moral economy among Asian peasants he uses the fol-
lowing metaphor to describe the situation of peasants and by extension most peo-
ple in most historical societies. They are like somebody stood in water so deep that
their nose is just out of the water. They can breathe freely but the slightest wave
or rise in the water level means that they will drown. This captures the condition
described earlier, of general poverty with most living on the edge of subsistence.
Moreover, a person in this situation standing on their own is very vulnerable but
someone who is part of a group is less so because of the mutual support of the
crowd. What this meant in practice was a number of things. Firstly, there was pro-
nounced risk aversion. An important consequence of this was hostility to inno-
vation, even if it might be productive, because it was uncertain and hence risky.
By using up resources it might well push everyone ‘underwater’ if times turned
hard and the innovation failed. The form this took was strong social sanctions
against innovations and departures from the traditional or established way of do-
ing things. In contrast to modern societies, traditional ones were neophobic and
had all kinds of barriers to change, both formal and informal. (See the paper by
Mokyr at http://www.fsalazar.bizland.com/PYMES/Berg.pdf )

A second feature was institutions and practices that led to a sharing or rotation
of resources. Examples of this were common access to land (such as common land
in England before enclosures) or fishponds or to certain kind of wood and timber.
The system of rotating access to scattered strips of land in three large open fields
that was found throughout Medieval Europe is another. (This kind of agricultural
system actually persisted for a long time in many places, into the eighteenth cen-
tury in many parts of Europe and even into the nineteenth century in Russia.)
The thinking behind this was that nobody should by luck or for some other reason
come into control of an excessively large part of what were stringently limited re-

sources. This was seen as a moral imperative for the kinds of reasons given earlier.
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Associated with this was the practice of providing what Scott calls ‘subsistence
insurance’, which means a system whereby there was an obligation to assist other
households with vital resources such as seed or tools (which were also often shared
in terms of their use). The aim again was to prevent particular households from
succumbing while others around them did not - it was a case of if there was to be
starvation it had to be visited on all with everyone having access to subsistence
in normal times. There were strong social obligations towards members of your
own household or kin group - this is why poverty relief tended to focus so much
on orphans and widows because they lacked this vital familial support. Related
to this was the idea that it was wrong to look to maximise profit or return and to
act on the basis of what we would now call economic incentives. The laws against
arbitrage mentioned earlier were an example of this principle but there were many
social practices that also enforced this rule such as the use of force to prevent
goods being moved out of a locality to another one where prices were higher, or
informal rules against charging a price for a service that was higher than the cus-
tomary rate.

The central feature was the idea, enshrined in theology in Catholic Europe, of
the ‘just price’. Quite what this was, was often unclear but the usual practice was
for it to be a customary or traditional price. The main point was that a just price
was not whatever the traffic could bear, or in other words a price set by the in-
terplay of supply and demand at a given time and place. Rather it was a socially
determined price that was produced by a mixture of tradition and local consensus,
in accordance with rough and ready principles (Scott 1977). The aim was to stop
fluctuations in price and to make them more predictable and hence give people
in the metaphorical position Scott describes more security. In reality this often
made the community as a whole more vulnerable but the aim again was to ensure
that both gains and losses were shared rather than concentrated. The final major
element was the idea that certain kinds of contract were simply morally wrong
and therefore should not be entered into or enforced if they were. This again was
frequently incorporated into the formal law. In the Renaissance in Europe these
ideas were subjected to sustained criticism by the Catholic thinkers associated
with the School of Salamanca in Spain. They criticized the idea of the just price as
commonly understood, arguing that the prices that arose from free exchange were
in fact the just price for any good, and that because of this it was wrong for rulers
to restrict and limit the formation of prices by legislation that limited exchange.
However, although this had an effect on thinking among the intellectual elite, it

had little or no effect on either popular attitudes or public policy and legislation.



[t is worth pointing out that Scott’s account is explicitly a Weberian ‘ideal type’.
In other words, although the book focuses mainly on Southeast Asia the analysis
given is an abstraction from a multiplicity of real world cases, none of which ex-
actly match the abstraction. What the ideal type does do however is to capture the
essential qualities of a set of practices that are found in one form or another in
almost every society between the advent of agriculture and the start of modernity.
Some of its features are always found in every specific case, even if there are few
where all are found. Similarly Thompson’s studies of England, and others of pre-in-
dustrial Europe (for example those of Georges Rude) abstract from a multitude of
concrete and varied realities to identify the underlying common principles and
practices. (Thompson, 1993) What this shows is that in this regard it does make
sense to think of all pre-modern agricultural societies as having some common
features. The central ones were the condition of absolute scarcity and the beliefs
and practices that came from that (There were others as well but these do not con-
cern us here directly.) (Crone, 2015).

Many people today find this scarcity driven moral economy and the values it
embodies highly attractive. However, quite apart from the way it actually perpet-
uated the very conditions it was managing and dealing with (of which more later),
it also had a dark side. The other side of an emphasis on mutual support and op-
position to people enriching themselves at the expense of the community (it was
thought), was a venomous and envious egalitarianism that hated any evidence of
greater success and fortune in others. This was captured in the very old joke about
the Russian peasant who when granted a wish said that as he had one pig and his
neighbour had two he wished that his neighbour’s second pig should die. Some
authors such as Samuel Popkin have criticised Scott’s ideal type and argued that in
fact peasants and other pre-modern people were rational utility maximisers who
responded to economic incentives and sought to improve their condition as much
as any modern. They were also Popkin argues intensely competitive and often lack-
ing in social solidarity, looking for any chance to get an advantage (Popkin 1992).
In fact these two accounts of pre modern society are perfectly compatible. In a
condition of rigorous scarcity the moral economy institutions both actually exist-
ed and made sense, given the realities but people would also respond to incentives
so as to maximize their personal well being, as they always have. In that particular
context however this response to incentives was often predatory and exploitative
precisely because so much of economic life was close to a zero-sum game due to the

great difficulty in increasing output per head.
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The Moral Rules of the Malthusian World

Our ancestors then for most of human history lived in a Malthusian world. Scar-
city for them was not the condition of relative non-abundance that it is for mod-
ern economists. Rather it was a condition of absolute scarcity and limitation of
resources, which meant that the majority of the population lived at the edge of
subsistence and that any sustained improvement in the conditions of life for most
people was impossible. When conditions did improve the extra wealth was typ-
ically absorbed by a rising population and although there were episodes of eco-
nomic growth these were typically short lived. Given this situation they arrived at
the conclusions about the human condition set out earlier, and in all parts of the
world developed a series of practices and institutions that regulated economic life.
These institutions can be understood in economic terms but were also based on
explicitly ethical judgments, hence Thompson’s coining of the term ‘moral econo-
my’ to describe the kind of economic life they sustained.

What though were the ethical principles that our ancestors thought should
guide human life given their understanding of scarcity and the actual reality of
their world? The first was that self-interest was a morally dubious motivation
since to pursue self-interest was almost certain to harm the collective good. In
particular it meant that the pursuit of wealth was to be reprobated because it
would in many or most cases be acquired at the expense of others. Consequently,
a simple and frugal life was morally superior to an affluent one. Another central
one was that collective goods and ends should trump individual ones. Seeking to
pursue your own vision or goal was not only impossible for most people but re-
garded as morally wrong because it violated principles of duty and harmed others.

In fact, it was obligations and duties that defined most of your relations with
other people. The family in particular was seen in these terms and it created very
powerful mutual duties for its members. This was due to a fundamental feature
of life in the world of absolute scarcity. In that world it was very difficult, in fact
almost impossible, to survive on your own, much less flourish - unless you were
a member of the 1% of the time. Being in a household with other people who
would share the work was essential for survival, not a lifestyle choice. That is why
society was conceived of as being made up of households, not individuals. This
in turn explains why widows and orphans were so often the primary objects of
charity and poor relief - they had fallen out of the mechanism that protected and
sustained them. (This is also why in fairy tales people always remarry after their

spouse dies.)



The most important though was that the key to happiness, or at least content-
ment, was to restrain wants and aspirations and to accept limits. Given the im-
movable limitations that confronted human beings, to do otherwise was to court
frustration and misery in the case of failure and to harm others in the rare event
of success. To seek to go beyond or to challenge the structural economic limits of
scarcity was to commit the sin of hubris with the inevitable consequence of nem-
esis in one form or another (Lasch, 1991). What this ethical position meant was
that enterprise and acting on or responding to economic incentives, of trying to
increase wealth were seen as self-defeating at best, at worst as positively harmful.
Of course people did this but this was regretted by most observers of the human
condition. Most importantly, it meant that innovation was regarded with intense
suspicion and actively hindered and discouraged. All of this had a paradoxical and
in many ways tragic consequence.

The institutions and beliefs we have described made sense as a way of coping
with the constraints of a Malthusian world. However, they also prevented things,
above all innovation, that could have enabled people to escape from that world.
Periodically, people seemed on the verge of escaping from this trap and there were
episodes of ‘intensive’ growth driven by innovation (as compared to ‘extensive’
growth where increased output simply reflects a windfall increase in inputs so that
there is no increase in factor productivity). These ‘efflorescences’ (as Jack Gold-
stone has called them) can be found in several of the world’s civilizations and in
different periods (Goldstone, 2002). The most striking, which has attracted much
attention, took place in China under the Song dynasty, between 960 and 1276 AD.
By the end of that period China was technologically and economically at the level
Europe would be in by the end of the eighteenth century and its society showed
the kind of technological and economic dynamism and innovativeness that drives
modern growth. However, as Goldstone and others have pointed out, these epi-
sodes of intensive growth were never sustained: always in the end the underlying
practices reasserted themselves and the Malthusian conditions remained in place.
China was very a much a case in point as its period of innovation and real growth
ended with the Mongol conquest. Even more significantly the dynasty that came to
power after the Mongols were overthrown in 1368 (the Ming), and its successor af-
ter 1648 (the Qing) both deliberately and systematically reintroduced the economic
and moral principles described earlier. In particular they quite consciously sought
to inhibit and deter widespread innovation and to discourage economic dynamism
and large scale trade. They were successful in this and although until around 1800

China remained by any measure the most advanced civilization on the planet, it
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never recovered the dynamism and growth of the Song period and remained bound

like the rest of the world by the Malthusian limits of absolute scarcity.

The Great Breakthrough

All the things we have described however began to change in the eighteenth cen-
tury and this was a change of both material conditions and, more significantly
in many ways, of ideas and understandings. In particular the nature of scarcity
and the way to respond to it came to be rethought in the writings of early econ-
omists. We should not however see this change as the culmination of a process
or place it in a teleological account in which human society gradually moves or
evolves in a particular direction through stages or steps. What happened was a
relatively abrupt and fundamental break or discontinuity in human history, one
that might have happened sooner (in thirteenth century China for example) but
had not done so for various reasons. The changes in understanding and actions
had two aspects. The first was that the way to respond to a condition of absolute
scarcity was rethought, in a way that challenged the moral suppositions described
eatlier. The second and more fundamental one was that the very notion of scarci-
ty was redefined in a way that made it relative rather than absolute because of a
new focus upon innovation as the way to respond to the limitations of the natural
world and the human situation. This built on the first change and made the moral
revolution even more dramatic, a true transvaluation of values even.

In the later seventeenth and early eighteenth century the world was enjoying
one of the episodes of increased prosperity that were a recurring feature of world
history before modern times. This showed in a growth of world trade and a signifi-
cant rise in world population. China’s population doubled between 1660 and 1760
for example. The reasons for this flourishing were twofold. First of all the planet’s
climate had improved markedly with the gradual end of the period of cold and
drier weather that had been such a feature of the seventeenth century and earlier.
More important though was the effect of the discovery of the New World and the
new food crops that it provided. The most important was the potato, which mas-
sively expanded the ‘carrying capacity’ of large parts of Eurasia (Salaman 1985).
This along with the space opened up in the Americas by the depopulation of the
continent by diseases brought there by Europeans created a windfall that made
growth possible. If things had continued as before in history, the extra output
would eventually be absorbed by the rise in population (as indeed happened in

China) and the condition of absolute scarcity would have resumed.



However, what we can observe is two things, the first being the appearance of
intellectual movements that challenged the ideas and practices described earlier
as being the appropriate way to deal with and respond to scarcity. These appeared
in two places at opposite ends of the Eurasian landmass. The first was in Tokuga-
wa Japan. Here the 1690s and 1700s saw the appearance of what was known as
Chonindo or ‘the way of the townsman’ as distinguished from Bushido or ‘the way
of the warrior’. The movement first appeared in Osaka and was a response to the
lowly social status of merchants at the time (in the social structure of Tokuga-
wa Japan they came next to bottom of the social scale and were outranked by
peasants and artisans as well as samurai and feudal lords) and the way that the
dominant forms of Confucianism deprecated trade and the seeking of profit as
base and ignoble. The arguments of the thinkers associated with Chonindo were
firstly that the life of trade and commerce was indeed virtuous and compatible
with Confucian ethics and secondly that the physical world and creature comforts
were morally correct and desirable. The first drew on the idea of moral qualities
such as excellence, honesty, dutifulness, and benevolence, all virtues for the Con-
fucian mindset. These were seen to be embodied and realized in particular ways of
life and it was argued that to be an honest, enterprising, diligent and hard work-
ing merchant or trader was a form of human excellence that embodied them just
as much as being a samurai or a craftsman. The second was the basic belief that
pleasure and comfort were good and to be sought out. This way of thinking had
been put forward before of course, for example by the Cyrenaic school in Greek
philosophy as found in the arguments of its founder Aristippus, but the Chonindo
movement developed it much further and connected it to an entire esthetic phi-
losophy and notion of taste or refinement. This found expression in the artistic
form of ukiyo-e, the well known woodblock prints that portrayed among other
subjects the ‘floating world’ of the pleasure and entertainment districts of Edo
(Tokyo) and other Japanese cities.

