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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to present a clear account of the teachings
of Democritus end Epicurus on the soul (mind), thought, and the source of
knowledge through an exsmination of the extant remains of their works and

the reports of their teachings made by other authors.

Democritus believed that the soul was a substance like fire but
not fire itself., He taught that the mind and the soul were identical.
The soul (mind) was distributed throughout the whole body and was the seat
of both thought and sensation., Thought was a "change" caused by idols
entering the body and its nature was dependent upon the condition of the

body itself.

Democritus believed that all sensible qualities had no objective
existence; they were empty "affections" (madn) of the senses — only
the atoms and void existed in reality. Democritus postulated two forms of
knowledge: "bastard" cognition which was’equivalent to sensation; "genuine"
cognition which could grasp the realities of the atoms and void. Although
Democritus considered the evidence of the senses unrelisble, he did use
the senses as the starting point for gaining "genuine" knowledge. He also
believed that the mind, by using sensible objects, could grasp the realities
lying within the obgjects themselves but there is no clear evidence on how

he thought this happened.
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Epicurus taught that the soul was composed of four very subtle
elements; one like &ir, one like fire, one like wind and a fourth nameless
element, The soul hed two parts, the animus locsted in the breast and the

anima distributed throughout the body. All four elements of the soul were

present in both the animus and enima. The fourth element present in the

anima caused sensation to teke place in the sense-organs themselves.

Epicurus believed that the mind was stirred in some.wsy with eech
impression made upon the sense-organs, The mind was also struck directly
by idols too fine to affect the senses. >Epicurus taught that all sense-
impressions were true; sensation was & criterion of truth. A second
criterion of truth was the prolepsis. This was a general concept of a class
of objects which was derived from sensation and stored within the mind.
Epicurus beliéved thet error arose not because the sense-impression was
false, but because the mind formed an incorrect opinion of the nature of
the sensible object. One had to psy attention to a "clear view" (Evdpynua)
of the sensible object to determine the truth of any opinion formed by the
mind. In the case of objects which could not be perceived close at hand,
any opinion of their nature which was not contradicted by the senses could
be accepted as true. Epicurus believed that all sense-impressions were
true but - the "élear" (é’:vapvﬁg) sensations were more valusble for

determining the exact nature of the sensible object.

Besides the forms of thought caused by sensation, Epicurus believed
that the mind was capable of reasoning. This activity of the mind played en
important role in determining the nature 6f imperceptible things. Bpicurus

taught that the mind used "signs" provided by sensible objects to form
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hypotheses about T& ASNAQ and that it checked these hypotheses

with the evidence of the senses. If the hypothesis was confirmed or not
contradicted by sensation, it could be accepted as true. Epicurus believed
it was by this method that a knowledge of the atoms and the‘void could be
obtained. The EmLBOA}) Tng Siavolag, which the later Epicureans

added as a criterion of truth, appears‘to have been used by Epicurus to refer
to the apprehension by the mind of idols too fine to affect the senses,

There is also evidence that the ETLBOAN of the mind signified the
selection by the mind of concepts existing within it. The ETMLBOAA

was important, not for any role in establishing the nature of T &6nha,

but as a special form of sensation.
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FREFACE

In this thesis I have limited my topic to the teachings of
Democritus and Epicurus on the nature of the mind and the manner in which
the mind thinks and acquires knowledge, in particular a knowledge of what
the Atomists regerded as the ultimate realities of the universe, the atoms
and void, I have not discussed the role of the mind either as the seat of

emotion or as the origin of the will.

I have not treated separstely the teachings of the Atomist,
Leucippus, since it is almost impossible to determine the exact nature of
his teachings and how they differed from the views of his pupil Democritus.
Most passages that do mention Leucippus link him with Democritus.l There
is also the problem thet many post-Theophrastean sources made no mention
of Leucipbus.g It is possible to suppose3 that leucippus laid the funda-~
mental principles of atomism and that Democritus greatly eleborated these

principles, but to distinguish the two Atomists more exactly poses a serious

lsee "Lehre" of Leucippus, Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker,
Vol. 2, #67, pp. TO-T9.

2G. 8. Kirk and J. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers
(Cenbridge, 1957), p. k02,

3B. a. Fuller, History of Greek Philosophy, Thales to Democritus
(New York, 1923), pp. 227-228; &. Zeller, A History of Greek Philosophy.,
Translated by G. Alleyne (London, 1881), VoI, 2, pp. 207-200; P. Natorp,
Forschungen zur Geschichte des Erkenntnessproblems in Atterthum (Berlin,
1064 ), p. 170; Kirk and Raven, op.cit., p. 40O2; C. Bailey, The Greek Atomists

and Epicurus (Oxford, 1928), p. ©67. See especially Cicero, Academica Priocra,
2, 37, 118.




problem, since they are not rigidly separated in the sources.l‘L

In relation to Epicurus, I have adhered to the opinion of
scholars® that the works of Epicurus recorded by Diogenes Laertius are

genuine. No question of the authenticity of the Epistula ad Herodotum and

Epistula ad Menoeceum has arisen.6 The Epistula ad Pythoclem is not

thought to be Epicurus' own composition but a compilation from one of his
longer works made by some unknown Epicurean; the letter clearly contains
teachings that are in strict accord with Epicurus’ views.7 The authenticity

of the Kuriai Doxai has been questioned,8 but the references to these sayings

of Epicurus that appear in the ancient authors’ meke clear that the Kuriai

Doxai were regarded in entiquity as an authentic work of Epicurus. Also

in connection with Epicurus, I have followed the consensus of opinion

among scholarslQ that Iucretius in the De Rerum Natura is presenting a

YBailey, (Greek Atomists, pp. 69-108) does attempt to distinguish
the teachings of the two Atomists but often in the evidence he quotes for
Leucippus, Democritus is also mentioned. See R. Philippson, "Review of
C. Bailey, The Greek Atomists and Epicurus," Gnomon 6 (1930), pp. 460-L462
and W, Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy (Cembridge, 1965), p. 382 n. 2.

oH. Usener, Epicurea (leipzig, 1887), p. XXXVII ff.; R. D. Hicks,
"Introduction," Lives of the Eminent Philosophers (Loeb Classical Library,
London end Cambridge, Mass,, 1925), Vol, 1, p. XX; C. Bailey, Epicurus, The
Extent Remains (Oxford, 1926), p. 9.

6Bailey, Epicurus, pp. 173, 327-328. |
TSee Usener, op.cit., pp. XXXVII-XL and Bailey, Epicurus, p. 375.

8Usener, op.cit., pp. XLI - XLIII.

Iiogenes Laertius, 10, 138; Plutarch, Adv.Col, 31, 1125 e, Lucian,
Alexandri, 47; Cicero, De Finibus, 2, 7, 20 and Cicero, De Nat.,Deor., 1, 30,
85. See also Bailey, Epicurus, pp. 344-347.

10E,Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen (leipzig, 1880),Vol.3,pp.378-
80; Tohte, Epikurs Kriferien der wahrheit (Cleusthal, 1874k),p. 9; R.Hirzel,
Untersuchungen zu Ciceros Philosophischen Schriften (lLeipzig, 1877, reprinted
Hildesheim, 1964),Vol.l, ».90 n.l; P.W.Mewaldt in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyclopidie

der classischen Altertumswissenscheft (Stuttgsrt),Vol.l3.2, 1670; Lucretius, De
Rerum Natura, edited by W.Leonard and S.Smith (Masdison, 1942),pp.36-41;Lucretius,
De Rerum Natura, edited by C. Bailey (Oxford, 1947),Vol.l, pp.22-30; Bailey,




strictly accurate account of his master's teaching. In relstion to
Epicurus' teaching on the nature of reasoning, I have not entered into

a discussion of the work of Philodemus, [lepl IMUELWOEWY , which
discusses the "methods of inference" used in the Epicurean school. As
Baileyll and Merbachl? point out, this work clearly represents a develop-
ment in the use of logic made by later Epicureans in order that they might
oppose the "methods of inference" employed by the Stoies,13 There is

clear evidencelh that Epicurus himself rejected all use of formal logic.

The Greek and Latin quotations that appear in this thesis are

taken from the following sources.

Aristotle. De Anima: Edited and translated by W. S. Hett. Loeb Classical
Library, London and Cambridge, Mass., 1936.

. De Generatione et Corruptione: Edited and trenslated by
E, S. Forster. Loeb Classical Library., London and Cambridge, Mass.,

1955.

. Meteaphysica: Edited and translated by H. Tredennick. Loeb
Classical Library. London and Cembridge, Mass., 1937. 2 volumes.

. Physica: Edited and translated by P. A. Wickstead and F. M.
Cornford. Loeb Classical Library. London and Cembridge, 1929. 2 volumes.

Greek Atomists; pp. 10-11. See also J. Woltjer, Lucretii Philosophia Cum
Fontibus Comperata (Groningen, 187T7). .

llBailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 3, 229, 259 n. 1.

12p, Merbach, De Epicuri Canonica (Weida, 1909), p. 28.

13cf. P. and E. De Lacy, Philodemus: On Methods of Inference
(Philadelphia, 1941), p. 157 £f. For the fact that the opposition between
Epicureans and Stoics arose after the time of Epicurus, see N. De Witt,
Epicurus end His Philosophy {Minneapolis, 1954), pp. 6-T7 and B. Farrington,
The Faith of Epicurus (London, 1967), p. XI.

1kpiogenes lsertius, 10, 31; Cicero, De Finibus, 1, 7, 22.
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Cicero, Actio in Verrem: Edited and translated by L. H. Greenwood.
Loeb Classical Library. London and Cambridge, Mass., 1935.
2 volumes.

