"Being," "Becoming," and Epicurus

Post by “Cassius” of July 30, 2019 at 9:06 AM

Here is a summary of the

"being" vs" becoming" issue from this link:
http://metaphysicist.com/problems/being/

Being and Becoming

Information phiosnplry greaiy simpifies he classic doholomy befween Baing and Becoming
et hae boirared metaphymcans rom Parmarsdes. Plaio. and Angicbs in Marbn Hacdegon:

Eating i part of the essential nalere of some absiraol eniiies. They ane ideas thal exist in the
immaesia’ realm of pure inlormmabon and oo ol change.

Hscomeng i the sssenial nahure of conceein malerial objects, which am sy changing

Chan{ss in SEace and Bme & o characlenss: of af concrets material objecds

Sime abstract immaterial endes also change, ke e bime of day. Cny hose absiract entfies

et di nl changa in e ars thoss wils "Bang.”

Cormider the sistus mads from thal umg of dey in our metaphysical probles of colocation |
cartainly iooks 15 ba urchanging as il sits on i pedeatal Bl with D earh's rapd 1
rersobslionary ravel around T sum, and our Mily Wiy Tying arcusd the Andromeds gakarg
thee saaiue ks dramalically moring in space and Sme, apart hom the barely obesrvabie
deieriorabon of fis surtace and the micosoapic motions of s alomic consuems

Do ooubd orguee it F e sintue could be pesitioned in the inerial feame of the ceemes, hat
mreerage posiion of all the galades, serely | would =i =il in space., but acoonding o special
raioraty this $o0 is wrongL In the infinkiely many insrtial fames in relste mofion. e datue's
spacn moordinales ass changing, and is Sme omdnales changes neombly in al frase

1ld

Presuming this is an accurate summary, then a
be this:

"Being is part of the essential nature of some
abstract entities. They are ideas that exist in the
immaterial realm of pure information and do not
change."

This would appear to be pure Platonism and totally
contrary to Epicurean physics and understanding of
the nature of the universe.

The entire issue of talking about "becoming" vs "being" is bogus because there is no such thing

as "being" -- ideas in an immaterial realm.

Every discussion of this, once entered by accepting the validity of "being," is a disaster,
because "being" in these terms is a fantasy that does not exist.

| tend to think that this is a common method of anti-Epicurean philosophers - using terminology
that appears to mean something but really refers to nothing that exists.

So my working presumption is that this "being" vs. "becoming" issue has no value in
understanding the universe, but that understanding the terminology is important so that we
can avoid being confused by these arguments.

Anyone have a different take on "being" vs. "becoming?"
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