However, what was to prove at least in the short term the more significant de-
velopment took place at the other end of the continent, in North-Western Europe
and in particular in Scotland. Initially though the first stirrings took place in the
Dutch Republic, one of the most commercial and bourgeois societies in history up
to that point. For contingent reasons the revolt of the United Provinces against
Habsburg rule in the sixteenth century had seen the emergence of a state domi-
nated by the mercantile or regent class. Unlike their predecessors in city republics
such as Venice they did not become a kind of mercantile aristocracy but rather

continued to espouse and express the way of life and values of the merchant, such
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as domesticity and material comfort. This can be observed in the art and products
of the so-called ‘Golden Age’ of the Dutch republic, such as the way that painting
concentrated on scenes of domestic life and commerce, rather than religion, war,
and the chase. Visitors to the Dutch Republic in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries were all struck by the bourgeois quality of its ways as well as its wealth
and productiveness, its relative lack of social distinctions, its intellectual open-
ness, and the forwardness and independence of its women (Israel, 1998).

[t was a citizen of that country resident in England who started this particular
intellectual revolution. He was of course Bernard de Mandeville. In 1705 Man-
deville published a poem of two hundred couplets entitled The Grumbling Hive or
Knaves Turned Honest and in 1714 brought out a much longer work incorporating
the poem called The Fable of the Bees: Or, Private Vices, Public Benefits (Mandeville
1988). In this work he took the moral code of moral economy described earlier
and retained the content but reversed the evaluation. He argued that it was self-
ish, self-regarding motives, greed, and the desire to be better off than others that
actually led to prosperity and economic flourishing, not just for those individuals
but for society in general. In the poem, when the bees became virtuous and opted
for a simple and restrained life the result was that the hive as a whole lost its way
and became impoverished.

The work had a number of important insights. One, as Hayek has argued, was
to identify the principle of spontaneous order in which purposeful acts by individ-
uals created in the aggregate an outcome or order that was not intended or aimed
at by any person and was therefore not the motive for their actions (Hayek 1968).
The other was that self-interested acts by individuals could produce an unintended
and unforeseen outcome that was beneficial for others and for society as a whole
(Goldsmith 1985; Hundert 1995; Jennings 2007).

However, Mandeville still accepted that the way of behaving he saw as hav-
ing beneficial results was morally reprehensible. His deeply cynical argument was
that acting badly (or viciously in the language of the time) at a personal level was
going to produce a beneficial outcome in the aggregate. Not surprisingly this was
very controversial and his work provoked many furious responses and rebuttals.
However, he had clearly caught part of the zeitgeist and indeed it is probably an
overstatement to say that he was the simple inventor of a new way of thinking.
Rather he was one of many authors who took part in an increasingly complex
debate about luxury and its effects and about the correct way to understand and
evaluate the increased comfort and (as we would say) consumerism of European

society at this time. Thus his defence of behaviour commonly regarded as immor-



al and defence of luxury was also made by the French economist Jean-Francois
Melon (Ross 1976). However, Mandeville was one of the earliest writers to make
this point and was important not only for what he himself said but because his
ideas went on to be developed and amended. The crucial figures here were the ear-
ly economists on both sides of the English Channel. Particularly important were
Smith, Hume, and Turgot.

When we look at Turgot’s Reflections on the Formation and Distribution of
Wealth, Smith’s Wealth of Nations and Theory of Moral Sentiments, and Hume’s eco-
nomic essays we can see a revolution in thinking about scarcity and the human
condition that had implications not only for economic policy but also moral un-
derstanding. There were two main insights. The first was that even if the amount
of productive resources was thought of as fixed it was still possible to maximize
the benefits to be gained from the use of those resources by allowing individuals
to pursue their own goals even (or particularly) when these were motivated by self
interest. The argument was that allowing people to act in this way would benefit
others by making the use of the resources available more efficient. As a result pros-
perity would increase. What this meant was that self-interested behaviour and
following economic incentives was no longer seen as inherently predatory or an-
ti-social but as contributing to an unintended but real system of cooperation and
sociability. Another result of this, which both Hume and Smith emphasized, was
that greater prosperity would have the effect of softening manners and making
people less predatory and aggressive towards each other. Luxury in other words
would indeed undermine the martial virtues but this was in general a good thing
(although Smith did have regrets on this point). In other words even if people were
like Scott’s peasant, on the edge of subsistence, the way to get into shallower water
was to allow the free play of self interest rather than to control it (Hundert 1995;
Philipson 1983; Winch 1992).

Smith in particular set out the mechanisms by which this worked, the way that
exchange and the pursuit of self-interest increased the division of labour and pro-
duced a growing extent of trade and exchange. These, he argued, led to greater
prosperity and wealth without anyone being made worse off, but rather with ev-
eryone being better off, at least in material terms. This was put in a historical per-
spective with the argument that the greater prosperity of the eighteenth century
as compared to earlier times was due to a gradual increase of things such as trade,
exchange, and the extent of market relations. This was probably less true than
Smith and others thought and owed more to the windfall benefits of improved
climate and the Columbian exchange, as mentioned earlier. However there was an
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element of truth in this historical account as the hold of ‘moral economy’ on the
thinking and lives of Europeans had lessened since the later seventeenth century.
However, this was no different from earlier episodes, such as those of the second
century Mediterranean, the ninth century Middle East, and thirteenth century
China and might well have ended up the same way. Meanwhile in France the Phys-
iocrats made the achievement of ‘opulence’ one of the goals of public policy and ar-
gued that in that case the traditional moral and legal maxims were self-defeating.
For example, Turgot in his Lettres sur la liberté du commerce des grains showed that
allowing engrossing and arbitrage was in fact the best way of preventing dearth
and famine and so undercut one of the central ideas and practices of the moral

economy (Kaplan 1976).

The New Way of Thinking and its Implications

All of that still assumed however that there was a physical limit to productive re-
sources that was very hard to shift. This was indeed the position of most of the
classical economists. It was the position of Ricardo for example. However, the in-
tellectual revolution of thinking about scarcity and its moral implications had a
second aspect that was genuinely novel. This was formulated by other early econ-
omists such as Say and Cantillon in France and Whateley in Britain, who all start-
ed a process of radically altering the terms of debate by showing that the actual
amount of resources could in a very real sense be increased. Arguably Smith had
also pointed in this direction (Lasch 1991).

The thing here was to move from a static model of economic life in which the
challenge was to find the optimum use of a given amount of resources to a dynam-
ic one in which innovation and doing more with less were the main features. Again
though the way to do this and hence to achieve plenty was by removing the insti-
tutions of the moral economy, by allowing things such as exploiting arbitrage and
lending money at interest, and by allowing individuals to seek to improve their
condition and make the most efficient use of their resources and above all to allow
them to take risks and innovate (McCloskey 2010).

The development of economic thinking after the mid eighteenth century
meant that scarcity came to be understood in a new way. There had always been a
fanciful alternative to the harsh reality of limits in the shape of the mythical land
of Cockaigne, a place where there were rivers of wine and lakes of beer, roasted
pigeons flying around, and roast pigs with knives and forks in their backs running

around while squealing “Eat me! Eat me!” - in other words the state of abundance.



What economics did was to retain the notion of scarcity and in fact make it the
foundation of the new discipline while making it something less constraining
and absolute. Scarcity now meant that there were indeed not enough material re-
sources, land and time to meet all of the possible uses that they could be put to.
This meant that every choice or action had a cost, the foregone next best use of
the resource in question and that when weighing up two good or valuable things
trade-offs or balances had to be made. However, if the allocation and tradeoffs
were made correctly, two things would happen. The first was that resources would
be used in a way that maximized the welfare not only of the direct user but also of
society in general. The second, new, insight was that this would lead to a process of
invention and innovation that created new resources by enabling the same output
to be achieved with less inputs and by converting physical things from the catego-
ry of unproductive and useless to that of productive and useful.

Obviously there had to be some way of allocating resources between uses under
these conditions. One would be to have them assigned by rulers, whether a single
individual or a group, in other words by the political process of collective choice.
The other way was to rely on what Mandeville had first identified, a spontaneous
order arising from the aggregation through a social process of many individual
choices made by individual actors. Crucially the motivations of those actors were
not assumed to be altruistic or communal (even if in some cases they were).

Just as the old idea of scarcity had ethical implications so did the new one.
The big result was that from this new perspective on scarcity the institutions and
practices of moral economy were seen as not only self-defeating but also mor-
ally wrong because they limited individual flourishing and collective well being.
In other words, the way that the constraints upon human beings are understood
has important implications for moral norms. That is because the way that those
constraints are understood has far-reaching implications for what is seen as both
possible and desirable for actual human beings living in the real world. Scarcity is
clearly one of the most important of those constraints (along with biological ones
such as mortality and the limits of human knowledge and reason) and so the way
scarcity was understood had major implications for moral reasoning. Self regard-
ing actions were now seen in a new light. They were no longer thought of as inher-
ently questionable and almost always predatory. Rather a distinction was made
between following self-interest in a way that was indeed predatory on the one
hand and doing so through trade and exchange and peaceful interaction on the
other. The focus was now on the form and consequences of actions rather than the

motive. Following Smith’s arguments in Theory of Moral Sentiments self-interest
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came to be understood not as something anti-social and opposed to sociability but
as in fact the foundation of society and social relations through the mechanisms
of sympathy and the desire for approbation.

In this new way of thinking certain practices were evaluated very differently.
Trade, commerce and business were now reputable and even virtuous activities
with a moral content, as the thinkers of Chonindo were also arguing on the far side
of the world (McCloskey 2010). Above all, change and innovation were thought of
as good and seen in a positive light rather than being seen as at best risky at worst
recklessly self-aggrandising and anti-social. If traditional societies were neophobic
then we can truly say that modern societies are increasingly neophiliac.

Perhaps the most profound change was to abandon the old belief that hap-
piness was to be achieved only, if at all, through self-denial and the limiting of
appetite. Rather it was through allowing those appetites expression in a way that
created wealth and comfort and, more importantly, led to self-realisation. It is im-
portant to realize that this was not an ideal of simple hedonism, rather it was one
that held that the goal of life was the peaceful and fullest realization and actualisa-
tion of the individuals who composed society (Lasch 1991). Luxury was now seen
in a positive light rather than as a corrupting influence. Smith added the crucial
insight that it was not the consumption of luxuries by the wealthy that drove eco-
nomic activity but the mundane consumption of everyday products by the poor.

What all of this meant was that the morally good community was no longer
one of duty and sharing (usually forced) but rather one of a process of individual
self-realisation producing a system of unplanned and unintended cooperation (a
‘oreat society’ in Hayek’s phrase). The result given certain conditions would be a
maximisation of human flourishing but with this being individuated rather than
communal. Arguably there was a crucial assumption in all this, which was that the
processes would generally lead to a benign overall outcome rather than a malign
one. For Smith and his contemporaries this was because the universe was thought
to operate according to principles that made it so, in a secularized version of the
monotheistic doctrine of providence. Subsequently this was secularized, in the
thought of a whole range of people from Spencer to Marx with the natural order
playing the part formerly taken by providence or a designer deity. However even
this was not essential for the argument because even if one thought that this sys-
tem could often produce undesired bad outcomes it was still better than the previ-
ous way of thinking and organizing affairs.

As has been noted already, not everyone has accepted the new way of thinking.

It seems there are many who still find the model of a ‘moral economy’ attractive



and even inspiring,who think that business and commerce as activities are entire-
ly extractive rather than wealth creating. Given what we now know this way of
thinking can best be described as anti-economics rather than as a different kind of
economics. (Itis also not a view that Marx would have agreed with to put it mildly.)
This is a vision of shared poverty in a world of subsistence with little innovation as
attractive. This can no longer be justified as a reaction to or reasonable reading of
the reality of the world.

The Malthusian Reaction

No sooner had this revolution in understanding taken place than there was a reac-
tion against it that reasserted the idea of categorical limits and constraints with all
of their moral implications. The originator of this was of course Malthus although
other early nineteenth century thinkers such as Sismondi also took this line in
the great arguments of the 1820s. Malthus analysed the condition of human be-
ings for most of history since the advent of agriculture with a simple mathemat-
ical model. He argued that while food output could only increase arithmetically
(2,4,6,8...) population increased geometrically (2,4,8,16...). This meant that ab-
sent checks either natural (famines and plagues) or artificial (abstinence and de-
layed marriage) human population would always tend to outstrip the supply of
food. This analysis could be extended to any kind of production - food supply was
simply the cutting edge. Ricardo then added the principle of diminishing marginal
return, which meant that even the arithmetic growth of supply would eventually
level off. This led to a gloomy view of the human prospect in which the normal and
also long run state of affairs was to have human population at just under the max-
imum level that resources would support. There were many critics of Malthus at
the time but it is fair to say that he and his supporters had the better of the debate
at the time (Mayhew 2014).

The result was that the more radical and optimistic versions of the new way of
thinking about scarcity as put forward by Smith himself and others such as Say,
Godwin and Condorcet were qualified for many years. The mainstream of classical
economics, particularly in Britain emphasized more the first argument that there
was still a kind of limit to resources and it was a matter of using them more effec-
tively while paying less attention to the more radical dynamic idea that they could
actually be increased. Almost all of the orthodox classical economists also argued
that eventually the process of growth would end and we would arrive at a steady

state economy where conditions would once again improve only slowly if at all.
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(Wrigley 1994) (For many, such as J. S. Mill, this made birth control a vital neces-
sity to restrain population growth and stop human numbers from pressing as hard
against the Malthusian constraints as they would otherwise do).