. De Finibus: ZEdited end translated by H. Rackham. Loeb
Classical Library. London and Canbridge, Mass., 1931.

. De Natura Deorum: Edited and translated by H. Rackham.
Loeb Classical Library. London and Cambridge, Mass., 1933.

. Topica: FEdited and translated by H. M. Hubbell. Loeb
Classical Library. London and Cambridge, Mass., 1949.

. Tusculenae Disputatibnes: Edited and translated by J. E. King.
Loeb Classical Library. London and Cambridge, Mass., 1945,

Diogenes Lesertius. Vitae Philosophorum, Book 9: Edited and translated
by R. D. Hicks, Loeb Classicel Librery. London and Cambridge,
Mass., 1925,

Book 10: Edited and translated by C. Bailey. Oxford, 1926.

Epicurus, Epistulae, Kuriai Doxai, Sententiee Vaticanae, Fragmenta:
Edited and translated by C. Bailey. Oxford, 1926.

Lucretius. De Rerum Netura. Edited by C. Bailey. Seeond Edition.
Oxford, 1922.

Plutarch, Adversus Colotem and Non Posse Vivi Secundum Epicurum:
Edited and translated by B. Einarson and P. De Lacy in Moralia,
Volume 14, Ioeb Classicel Library. ILondon and Cambridge, Mass., 1967.

Sextus Empiricus. Adversus Mathematicos: in Sextus Empiricus. Edited
and translated by R. G. Bury. Loeb Classical Library. London and
Cambridge, Mess., 1935. Volumes 2, 3, L,

Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes: in Sextus Empiricus. Edited and translated
by R. G. Bury. Loeb Classical Library. London and Cambridge, Mass.,
1935. Volume 1.

All other quotations are taken from H. Diels, Die Fragmente der

Vorsokratiker, Fifth Edition, Berlin 1952, Reprinted Berlin 1959, and

H. Usener, Epicures, Leipzig 1887.



CHAPTER ONE
DEMOCRITUS: THE NATURE OF THE SOUL AND THOUGHT

As one would expect in the system of Democritus, which explained
all phenomena in strictly meterial terms, the nature of the soul wes
corporeal; the soul was a "body within a body."l The atoms forming the

soul were fine, smooth and spherical in shape. Diogenes Laertius says:

I rd ~ " ’
& toLoUTwy AElwv Hal MEPLPEPWY OYUwV CUYKEUPLOHaAL,
“ LY [ »
uwal thv ¢uxhv duwolwg.2

The fineness of the atoms of the soul is also attested by Cicero:

Democritum enim , . . levibus et rotundis corpusculis
efficientem animum3

I1lam (sc. animam) . , . individuorum corporum levium
et rotundorum . ., . %

Moreover Aetius describes the soul as follows:

Anuouputog nupwéeg cuyupuua En TWV Aoym Sewpntwv,
c¢aLpLuag uev axovrwg T&S L6fac, muplvny OE Thv
SUvauLv, Onep cwua elvat.

laristotle, De An., 1, 5, 409a 32, D.A. 10ka.
2Diogenes Iaertius, 9, 44, D.A. 1.

3Cicero, Tusculanee Disputationes, 1, 11, 22,

bmia., 1, 18, k2.

SAetius, Pl., 4, 3, 5, D.A. 102, Dox. Gr., p. 388.
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The soul is "like fire;" the atoms forming the compound (oVynpiua) of
the soul are spherical in shape. From these passages we cean conclude

that the soul according to Democritus is a compound of spherical atoms,
like in nature to fire but distinet from it. Spherical atoms form both
the soul and fire but combine in such a way that the two substances are
similar though not identical in nature. The point that the soul is "like
fire" but not fire itself is an important one, since Democritus did not
believe the soul could exist outside the body;6 wherever there was fire in
the external world, the Atomist did not conclude that soul was present in

that spot but merely a substance to which the soul was similar.l

Aristotle, however, fails to maintain this distinction; he says

that Democritus completely identified soul and fire:

[Anuouputog] heyeu 6 WS N ¢uxn nal TO Sepudv
tabtév, T& TPWTA OXAUATA TWV ccpat.poeuéwv.s

Aristotle states Democritus taught that soul and heat were the same, both
being composed of atoms spherical in shape. Again Aristotle says:

AnuénpLtog uev Twp TL um. Sepp.ov PnoLy au-r:nv ewal.
[1:nv puxnvl aneupwv y&p ovrwv OYXNHATWY ual. AT Spwv .
T oq)cxl.poeuén TP %L QUYXAV AEYEL A ew. TX OQALPOELDT
buxhv [A€yer].

In this passage Democritus is said to have identified the spherical atom

6See Aetius, Pl., 4, 7, 4, D.A. 109, Dox. Gr., p. 393. Cf. also
Democritus! statement in D.B. 297.

7H. Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy
(New York, 1935), p. 289,

aAristotle, De Respiratione, 4, 472 & 4, D.A. 106,

IAristotle,De An., 1, 2, 4Ok a 1. T have followed the text of
Aristotelis Opera, edited by Academla Regia Borussica (Berlin, 1870,
reprinted Berlin, 1960), Second Edition, Vol. 1; Aristotle De Anima,. edited
by R. D. Hicks (Cambridge 1907, reprinted Amsterdam 1965); Aristotle, On
the Soul edited by W. S. Hett (Loeb Classical Library, London and Cembridge,
1957); Aristotle, De Anima, edited by D. Ross (Oxford, 1961). Diels in
(Leucippus) A 28 rejects the passage T& OQXLPOELSM ... WV  as a gloss
of 4Oka 16. Hicks, however, (op.cit., p. 213) notes that Themistius in his




with the nature of the substance it helps to form. Similarly Aristotle
states:

[f ¢uxhi séo&e TLOL nup elvaL’ uau Yo TOUTO
Asnrouspeotarov 1€ nau uakucta rwv crouxenwv
aowuarov, 1L 6t muvettal Te ual MLVEL ta axxa
TPWTWS « Anuoantog St nal yka¢upwrspwg eupnusv
anomnvausvog,éLa TL TOUTwV suatapov' Guyhv usv
YaQ €lvai Tauto uwal vovv, touto &’ ELVAL TV
TEWTWY KAl aétatpetwv cwuarwv, nuvntuuov 8t Sul
uunpouepeuav uau TO oxnua‘' Twv Ot oxnuatwv
eunuvnTOTatov 10 cgaunoeuéeg keyeb TOLOUTOV

&' elvar tév Te vouv nal TO TUpP.

The reasoning behind this passage is something es follows: Democritus sgys
that the soul consists of "primary asnd indivisible" atoms sble to cause
movement because of their fineness and their sphericsl shape. Like the
soul, fire has the quelity of being extremely easily moved and for this
reason, fire, just like the soul, is to be thoughtto be composed of
spherical stoms, Aristotle concludes from Democritus' statement that the
Atomist taught that soul and fire were identicel. Democritus' statement
here, however, indicates only that he believed fire and soul were made of
atoms of the same atomic shape, since both shared the quelities of extreme

fineness and ease of movement.ll

paraphrase of this passage makes reference to the content of the words

which Diels rejects; this seems to indicete that the Greek commentators

hed these words in their text in this passage on Democritus. Ross also

points out (op.cit., PDp. l7h—75) that it is difficult to see how the
words were inserted if they were not in the original text.

The force of the muvp T seems to indicate that Aristotle
believed Democritus taught the soul was a "type of fire" as distinct from
fire itself, The rest of the pessage, however, indicates that the force
of the TUL is very week snd that Aristotle thought Democritus identified
soul with fire,

10Aristotle, De An., 1, 2, 405 a 5-13, D.A. 101.

L1y i likely that Democritus, in reaching his conclusion that
the soul was like fire, was also influenced by the fact that the soul
provided the body with heat. See Aristotle, De An., 1, 2, 4Ok a 1-17,

(Leucippus) 28.



Aristotle's statements concerning the identification of soul with
fire must be taken in conjunction with his remsrk that:
nOLov 6t nal Tl éndotou ro Gxnua TWV ctonxeuwv oUJEV

enLOprLcav [Aeuuunnog nal Anudupitoc), aAAd pdvov
TY TUPL TNV coaLpav anéSwuave

Since Aristotle thought Democritus taught that the spherical atom was
limited to fire alone, he appears to have concluded that in the teaching
of the Atomist, "spherical atoms" and "fire" were synonymous terms.
Therefore, Democritus' statement that the soul was composed of sphericel
atomsl3 seems to have resulted in Aristotle's belief that the Atomist taught
the mind was the same as fire. There is evidence, however, that Democritus
did not limit the spherical atom to fire, A fragment of Aetius reads:

6 Anudupitog mdvta uetéxelv onol ¢uxne moiac 4
Similaerly Diogenes Laertius states:

TOV TE nkuov uaL TV ceknvnv én TOLOUTNV kabwv

nau [ TEQLPEQPWV Oynwv cuynenplodar, ual Thv ¢uyxhv
duolwe

In all probability, these two passeges indicate that Democritus thought that
in each substance there was & number of spherical atoms of which the soul
itself was composed, Aristotle's own account of Democritus' views on

respirationl6 and its importance for preserving life both by preventing the

12pristotle, De Caelo, 3, 4, 303 a 12 as quoted in G. Kirk and
J. Reven, The Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge, 1957), p. 421.

13aristotle, De Respiratione, 4, 472 & 4, D.A. 106. See above p. 2.

petius, P1., 4, 4, 7, D.A. 117, Dox. Cr., p. 390.