Eventually, however, economic thinking shook off its Malthusian hangover,
from about the middle of the nineteenth century onwards. The ideas of innova-
tion, and of scarcity as a constraint that requires choice and tradeoffs but which
can be massively mitigated by innovation, became dominant. This was reflected in
a dramatic shift in moral reasoning as the older ways of thinking were challenged
and rejected. And how wrong Malthus and his supporters proved to be! The his-
tory of the world since his time is in fact a complete contradiction of his gloomy
prognostications (Ridley 2010). On the other hand he was undoubtedly one of the
great historical sociologists. For all of human history from the advent of agricul-
ture up to the later eighteenth century living standards fluctuated but barely rose
in the longer term. What improvement there was, was so slow as to be impercepti-
ble for any one lifetime. In this world moral economy was both a reaction to a gen-
erally understood hard reality and a self-fulfilling prophecy that kept that reality
in existence. Malthus and others like him thought that to seek to escape this trap
was to court disaster and for most of human history his view was correct, as the
litany of collapsed societies and civilizations reveals. Since his time however there
has been a revolutionary transformation in human conditions with a sixteenfold
rise in average incomes for the planet as a whole. In 1880 by the World Bank’s
estimate 80% of the world’s population were living on the edge of subsistence, in
the world Scott describes. That figure is now less than 10% according to the most
recent World Bank report. We still live in a world of scarcity that constrains us in
many ways but our understanding of that reality and the constraints it imposes
has been transformed. This has brought about not simply a new physical world but

a new moral world as well.

Conclusion

We now live then in a very different world from the one our ancestors inhabited.
We are much richer than they were, by a factor of sixteen on average. The much
greater wealth also makes possible a far wider range of possibilities and life paths
for people than was the case for most of history, even in poorer parts of the world.
This in turn means that our social relations and interactions are also different in
many ways from the norms of even as little as a hundred and fifty years ago. The

reason for these is that both the understanding of, and the actual condition of,



scarcity have been transformed. This transformation has many causes but one
crucial contributor is the process examined here, by which there was an intellectu-
al breakthrough (alongside others such as a technological one) that transformed
human’s understanding of what scarcity is and what moral implications it has for
human beings and human life. This means, to repeat, that not only our physical
conditions have altered, we live in a new moral world as well, which we are still

exploring.
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Ekonomikos istorija, stoka ir moralé
Santrauka

Dél patiriamy sunkumy siekiant tvaraus produktyvumo augimo zmonés didZia-
ja istorijos dalj gyveno Malthuso teorijos pasaulyje — nuolatinés ir nejveikiamos
stokos busenoje. Taip atsirado moraliniy vertinimy ir atsakymy sistema, kuri
pasireike jvairia formalia ir neformalia praktika bei institucijomis. Paradoksalu,
taciau $is atsakas blokavo inovacija — pagrindinj kelig i§trukti i§ nejveikiamos sto-
kos pasaulio. XVIII a. pabaigos ir XIX a. pradZios intelektiniai proverziai i§ dalies
pakeité Zmoniy suvokimg apie stoka ir budus jai jveikti ir taip prisidéjo prie fizinés
bei moralinés pasaulio raidos iki pat $iy dieny.

Raktiniai ZodZiai: Malthuso teorija, papro¢iy ekonomika, inovacija, verslumas,

ekonominé etika, teisinga kaina.
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Ontologiné stoka: antropologinis zZvilgsnis ir jo ribos
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Siame straipsnyje stoka nagrinéjama antropologiniu poziiriu, o pradedama nuo patios ant-
ropologijos ir apskritai socialiniy moksly epistemologijos klausimo. Mat gilinantis j stokos
klausima, tenka atsakyti, kodél nagrinéjama butent stoka, o ne empirinéje tikrovéje lengvai
ap¢iuopiamas skurdas. Pastarasis klausimas yra kur kas artimesnis socialiniams mokslams,
o abstrak¢ios stokos tema tarsi yra uz antropologijos disciplinos rémy. Kad paaiskintume
tai, tenka pasigilinti j epistemologine sociologijos ir socialinés antropologijos sandara. I$
$ios analizés i3aiskéja, kad antropologinei stokos analizei nepakanka izoliuoto monodisci-
plininio poziario. Socialinei antropologijai tokia tarpdisciplininé prieiga néra nei nauja, nei
priestaringa. Todél nesibaiminant balansuoti ant multidiscipliniskumo slenks¢io bei pasi-
telkiant intelektualistine, lyginamaja analize, prieinama prie stokos ontologiskumo fakto ir
zvelgiama, kg tarpkulturiniu poZiuriu galima apibendrintai pasakyti apie stoka, kaip onto-
logine buties raigka.

Islaikant antropologinés teorijos linija, prieinama prie teiginio, jog jei filosofiniu poziu-
riu stoka yra visy pirma ontologiné, o tik paskui empiriné, atsakas j ja yra abipusigkumas
bei mainai ir tai antropologijoje suvokiama kaip esminé - ontologiné Zmogaus socialumo
salyga. Abipusiskumas ir mainai persmelkia visa Zmogaus butj visy pirma kaip atsakas j
ontologine stoka ir kaip santykio su fiziniu ir dvasiniu pasauliu aksioma. Patys mainai yra
orientuoti j stokos jveikimg ir pritekliaus bei pertekliaus kurimg. Ta¢iau mainy ekonomika
daznai balansuoja ties abipusiskumo principo i§saugojimo ir asmeniniy interesy klausimu.
Jvairios kulturos, interpretuodamos stoka, neretai i8kraipo abipusiskumo principa, jj paZei-
dzia ar kultariskai sankcionuoja.

Stokos interpretavimas suponuoja tam tikrus padarinius. Skurdas stigmatizuojamas
arba mistifikuojamas, gobsuolis atgailauja, vyksta revoliucijos (jos taip pat gali vykti ir dél
pertekliaus), ar, sakykim, Dievas nubaudzia varguoliy skriaudéjus. Siuolaikinj kapitalizma
ir jo moralumga galima vertinti tokiu paciu principu - pagal tai, kiek jis atliepia j abipusis-
kumo prievole ar ja pazeidzia. Tokiu budu i3aigkéja, jog ne ekonominé ar politiné sistema
tarsi mechaniskai lemia gerove ir maZina stoka. Tai lemia kiekvieno asmens jsipareigojimas
abipusiskumo ir teisingy mainy principui.

Matant stoka ne vienos disciplinos sgvoky ir sampraty rémuose, bet kaip ontologine
buties raidka, pastebime, jog remiantis tarpdisciplininiu poZiuriu, i§ paZiuros skirtingos
délionés detalés darniai dera tarpusavyje: filosofiniu poziuriu ontologigkai suprantama
stoka dera su antropologijoje ontologiskais abipusiskumo ir mainy bei skolos principais.

Be to, ekonominiai mainai, darbo etika ir visa, kas prisideda prie stokos transformavimo,



yra glaudziai susije su Vakary pasaulio teologiniu diskursu, kuris ¢ia yra pateikiamas pro
antropologine ,véberiskaja” prizme.

Raktiniai ZodzZiai: stoka, epistemologija, ontologija, abipusi$kumas, mainai, skola, Max
Weber.

Stoka - antropologijos objektas
Ivadas j socialiniy moksly epistemologija

Skirtingai nuo teologijos mokslo, kuris rutuliojasi aplink tam tikras ontologinés
,tiesos“ konstantas, socialiniai mokslai yra teoriniy perspektyvy mozaika. Siose
perspektyvose ir jy kompiliacijose atsispindi tai, kg galétume pavadinti ,laikmecio
dvasia“, Zvelgiant i§ atstumo j socialiniy teorijy bei teoretinés ,dogmatikos* (t. y.
visuotinai priimto, negin¢ijamo ir nekvestionuojamo Zinojimo) raidos dinamika,
atsiskleidzia sociologinés/antropologinés epistemologijos (mokslo apie Zinojima)
paveikslas, leidZiantis suprasti, kaip mes suvokiame dalykus ir kaip mokome kitus
suprasti bei interpretuoti realybe.

Sutelkiant antropologinj zvilgsnj j stoka, kaip atskira realybés fragmenta, gana
aigkiai atsiskleidZia antropologinés bei sociologinés epistemologijos ,mechanika®,
arba vidiné logika. Sio tarsi savaiminio teorinio ,Zinojimo“ pagrindu, socialiniai
mobkslai kuria socialinés realybés interpretacija, kurioje stokos konceptas yra su-
vokiamas ne kaip savarankigkas realybés elementas, bet kaip socialiniy santykiy
platforma ir daznai paciy socialiniy santykiy i§dava. Filosofija galéty sau leisti pa-
Zvelgti i stoka egzistencigkai, teologija matyty stoka kaip prigimtinés nuodémés
pasekme. Tac¢iau antropologiniu poziiriu stoka néra matoma atskirai nuo sociali-
niy saveiky, o pastarosios yra suvokiamos pro tam tikras teorines prizmes. Kitaip

sakant, socialiniuose moksluose néra nieko savaime ontologisko. Kodél?

ylgaliojantis diskursas®ir ,galios mistifikavimas*

Ontologija socialiniuose moksluose yra suvokiama kaip socialinés realybés kons-
truktas. Ir ypa¢ $iuo metu, kai neomarksizmas, materialistiné dialektika ir aps-
kritai poststrukturalizmas tampa atspirties taskais, ontologija yra suvokiama
kaip galios santykiy produktas - vadinamasis ,jgaliojantis diskursas“ (angl. k.
authorising discourse). Jis suprantamas kaip galios struktary sukurtas diskursas,
kuris yra jnormintas per hierarchines strukturas ir palaikomas autoritety. Perduo-

dant §j diskursa per kitas galios struktury sistemas i§ kartos j karts, jis tampa
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ytradicijos“ elementu. Pastaroji yra palaikoma kity galios struktiry. Tai gali buti
tévai, perduodantys Zinojima vaikams ar bendruomenés vyresnieji, kurie ugdo
tévus, arba bendruomenes pranokstantys asmenys ir strukturos, pvz., valstybé
ar hierarchas, kurie diktuoja ir ugdo tai, kas yra normatyvu. Galios institucijos
Jisleidzia“ diskursus, kuriais Zmonés yra jgaliojami vykdyti tam tikras praktikas
ir naudoti tam tikrus diskursus tuo pat metu nurodant, kuriy praktiky ir diskur-
sy Zmoneés néra ,jgalioti“ laikytis, arba prie§ingai, jgalioti nesilaikyti (Asad, 1993,
p. 32, 36-37). Pavyzdziui, Lietuvoje autoritetai, kalbantys vie$ai, padeda Zmo-
néms suprasti, kad ,,Helovinas“ (Halloween) néra lietuvigky Veéliniy bei Visy Sven-
tujy $ventiy atitikmuo ir jgalioja Zmones imtis priemoniy. Zinoma, tai sakoma
pabréziant, kad visi esame laisvi rinktis, bet tuo patiu tarsi ,nejgaliojant” Zmoniy
laikytis $io svetimo paprocio.

Kiek maziau poststrukturalistiné ir labiau klasikiné marksistiné interpretacija
teigty, kad ontologija yra galios mistifikavimas (Bloch, 1989). Teigti, kad stoka yra
ontologiné savoka, reiskia paneigti stokos socialine arba antropo-logine dimensijg.

Taigi antropologijoje stoka retai kada tampa tyrimo objektu, nes antropolo-
ginéje epistemologijoje ji néra ,objektyvi“ realybés raiska. Be to, remiantis po-
puliaréjancia Bruno Latour'o ,veikéjo-sgveiky tinklo“ (actor-network) teorija,
objektyvios realybés atskirai nuo socialinio Zinojimo néra visai. Tad net ir, pvz.,
meteorologiniai reiskiniai tampa suvokiami ne kaip objektyvios ontologinés realy-
bés raiska, bet kaip semantiniy prasmiy bei jy sgveiky tinklas, supantis subjektus.
Tadiau patys subjektai realybéje yra vienu metu ir subjektai, ir semantiniy prasmiy
tinklas. Su tokia interpretacija, Zinoma, nesutikty vis labiau populiaréjanti Leo-
nardo Polo neotomistinés filosofinés antropologijos mokykla. Tadiau net ir pats
Leonardo Polo karta yra minéjes, jog XVIII-XIX a. filosofija nesugebéjo atsakyti
j svarbiausius egzistencinius klausimus butent todél, kad jai triko antropologinés
dimensijos.

Ko gero, dél to, jog antropologijos mokslas ontologija mato kaip socialinj reis-
kinj, stokos terminas yra itin retai naudojamas. Vietoje jo yra kitas, pakaitinis, ta-
¢iau nebutinai tapatus terminas — ,,skurdas®. Stoka suvokdami kaip skurdg socia-
liniai mokslai jsitraukia j intensyvy teorizavima, kuriame uzverda karstos teorinés
ir vertybinés diskusijos, iskyla politiné poliarizacija bei atsiranda akademinés min-
ties centrai ir mokyklos.

Taigi stoka suvokti pro skurdo prizme socialinéje antropologijoje bei sociologi-
joje visy pirma reigkia galios santykiy analize. Ir ¢ia dominuoja (neo-)marksistiné
teorija bei dialektinis materializmas. Visa tai i§plétojama politinés ir ekonominés

antropologijos teorijose.



[$tekliy stoka

Vis délto yra vos kelios studijos, kurios tyrinéjo i$tekliy stoka ir kultarinj atsa-
ka i jas. Vertingiausia studija $iuo atveju yra Roberto Cooperio ,I5tekliy stoka ir
Hmong atsakas: nausédijy modeliai ir besikei¢ian¢ios ekonomikos®, Sioje klasiki-
ne tapusioje studijoje autorius sujungia sociologine ir antropologine analize, siek-
damas i$siaiskinti, kaip iStekliy stoka lemia ekonomine ir socialine kaita, Hmong
gendiy migracija bei nausédijos principus. Nors pati Cooperio analitiné prieiga
yra kiek ,marksistiska®, ta¢iau jis aiskiai pabrézia, kad istekliy stoka ir kultarinis
atsakas jai priestarauja klasikinei marksistinei konflikto ontologijai. Ta prasme,
kad klasiy konfliktas dél istekliy stokos veda j revoliucijas, o butent revoliucijos
stumia istorija j priekj. Jo teigimu, kultarinis atsakas j stoka yra kur kas jvairesnis,
ieskantis sprendimy ir prisitaikantis. Kitais atvejais, bendruomené, nerandan-
ti adekvataus atsako, lieka merdéti giliame nepritekliuje, pasiduoda ,ydingoms*“
ekonomikoms, kaip Hmong atveju, opijatiniy kultary juodajai rinkai kultivavimui
(Cooper, 1973).

[3tekliy stoka yra aptarinéjama kity socialiniy mokslininky ir vertinama nevie-
nareikémiai. Stai kelios nuomonés:

1. I8tekliy stoka yra reliatyvus dydis, tad ji galimai visai neegzistuoja (Wright &
Czelusta, 2004).

2. Itekliy stoka gal ir egzistuoja, tadiau ja ,i$sprendzia“ nuosavybés teisé
(Mehta, 2007).

3. Istekliy stoka egzistuoja, bet ji néra smurtiniy konflikty $altinis (Dwyer &
Oh, 1987).

4. Istekliy stoka egzistuoja tik ne demokratinése ir/ar korumpuotose valstybeé-
se (Kalyuzhnova & Nyga, 2008).

5. Istekliy stoka gal ir egzistuoja, bet konflikty vadyba ja efektyviai sumazina
(Himes, 2008).

6. Itekliy stoka negali egzistuoti ten, kur vyksta adekvati technologiné pazan-
ga (Gowdy & Juli, 2007).

7. I3tekliy stoka gal ir egzistuoja, bet laisvoji rinka sustabdo ja (Horwitz, 2008).

8. Istekliy stoka egzistuoja, bet turimi duomenys neleidzia objektyviai nusta-
tyti jos priezastingumo (Salehyan, 2008).

Taciau, antropologija yra lyginamasis mokslas. Jis tyrinéja konkreciy ben-
druomeniy, konkre¢iy Zmoniy artikuliuojamas reik$mes, délioja jas j vietinés
epistemologijos schemg, lygina tarpkultariniu pozitriu, i$ to atsiranda autentis-
kas antropologinis teorizavimas. Vadovaujantis tokiu principu, galima trumpam

palikti isankstinj diskursyvy antropologinj ,zinojima", pagrista , pervirgkintomis®
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teorinémis paradigmomis. Siame straipsnyje paméginsiu lyginamuoju pozitriu
pazvelgti, ar galime stoka antropologijos disciplinos kontekste pamatyti ontolo-
giskai. Jei taip, kaip ji autentiskai suvokiama kulturose ir kokie apibendrinimai,

zinoma salyginiai, galéty buti i§ to i$gryninti.

Stoka - ,totalinis“ fenomenas

Vakarietigka aplinka (Europa, JAV, Kanada ir pan.), o kartu ir mokslai, uzgims-
tantys $ioje aplinkoje, labai skiriasi nuo didesnés pasaulio dalies. Vakary pasau-
lio aplinka yra kitokia daugeliu aspekty, ta¢iau, kalbant ekonominiais terminais,
misy visuomenés yra pertekliaus visuomenés. Zinoma, galima bty leistis j skur-
do etnografija, parodant, kad net ir Vakary pasaulyje kai kurios socialinés gru-
pés gyvena tokioje bukléje, kurig Vakaruose vadiname ,Zemiau skurdo ribos®. Tos
busenos neabejotinai yra traumuojancios, apgailétinos ir destruktyvios. Tadiau
$iame kontekste kalbama apie bendra $iy visuomeniy pertekliy, kuris netgi tapo
savotika konstanta auganciai jaunajai kartai. ,,Pertekliaus karta®, - tai ,Z“ kartos
jaunuoliai. Didelé dalis jy gyvenimo vyksta technologijomis pagristoje socialinéje
saveikoje. Jiems ,néra ko valgyti® reiskia, kad néra valgyti to, kg jie mégsta arba
kam néra alergiski. Jy mitybos jprociai pranoksta patiekaly klausimg ir persike-
lia j ,virtuviy“ bei mitybos kultary (vegetarai, veganai) pasirinkima, kurios savo
ruoZtu siejasi su jy pasirinktomis, o tai reigkia ir prieinamomis gyvenimo budy
i§raigkomis. Visa tai suponuoja visidkai kitokj mastyma. Ir visy pirma piesia ki-
tokj stokos bei nepritekliaus suvokimga. Ta¢iau musy stokos supratimg i§ esmés
émé transformuoti uzgimusi ,gerovés valstybés® idéja. Valstybé émeési reguliuoti
(sékmingai arba ne), kad visa visuomené nutolty nuo stokos ribos. Taigi kartos,
gimstancios Vakary pasaulyje, dabar priima tai kaip duotybe ir, galima sakyti, kad
patiria ontologinés stokos suvokimo stoka.

Butent pertekliaus salygos, kuriose gimé jau kelios vakarieciy kartos, leido pra-
eitin nugrimzti autentikam ,gamtos” suvokimui. Tai, kg Vakary pasaulio miestie-
tis sentimentaliai vadina ,gamta“, suvokia ja kaip savo ,namus®, nuo kuriy nutolo,
suviliotas civilizacijos. Daugeliui vakarie¢iy jsivaizduojamas idealus gyvenimas yra
grizti prie darnaus santykio su gamta®. Gamtg jis patiria kaip poilsio ir rekrea-
cijos istekliy, kurj vartoja, pvz., vazinédamas kruiziniu motociklu su ildomomis
rankenomis ir sédynémis bei orientuodamasis gamtoje palydovinés navigacinés
sistemos pagalba. Arba tai — gamta, kurios gydanciu groZiu mégaujamasi neseniai
jsigytoje nuosalioje sodyboje, kurioje $ilta vandenj gamina naujausi saulés kolek-

1 Siuos argumentus pladiai nagrinéju savo straipsnyje “Indianism” in Lithuania: Re-enchantment of

the World through “Playing Indians”.



toriai, o Ziema $iluma garantuoja geoterminis $ildymas... Kur mésa piknikui po
Zvaigzdémis atveza maisto kurjeris, priémes uzsakymg internetu... Ta pati gamta,
kuri mums yra malonumo 8$altinis, ne Vakary pasaulio Zmogui sukelia visai kito-
kius jausmus. Zmonéms, visa gyvenima gyvenantiems musy romantizuojama-
me gamtos artume, be mums jprastos saugumo ir pagalbos infrastruktiros ir be
mums jprasty technologijy... Ta gamta yra jéga, kuri nuolat késinasi jj prazudyti
paciais nenuspéjamiausiais budais. Jiems gamta yra ne namai, bet at$iauras tyrai,
kuriuose visokeriopa stoka yra pirminis Zmogaus potyris. Pastangos atsispirti nuo

jos yra zmogaus igyvenimo ir raidos salyga.

Gamta, gimtis ir stoka

Jeigu paZvelgtume j etnografines ne Vakary pasaulio tauty ir bendruomeniy
studijas, patyrinétume jy tautosaka, paprodius bei tikéjimus, pamatytume, kad
ju pasaulyje dominuojanti konstanta toli grazu yra ne ,perteklius” ar musiskas
»pragyvenimo minimumas®, bet butent stoka. Kitaip tariant, (ne Vakary pasau-
lio) Zmogus gimsta stokoje, kuri yra pradiné Zmogiskoji busena. Galima pradéti
nuo to, kad Zmogus gimsta nuogas, o nuogumas daugelyje visuomeniy siejamas
su nepritekliumi ir statuso stoka. Zmogui prireiks labai daug dalyky, kad gimes
tokioje (lyginant su kitais zinduoliais) ankstyvoje biologinio vystymosi stadijoje,
jis galéty isgyventi ir vystytis toliau. Gimimas Zmogui yra pirmas Sokas, susijes su
stoka — $altis, nesaugumas, alkis, gaivaliskas artumo ir démesio poreikis ir t. t. Si
stoka yra tokia ryski, kad vaikas dar ilgai stengiasi grjZti j ankstesnj embrioninj
buvj, pvz., kuo ilgiau nesitraukdamas nuo motinos kruties, prabusdamas iskart,
vos mamos kinas atitolsta ir t. t. Galima sakyti, kad Zmogus, patyres gimimo $oka,
stengiasi kuo ilgiau i§likti prisirides prie ankstesniy pirmapradziy patir¢iy, kada jis
jauteési ir i§ dalies buvo motinos kano dalis. Taigi atsiskyrimas gimties budu sim-
boligkai galéty buti panasus j i$éjima i§ rojaus j kitokj pasaulj, kuriame stoka yra
pirmoji patirtis. [domu tai, kad prarastojo rojaus mitas vienokia ar kitokia forma
aptinkamas daugelio tauty mitologijoje. Schema visur ta pati: buvis iki poky¢io -
pokytis — buvis po poky¢io, t. y. Zmogaus atsiradimas ,kitokiame® pasaulyje. Tad
koks yra tas ,kitoks®, pasikeites pasaulis? Tai visy pirma atSiaurus ir pavojingas
pasaulis, pilnas galiy, jégy ir dvasiy, kurios yra nataraliai nepalankios Zmogui. Jy
palankumgj reikia laiméti, uzsidirbti, jgyti mainais. Tai pasaulis, kuriame dvasios
elgiasi pagal Zmonéms neZinoma logika, yra neprognozuojamos, tai pagrobia Sau-
le, tai siuncia ligas, tai apséda, tai i§vaiko medZiojamus Zvéris, tai siuncia sausras ir
nederliy, tai neleidzia apsistoti pasirinktoje vietoje, veréia Zmones migruoti kitur

ir iegkoti dvasiy palankumo ir t. t.
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Mircea Eliadés klasika tape religijotyros veikalai pateikia tam tikrus apibend-
rinimus $iuo klausimu (Eliade, 1997). Pasak jo, daugumos (ne Vakary) pasaulio
kultary Zmoniy mastyme vyrauja tam tikra erdvés dialektika®. Jy supratimu, er-
dvé yra ne vienalyté, o dvejopa - pirmapradé — chaotigkoji ir jos priesingybé —,,su-
kurtoji“ erdvé. Pirmapradé - chaotigkoji erdvé yra savotiska ,medziaga®, i§ kurios
kuriamas pasaulis, zmogus ir apskritai realybé. Sioje pirmapradéje erdvéje knibz-
da piktyjy dvasiy, demony ir pabaisy. Tai pirminis chaosas, kuriame Zmogaus eg-
zistencija negali tarpti. Tai savaime suponuoja ir stoka. Tai, kg $iuolaikinis Zmogus
suvokia kaip ,,gamta®, t. y. rekreacines natiralios gamtos zonas uz zmoniy gyvena-
muyjy teritorijy, tradicinéje pasauléziiroje yra chaoso tyrai, nepaliesti ,,sukirimo®,
tinkamo tarpti Zmogui. Zmogus, siekdamas jsikurti ir gyventi siuose tyruose, visy
pirma atlieka tam tikrus ritualus, kurie daugybéje kultary turi panasia simboli-
ka. Tai yra ,sukarimo®, arba ,pasaulékuros®, ritualai. Kitaip sakant, vieta, kurioje
zmonés gyvena ir dirba, tampa , sukurtaja“ erdve, arba ,pasauliu®, kuris it sala gy-
vuoja pirmapradzio chaoso vandenyne. Negana to, ,,sukiarimas®, arba sukurtoji er-
dvé (ir laikas), tvyrant chaosui turi polinkj , susidévéti®, todél kultarinés tradicijos
daZnai yra cikliskos, kada per kalendorinj cikla atkartojami atkritimo j chaosg ir
pasaulékuros ritualai. Todél §venc¢iami Naujieji metai, dirbami laukai yra kasmet i§
naujo pasventinami, kriksto bei santuokos jzadai atnaujinami ir tokiu badu Zmo-
niy pasaulis laikosi vis atnaujinamoje ,sutverties bisenoje. Lietuvoje dar visai
neseniai kai kuriuose regionuose buvo laikomasi paprocio, kad iki Sekminiy nega-
lima maudytis naturaliuose vandens telkiniuose, nes vanduo yra dar ne $ventas.
Mat Sekminiy metu padventintas vanduo véliau budavo supilamas j ezerus, upes,
$ulinius ir t. t. Tokiu budu vandenys tampa ,sukurtieji, jie i$plésiami i§ pirmapra-
dzio chaoso, j kurj jie atkrito kalendorinio ciklo pabaigoje, naturaliai sudylant jy
$ventumui. Pagventinus, o tai reiskia atlikus ,pasaulékaros” ritualus, vandenys
tampa ,,pasaulio®, o ne chaoso dalimi. I3 jy pasi3alina demonai, piktosios dvasios
ir pirmapradzio chaoso pabaisos, kurios tik ir tyko pakenkti Zmogui, nutempti jj
i gelmes ir t. t. Panasi logika egzistavo tiek sésliose, Zemdirbyste ar sodininkyste/
gyvulininkyste besiver¢ianciose visuomeneése, tiek ir klajokliskose medziotojy bei
rinkéjy bendruomenése. Zmonés negalédavo gyventi ,,gamtoje“. Jie turédavo pa-
versti ja ,pasauliu®, tinkamu gyventi zmogui. Eliade gana detaliai paaiskina, kokia
pagrindiné tokio pasaulio salyga. Tai reigké turéti ,pasaulio centra” (axis mundi) ir

gyventi kuo ar¢iau jo. Tai sakraliausia kaimo ar gyvenvietés vieta, daznai (bet ne

2 Nors bendra jo tezé rodo, kad net ir Vakary pasaulio religingam Zmogui yra budinga tokia pati

erdveés dialektika. Tac¢iau ja gerokai sunkiau atpazinti.



butinai) jrengta centre, visai kaip katalikiskuose baznytkaimiuose. Kuo toliau nuo
centro ,,j gamta®, tuo pasaulis yra maziau ,,sukurtas®.