15piogenes Laertius, 9, 44, D.A, 1. Cf. Albertus Magnus, De
Lepidibus, 1, 1, 4, D.A. 164, and Pseudo-Aristotle, De Plantis, 1, 8I5 b 16
in Ritter and Preller, Historia Philosophiae Graecae (Gotha, 1913), ninth
edition, #201, a, p. 168.

16Aristotle, De Respiratione,4, 471 b 30-472 a 18, D.A. 106;
Aristotle, De An., 1, 2, Ok a 1-1(, D.A. (Leucippus) 28.
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escape of soul atoms and by providing new ones shows that the air must hsave

contained soul particles, that is, spherical atoms:

-

EV yap T &€pL mOALV apu%uov euvau rwv TOLOUTWV
HAAEL [Anuonputog, géxetvoc vouv nal ¢uynve 17

K3

Bon%euav ybyvecSaL &upa%av snaLGLovrwv aAAAwV
toLovtwy [oxnudtwv] €v TE dvanverv.

Since Democritus teught that both fire and the soul were composed of
spherical atoms, Aristotle inferred that the two were identical. In the
system of Democritus, however, a sphericel atom was merely a spherical
atom; in combination with other spherical atoms or atoms of a different
shape, it- could form a part of a compound (ocOyuprpa) whose neture would
depend both on the type of atoms it contains and on the way these atoms are
arranged.l9 Nemesius gives a true account of the role of the spherical

atom in the formation of compounds:20
Ta Yap omaueosbén Gxnuata Twv &TSuwv ouyurpLVOuEVQA
nUP TE Hal &hp Quxhv amotereiv.2!
Fire is one compound, the soul another, distinect in nature though similar

in composition.22

17Aristotle, De Respiratione, 4, 472 a 5, D.A, 106,

18pristotle, De An., 1, 2, 4Ok & 13, D.A. (Leucippus) 28.
19kirk and Raven, op. cit., p. 420 n. 1.

20Cherniss, op. cit., p. 290 n. 1. Nemesius also states (loc. cit.)
that Democritus said the soul was fire, but this statement was due to the
influence of Aristotle (Cherniss, loc. cit.).

2lNemesius, De Natura Hominum, 2, 28, Dox. Gr., p. 388.

22cf, W. K. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge,
1965), pp. 430-432,
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One function the soul performed was to endow the body with motion.
Aristotle says that the spherical atom was chosen by Democritus to explain
why the soul causes motion:
Tk o¢abp0€t6n ¢uxnv, SuLax TO uahuota 6La navrog dvvacdaL .
dLadiveLy Toug TOLOUTOUQ puouovg, nol ULVELV TQ

Aouna uuvovueva oL aura, unohmuﬁavovrag tgv Guynv
etvalr 10 mapéyov tolg Cwioile ThHv nivnoiy.2

uuvouusvag Ydp oot Tac aouauperoug cwaupag, S
TO newuuevau undénote péveiv, cuvepéuelv ual
MLVELY TO OWUA AV .2

The exact manner in which Democritus believed the soul moved the body is
not made clear in our sources, Aristotle likens Democritus to Daedalus
causing the wooden statue of Aphrodite to move by filling it with quick
silver.2> Thus it appears that Democritus taught it was the presence and

very nature of the soul which imparted movement to the body.

The soul also was the cause of thought and sensation. Before we
can discuss these functions, however, we must examine the question of where
the soul was located in the body. There is evidence that Democritus taught
the soul was distributed throughout the whole body. Aristotle in criticising

Democritus' views says:

sLnep Yap €otLv N Quyh év mavtl r@ dLo%avouev@
quaTL e & & 8

Similarly the fact that Democritus considered the soul to be the cause of
motion in the body is an indication that he believed it was distributed

throughout the body:

23pristotle, De An., 1, 2, 404 a 6, D.A. (Leucippus) 28.
24mp4a., 1, 3, 406 b 20, D.A. 10,
25Tvid., 1, 3, 406 b 17.

2611d., 1, 5, 409 b 1, D.A. 10k a.
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[Anuéuprtds] gnct Tag adLaLpétoug opalpag ... ULVELV
TO OCWHA TAV .2

Furthermore Lucretius states that Democritus tsught the atoms of the soul
alternated with those of the body:

I1lud in his rebus nequaquam sumere possis,

Democriti quod sancta viri sententis ponit,

corporis atque animi primordia, singule privis

apposite slternis varisre, sc nectere membra.2
There is no confirmetion elsewhere of this statement of Lucretius that
Democritus believed the soul and body psrticles were juxteposed one to
one.29 If this is & true statement of Democritus' teachings, it clearly
shows that the soul was distributed throughout the body. Finally Proclus
in his account of Democritus' teaching on the apparent coming to life of

desd persons mentions that the 7Tng O& uxnc ol mepl TOV HUEAdY ELEVOV

Et. 8eopol 30 the soul in the rest of the body hed departed.

We can say, therefore, that Democritus taught the soul was
spread throughout the whole body. What then did he say about the mind and
how did he believe it was related to the soul]? Diogenes Laertius says:

nal thv Guxhv duolwe: Hv mal vouv Tadtdv elvai.l!

Aristotle says:

2TAristotle, De An., 1, 3, 406 b 18, D.A. 10k,
28rucretius 3, 370-374, D.A. 108.

29cf. Lucretius, De Rerum Natura, edited by C. Bailey (Oxford,
1947), Vol. 2, p. 1056. Bailey quotes the statement of Alexander of
Aphrodisias (De Mixtura, 2, D.A. 64) as support for Lucretius' statement,
but Alexander is merely saying that in any compound the atoms were
arranged in juxtaposition to one another; he is not referring to the
reletionship of the body end soul.

30Proclus, In Rempublica, 2, 113, 6, D.A. 1.

3lpiogenes Laertius, 9, bl, D.A, 1.
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AAAY TadTO Aéyer Quxhv mal voly .2
Guxhv utv yap etvar tadtd nal voovv.33
Philoponus states that Democritus taught the <buxﬁ was "without
parts," thought being & process identical to sensation:

-

auepn Yap PnaLy alThy [tnv guxhv ] Anuouputog euvau
uau ou Tohuéuvauov, raurov etvau Keywv TO VOELV
tw atofdveodal wal &md HLXS TavTa npo€pxeadal
Suvdpewg . o4

"The mind and the soul are the same thing." The implications of this
stateﬁent are clear: the soul and mind are identical in relation to
composition, placement and function. The identity of soul and mind in
relation to place is supported by the statement of Sextus Empiricus:

[y o ) o ~ ’, 5 . “ ’, 1 ,

ot 8% Ev okm TW CWHATL %suvat Tnv Otavoiav;, xadamnep
Y

TLVESC natd ANudnpLtov.

The mind is spread throughout the body Jjust like the soul, the two being
in fact the same thing. In relation to function, Theophrastus in
describing Democritus' views on thought states that the Atomist believed
the nature of thought was dependent upon the condition of the (buxﬁ. 36
That which thinks and that which perceives are one and the same. There

is, however, evidence which conflicts with the assertion that Democritus
taught the mind, being in fact identical to the soul, was spread throughout

the body. A statement of Aetius runs as follows:

32pristotle, De An., 1, 2, 404 a 27, D.A. 101.

331pid., 1, 2, 405 & 9, D.A. 101. Cf. Philoponus De Anima,
71, 19, D.A,T1I3.

3%pniloponus, De Anima, 35, 12, D.A. 105.
35Sextus Empiricus, 7, 349, D.A. 107.

36Theophrastus, De Sens., 58, D.A. 135.



Anuoupt.tog, ‘En Lnoupog 5Luepn v q;uxnv, 10 uev
KOYLKOV exovcav ev TW «‘)wpam ua%uépuuevov, 10 O&
ahoyov uad’ GAnv THv oUYUPLOLY TOU OWUATOC SLeoTapuEvov. 31

Bailey38 believes Aetius is correctly stating the teaching of Democritus,
but Diels39 and Goedeckemeyerll'O suggest that Aetius is confusing
Democritus' views with those of Epicurus. In light of the other statements
of Democritus' teaching, this does seem likely. Bailey says that
Demoeritus' use of QUXN and voag implies a distincfion "between s
perceptive and a rational elemen't;."lLl Democritus' use of these two words
does make clear that he distinguished between the processes. of sensstion
and thought; the fragments quoted above, however, show that he assigned
both processes to the soul which was in fact identical to the mind.ha The
soul (= the mind) is responsible for both thinking and sensation. Outside
of the quotation of Aetius there is no evidence that Democritus believed
there was a separate location in the body where the process of thought took
place, that is, there is no evidence that he made the mind a separate
concentration of soul atoms located in the breatt that was responsible for

thought. In relation to this problem, it seems best to accept the evidence

3TAetius, Pl., 4, 4, 6, D.A, 105, Dox, Gr., p. 390.

38¢. Bailey, The Greek Atomists and Epicurus (©Oxford,1928), pp.160-61.

39ox. Gr., p. 390.

hop | Goedeckemeyer, Epikurs Verh#ltnis zu Demokrit (Strassburg, 1897),
p. 54, Cf. also H. Usener, Epicuree (Leipzig, 1887), #312, p. 217.

4pailey, Greek Atomists, p. 161.

21LQCherniss, op. cit., p. 83.
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of Aristotle, Diogenes Leertius and Sextus Empiricus rather than that of

Aetius.h3

There are two other fragments concerning the placement of the
mind in Democritus' teaching, Theodoretus states:
Innoupatng uev yap nal Anuouptrog uaL A atwyv

ev eyne¢an ToUuTo [TO Hyemovindv] LEplLoHaL
elpfnaoiy.

Dielshs indicates that this is en excerpt from Aetius, Placita, 4, 5, 1;
this statement of Aetius must be rejected just like his statement in

by L, 6% to which it is in merked contrast if TO nvewovindv  and
10 hoytnév are to be construed as having the same meaning, namely the
"mind.," It appears that Democritus has been mistakenly associated with
Plato and the latter's tripartite division of the soul which attributes
the intelligence to the brain.h7 A similar association has probably

influenced the statement in the Pseudo-Hippocratic Letters that Democritus

called the brain the pUAana Stavoinc. 8 Both Diels™d and Mullach®©

reject the authenticity of these letters which were probably composed in

43cr, J. Beare, Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition (Oxford,
1906), p. 255.

m*Theodoretus s Graecorum affectionum Curatio, 5, 22, Dox.Gr., p. 390.

hsDox. Gr., note on Placita 4, 5, 1, p. 391. See also
Prolegomens, p., 45.

h6See above p. 9 n, 37.

h7Beare, op.cit., pp. 254-255; Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 161 n, 1.

h8.Hipjpocra.tes, 23, 3, D.C. 6.

h9Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, p. 225.

250G, A. Mullach, Fragmenta Philosophorum Grecorum (Paris, 1883),
Vol. 1, p. 335.
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the time of Tiberius by someone who was acquainted with the writings of
Hippocrates, but not those of Democritus.51 This description of Deﬁocritus'
views on the placement of the mind, therefore, can be seriously held in

question,?2

N

We can now return to our discussion of the soul as the cause of
sensation and thought. These two processes are distinct yet caused in the
same fashion. Aetius says:

Aeuubnnog, AnuénpLtog Tag auc&goeug ol TS VONOELS
gTepoLdoeLlc €lval TOU OwMATOC.

Both thought and sensation are some "change" that takes place in the body.
Similarly Aristotle says:

Okwg ot éug T0 unokauﬁaveuv PpOvnoLY WEV ThHY atodnoiv,
tadtny &’ elvar dArolwouv

Theophrastus also states:

LAnuouthog] souus cuvnnokou%nuevat TOLS TOLOUGLYV
OAw¢ TO wpoveuv nata thv dAAouwoLvdd

The cause of this change is some agent outside the body itself. Aetius states:

Asﬁnbnnog, Anuouputog Enunovpog Thv atc%ncnv nol
tnv vonouv yiveoSaL €L8dAwy aéw&ev npoctovrwv' undevi
yap gnLBdANELY undetépav Xwplc TOU MPOONLITTOVTOC
eldvAov.

51Diels, loc,cit.; K. Freeman, The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, A
Companion to Diels,Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, (Oxford, 1949}, p. 325.

525ee also Goedeckemeyer, op.cit., pp. 53-54 and Bailey, Greek
Atomists, p. 161 n. 1.

>3petius, P1., 4, 8, 5, D.A, (Leucippus) 30. Dox.Gr., p. 395.
5%Aristotle, Metaph., 3, 5, 1009 b 12, D.A., 112.
55Theophrastus, De Sens., T2, D.A. 135,

56Aetius, Pl., 4, 8, 10, D.A. (Ieucippus) 30. Dox.Gr., p. 395.
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Similarly Cicero says:

quae sequitur (sc Epicurus) sunt tota Demoeriti . .

imagines, quae ELOWAX nominant (sc. the Atomists),

quorum incursione non solum videamus sed etiam

cogitemus;>T
These two statemehts support the observation of Aristotle that the
Atomists TmdvTa Yap T atodnTd dmTtd moLoloLv .58 Sensation
and thought result when the soul-atoms are touched and some change takes
place in the state of the atoms as a result of this touch. It appears
that Democritus taught that the awareness of sense-perception took place
in the sense-organ itself. Alexander in describing Democritus' explan-
ation of sight seys that the idols impinge upon the eyes and OUTWS
0 6pav YCVEG%O&L . 59 Goedeckemeyer60 and Zeller6l maintain Democritus
taught that sense-perception could only come into being, that is, one
could only become aware of a particular sense-impression, after the
idols affecting the particular sense-organ had travelled throughout the
whole body and touched the whole soul. Theophrastus in chapter fifty-seven
of the De Sensibus, the passage on which Goedeckemeyer rests his view,

indicates thaet the whole body can be affected when one sense-orgsn is

stimulated but he probably does not mean by this that the whole body must

be stirred before a person can become aware of any particular sense-

impression. There is no evidence thet Democritus made the distinction

>Tcicero, De Finibus, 1, 6, 21.

58Aris1'.0'l;1e, De Sensu, 4, 442 a 29, D.A, 119.
29Alexsnder, De Sensu, 24, 1%, D.A. (Leucippus) 29,
60Goedeckemeyer, op.cit., p. 59.

61y, zeller, A History of Greek Philosophy, trenslated by
S. F, Alleyne (London, 1881), Vol. 2, p. 2606 n., 3.
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" it is Dbest

between "perceiving" and "being aware that one is perceiving;
to assume that the Atomist, if he did in fact make this distinction,
simply assigned both these processes to the particles of the soul that

were present in whatever sense-orgen that was being stimulated, since our

sources give us no details on this point.

Concerning Democritus' views on thought as distinct from

sensation, Theophrastus gives us some evidence,

nepl 8& TOU wpovauv gnl TOGOUTOV sbpnuev oTL YLVETGL

cuquprg exouong 1ng wuxng HOTO Tnv nonouv: ' Edv

& nepu%spuog TLS n nepu¢uxpog ysvntat, uerakhattsuv
ncu. 6L 0 Tt nal Toug nahauoug uahwg TOU% unokaﬂeuv
OoTL aoruv akhompovsbv. wcre ¢avepov, OTL’TD upaaeu

TOU awuarog TOLEL TO wpoveuv, onep towe abTy nal

nate Adyov ¢otl-owpa TOLOUVTL THY ¢uxnv.62

If the soul is at a normal temperature, its thoughts will be correct; if
the soul is too hot or too cold, its thoughts will be affected and be
distorted in nature. We can take in conjunction with this statement of
Theophrestus the saying of Aristotle:

10 Iap akn&eg ELvaL TO ?atvousvov éub uak&g

ToLnoaL TOV Oggpov we Entwp xett’
aAAogpovéwy .

By this statement, Democritus does not mean, as Aristotle supposes, that
sense-perceptions in themselves are always true but that thouglt depends

upon the nature of the body itself ;6% &ANOPPOVELV means "to think other

62Theophrastus, De Sens., 58, D.A. 135.
63aristotle, De An., 1, 2, 4Ok a 29, D.A. 101,

6l*Cherniss, op. cit., p. 292 n. 9,
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than normally."65 The importance that Democritus attributed to the condition
of the body in sensation and thought is shown also by the statement of

Sextus Empiricus:

[Anuoupurog] pnol ydp- _‘fueig 8t T& UEV sévru oUSEV
arpeneg cuvueusv, LETATLTTOV 5t uata TE cwuarog SLadnunv
wal tov énevoldviwy ual Tov dvtiotnpLldviwv.’©

In the light of these passages we can make three statements about
Democritus' teaching on the nature of thought: it is a change in the body;
this change is caused by the eldwAa flowing from an outside object; the
nature of thought is dependent upon the condition of the body. We cannot
go further, as Zeller does,67 and say that the change caused by the eLSwAa
was responsible for the condition of the body itself and thus for the nature
of thought as well, since there is no evidence for this supposition, It is
impossible to state exactly how Democritus supposed the soul (= the mind)
was affected by idols so that thought as distinct from sensation arose,

68

For spohtaneous thoughts Kirk and Raven suggest the spherical atoms of
the soul were capable of self-movement, Since, however, Aristotle says
Democritus taught it was the nature of the spherical atoms never to be at

rest,69 we would have to suppose & special type of motion as the cause of

spontaneous thought. However in-absence of more detailed evidence it would

65Loc. cit.
66Sextus Empiricus, 7, 136, D.B. 9.

6Tzeller, Greek Philosophy, Vol. 2, p. 271.

68kirk and Raven, op. cit., p. 422,

69Aristotle, De An., 1, 3, 406 b 17. See above p. 6.
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be best in dealing with the topic of thought in Democritus' system simply
to keep in mind a strictly corporeal process, one of atoms touching atoms
and causing some sort of change, for this is actually as far as our sources

will allow us to go.7o

T0see Beare, op. cit., p. 254,



CHAPTER TWO
DEMOCRITUS: THEORY OF KNOWIEDGE

We come now to the question of Democritus' views concerning
knowledge. As we shall see, a discussion of this question till of
necessity be closely connected with Democritus' views on the nature of
being, that is, his theory of the atoms and void; epistemology and ontology
were closely associated in Democritus' teaching.l We must remember that
Democritus' system was a strictly material one in which all processes were
explained in terms of the atoms and the void; it is, therefore, highly
reasonable to expect that his ideas concerning knowledge were based as
well on his belief that the atoms and void were the ultimate realities of
the universe. An endeavour must be made to discover answers for the
following questions: how did Democritus believe one could gain knowledge
of the atoms and void, and upon what basis did Democritus believe knowledge

rested, the senses, reason or both?2

Some of the extant fragments of Democritus certainly give him

the appearance of being & sceptic, that is, one who does not believe that

14, Weiss, "Democritus' Theory of Cognition,” CQ. 32 (1938), p. 49;
Guthrie, op. cit., p. 45k, -

2For the different solutions to this final question which modern
scholars have proposed, see Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 177-178.
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either the senses or thought can lead to man's grasping the true nature

of reality. He says:

s o ~ T
‘waitoL Snhov EGTaL OTL £TEN olLOv EnagTov

’ H
Yiyvdoueirv &v &népy Eotl.’3

7
eren uev vuv OTL ouov EnaaTov ecruv N oln E£gTLv

ob ouviepev, moAhaxD SedAlwtai. '4

BnKou uev 6n nol OUTOQ ) Koyog oru aten oUSEV
touev nepu o0devdg, AN’ émipOoipin éudotoLouv
186ELg’2

This last fregment is similar to Democritus' following statement:

nueug 5t TR WEV EOVTL oubsv arpeueg GUVLeuev,
LETATLTTOV ot uata TE OWUATOS éuasnnpv noL Twv
EnetoLdviwy nal Twv avthtanCovtwv.