Tatiau medziotojai ir rinkéjai skyrési nuo sésliy gyventojy. Budami klajokliai
simbolinj pasaulio centra arba bent jo koncepcija jie nuolat gabendavosi su savimi.
Butent ten, kur jie jsirengdavo savo stovykla ar gyvenviete, vykdavo pasauléka-
ros ritualai, aukojimai, o stovyklavietés suplanuojamos taip, kad jose buty aiskus
centras. Kitu atveju, jos viduryje statydavo ka nors, kas simbolizuodavo pasaulio
centra — stulpa, $ventykla ir t. t. Ta¢iau didZiausias skirtumas yra tas, kad me-
dZiotojai ir rinkéjai kur kas labiau jsitraukdavo j derybas ir mainus su batybémis,
kuriy chaose jie sukuria savo pasaulj. Tai gali buti taigos ,$eimininkas®, kuriam
aukoja ir stengiasi nesuerzinti, arba misko dvasios, kurios budamos nepatenkin-
tos jsibrovéliais, nuolat késinasi pakenkti. Dél to jos turi buti pamaloninamos
aukomis, privalu paisyti ju salygy (pvz., tam tikri tabu socialinéje elgsenoje, apri-
bojimai medziokléje ar nurodymai ritualinése praktikose). Nesilaikant iy salygy
ar susitarimy su dvasiomis, stoka (suvokiant ja pla¢iai) yra pirma pasekmé, kurig
Zmogus patiria.

Taigi remiantis M. Eliadés interpretacine logika, galima apibendrinti, kad sto-
ka, kaip antropologiné patirtis, priklauso pirmapradzio chaoso sridiai, i§ kurio
zmogus tiek simboliskai-ritualigkai, tiek fizi$kai stengiasi i§sivaduoti. Jis kei¢ia jj
supantia naturalig aplinkg i3 chaotidkos ir ,nesukurtos” i ,sukurtaja“. Ima nata-
ralius iteklius ir perdirba juos sukurdamas pridétine verte stokai transformuoti.

Panasiai yra suvokiamas ir gimties fenomenas. Daugelis esame girdéje ,,mitolo-
giniy®, Zanro prasme, pasakojimy, kada gimes kadikis merdi ir létai gesta, tol, kol
skubiai, dar ligoninéje, yra pakrikstijamas. Tuomet jo buklé radikaliai pasikeidia ir
jis pasveiksta. Zmogus gimdamas patenka j pirmapradj chaosa, taip pat ir stoka,
ir tik gimties (t. y. pasaulio sukarimo) ritualy lydymas i$ 8io chaoso islaisvinamas
ir galutinai tampa zmogumi. Siekis transformuoti Zmogaus buvj i3 ,nesukurto®
i »sukurtaji“ jdomiai atsiskleidzia kai kuriy slavy genéiy senovinése praktikose,
vadinamose ,kadikio perkepimu® (Tonopkos, 1992). Jeigu vaikas gimdavo neis-
nesiotas, ar $iaip ligotas, ji dédavo ant lizés ir jkisdavo j prisildyta krosnj. Buvo
manoma, kad vaikas gimé ,nedakeptas®, t. y. jo sukarimas nebaigtas. Kai kuriose
slavy gentyse tokj ,sukarimo” ir tapsmo Zmogumi ritualg patirdavo kiekvienas
naujagimis. Tradicinio kataliko sgmonéje yra gajus paprotys kuo skubiau pakriks-
tyti vaikus, kad jie tapty ,sutvarkyti“. Sqmoningesni katalikai suformuluoty to
priezastj, kuri atitikty Eliadés apibendrintg koncepcijg — simboline prasme i§plés-
ti Zmogy i$ pirmapradzio chaoso buvio, i§laisvinti i$ pikty dvasiy ir tarsi ,,jZzmogin-
ti“. Paversti jj i§ stokojanéio ,zmogiskumo®j ,pilng“ Zmogy. Tad galima teigti, kad
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gimties fenomeno kontekste stoka suvoktina kaip viena i§ pirmapradzio chaoso
savybiy ir kaip viena i$ pirmyjy Zmogiskyjy patiréiy.

Grjztant prie gamtos, pastebétina, kad Zmoniy samonéje pirmapradis chaosas
ir jo butybés nuolat késinasi prasiverzti j zmogaus butj. Ir tai pasireigkia visy pir-
ma stokos patyrimu. Nuolatiné stokos grésmé atpaZjstama ritualuose, skirtuose
nuo jos apsisaugoti. Pazvelge j agrarinius ritualus matome, kad visi jie, beveik be
i§imties, yra zmogaus veiksmai, susije su stokos grésme. Jurginiy ritualai, uzka-
sant duona laukuose, plakant gyvulius Zilvi¢io sakele (kad buty riebus), pries séja i
dirva beriant velykiniy margudiy lukstus ir t. t. Panasis su derliaus gausa ir stokos
jveikimu susije ritualai budingi ir Sekminéms, ir Joninéms, ir Zolinéms... jy gausu
visame agrariniame kalendoriuje. Viskas sukasi aplink ¢ia pat esanéia stokos grés-
me bei simbolinj jos jveikimga.

Cia galima #mogaus suvokime i3vesti paraleles tarp stokos, gamtos ir turbut
entropijos désnio, kuris, paprastai tariant, teigia, kad chaosas turi polinkj plisti.
Zmogus kuria aplinka keisdamas ja i chaotiskos j ,sukurtaja”, i§ stokos j prite-
kliy ir pertekliy. Ta¢iau chaosas nuolat siekia prasiverzti ir dominuoti Zmogaus
realybéje, todél ,,sukurtasis® pasaulis, o su juo priteklius ir perteklius, turi polinkj
ysudilti“ ir privalo Zmogiskomis pastangomis buti atnaujinamas bei palaikomas.
Panagiai ir gamta, visomis savo formomis (ne vakarietikaja prasme), nuolat ver-
Ziasi j zmogaus iSkultivuotus laukus, nuravétus darzus, pastatytus pastatus, su-
kauptas atsargas, iklotus takus, ipuoselétas pieveles ir t. t.> Zmogui neatlaikius
gios dvikovos, stoka, suvokiant jg placiai, ima belstis j duris.

Apibendrinant gamtos ir gimties fenomena, galima teigti, kad stoka yra an-
tropologinis buvis, kurj Zmogus nuolat siekia transformuoti. Tai jis daro simbo-
liniu-ritualiniu badu bei fizinémis pastangomis keisdamas aplinkg. Siame kaitos
procese stokos $alinimas ar jveikimas buty kone ontologiné Zmogaus laikysena,
salygojanti kultary ir socialiniy santykiy raida.

Kultarinis stokos interpretavimas ir stokos transformavimas
Eliadés apibendrinimai leidZia pamatyti stoka bendros kosmogonijos fone. Stoka
yra totalinis fenomenas. Tai yra viena i§ pirminiy Zmogiskyjy patir¢iy, tarsi realy-
bés konstanta. Sgveikos su dvasiomis bei Zmonémis, taip pat ekonomikos bei kul-
taros, tradicijy ir paproc¢iy plétra vyksta stokos (kaip vieno i§ patirtinés tikrovés
elementy) fone. Be to, stoka yra vienas i$ veiksniy, salygojan¢iy kultary ir papro-
¢iy raida. Didelé dalis agrariniy ar medZiotojy/rinkéjy paproéiy ir kultiros bruo-

3 Kaimo Zmogui, o ir miestie¢iams — sodyby Seimininkams, tai gerai paZjstama rutina.



zy gali buti interpretuojami kaip atsakas j stokos, nuolat bandanc¢ios prasiverzti i
Zmogaus gyvenima, grésme.

Zmogaus kultarines reakcijas j stoka kaip totalinj fenomeng galima sudélioti j
dvi kategorijas: stokos interpretavimas bei stokos transformavimas. Abi $ios ka-
tegorijos betarpiskai saveikauja tarpusavyje veikdamos viena kita. Abiem atvejais

saveikoje su stoka dalyvauja religinés, juridinés ir ekonominés institucijos.

Stokos interpretavimas, kaip kulturinés reakcijos

Stoka, kaip Zmogiskosios realybés aspektas, yra negin¢ijamai matoma ir interpre-
tuojama. Visy pirma reikéty paminéti, kad stoka yra lyginamasis arba salyginis
dydis. Tai ypa¢ aktualu, jeigu pazvelgsime, kaip bendruomené ,mato” stoka, kai ji
save suvokia abstrakdiai, kaip visuma - ,mes". Toks stokos suvokimas kiekvienoje
bendruomenéje gali buti skirtingas ir charakterizuojamas pagal tai, kaip kiekviena
bendruomené suvokia (idtekliy) vertes. O jas skirtingos bendruomenés suvokia
skirtingai. Pvz., Amazonés dziungliy gentyse, pritekliaus sinonimu gali buti kas-
dienis soties jausmas, o maisto trakumas yra stoka, net jei kaimo , sklype“ zaisda-
mi vaikai nuolat randa deimanty gradeliy, o pats kaimas yra apsuptas itin brangios
medienos. O §tai Vakaruose vien kasdienis soties jausmas yra Zemiau minimalaus
gyvenimo kokybés standarto.

Taciau galima rasti ir bendry antropologiniy laikyseny stokos atzvilgiu. Gali-
ma isskirti stokos ,,stigmatizavimo® (kitu atveju - ,afirmavimo®, arba priémimo,
patvirtinimo) ir stokos ,mistifikavimo“ aspektus. Pirmuoju atveju, stoka yra su-
vokiama kaip normatyvus luomo, grupés ar klasés bruozas, taip pat, kaip etinis,
vertybinis dydis. Siuo pozitriu stoka (ir jos antitezé — priteklius ar perteklius), su-
vokiami kaip: a) fortunos, dvasiy ar dievy prielankumo/neprielankumo poZymis,
b) kaip nepakankamy, neracionaliy pastangy pasekmé (pvz., tinginysté), c) kaip
zmogaus ydingos elgsenos pasekmés (prietary ir tabu nepaisymas, zalingi jprodiai,
neetigkas, nemoralus, neteisingas elgesys ir pan.), d) kaip minéti socialinés klasés,
luomo poZymiai. Visa tai (iskyrus luomo ar klasés atvejj) telpa j nataralig, Zmo-
néms budingg logika, pasireikianti ,nuopelny teisingumu® (angl. k. retributive
justice). Sioje logikoje uz gerus darbus asmuo ar grupé apdovanojami, o uz blogus —
baudziami. Klasés ar luomo atveju veikia predestinacijos logika, kurios pagrindu
manoma, kad Zmoneés turi i$ankstine lemtj, todél pastaroji ir nulemia sglygas, ku-
riose gimstama ir gyvenama.

Stokos mistifikavimas vyksta susidirus su ,nuopelny teisingumo® principo
neatitikimais. Jeigu asmuo ar grupé patiria negandas, taip pat ir jy stoka, nepai-

sant to, kad yra darbstus, teisingi, geragirdziai bei kilnas Zmoneés, $is neatitikimas
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aigkinamas jj mistifikuojant. Kazka jie daro arba kazkas jiems vyksta ,ne taip“
antgamtine prasme. Geriausiai tai atsiskleidZia Jobo istorijoje i§ Senojo Testa-
mento. Si knyga apraso kolektyvinés samonés judaistinéje tradicijoje lazj, metant
tiesioginj i88ukj ,nuopelny teisingumo® logikai. Joje atsiskleidZia, kad Dievo vei-
kimas autentiskame santykyje su Zmogumi nebutinai turi atitikti §j pusiausvyros
principg - uz gera geru, o uz bloga blogu. Bet tuo patiu knyga nepateikia logiskai
nuoseklaus atsakymo, paaigkinantio, kodél Dievas kanéias ir stoka leidzia patir-
ti teisiesiems. Tiesiog Dievo didybé ir paslaptingumas pranoksta gana primityvia
,nuopelny teisingumo* logika, o Zmogus per menkas Jj visi$kai suprasti. Tai tik
vienas 1§ pavyzdziy, kaip stoka gali buti mistifikuojama. Kai neatitinka ,nuopelny
teisingumo® principo, gali buti, kad ji yra hierofanijos (t. y. dievoraigkos) pozymis.

Judéjy kriks¢ionigka tradicija gana aigkiai i$plétoja stokos mistifikavima pa-
brézdama, kad stokos istikti Zmonés gali buti paZenklinti ypatinga Dievo malone
ir Jo artumu. Jie yra savotiskai paslaptingi. Be to, $ioje tradicijoje, bendruomené
yra jpareigojama rupintis stokojandiaisiais, o nusigrezimas nuo jy uztraukia rim-
tas antgamtines pasekmes.

Taciau stokos (plaiaja prasme) itikti asmenys ar grupés mistifikuojami ne tik
judéjy krikse¢ioniskoje tradicijoje. Neatitikimas ,nuopelny teisingumo® principui
daugelyje tauty ir kultary yra daznai pasitaikanti tema. Siaurés Amerikos indény
(JAV ir Kanados teritorijoje), Sibiro ¢iabuviy, Indijos, Japonijos, Kinijos ir kt. tau-
tosakoje yra apstu pavyzdziy, kuriuose ieskoma atsakymo j §j klausimga.

Pasak vienos inuity (Kanados Siauré) legendos, $eima buvo nors ir labai
darbsti, bet neturtinga, nes juos nuolat lydédavo nesékmés, pvz., nesusilaukia
palikuoniy, nesiseka medZiokléje, luZta jrankiai, suserga kinkiniy $unys ir t. t.
Bendruomené stigmatizuoja juos kaip nevykélius, tad jie gyvena kaimo pakras-
tyje. Juos suselpia maisto atliekomis, kas yra labiau socialinio statuso jtvirtini-
mas negu rupescio artimu iSraiska. Vienoje medZiokléje sumedziojus lokj, vyras
ir vél patiria nesékme. Suaizéjus ledui, jis ant didelés ledo lyties nudreifuoja j jura.
Zmogus pasistato i§ ledo luity pastoge ir laukia mirties. Ta¢iau pas jj ateina sume-
dziotasis lokys, tik jau nudirtu kailiu ir prago pasidalinti savo kailiniais, mat labai
$alta. Zmogus pradzioje atsisako, nes jam paciam jy reikia, ta¢iau véliau sutinka.
Uz tai lokys i§duoda paslaptj, kodél deima lydi nesékmés. Taip pat atsidékodamas
pargabena zmogy namo. Paklausius lokio patarimo, Seimai pradeda sektis ir jie
jveikia stoka.