For example, one's opinion that honey is sweet or bitter depends both
upon the nature of the idols which "enter and impinge on the body" and
upon the state of the body itself. We can,therefore; make no objective
Jjudgement of sense-impressions; our opinion of them is a strictly relative
one. This fact is emphssdized in two further fragments of Democritus:

yuvacneuv te xph o7 nolv ‘Gvopwrnov Tede TE HaAvdvL
OtL ateng ATAAAAHTAL . T

‘eten Ot olSEV LSuev* &v Busy yap T dAndera.’8
This last statement of Democritus is extremely important: truth does

exist but is hidden from us, lying "in the depths."

3sextus Empiricus, 7, 137, D.B. 8.

Y1pid., 7, 136, D.B. 10. 5Ibid., T, 137, D.B. T.
é1bid., 7, 136, D.B. 9. . Tmid., 7, 137, D.B. 6.

8Diogenes Leertius, 9, 72, D.B. 117.
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These fragments give the impression that Democritus was a sceptic)
other statements recorded about the Atomist appear to confirm this impression.

Sextus Empiricus says:

snsunep o) uev Anuouputog unéev unouauceaL pngL WV
aLcentwv, aAA usvona&suag 1Lvag auc%ncewv vaaL
Tag avtLAn¢ng avrwv, uaL ours yhuuu TL nepu

TOlg enrog unapxeuv ou TLUPOV n %epuov n ¢uxpov

n xeunov n uexav, OUMN axho TL TwWV gL ¢atvouevwv-
Tadwy yap NueTépwy MV bvéuata TavTa.

Whatever sense-impressions we receive have no real existence but are merely
names given to the “"empty affections" of our senses. Sextus Empiricus also
says:

ol pEv mdvta avppnuaoc. T paivéueva, wg oL mePl
AnuonpLtov.

AnudéupLtoc ukv macav alodnthv LmapEiv uenlvnuevil

Theophrastus likewise states:

Anpduprtos 8t mdvta [alodntd] ndén tng alobfoewg
TOLWV .

Theophrastus speaks also of Democritus' refusal to assign an objective
existence to sensible objects: TO uh moLetv @Uoiv Tiva Twv alodntav.t3
These statements are elaborated when Theophrastus says:

rwv St aAAAwV aLc%nrwv ou&svog ELVOL ¢uoLv,?akka

navra na9n Tng auc%ncswg ahAououuevng, (33 ng Yuvecaau

tnv ¢avtaauav. ouée yap ToU ¢vxpou nal Tov sepuou

unapxeuv, AAAR TO oxnua HETANLTTOV epyaCso&aL nol
thv nuetépav aAroiwoive !

9Sextus Empiricus, 8, 18k, cf. 7, 213. .1Omid., 7, 369, D.A. 110,
lmid., 8, 355. |

12Theophrastus, De Sens., 60, D.A. 135.

13mid., 71, D.A. 135.

141pid., 63, D.A. 135. Cf. also Diogenes Laertius, 9, 106.
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Sensible qualities are mere "experiences" of the sense-organs: they do not
possess an objective reality but only come into existence during the act of
being perceived. Thus Aetius states that Democritus taught that sensations
were felse:

ANudHPLTOS ... GEUVBELS Elval Tic alovfoeic.15
Plutarch records a statement made by Colotes that Democritus asserted that

an object was "no more one thing than another:"

EynaAeu 8¢ abTQ nprOV oru TWV,_ npayuatwv anaotov
elmwv o0 WAAAOV TOLOV A TOlLOV elvaL ouyuéxuuwe TOv Blov.16

Cicero certainly makes Democritus appear to be a sceptic when he observes:

ille (sc. Democritus) esse verum plane neget sensusque idem
non obscuros dicit sed tenebricosos: sic enim appellat eos. 1T

According to these authorities, Democritus is said to have overthrown all
sensible reality, called all sensation false, end finally denied that
truth exists at all, What position could be more characteristic of a

sceptic?

.We must not, however, accept Cicero's statement. Democritus
thought that truth lay "in the deep;" the true explanstion of the universe
could be found but it must be sought in the obJjective reality lying behind

the deceptivé appearances of the senses. Thus Theophrastus says of

Democritus:
6‘uév,yhp na9n molwv TNg aloVoewe uad’ adtd Siopiler
thv @loiv- 18

15petivus, P1., 4, 9, 1, D.A, (Anaxagoras) 96, Dox. Gr., p. 396.
16piutarch, Adv. Col., k4, 1108f, D.B. 156.

17cicero, Academica Priora, 2, 23, 73, D.B. 165,

18Theophrastus, De Sens., 61, D.A, 135.
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This obJjective reelity which Democritus describes as residing in the
objects themselves consists of the atoms and void. Sextus Empiricus
records the important statement of Democritus that the atoms and void

alone exist "in truth:"

Anuonputog 65 dte usv avaupsu T @auvousva taug
aLo%ncsoL, nal TOUTwV Asyeu unbev ¢atvec&au nat
mhn&euav AN uovov uata bogav, ahn%eg 68 Ev 10Lg
ououv unapxeuv TO ntououg euvau uau UEVOV . vouw
Yap pnat ykuuu nau vouw nuupov, vouw &epuov vou@
¢uxpov, vouw xpoun ETSH S atoua nol navov. onep
EGTL, voutZeTat usv elvat uaL 6o§aCstaL Ta auo%nta,
oln EOTL 63 nat QANSeLav TaUTa, AAND Ta GToua pévov
ual To nevov.,!

The term véuog indicated for the Greeks what was changeable and
arbitrary:20 man's conventions, habits, laws and customs, his vouoL )
varied from place to place and from age to age. Since sense-impressions
varied with individuals and‘circumstances, Democritus could well define
sensible qualities as existing vouw . Galen also quotes Democritus’

statement sbout sensible qualities and explains the term véuw

’

vouw vap xpoun, vouw yhunu, vouw nuupov, exen
5’ atoua naL usvov' 0 Anudupitdc pnoLy én Tng
cuvoéou TV atouwv yuyveo&au vouLva &naoag tag
auc%ntag nouorntag wg ngog nuag roug auo&avousvoug
aurwv, ¢uoeu 5’ ouéev ELvaL ksunov 1 uekav n Eav%ov
n epu%pov n nuupov 7 yhvuu- ro yap 6n vouw TalTd
pov}exau TW ouov vouuotu nat npog nuag 3 ob
AT autwy va npayuarmv tnv wucuv, onep av naALv
aten KaAEL, napy to ‘Etedv’, dnep GAnSEC ﬁnKOL,
noLNoAg ToUVOuX.

19sextus Empiricus, 7, 135, D.B. 9.

20¢cr, T, Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, a History of Ancient Philosophy,
translated by L. Magnus (London, 1901), Vol. 1, p. 320.

2lgalen, De Elementis Secundum Hippocratem, 1, 2, D.A. 49. For
this statement of Democritus see also Galen, De Medicina Empirica, 1259, D.B.
125 and Diogenes lasertius, 9, 72, D.A. 1. Cf. elso Aetius, Pl., &4, 9, 8,
D.A. (leucippus) 32, Dox. Gr., p. 397. -



file:///eyet
file:///eunbv

21

What appear to be the properties of an object are actually nothing other
than a variety of atoms arranged in different geometrical patterns: T

5’ &n toltwv v¥éoer umal TdEer nal oxAuat. Stagépovia AAAAAwWY
O'UlJ.BE:BT]‘H.éT(Z.aa The properties of the _atG'STITd correspond to no

reality; it is only the basic matter lying behind all appearsnce thset can

be said to exist £TEN.

Theophrastus states the principal reason for Democritus' belief

that sensible qualities do not exist @UOEL

cnusuov 8" we oun gelol pUCEL TO un TaUTa
naoL @dLVEG%aL TOLQ Cwuoug, aAh o Nutv,

Auuu, TOUT aANOLS nunpov naL stepoug
o&u uaL arhot épuuu 10L§ 6t otpupvidv,
nal T& alha & wcaurwg.

This statement is echoed in Sextus Empiricus’' observation:

g ToU TO usAL rouoos uev nuupov totade
6e yhuuu ¢auveo%at o usv Anuoupurog
Epn uAte yAunb alTd elval phte munpdv.24

Since the quality perceived by the senses depends not only upon the object
causing the sense-impression but also upon the condition of the person

affected, it does not have an objective existence:

S

6eu v&p ELOEVGL ) uovov TO nououv, akAn nal TO
naaxov, aAhwg 1 ‘el wal ph TG LY 6 abtoc [yuuoe]
ououwg ¢abverau ua%anep Pnoiv [Anuoupttog]

oUL9EYV yap wwAlUeL TOV nuuv qunuv ETEOOLg TLOL TWY
CWiwy elval ncupov nal énl TOv aAAwv 8E ououmg

22petius, Pl., 4, 9, 8, D.A. (Leucippus) 32, Dox. Gr., p. 397.

23Theophrastus, De Sens., 63, D.A. 135.

2lgextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonise Hypotyposes, 2, 63, D.A, 134,

25Theophrastus, De Causis Plantarum, 6, 2, 1, D.A, 130.
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Democritus' reason for rejecting the reality of sensible qualities is

stated in e different fashion by Sextus Empiricus:

) uev Anuonputog 6La TO unéev unoueuoeau
uceu auo%ntov, TWV Th navxa cuyupuvovowv
atouwv naong altg¥ntne moLdTntoc Epnuov
&xovowyv pUOLY

Only atoms exist by nature; these lack every sensible quality; therefore
nothing sensible can exist by nature. However, we must remember that it
was because the sensible qualities presented such conflicting appearances

that Democritus stated that the atoms lacked all ocf.c%m:?xg noLoTNtTaAg .

Thus, our sources make it clear that Democritus taught that
sensible qualities were completely lacking in objective reality but that
atoms and void, on the other hand, existed rp‘écal. . The question now
arises: how does one come to know that atoms and void are the only

realities? Sextus Empiricus gives Democritus' answer:

Gvo ¢nouv euvau vaceug, v uev 6La TWV auo%ncewv
hv 6& Sl Tng diavolac, wv Tnv usv duax Ing 6Lavouag
Yvnoan uahst, npoouaptupwv autn ro nLoTOV ELC
akn%euag anch, Tnv 8¢ bLa TWY auc%ncswv oUOT LMY
ovouaCeu, a¢aupouusvog aurng 10 npog éuavacuv
TOv aAn%oug anAaveg. Keysu bs uata Aa&uv'

vaung &6t 8o ELGLV LbeaL, n usv yvnoun n 8t
cnorun nol ouorung usv taés cuunavta, oPLc

&wnoh - oéun YEUaLS ¢aucug, n 6t vvnatn, anoneupuusvn
6e tavtng. ELTA TPOUPLVWY Tng onorung TNV Yvncunv
anumspeu Aeywv ‘orav ﬁ ouorun unneru éuvntau UNTE
opnv £ skarrov unrs anoueuv unre oéuao%au

nre eueo%au unNTE Ev Tn ¢auceu atc%avscaab,

axk anu Asntorspov '<65n EnteLv, tore EnLy(veETAL
n,vvncun ate opyavov sxovoa TOV vwcat Asnrorspov}
ounoUV natl HaT TOUTOY d Aéyog mpLTnpLOv, OV
yvnoinv yvwunv HAAEL . 27

265extus Empiricus, 8, 6, D.A. 59.

2Tmid., T, 138-139, D.B. 11. Unfortunately the text breaks off
at a vital point; the restoration here is that of Diels.
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Democritus postuleted two forms of cognition, the one trustworthy in
relation to the Jjudgement of truth, the other, subject to error. Genuine
knowledge is distinct from the oxoT(n yvdun28 which cen be identified
with sensation; when the senses reach the point beyond which they cannot
make any further examination, true knowledge carries on the investigation
with its "finer instrument" It is clear that the objects of the yvnoln yvwun
are the atoms and void;29 in some fashion the "knowledge through the
intelligence" goes beyond the changing, unsubstantial qualities of

Tt alo9nTd to grasp the reality which lies within them. The YV&un
of the senses is GKO'I:CT) since it deals with sensible qué.lities that
give conflicting evidence and do not exist QUOEL; the yvwun L&

Tng duavolag, the knowledge resulting from the activity of the mind,
is genuine since it grasps true being itself, the atoms and void, which
exist cpﬁcsb . It is only the YVWWN which is concerned with the

ultimate realities that can be called Yvnofn.

Sextus Empiricus gives further evidence that Democritus believed
the objective reality underlying sensible objects was grasped by thought:

ot 68 nepu TOV Hhatwva nal Aguoupurov udva T
vonti unevonorxv ahn%n AT

28yvno{og means literally "legitimate," "born in wedlock;" used
with Ykunittherefore indicates the "true" or "genu:me form of knowledge.
CW-OTI-OQ meaning literally "dark" is most probably used here.by Demoecritus
in the sense of "basterd," "born in secrecy, out of wedlock" (cf. Ilied 6,
2h). See A.E.Taylor, Epicurus (London, 1911), p.43. Cf. the traﬁEIaEEbns_
of Diels, B, 11, p.140 (Tunecht"), and Freeman, op.cit., p.309, Burnet, op.
cit.,, p.197; Bailey, Greek Atomists, p.180 ff. and Guthrie, op.cit., p.4¥59
Tbastard"). -

29Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 180; Weiss, op.cit,, p. 48; Guthrie,
op.cit., pp. 461-462,

30sextus Empiricus, 8, 6, D.A. 59. Cf. 8, 56.
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It is certainly to be doubted that vom:év was a term used by

Democritus ,31 but the reason Sextus Empiricus could group him wifh Plato
(on the grounds that both believed the von'rc'c were the only realities)
lies in Democritus' view of the role of Yvnoin yvwun.32 "legitimate
knowledge" alone (which results from the activity of the mind) can grasp
the nature of the_ ultimete realities, the stoms and the void; the latter
are the von‘l:o't,33 the objects of thought, and they, in Democritus'
view, are the only true realities just as Plato's VONTd, the ."ideas,"
were in his view the only realities. Again it is important to note, as
further evidence that Democritus believed the mind graesped the nat}lre of
the atoms, the three passages of Aetius in which Democritus is said to
have called the atoms AOYw Sewpnta.3k This evidence, however, must be
treated with caution, since the phrase may have belonged to Epicuresn term-

inology and have been incorrectly applied to Democrj.'l:us.?’5

It is now clear that Democritus believed there was a true reality

lying beneath the conflicting appeerances of sensible objects that could be

31Weiss, op. cit,, p. 51.

32ce. Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 18l and Guthrie, op. cit., p. 462.

33p, Natorp, Forschungen zu Geschichte des Erkenntnissproblems im
Atterthum (Berlin, 188K}, p. 115. Note that the term vomnta  &s applied
To Democritus refers to entities that are of an essentially physical nature
in contrast to Plato's "ideas" which are non-sensible by nsture., There
could not be, of course, in Democritus' strictly material system an exact
counterpart to Plato's vom:a.

3*Aetius, Pl., 4, 3, 5, D.A, 102, Dox. Gr., p. 388; Ibid., 1, 15,
11, D.A, 124, Dox. Gr., p. 31k; Ibid., 1, 3,718, Dox. Dox. Gr., p. 285 .

352eller, Greek Philosophy, Vol. 2, p. 225 n.3. For Eplcurus'
use of the phrase see Aetius Pl., 1, T,.34, Dox. Gr., p. 306, Ep. H., 47 b,
62 (twice) and K.D. 1. -
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apprehended by YVNOLN Yvwun. This fact is emphasized by Democritus’
opposition to the teachings of Protagoras:
n&cav Uty ovV mavraouav oun Ov ELTOL TLC ahn%ﬁ

dLd Thv neputponnv, ua%wg é te Anuoupurog nal o
IIAGTwvV AvTLAEYOVTES TR Hpwtaydpg £6(dacnov- 36

We get a clear idea of the meaning of the statement that every q)avtaolf a

is true from Sextus Empiricus' description of Protagoras' teachings:
eneu pnoL [o Hporayopag] nacag rag ¢avtaouag nal
tag 00§ag ahn%stg Unapxstv nol WY ﬂpog TL euvat

Tnv akn%suav 6La 0 nav7to pavev N 86Eav TLvl V9 éwg
NPOC EHELVOV UTAPXELV . b

The acceptance of every sense-impression as true reduces all knowledge to
a3

sensation and in fact eliminates the possibility of any kind of stable

knowledge.39 Plutarch also mentions that Democritus argued ageinst

Protagoras:

ahha T000UTdV YE Anuonputog anoéeu TOU VouLCELV

un uwaklov elvat TOLOV n TOLOV TWV npayuarwv euaorov
wcre prTaYOpq TR co¢uotn rouro eunovru usuaéncﬁau
nal yeypapévolr mOAAX nal midavd mpoc avtdy .4

Protagoras said that sense-impressions were true for each person; "men is

the measure;" whatever appears to one man is true for him, whatever appears
to another man is true for him as Well.‘*'l The result of this assertion is
thet an object is "no more of one description than another;" truth becomes

stictly relative., In relation to the sensible qualities, sweet and bitter

36Sextus Empiricus, T, 389, D.A. 11k,

37Tmid., 7, 60, 3.

38¢cr. Plato, Theeetetus, 151 E, 15 2 A, D.B. (Anaxagorss) 1.
39cr, Freeman, op. cit., p. 349.

4Opiutarch, Adv. Col., 4, 1108 £, D.B. 156.

'+le. Aristotle, Metaph.,h, 5, 1009 a 6. See also Guthrie, op. cit.,
p. U55.
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for example, Democritus stated they existed only vouy H these were

in fact relative to each individual and were, therefore, "no more one

than the other." Democritus did not, however, believe that sense-impressions
were true, as Protagoras did, but taught that truth 1y Ev BUSQ) (being
the existence of the atoms and void underlying TX rxl'.c«"}n'l:o'c themselves )

and that this truth could he grasped by a steble form of knowledge, the

yvnoin yvwun.