Juodakojy (Siaurés Amerikos indény) gentyje yra legenda apie varginga Sei-
ma — senute ir jos anuka, kurie taip pat buvo genties skurdzZiai ir gyveno atokiau

nuo bendruomenés. Berniukas dél patiriamos nuolatinés stokos augo silpnas, to-



dél ir medziotojas i$ jo buvo prastas. Jy pragyvenimo $altinis taip pat buvo atliekos
nuo bendruomeneés pertekliaus. Kaip vieng i$ tokiy atlieky kartg berniukas rado
kazkieno palikta seng rai$a kumele. Jie ja pasiémeé, ir ji tapo jy vieninteliu Zirgu.
Taciau kumelé pasirodé turinti magisky galiy ir savo patarimais émé mokyti jau-
nuolj. Pastarajj émé lydéti tokia paslaptinga sékmé, kad stoka pasisalino, o jo ir
senolés statusas bendruomenéje palaipsniui iSaugo.

Zmones, istiktus paslaptingos stokos (materialinés, antgamtinés, ar abiejy
i§ karto), lakoty tauta kartais vadindavo zodziu ,Wakan“ (jy kalboje reiskia ,,pa-
slaptis“ su antgamtine galia)*. Tai reigkeé ir neatitikimg normatyvumui ir galimai
tame slypin¢ia magiska galig. Pvz., gimes ligotas Zmogus galéjo buti ,,Wakan® ir
bendruomenéje jgyti ,$vento zmogaus” ar Ziniuonio status3. Toks santykio su
ynenormatyvumu" §ablonas aptinkamas daugybéje ne krik$¢ionisky tauty paciais
jvairiausiais stokos atvejais.

Taigi stoka yra interpretuojama ja stigmatizuojant bei mistifikuojant. Pasta-
ruoju atveju, stoka gali buti interpretuojama kaip viena i§ hierofanijos apraisky.
Kriksc¢ioniskoje etikoje stokos istiktieji turi ypatinga, teigiama statusa, o juos
globojantys tampa paslaptingos Dievo malonés, priskirtos $iems Zzmonéms, da-
lininkais. Ta¢iau ne krik§¢ioniskose kultarose vyrauja didesné stokos vertinimo
jvairové. Net ir tuomet galima rasti bendrumy - stoka balansuoja tarp stigmos ir
magiskos paslapties.

Dar vienas bendras bruozas, vienijantis kultirines stokos interpretacijas,
yra tautosakose pasitaikanti, o krik§¢ionybéje aiskiai igreiksta, tam tikra etika,
susidurus su stoka. Krik$¢ionybéje engti varguolj - tolygu, evangelijos ZodZiais
tariant, uZsimauti girnapuse ant kaklo ir buti jmestam j jurg. Engéjas susilauks
nuozmios Dievo bausmeés, bent jau po mirties. Ta¢iau net ir ne krik§¢ionisky vi-
suomeniy tautosakose atsispindi atvejai, kai varguolius engiantieji susilaukia
griezto atpildo. Ypa¢ tais atvejais, kai engéjas didina savo artimo stoka, kad su-
sikrauty pertekliy. Tadiau pastarasis stokos interpretavimo aspektas atveda prie
kitos kategorijos - stokos transformavimo klausimo. Butent mainy ir jy abipu-
siSkumo etikos bei praktikos. Tokiu budu nuosekliai prieinant prie mainy, kaip
stokos transformacijos iSraiskos, matome, kad tiek Zmogiskoji veikla, tiek ir etinis

jos vertinimas yra glaudziai susije ir veikia vienas kita.

Tikrai ne visi varguoliai turéjo tokj statusa, ta¢iau kai kuriais atvejais, vargingi keistuoliai, kaip
ir Zmonés su apsigimimu ar negalia, homoseksualis asmenys, arba asmenys, iigije nuo paslap-
tingos ligos, dvyniai ar albinosai... visi, ,i8krite i§ normatyvumo®, daznai budavo pavadinami
,Wakan“.
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Stokos transformavimas ir mainai

Zmogus yra socialinis gyvinas. Gimus itin ankstyvoje biologinio vystymosi sta-
dijoje jo $ansai iSgyventi yra labai nedideli, jeigu jis nepatiria socialumo ir glo-
bos i$ kity zmoniy. Taigi stoka yra pirmoji ontologiné patirtis, su kuria Zmogus
susiduria gimdamas. Tad koks gali buti Zmogaus atsakas j $ig pirmine patirtj?
Antropologiniu poziuriu, atsakas j ontologine stoka yra abipusi$kumas ir mainai.
Antropologijoje mainai Zmogiskuose santykiuose yra ne maZiau totalus fenome-
nas nei musy minima ontologinés stokos patirtis. Ekonominiai mainai ir visos
ju formos yra tik vélesné natarali io fenomeno i§dava. Zmogaus socialumas yra
gristas abipusi$kumu ir mainais. Tai vyksta net ir biologiniame lygmenyje. Pvz.,
vienas i$ naujesniy moksliniy atradimy yra tai, kad motinai nesiojant js¢iose ka-
dikj, embrionas, pasirodo, gamina antikinius, kurie Zenkliai spartina jos Zaizdy
gyjima. Lygiai taip pat ir gimus, abipusiSskumas bei mainai yra atsakas j totalia
stoka. Ta¢iau net ir suaugusiam zmogui abipusiais mainais gristas socialumas yra
vienas i§ esminiy poreikiy. Zmogus, patyres socialine izoliacija, patiria psichologi-
nes ir psichines kandias, o prarades kontakta su socialine aplinka daZznai netenka
psichinés sveikatos arba ,nuzmogéja®, t. y. atkrinta j pirmapradZio chaoso buvj,
savo esme prie$inga tam, kas yra Zzmogus. Germani$koje teiséje, kurios principai
aptinkami daugybéje tauty, viena didziausiy bausmiy, kuri galéjo itikti bendruo-
menés narj, buvo tremtis. Atskyrimas nuo bendruomenés reigkeé ne tik i§varyma
i§ ,pasaulio”j chaosa, bet dar ir visigka socialine izoliacija gaivaliskos stichijos ap-
suptyje ir daznai reigké mirtj. I$tremtajj pribaigs arba ,gamta“, arba kitos gentys.
O §tai bendruomenés viduje zmonés perduoda emocijas, kuno $iluma, teikia glo-
ba, savitarpio pagalbg ir t. t., tokiu budu i§gyvena, atsispiria nuo stokos ir verZiasi
gilyn j butj.

Taigi Zzmogaus atsakas j ontologine stokg yra abipusi$kumas ir mainai. Tai yra
pagrindinis budas, kuriuo Zmogus sgveikauja su aplinka, ta¢iau ne tik socialine.
Tokia sgveika vyksta ir su dvasiy pasauliu. Visose religinése tradicijose kulto parei-
gos kyla i§ abipusis$kumo santykio tiek su gyvaisiais, tiek su mirusiaisiais. Be to,
pasaulyje apstu dvasiy, dievy ir galiy, kuriy prielankumg Zmonés stengdavosi ir
daZnai tebesistengia jgyti mainais. Sekuliaraus pasaulio prietarai, susije su sékme
ar gerove, yra ne kas kita kaip archajisky tabu liekanos. O tabu, kaip minéjau, yra
salygos, kuriy Zmonés turi paisyti ir jy laikytis, norédami islikti darniame abi-
pusiame santykyje su dvasiy pasauliu. Protéviy kultas, agrariniai ritualai, net ir
santykis su krik§¢ioniy Dievu - visa tai yra grista mainais. Mainai yra dar viena

ontologiné Zmogaus patirtis.



Tiesa, krik§¢ionybés atsiradimas kiek sudrumsc¢ia vandenj tokioje abipusisku-
mo logikoje ir jnesa tam tikro sutrikimo. Mat krik$¢ionybé yra kone pirmoji, jei ne
vienintelé religija, prakalbusi apie ,neatlyginting“ dovana. Tai yra visidkai nauja
zmogiskyjy santykiy dimensija, kuri krik$¢ioniskame pasaulyje yra nuolat pabré-
Ziama bei vis i naujo jtvirtinama teologinémis interpretacijomis bei katecheze.
Nors tai yra itin svarbus aspektas net ir ekonominiu poziariu, vis délto $iai temai
plétoti reikia atskiro straipsnio.

Visgi ir krik§¢ionybéje abipusiy mainy principas yra aiskiai isreik$tas ir ma-
tomas. Sanctus Comercium ($ventieji mainai) — §i frazé aptinkama vienoje senoje
liturginéje giesméje. Dievas Zengia Zingsnj j zmogy ir laukia jo atsako. Tinkamas
atsakas aktyvuoja abipusi$kuma ir mainus tarp Dievo ir Zmogaus.

Abipusiskumui bei mainams esant vienai i§ pagrindiniy Zmoniy bendro gyve-
nimo salygy ir atsaku j ontologine stoka, $ie du aspektai yra apipinti etikos, mora-
lés principy, besiformuojantiy drauge su filosofinés minties raida. Abipusiskumas
ir mainai tampa viena pagrindiniy tiek germaniskosios (t. y. bendruomeninés, pa-
protinés), tiek ir roméniskosios teisés paradigmy. Stokos transformacija pasireis-

kia tiek religinése, tiek juridinése, tiek ir ekonominése institucijose.

Stoka, abipusiskumas ir ekonominiai mainai

Patirdami stoka Zmonés suvokia, jog asmens turimi i$tekliai yra riboti, tad norint
stoka jveikti, reikalingi mainai. Tai reigkia, kad bendruomenéje kei¢iamasi géry-
bémis, vykdant abipuses transakcijas. Mainai, ne tik kaip stokos transformavi-
mas, bet ir apskritai, yra socialiné normatyviné pareiga, kolektyviné norma ir tik
paskui tarpasmeniné transakcija (Mauss 5). Zinoma, i konstanta antropologijoje
buvo igryninta, turint omenyje salygine i$imtj — $iuolaikine Vakary visuomene.
Joje mainy abipusis$kumo, kaip socialinés prievolés, laikomasi, tac¢iau ne visur, ne
sistemingai ir neprivalomai. O kai kur to nesilaikoma i$ principo. Tad i$siaiskinki-
me, kokiu budu mainy abipusiskumas yra socialiné norma ir prievolé, kokia jtaka
tai daro stokos transformavimui bei kaip suprasti Vakary pasaulio konteksta, ku-
riame tai jau nebéra negin¢ijama norma.

Stokos interpretavimas vyksta kiekvienai kultarai formuojant savita etikg. Tai
ypa¢ matoma kalbant apie mainus. Butent mainus arba socio-ekonomines tran-
sakcijas visuomeneés apipina etikos ir moralés normomis. Asmens vertinimas daz-
nai tiesiogiai priklauso nuo to, kiek zmogiskosiose transakcijose ji/jis paiso abi-
pusigkumo ir mainy prievolés. Kitaip sakant, tradicinéje visuomenéje® kiekvienas

5 Sis terminas vartojamas apibudinti ne Vakary pasaulio, modernizacijos nepaliestas visuomenes.
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jos narys turi prievole priimti dovanas ir dovanoti, arba priimti mainy pasiilyma
ir pad¢iam inicijuoti mainus ir juose dalyvauti. Tokia neragyta norma visuomenése
susiformavo galimai dél minétos visa apimancios mainy reikdmeés socialiniuose
santykiuose, nes socialiniai santykiai ir yra abipusiski mainai, transakcijos. Ta¢iau
¢ia turima omenyje ne tik ekonominiai mainai. Marcellis Maussas savo chrestoma-
tiniame antropologiniame veikale ,Dovana: mainy formos ir priezastys“ pateikia
detalig $io fenomeno analize. Pasak jo, jvairiose visuomenése désninga yra duoti
ir priimti dovanas. Tadiau svarbu yra tai, kad dovanos gavéjas yra jpareigojamas
dalyvauti abipuséje transakcijoje. Abipusiskumas, $iuo atveju, reiskia, kad jis ir
pats tampa moraliai skolingas dovanoti panasios vertés dovana arba paslaugg. Jei
jis dovanoja didesnés vertés dovana, lyginant jg su gautaja, tuomet $ios didesnés
vertés dovanos gavéjas yra jpareigotas ilgainiui atsakyti tuo paciu arba dovanoti
dar didesnés vertés dovang ar paslaugg. Tad mainai, dovanos ir dalybos turi du
aspektus — socialine pareiga bei ver¢iy transakcija. Pastaroji i§sirutulioja j pacias
jvairiausias transakcijy formas, kurios ima tolti nuo abipusio stokos transforma-
vimo j ekonominio ar politinio kapitalo akumuliavima. Tokiu budu mainai, kaip
ontologiné stokos jveikimo iSraiska, jsibégéja ir pranoksta savo pirminj tiksla, tap-
dami be to dar ir statuso, socialinio tinklo, galios ir rysiy ,,zaidimu®.

Kartais §is galios ir prestiZzo Zaidimas tampa kone komisku. Antropologijoje
yra gerai Zinoma mainy forma, kuri yra aptinkama gentyse nuo Polinezijos salyno
iki Kanados $iaurés. Ji sutartinai yra vadinama ,Potla¢u®. Tai yra puota, kurios
metu kas nors autoritetingas, turintis aukstg socialinj statusg ar siekiantis jj jgyti,
tiesiog, ,j kaire ir j desine” dalina savo turtus ir pertekliy bendruomenés nariams.
Tokiu budu, jis demonstruoja savo materialine padétj, dosnuma ir abipusiskuma,
spasidalindamas® savo gerove su kitais, labiau stokojanéiais. Zinoma, visa tai —
mainais j aukstesnj socialinj statusg. Tatiau jeigu $iam asmeniui atsiranda varzo-
vas, siekiantis pralenkti ji savo dosnumu, tuomet situacija gali tapti anekdotiska.
Yra Zzinoma atvejy, kai pastarieji, varzydamiesi i$dalindavo viska, tapdavo skur-
dziais. Tadiau i§dalindami turtus savo bendruomenés nariams jie jgydavo daug
»skolininky®, kurie tapdavo jsipareigoje. O $alia to jgytas aukstas socialinis statu-
sas ir prestizas reiské, kad vienokia ar kitokia forma bent dalis gerovés tikrai grjs.

Kad ir kaip tai atrodyty nejtikétina Vakary pasaulio skaitytojui, tatiau ,Potla-
¢o“ apraigky yra ir pas mus. Ne kartg esame girdéje, o gal ir dalyvave puotoje, kai
ankstyvais posovietiniais laikais netikétai pralobes asmuo dosniai visus vaisina
Luzjurio” gérybémis arba demonstratyviai §vaistosi pinigais.

Apskritai musy aplinkoje abipusiskumo ir mainy prievolés pavyzdziy taip pat

apstu. DaZnai Zmoneés §ventes organizuoja vir§ydami i§gales ne todél, kad taip no-



réty, bet todél, kad jiems tarsi privalu pakviesti ta ar kitg asmenj. Taip gali susida-
ryti didelis privalomai kviestiny asmeny sarasas. Jei kartais nepakvie¢iamas kas
nors, kas turéjo buti, susikuria socialiné jtampa. Ta¢iau $ios jtampos esmé yra ta,
jog buvo paZeista mainy ar transakcijy abipusiskumo prievolé. Tai rimta situacija,
kuri gali grésti santykiy nutraukimu ir naujos prievolés jvedimu, pvz., reikalavimu
nedelsiant graZinti skolas. Tai yra atsakomasis abipusiskumo nutraukimo aktas,
kada Zmonés atsisako tarpusavio skolos jsipareigojimo. Arba atvirkséiai, kilus
konfliktui netikétai grazinama sena primirsta skola ar koks nors uzsibuves pasi-
skolintas daiktas. Toks drastiskas abipusio jsiskolinimo nutraukimas paprastai

reiskia ne ka kita, kaip socialiniy santykiy nutraukima.

Stoka, abipusiskumas ir skola

Salia mainy, kaip neatskiriama abipusiskumo dalis transformuojant stoka, yra
skola. Ji pretenduoja buti vertinama ne menkiau nei mainai ir stoka. Skola su-
prantant ontologiskai, pastaroji yra kur kas daugiau nei tik ekonominé skola. Sko-
la yra prievolé dalyvauti transakcijoje. [siskolinama tuomet, kai priimama dovana
ar atliekami mainai. Zmonés gimsta stokojantys ir skolingi. Kriké¢ionybéje tai yra
prigimtiné nuodémé ir buvimas skolingu savo Kuréjui uz gyvybe ir viska, kg asmuo
turi. Panasiai ir kitose kultarose vyrauja nuolatinis jsiskolinimas dvasioms bei die-
vams. Ekonominé skola yra tik vélesné ir siauresné zmogiskuyjy transakcijy israis-
ka. Taigi skola yra nuolatiné zmogaus busena. Ji papildo stokos jveikimo budus,
t. y. leidzia tarpasmeninéms transakcijoms buti i$testoms laike ir tokiu budu
uztikrina abipusiskumg bei tarpusavio saitus. Pazeidus abipusis$kumo principa,
daZnai dovana ar skola yra graZinama tariant ,a$ tau nieko nebeskolingas, nenoriu
su tavimi turéti nieko bendro®. Arba pareikalaujama skolg graZinti tuojau pat, arba
anks¢iau laiko. Kitaip sakant, tarpusavio jsiskolinimo nutraukimas yra zmogisky-
ju ry$iy nutraukimas. Tai gali reikti rimtas pasekmes, turint omenyje, kad skola
yra buvis, leidziantis jveikti stoka laike.

Taigi matome, jog abipusiskumas ir mainai yra socialiné prievolé, kuri yra re-
guliuojama etinémis, paprotinémis, moralés normomis ir nuostatomis. DaZnai tai
taip pat yra nerasytos, neartikuliuojamos, bet intuityviai priimtos, normos. Siame
etape atsiskleidZia, kad tiek stokos (jveikimo) interpretavimas, tiek jos transfor-
mavimas antropologine prasme yra neatsiejami dalykai todél, kad zvelgiant re-
trospektyviai, matome, jog transakcijy paskirciai palaipsniui tolstant nuo stokos
transformavimo (t. y. abipusiskumo bendrojo gério link) j i§skirtinai asmeninio
kapitalo kaupimga, stoka tampa kulturiniu religijos, etikos, moralés, (paprotinés)

teisés ir sekuliaraus humanizmo interpretavimo objektu.
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Abipusiskumo ir mainy prievolé bei stokos jSaldymas

Abipusiskumas ir mainai, jy prievolés, vis délto neturéty buti suvokiamos kaip
absoliutus veiksniai, uztikrinantys darnius ir harmoningus santykius. Socialiniy
moksly siiloma kultaros kritika gana gerai atskleidZia, kaip meistrikai turintie-
ji galia visuomenéje sugeba manipuliuoti $iomis prievolémis savo labui. Sj zmo-
gaus polinkj j egoizmg ir savanaudiskumga taip pat interpretuoja ir teologija. Gal
kam pasirodys keista, taciau tiek ,marksistisky” socialiniy moksly, tiek teologijos
nuostatos $iuo klausimu yra kazkuo panasios. Kitaip tariant, Zmogiskieji santy-
kiai, atriboti nuo etikos ir moralés vertybiy, linksta paklusti galios santykiy, it gra-
vitacijos, désniams. Tokiu budu abipusi$kumas turi polinkj tapti neproporcingu,
pazeistu arba nutrauktu. Toks pats poveikis istinka ir stokos jveikimo iraigkas.
Teologija §j polinkj vadina prigimtinés nuodémeés pasekme, o marksizmas mato
klasines ir sistemines ydas bei kultarine hegemonija.

Tradicija ir paprotiné teisé, nors ir yra socialine darng salygojantys veiksniai,
kai kuriais atvejais gali lemti uzsidaryma stokos gniauztuose. Abipusiskumo prie-
volei pranokstant racionaluma, jis gali stabdyti individus, pvz., imtis veiksmy
jveikti stoka, jei $ie veiksmai galéty i$skirti jj i§ bendruomenés. Baimé prarasti
bendruomenéje nusistovéjusius tarpusavio rysius, malones, reputacija, baimé i3-
siskirti i§ tiesy gali tapti stokos jveikima ribojandiais veiksniais. Lygiai kaip ir prie-
volé kelti $ventes ne pagal akiskumo, bet labiau pagal jsipareigojimo abipusisku-
mui principa. Taigi racionalus vertimasis, siekiant atgauti i$laidas bei gauti pelna,
daZnai gali buti priesiskai sutinkamas bendruomeneése, kuriose abipusis rysys yra
itin iSreikstas. Toks racionalus ukigkumas jose traktuojamas kaip vertybiy stoka,
$yk$tumas ar bedvasis individualizmas.

Viena lietuviy $eima, kurj laikg gyvenusi Bolivijoje, pasakojo apie tenykstj
skurda ir stoka. Salia to, jie stebéjosi visidkai neracionalia vietiniy zmoniy laiky-
sena stokos atzvilgiu. Stai viena $eima augina pupas, o kita aitrigsias paprikas.
Jy auginamos kultaros ir sudaro pagrindine jy nevisaverc¢io maisto raciono dalj.
Pupas auginanti eima ir valgo beveik tik jas, o aitrigsias paprikas auginantieji
daZniausiai - tik §ias. Lietuviai stebéjosi, kodél §eimos, kurios akivaizdZiai nesu-
balansuotai maitinasi, nesiima auginti papildomy kultiry, kurios praturtinty bei
pajvairinty jy maisto raciona.

Atsakymas grei¢iausiai slypi sudétingose giminystés ir bendruomeniniy tradi-
cijy prievolése bei abipusiuose mainuose. Visy pirma, auginti ta, o ne kita kultara
gali buti $eimos tradicija, kurios nevalia paZeisti, o antra, tokiu budu Zmonés jsi-
traukia j tarpusavio mainus su kaimynais. Vieni turi pupuy, kiti aitriyjy papriky.

Mainai sutvirtina ir palaiko jy rysius. Ta¢iau jeigu kuri nors $eima pati uzsiauginty



viska, ko jiems reikia ir taip pat elgtysi kita $eima, mainy reik§mé ir abipusé pri-
klausomybé Zenkliai sumazéty. Matyt, tam tikro lygio abipusis rysys taip pat yra
tos vietinés kulturos dalis.

Negana to, jsivaizduokime, jog viena i$ ty $eimy staiga ima auginti ne tik pu-
pas, bet jvairias kitas kultaras. Taip jos nariai tampa maziau priklausomi nuo mai-
ny su kaimynais ir palaipsniui jveikia stoka labiau nei aplinkinés $eimos. Tokia
eima ima i8siskirti i§ kity pritekliaus atzvilgiu. Vos tik pastarosios nariai pradéty
riboti savo pritekliaus pasidalinimg bendruomenés viduje ir imty akumuliuoti as-
meninj kapitalg, atsirasty socialiné jtampa.

I$ lietuviy tremtiniy pasakojimy yra Zzinoma atvejy, kurie parodo, kokie gali
buti skirtingi stokos jveikimo mainais bei abipusi$kumo paprodiai. Yra Zinomos
istorijos, kaip lietuviai tkininkai, i$tremti j derlingas Sibiro Zemes, kiek galima la-
biau diversifikuodavo savo stokos jveikimo ,portfelj“, jsitraukdami j kuo platesne
ukine veikla - nuo $akny, uogy bei gryby rinkimo iki Zemdirbystés, gyvulininkys-
tés bei mainy (Zinoma, labai ribojamy vietinés valdZios). Kartais ukininkai tokiu
budu sugebédavo jveikti pirmine tremties traumg ir net imdavo kurti saglyginj pri-
tekliy. Jtampa kildavo tuomet, kai vietiniai gyventojai, kur kas maZiau diversifika-
ve savo stokos jveikimo budus, ateidavo pragyti dalyby, kas jiems, jy tradicijos ir
paprotinés teisés salygomis gyvenant, budavo normalu. Tremtiniy §eimoms atsi-
sakius dalyvauti neatlygintinuose mainuose arba j juos jsitraukiant tik labai ribo-
tai, jos i8siskirdavo kaip kur kas maZiau priklausomos nuo vietinés bendruomenés
abipusiskumo normy. Stoka jos siekdavo jveikti pacios, atsisakydamos ekonomi-
niu pozitriu neracionaliy, nors ir pagal vietos paprocius privalomy, abipusiskumo
normy. Dél $ios socialinés jtampos, $eimas lydédavo skundai, o marksistiné no-
menklatara tik dar labiau ,jsitikindavo®, kad $ie tremtiniai gavo tai, ko nusipelné,

nes jie stokoja ,klasinés samonés” bei akivaizdZiai yra burZuazinio mentaliteto.

Teologiné darbo etika ir istorinis atotrikis nuo ekonomiskai neracionalaus

abipusiskumo
Prekiaujanc¢iy bei verslaujandiy visuomeniy bei kultary pasaulyje yra labai daug.
Tatiau zvelgiant istoriskai bei antropologiskai, neracionalaus (ekonomine prasme)
abipusiskumo apraisky galima rasti bet kurioje i§ jy. Tai gali sietis su prievole mi-
rusiuosius laidoti prabangiau nei gyvena gyvieji, tas pats galioja ir giminystés su-
darymo ritualams, kai, pvz., Indijoje tévai, norédami apvesdinti siny, prasiskolina
iki gyvenimo galo. Tai atsitinka todél, kad laikomasi vietiniy mainy paprodiy, t. y.
uz nuotaka suderamas jaunikio ,kraitis“ (angl. k. bridewealth). DaZnai tai buna

milziniskos pinigy sumos ar kitoks kilnojamasis ar nekilnojamasis turtas.
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Kitas ekonomiskai neracionalus abipusiy mainy aspektas yra auk$¢iau minétas
susisaistymas ir ekonominé priklausomybé bendruomenés viduje bei taikomos so-
cialinés sankcijos, jei abipusiskumo yra nepaisoma. Tokiy ir panasiy pavyzdziy yra
apstu visame pasaulyje, taip pat ir Europoje.

Tadiau istoriskai Europa patyré luZj, kuris ilgainiui suponavo visy pirma re-
liginj, etinj ir moralinj pagrinda kvestionuoti neracionalius ekonominius rysius
bendruomenéje ir giminéje. Kitaip sakant, Europoje i$sirutulioja nauja stokos in-
terpretavimo etika, kuri, ko gero, yra vienas i§ veiksniy, salygojusiy ekonominj
proverzj. Sios etikos pagrindas — prigimtinés asmens laisvés teologiné etika®. Lais-
vi ekonominiai mainai, nors pradzioje netiesiogiai, vis délto tampa asmens laisvés
indikatoriumi. Pvz., Aprei$kime Jonui, siekiant pabrézti biblinio Zvéries ,,nezmo-
niskuma®, minima, jog jis késinsis j laisvus Zmoniy mainus. Kas neturés zvéries
zenklo, negalés nei pirkti, nei parduoti (plg. Apr 13, 16-18). Vélyvieji scholastai,
Tomo Akvinie¢io pasekéjai, gvildendami Zmogaus laisveés ir teisés j mainus klau-
simg, suformuluoja teologija, kuri sukuria prielaidas véliau plétotis laisvos rinkos
koncepcijai. Salamankos teologiné mokykla iskelia idéja, kad karaliai, suteikdami
asmenims teises j mainus ir prekyba, virsija savo jgaliojimus, nes $ios teisés yra
prigimtinés, susijusios su asmens prigimtine laisve. Taigi valstie¢iai, amatininkai
bei prekeiviai turi teise laisva valia jsitraukti j tarpusavio mainus be karaliaus re-
guliavimy. Tai buvo vienas pirmujy $oky, kuris nubrézé tradicijos, abipusiskumo
bei galios santykiy ribas asmens laisvés atzvilgiu.