We have established that Democritus believed the mind could grasp
the nature of the atoms and void; the information that the senses receive
from 7T alodntd is assigned to OKOTLM yvwun. What role then
did Democritus assign to the senses? He accused sense-impressions of
being purely subjective and of lacking reality; did he fhen completely
'reject Ta al’.O'-ﬁT]T(I’ as sources of informetion? This can hardly be the
case, Democritus himself states that genuine knowledge follows upon the
results of sense-perception, but it works by & "finer method." It is
important to note thst even the OUOTLN YVWUN is still yvwun; h2
reports from the senses provide some information but the senses themselves
are incapable of analyzing it to any degree; the genuine YVWun carries
on the investigation from the point at which the o®OT(T YVWun can go no
further., We must always bear in mind that Democritus' system was a strictly
physical one. As we have seen, thought and sensation are "changes" caused
by eldwAa coming from some object outside the body: thought is a

physical process brought about through the agency of physical entities.

l‘zl-'[irzel, op. cit., p. 117; Weiss, op. cit., p. 50; C. Taylor,

"Pleasure, Knowledge and Semsation in Democritus,” Phronesis, 12 (1967),

p. 21,
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Democritus does not make clear exactly how thought goes beyond the
conflicting characteristics presented by sensible objects, or more precisely,
how thought can "see" beyond the mere form of the ELOWAG  to the atoms
and void which compose them, but these sensible objects are of necessity

the cause of thought itself,

There is evidence to support the view that Democritus did believe
the sensible objects were the starting point for gaining true knowledge.
Sextus Empiricus records a statement of Diotimus that Democritus believed
-c?x-(pocc.véusva were the criterion for the "apprehension of non-evident
things."

ALOTLuog 6(—: Tpia ua‘t ow'tov [Anuoupt‘rov] s/\eyev
swal. npl.'l:npt.a, Tng uev ’l:wv aén}\wv ua'lzcxkr)d;ewg
'ca cpawop.evo., (0¢Lg Yocp 'cwv (xén)\wv T cpawou.svab

wg ¢nouv Avaanopag, dv eml ToUTW ANUOUPLTOC
ETALVEL

Sextus Empiricus also states that Democritus in one of his works assigned

the senses mastery over belief:

év os 'toug Kpa'ruv‘cnpt.oc,g, uat.m:p unedxnuevog
'l:at,g a%c%ncect. 1:0 HPATOC S UlS nlotews avaveival,
oUSEV NTTOV eUploneTaL TOUTWY MATAdLUACwy .4

We cannot know in what context Democritus was spesking in the Kpatuvinp Ca

nor should we attempt to postulate the specific subject he was discussing.lLS

43sextus Empiricus , 7, 140, D.B. (Anaxagoras) 21 a. Cf. also the
statement of Sextus Empricps 327, D.B. 10 b) that Democritus may have
denied the possibility of OHTO ELE,LG (demonstration by deduction). It
appears that Democritus believed that demonstration must be based on the
facts of experience. See Guthrie, op.cit., p. 483.

MFIbid., 7, 136, D.B. 9. For work Kpatuvinpia cf.,
Diogenes Laertius, 9, Ui5.

Y5ps Hirzel, op.cit., p. 111, attempts to do.
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We can only ssy that in some fashion Democritus did assign the senses
"mastery over belief" even though, as Sextus Empiricus points out, he is
also found condemning them. Again Sextus Empiricus seys that Democritus
started from the senses to reach his ideea of the atoms and void:

’ LY 2 ~ 4 ’ ~ , ” 46
€L nAL ANO TNG AVWUAALAS TWV PALVOUEVWY QAPYETAL

The following statement of Theophrastus shows Democritus believed certain
useful information was provided through the perception of sensible qualities:

{6iwe 6t &l muupod [gnolv] polpav £xevv ouvéoewgd’

Theophrastus ssys that Democritus believed our perception of the sensible
quality, bitterness, has a "portion of understanding,"- that is, it gives
us an insight into the objective reality lying behind the quality i’cself.lL8
The statement is & strange one but seems to indicate, that Democritus
thought some idea of the type of atoms which cause bitterness could be
gained when the quality was perceived, although bitterness is not in itself
an objective reality but exists‘véuw.h9 Finally a statement attributed
to Democritus’® and preserved by Galen indicates that the Atomist was well
aware of what would be the result of totally rejecting the senses:
[Anuonptrog] gnoinoe tTig abo%nceug XEyouoag npog tnv

6Lav0Lav ourwg' ‘talaLva Qpnv nap nuswv KaBouca 1a§
nloterg Huéacg UHATABAAAELG ; MTWUA TOL TO uaraﬁhnua .

465extus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 1, 21k,

h7Theophrastus, De Sens., 71, D.A. 135.

48g, M. Stratton, Theophrastus and the Greek Physiological
Psychology before Aristotle (London, 1917), pp. 194-195.

h9Sextus Empiricus, T, 135, D.B. 9.

70There is a possibility that this statement was framed by some
later critic as & corrective of Democritus' "sceptical" sayings. See
Kirk snd Raven, op.cit., p. 424 n. 1.

>lGalen, De Medicina Empirica, 1259, D.B, 125.
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If the senses are overthrown, so is the mind since it receives its
information from the senses themselves. This statement prcbebly does not
indicate an attitude of complete scepticism on Democritus' part, that isy
Democritus is not condemming both the mind and the senses.’® Rether the
saying reveals that the Atomist saw that if the mind did completely reject
the evidence of the senses, it would have no basis on vwhich its ideas could
rest; therefore, if all steble knowiledge was not to become an impossibility,

some validity would have to be assigned to both the mind and the senses o3

We can now consider in a new light the sayings of Democritus that
" were termed "sceptica.l."Sh It is clear that Democritus did reject the
senses as relisble sources of truth,'but he taught that these same senses,
however unreligble they were, acted nonetheless as the starting point for
gaining Yvncfn Yvu')un. It was the objective ekiétence of the sensible
qualities that Democritus denied; in his view ones. judgement of these
qualitiés was strictly subjective. In this sense Democritus rejected
n&oav alo9nTAviS5  in this sense he judges ai alodfoeicd®

to be false. Democritus is quite different from a sceptic: the latter
rejects both sensation and thought as means by which one can grasp the

truth; Democritus postulated a stable form of knowledge which could grasp

52mhig interpretation is made by Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 179.

53cf. Weiss, op. cit., p. 50 n.4, Cherniss, op. cit., p.82 and
S. Sambursky, The Physical World of the Greeks, translated by M., Dagut
(London, 1956), p. 150.

Shsee above pp. 16-17.
>>Sextus Empiricus, 8, 355.

56netius, PL., 4, 9, 1, D.A. (Anaxagores) 96, Dox. Gr., p. 39.
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the truth, the existence of the atoms and void, and though he was sceptical
of the validity of the sensible Qualities, yet he used T aio%nt& as
sources of information. The true position of Democritus in relation to
scepticism is stated by Sextus Empiricus:

ahha nal 1 Anuouputsuog ¢LAoco¢La Asysrau nouvwvuav

exeuv TPOg tnv cuewbvl snEL Goueu T avtn O nuLv

usxpncaau- ano yap TOU TOLC uey yAuuu ¢atveo$au TO uekt

ToiLg Ot nunpov TOV Anuonputov anXOYLCec%aL pact 7O unte
‘ yhuuu auro euvau unra nuupov, nal 6L& touto snum%eyyec%at

tnv oV uaxxov Qwvnv cnentuunv ovoav., buamopwg uevrou

Xpwvrtay i ( ‘ob uahkov Qwvn ou TE cnentunou nal ot

ago T0V Anuonputou- snsuvou usv Yap enL TOU un&erepov

gLval TaTTOUGL tnv wwvnv, nueug 65 gnl TOU ayvoeuv

norapov auworepa n ou%stepov TL £0TL TWV wauvouevwv.

wcte nal MATA TOUTO usv 6La¢epousv, npoénkoratn ot

yuverau N éuaupuctg oxav 0 Anuonputog 2% ezsr

68 atoua nol nevov. sten HEV yap Asyeu &vtc Tov

akn%suq nar’ ahn%euav St U¢eoravau kexwv tag TE

atououg uaL 10 uevov oTL 6Levnvoxev nuwv, el ual

ano TN Gvwpaiiac v PALVOUEVWY apxetau, napurtov...heyeuv.57

We come now to a discussion of the evidence of Aristotle. This
has been treated separately since it presents some difficulty in interpre-
tation., The passages of Aristotie can be divided into two groups, the first
being quite straightforward and indicating thet Democritus used the senses

as sources of information about the atoms and void.

Anuoupbtog ot uaL Aeuuunnog nonncavtsg T cxnuata
Thy akhouwcuv uaL Thv Yevsobv En TOUTwV TOLOUOL ,
6LaupL05L uav oL cvynpucet yavsotv uau ¢%opav
Taéeu 58 nau 9éoer aAAOLwch. gnel &’ wovro T
axn%eg év Tm ¢auvec&au, evavtua 68 nal AMELPA TA
pairvlueva, T@ oxduata anevpx £nolnoav

5Tsextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, 1, 213-21k, See
also Natorp, op. cit., pp. 1817182,

58Arlstotle, De Gen. et Corr., 1, 1, 315 b 7, D.A.
(Leucippus) 9.
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Aristotle states that Democritus used appearances as a guide to explain
the characteristics of the oxﬁuata s the atoms which made up T
cpawéueva. Aristotle seys Leucippus and Démocritus reasoned that
since phenomens were infinite in number, the stoms also must be infinite
in number and since phenomena appeared to be of .infinite variety, the
stoms also must be of an infinite number of shapes, Then, accepting the
fact that in the realm of TQ cpawép.&:va the same obgect often appears
different to different people, Leucippus and Democritus stated that the
stoms were able to alter their position within a compound and in this way
cause the object they compose to appear different to different people.
Similarly Democritus is said to have Justified the existence of the v01d

by reference to the evidence given by sensible objects:

Aeyouau &’ &y uev oru nuvncug N natd tonov ouu

av sLn (altn & ¢€otl mopa uab auinctg) ol yap v
SoneLYV Elvai uuvnouv, eL uwh ELn nevove Tb yap
FAang aéuvatov eLvat 6e£ac&aL TL «... GANAOV &’
oTL QaLVETaL evLa ouvidvia nal nuhouusva ceee

ETL 65 uaL N aLEnoic SOUEL TACL ylyveoSair Si1&
UEVOU .