Taciau kataliky teologijoje ilgg laikg vyravo nei$sprestas pelno ir jo akumuliavi-
mo klausimas. Kaip, pvz., palikininkui ar pirkliui buti geru kataliku? Juk jo veikla
yra susijusi su ,mamonos®, t. y. nuodémingy pinigy, didinimu. Tiek palikininkas,
tiek pirklys, kaip mainy tarpininkas, $iek tiek prie§tarauja pirminiam mainy abi-
pusikumui, nes gali pasitaikyti, kad mainy procese vienasaliskai didina savo pel-
na. Ar tai gali buti vadinama saziningu darbu? Sie klausimai nei Akviniecio, nei
vélyvujy scholasty teologinéje logikoje liko nepakankamai isplétoti.

Palaipsniui randantis finansinéms rinkoms atitinkamai plétojasi ir teologinés
ekonomikos interpretacijos. Visa tai gana ilgas ir létas procesas. Eiliniam katali-
kui nebuvo savaime aisku, ka daryti su jgytu dideliu pelnu, kokia jo etiné reiks-
mé ir santykis su bendruomeniniu abipusiskumu. Ta¢iau katalikai, §iuo poziuriu,

tiesiog yra artimesni kitoms pasaulio bendruomenéms. Pasak sociologo Maxo

Nepakei¢iamg kriks¢ionybés vaidmenj ekonominiame Europos proverzyje pladiai analizuoja so-
ciologas Rodney Starkas 2014 m. i8leistoje knygoje How the West Won: The Neglected Story of the
Triumph of Modernity. Tad kalbant apie stokos suvokimo pokytius krik$¢ionigkame Vakary pasau-
lyje, ,posukiai“ j teologinj diskursg yra neivengiami.



Weberio, butent §is teologinis neaiskumas lémeé tai, kad aktyvi pirklyba, taip pat
profesijos tiesiogiai orientuotos j finansines rinkas bei pelno auginima, Europo-
je buvo uzimtos beveik igskirtinai #ydy bei protestanty. Zydai niekada nepatyre
teologiniy sunkumy interpretuojant pelno siekj ir pritekliy. Ta¢iau protestantai
sukareé labai savita darbo etika. Kalvinistai, pvz., vienuoliska viduramziy dvasia
tiesiog perkelia j pasaulietinj gyvenimga. Tokiu budu i$sirutulioja teologiné etika,
kuri pabrézia, jog:

a) Bet koks moraliai priimtinas darbas gali buti Zmogaus pasaukimas tarnau-
ti Dievui. Iki tol pasaukimo sgvoka katalikams savaime siejosi tik su dvasininky
luomu. Protestantizmas $ig savoka liberalizuoja ir tokiu budu pasaukimu tarnauti
Dievui tampa bet kuris darbas ar profesija, jskaitant prekyba, verslumga bei pana-
Sias profesijas.

b) Pelnas ar priteklius, gaunamas i§ tokio darbo, yra Dievo palaiminimo pozy-
mis. Cia protestantizmas $iek tiek grizta prie Senojo Testamento ,nuopelny teisin-
gumo” principo, kuris XX a. jy teologijoje i§sivysto j zymujj ,klestéjimo” mokyma,
skelbiantj, kad, jeigu gyveni dora krik$¢ioniska gyvenimga, tuomet Dievas tave lai-
mins. Tai visy pirma reiské sékme ir klestéjimga versle bei §eimos finansuose.

¢) Augantis pelnas yra Dievo palaiminimo Zenklas, ta¢iau Zmogus neturi leisti
jo kaniskiems malonumams tenkinti. Cia labai aikiai ivystyta bendra — kriks-
¢ioniskoji teologija apie priespriesa tarp dviejy kuno savoky, apibudinamy grai-
kigkais zodziais (kurie, deja, neturi atitikmeny lietuviy kalboje) — ,sarx” (angl. k.
atitikmuo “flesh”) ir ,soma“ (angl. k. atitikmuo “body”). ,Sarx* yra istiktas nuodé-
més ir yra visy Zmogaus ydy bei geiduliy $altinis. Tokj kaniskumga apastalas Pau-
lius grieztai smerkia. ,Sarx“ tempia zmogy Zemyn ir tolyn nuo Dievo. Vadinasi,
zmogui butina ,marinti“ savo troskimus askeze ir kontroliuoti valia. Tuo tarpu
»soma"“ yra dvasinis zmogaus kunas, kuris verziasi link Dievo tuo labiau, kuo akty-
viau yra praktikuojamos kriks$¢ioniskos dorybés ir malda. Protestantinéje etikoje
labai stipriai pabréziama, kad uzdirbtg pelng leidZiant savo malonumams yra ten-
kinamas ir puoseléjamas ,sarx”. Todél butent protestantizme susiformuoja etika,
jpareigojanti sukaupta pelng (Dievo palaiminimo Zenklg) reinvestuoti atgal j vers-
13 ir didinti Dievo palaiminimg. Tai suteiké diskursinj pagrinda kapitalizmo raidai.

d) Visa zmogaus veikla turi buti racionaliai apskai¢iuota ir paremta ukigkumu
bei pelningumu. Taigi Dievo laiminama veikla negali ir neturi buti nuostolinga.
Zmogus atsakingas Dievo duotus iteklius grieztai apskaityti ir savo veikla padau-
ginti. Kitaip sakant, kiekvienos veiklos tikslas yra pelningumas.

Kataliky teologija, nors ir artikuliavusi $ias tiesas atskiruose veikaluose, sis-

temingai prisiveja protestanti$kaja etika tik XIX a., kai popiezius Leonas XIII
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Enciklikoje ,Rerum Novarum®, Salia daugybés kity svarbiy dalyky, nuosekliai
igdésto darbo §ventumo etikg ir bet kokios moralios profesijos kilnuma. Darbg
jis traktuoja kaip dalyvavima Kristaus i§ganomoje aukoje. Vis délto butent pro-
testantizme individuali asmens atsakomybé, jo veiklos orientavimas j pelng bei
pelno reinvestavimas tampa tradicinio, ekonominiu poziuriu, neracionalaus abi-
pusiskumo panéius nutraukusiu veiksniu. Mat atskaitomybé pries Dieva uzdirbti
pelna i8 ty talenty, kuriuos asmeniui Jis patikéjo, tampa didesne pareiga nei ben-
druomeninis abipusis rysys. Mat Biblijoje ai§kiai pabréZiama, jog Dievas sugrj$ ir
pareikalaus ataskaitos i§ asmens uZ suteiky ,paskolg” talentais. Tas, kuris nieko
netureés uzdirbes, i§ jo bus atimta ir tai, kg jis ,tariasi turjs” ir atiduota tam, kuris
sugeneravo pelna (plg. Lk 19, 11-26). Asmeniné atsakomybé prie§ Dieva krik§¢io-
niskoje teologijoje visada buvo auks¢iau uz tradicijg ar politines valdzias. Ta¢iau
protestantizme $§i pareiga persikelia ir j ekonominés veiklos sritj. Asmens atsako-
mybé prie§ Dieva dél ekonominés veiklos tampa svarbesné uz kolektyvine pareiga
ekonominiam abipusiskumui’.

Kartais girdime i3 lietuviy emigranty apie susidurimus su ,$yks¢iais“ ir pra-
gmatigkais olandais, ypa¢ neigiamai paminint jy ,nevaidinguma” per §ventes. Ki-
taip sakant, lietuviams olandy elgesys yra visigkai prie$ingas ,Potla¢o” principui.
Tadiau olandai téra viso labo viena seniausiai prekiaujantiy ir protestantiskos eti-
kos paveikty Europos tauty. O lietuviy ir olandy kultary susidarimas yra ne kas
kita, kaip Weberio atskleista katalikiskosios ir protestantigkosios etiky akistata.
Zinoma, $iais laikais tokia atskirtis tarp kataliky ir protestanty jau nebéra labai
aktuali dél sekuliarizacijos poveikio ir dél nuo XIX a. aiskiai i$plétoto Kataliky
baznycios socialinio mokymo, kuriame ankstesnieji neaiskumai yra i$spresti ir
paaiskinti.

Kriks¢ionybé ir ypal protestantizmas buvo veiksniai, padéje stokos inter-
pretavimo pagrindus, salygojusius i$sivadavima i§, kartais neracionalaus ir eko-
nomiskai nepazangaus tradicinio abipusiskumo. Ta¢iau $i tema néra vienalyté ir
be kontroversijy. Socialiniuose moksluose protestantizmo poveikis vertinamas
priestaringai. Daznai su $iuo posukiu istorijoje siejama pragai$tinga individua-
lizmo raida. Taip pat antropologija gana aigkiai atskleidzia, kaip kapitalizmo ydy

istiktos irsta bendruomenés ir zmogiskieji rysiai. Pats M. Weberis $ig protestan-

Apskritai ankstyvajame protestantizme tradicijos, ypa¢ jei jos katalikiskos, buvo suvokiamos
kaip atmestinos, nes Zmogaus pirminé pareiga yra Dievui, o ne tradicijai. Matyt, dél tokiy inter-
pretacijy protestantai daznai palaikydavo progresyvias kairuoligkas politines jégas bei kai kada
jsitraukdavo j Apévietos judéjimus, metancius i3§ukj Kataliky bazny¢iai ir apskritai religiniam
tradicionalizmui.



tizmo etika vertina labai negatyviai ir atvirai simpatizuoja katalikiskajam abipu-
siSkumui. Socialiniy moksly kritika protestantinei etikai bei individualistiniam
kapitalizmui daZnai yra labai taikli. Ta¢iau, galima teigti, kad tiek socialistiné kai
kuriy socialiniy moksly dvasia, tiek liberalioji alternatyva nepateikia i§samaus at-
sakymo j ontologinés stokos problema bei jos transformavimga. Butent ontologiné
laikysena leisty pamatyti ekonominius procesus, nors ir ne itin empiriskai, bet
kur kas labiau holistigkai. Butent ontologinis stokos suvokimas leidZia pamatyti,
jog zmogus troksta, verziasi ,labiau buti“ transformuojant stoka. Ir tai jis daro
mainais ir abipusiskumu. Visa kita reikia vertinti kruop$¢iai analizuojant paciy

socialiniy moksly epistemologija ir atsizvelgti, kokj laikotarpj jie atspindi.

I$vados

Siame straipsnyje pasistengiau paaigkinti, i§ kur kyla sociologinis/antropologi-
nis Zinojimas ir kodél $ie mokslai i§ esmés nekalba apie ontologine stoka. Sto-
kos analizé prasideda antropologiniu Zvilgsniu, ta¢iau pasitelkus lyginamaja per-
spektyva, susiduriama su poreikiu pamatyti stoka kaip ontologine, kas savaime
pranoksta vienos disciplinos rémus ir lemia pozitrio tarpdisciplini$kumg. Tokiu
budu Zengtas kiek neortodoksiskas Zingsnis ir imtasi ,intelektualistinés® lygi-
namosios analizés tam, kad buty uZ¢iuopta, kaip stoka galima pamatyti ne tik
empiriskai, pvz., kaip istekliy stoka ar dialektikai — kaip (sukelts) skurdg. Pri-
taikant antropologinj teorizavima, pazvelgta j stoka kaip j ontologinj Zmogaus
buties fragments. Siekiant mastyti uz marksistinés dialektikos ar dialektinio ma-
terializmo kli$iy riby, nelieka daug abejoniy apie stokos ontologiskumga. Pakanka
patyrinéti jvairiy kultary tautosaka, kad suprastume, jog jvairiapusé stoka yra
kone dominuojanti tema.

Klausiant, koks galéty buti universalus Zmogaus atsakas j stoka, vienareiks-
miai galima teigti, kad tai yra Zmogiskasis abipusiskumas bei mainai. Tai Zmogaus
socialumo pagrindas ir pamatinis principas tiek santykyje tarp Zmoniy, tiek ir su
dvasiniu pasauliu. Mainai taip pat yra neatskiriama Zmogaus santykio su fizine ir
dvasine aplinka dalis. Mainai yra ir stokos transformavimo j pritekliy principas.
Kultirose §is abipusi$kumo ir mainy principas turi tendencija buti iskraipomas,
jgauna iSraigkas, kurios tolsta nuo abipusiskumo j vienpusiskumg. Ta¢iau tokios
tendencijos susilaukia kultarinio stokos interpretavimo sankcijy. Religiniy, mo-
raliniy, ir, pvz., marksizmo atveju - politiniy. Stokos interpretavimas visada su-
ponuoja tam tikrus padarinius. Skurdas stigmatizuojamas arba mistifikuojamas,

gobsuolis atgailauja, vyksta revoliucijos (jos taip pat gali kilti ir dél pertekliaus),
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ar, sakykim, Dievas nubaud#ia varguoliy skriaudéjus. Siuolaikinj kapitalizma ir jo
moraluma galima vertinti tokiu paciu principu - pagal tai, kiek jis atliepia j abipu-
siskumo prievole. Tokiu atveju tampa akivaizdu, jog ne ekonominé ar politiné sis-
tema lemia gerove ir tarsi mechanigkai mazina stoka. Tai lemia kiekvieno asmens
jsipareigojimas abipusiskumo ir teisingy mainy principui.

Gilinantis j stoka nebutinai vienos disciplinos sgvoky ir sampraty rémuose,
bet kaip j ontologine buties raiska, matome, jog tarpdisciplininiu poziuriu, i§ pa-
ziuros skirtingos délionés detalés darniai dera tarpusavyje: filosofiniu poziariu,
ontologiskai suprantama stoka su antropologijoje ontologiskais abipusiskumo ir
mainy bei skolos principais. Be to, ekonominiai mainai, darbo etika ir visa, kas
prisideda prie stokos transformavimo, yra glaudzZiai susije su Vakary pasaulio teo-
loginiu diskursu, kuris ¢a pateikiamas pro antropologine ,véberiskaja“ prizme.
Tad matome, jog Zvilgsnis i§ antropologinés-tarpsdisciplininés perspektyvos lei-

dZia atrasti ir tarsi patvirtinti stokos ontologiskuma.
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Ontological Scarcity:
An Anthropological Perspective and its Boundaries

Summary

This article considers