If there were no void, there could be no movement (1), contraction or
thickening (2), or growth (3); 7T& QaiLvOpeva, however, reveal that
these processes do exist; therefore the void must exist. The sensible
objects provide information about the ultimate realities which by their

very nature cannot be perceived by the senses themselves,

In the passages in which he speaks of the relation of the
Atomists to the Eleatics, Aristotle gives further evidence about Democritus’

use of the senses:

59Aristotle, Physica, 4, 6, 213 b, Cf. D.A. (Ieucippus) 19.
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oém o6& uaALora oL TMEPL navrwv vl onw bbupuuaot
Asuuunnog uau Anuouputog, apxnv nouncauevoc nATY

QUGLV nnep ecttv....AeuuLnnog 5’ exeuv mn%n Adyoug
ouruveg npog TThv aLcSnch ouokoyouusva Aeyovtsg

ouu avaupncououv oure yevecuv oute m&opav oure nuvnotv
uaL 1O nkn&og TwWy ovtwv. ouokoyncag 8¢ Tavta MEV

TOLg matvouEVOLg, roLg 65 T0 Ev nataoueuaCouch

bg obn Av ulvnoLv 0VGaV AVEU HEVOU

The contrast between the Atomists and the Eleatics is clearly shown when
Aristotle points out thet the Eleatics: &u utv odv todtwv TOv Adywv, Umep-
Bdvteg thv atodnolv nal mapiLddvtec adthv O¢ Tt Adyw S€ov &noviou-
-98:\1.61 The Eleatics passed over sense-perception and followed reason;
Leucippus (end Democritus), on the other hand, took sense-perception as
their starting point and found "arguments" which would be consistent with
sense-perception and explain it., In another passage Aristotle notes the
difference between these philosophers who based their theories on the
rhenomene of nature and those who used a dialectical method of inguiry:

”

L50L 5’ av TLS noL eu ToUTWV oaov éuawepoucuv .

OL wucuuwg nal koyuuwg ouonovvteg- nspu Yap TOv

atoua Elval ueye%n ol pév ,PooLy OTL T0 aurorpLywvov

TOAAYL ectau, Anuouputog &' v ¢av2Ln ounetoug nal
puoLnoLs AbyoiLg memeiodal.

Democritus based his arguments on a study of nature; he found T cpawéusva

a trustworthy guide for his theory on the nature of reality.

We come now to the second group of Aristotle's statements which

60pristotle, De Gen. et Corr., 1, 8, 325 a 1, 325 a 23, D.A.
(Leucippus) 7. Concerning the similarity of Leucippus and Democritus s
see De Gen., Bt Corr., 1, 8, 324 b 35. Cf. Natorp, op. cit., p. 170;
Kirk end Raven, op. cit., p. 402, and C., Taylor, op. cit., p. 2L.

6laristotle, De Gen. et Corr., 1, 8, 325 a 12,

621p14., 1, 2, 316 a 11.
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pose & problem of interpreta.tion.63 In the De Anima Aristotle states:

eusuvog [ Anuoupurog] ue¥ y&p anxwg raUtov duxnv

uaL VOUV® TO Y&p akn%eg gLvat To watvouevov....

ou én xpntau TW VW wg éuvaueu TLVL nepL THv aAASeLav,
aAAY TalTO AMyer guxnv nal VOUV .

Similarly in the Metaphysica, he makes the statement;

kog ot GL& T0 bnoxauBaveuv wpovncuv HEV tnv auc%nouv,
1

raurnv 5’ ELvat akkouwouv, TO wabvousvov HOTX TNV
2

atodnory &E avayunc akn&eg gLval QAT LV®

The result that follows upon the acceptance of T paLviueva as true
is explained by Aristotle:

SLTE yap Ta 6ououvra navra €GTLV axn%n nal ta

Qauvoueva, avayun TAVTE AU AANSHN naL ¢subn euvau‘

nohkou yap Tavavtia unokauﬁavouotv ahAnXoug, oL TOUC

un TaUTa 6o£afovrag saurong éLe¢euc&aL vouLCouch-

wct avayun T0 auro stvau TE Al un sfvab. uau el tout’

EGTLV, avayun ta Somouvvra efvaL ndvt’ ahn&n' T

avttueuusva yap boEaCouch axhnKOLg ot 6Le¢eucuev0L ual
ahn&euovteg. el odv £xeL Ta Ovta ourwg, &Andeboovot navteg.66

’ 5 -~
WotE o Aeywv anavta Ta gauvoueva ELVOL &xn%n, ATAVTA
TOLEL T& OvTa npb¢ 7.6

Aristotle points out that if T (pocl.véueva are true, everything will be

both true and false since different people receive different sensations

63Unfortunately these passages have not received full treatment
by scholars, Some, such as Burnet, Kirk and Raven, and Gomperz, have
simply not treated them at all, Others, such as Brieger and Zeller, dismiss
them as expressions of Aristotle's own opinions rather than as valid state-
ments of Democritus' teachings.

6k4pristotle, De An., 1, 2, 4Ok a 29, D.A. 101.
65aristotle, Metaph., 3, 5, 1009 b 12, D.A. 112,
661bid., 3, 4, 1009 a, 8.

6TTbid., 3, 4, 1011 a 20. Cf. also 1007 b 19-1008 a 2.
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from the same object; the truth of sense-perception is strictly relative
t0 the particular person and situation.68 We can see thet Aristotle is
attributing to Democritus teachings similar to those of Protagores.
Philoponus, whose authority probably consisted solely of the passages of

Aristotle,69 directly associates Democritus asnd Protagoras:

avrunpvg yap ELTEV [o Anuoupurogj OTL TO akn%eg
uau TO wauvouevov taurov éctu, nal ouésv Sva speuv
tnv akn%euav uau TO tn aucencau gauvousvov, AAAL
TO ¢auvouevov euactw nal 1O éonouv ToUTO Hal elvat
axn%sg, Yonep nal Mpwtaydpag EAleye

In these passages in the De Anima and the Metaphysica, therefore,
we find evidence which conflicts with the statements of Plutarch and Sextus
Empiricus that Democritus opposed Protagoras.71 On what grounds then does
Aristotle attribute to Democritus teschings similar to those éf Protagoras?
The answer lies in the Aristotelisn concept of the VOUS.T2  Aristotle

says of Democritus:

ou &N xpn&au Tt v b Suvduer Tuvl mepl ThH
ahn%atav

-~ - "l.l.
In Aristotle's terms, VOUS was a faculty "concerned with truth;" its

function was to comprehend the vonté,75 the &pxai, which were the

68pristotle, Metaph., 3, 4, 1011 a 22,

69Zeller, Greek Philosophy, Vol. 2, p. 273 n.l; Natorp, op. cit.,

p. 164,

TOPniloponus, De Anima, T1, 19 (concerning Aristotle, De An., 1,
2, 405 a 25), D.A. 113, °

Tlsee sbove p. 25.

T2see especially Weiss, op.cit., pp. 47-56. Cf. A.J, Porteous,
"Democritus" in the Oxford Classical Dictionary (Oxford, l9h9), p. 267.

T3Aristotle, De An., 1, 2, 4Ok a 31, D.A. 101.

Tharistotle, De An., 3, 3, 428 a 17, Ethica Nicomaddea, 1139 b 15.
See Aristotle, De Anime, edited by R.D.Hicks (CaMbridge, 1907, reprinted
Amsterdam, 1965), p.219 n.a 30.

Tweiss, op. cit., p. 54; Guthrie, op. cit., p. 456.
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ground and foundation of existing things, that is, the foundation of their
be:'Lng."76 Aristotle believed reality was divided into the vontév (the
intelligible) and the @lo9NT6v (the sensible); the former was incorporeal,
the latter, corporeal. The &pxal: (vontd) comprised the unchenging oboia
of existing objects; they existed in what may be called the sbstract meaning
of the word 6\), that is, the apxal were the essential "beingness" which
lay behind the object which was Ov in the concrete sense of the word, that
is, the object which was alodn1tév.TT  In Aristotle's philosophy, the
at',oan'cfi were opposed to the von'c(i. 78 In the philosophy of Democritus,
however, there was no term to correspond to the Aristotelian VOT]TO'l 3 the
Atomist accepted only the existence of what Aristotle termed T aicSﬂTéo
Democritus' &DXOH:, the atoms and void, by their very nature belonged to

what Aristotle termed G‘tOl.xeca .

Ztouxeuov )\exsmu eE ou ouyuewau TPWTOU EVUTAPYOVTOS
d8LaLpétov Ty eider ele Etepov eldocT9

Since the atoms had by nature the same character as the objects compounded
of them, even though they were &VOH:G%T)TOL with respect to the senses
themselves, yet being in fact cu')uoc'l:a, they did belong to the realm of

80

T &f.c{“}n‘cé. The idea of VONTA in the Aristotelian sense was

foreign to Democritus' philosophy. This fact becomes clear when Aristotle

76Weiss, op. ecit., p. 53.

TTP.A. Wickstead end F.M. Cornford, "Introduction" in Aristotle,
The Physica (Loeb Classical Library, London and Cambridge, 1929), p. 1.

T8ce. Aristotle, De An., 2, 8, 431 b 22, See Weiss, op. cit.,
P. 53 and Guthrie, op. cit., p. ¥53.

Taristotle, Metaph., 4, 3, 1014 a 26. Cf. Metaph., 12, b,
1070 b "( where Aristotle points out that a von'cov cannot be a
GTOLXELOV-

8OWeiss, op. cit., p. 53.
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says:

ALTLOV ot Tng 6o£ng [OTL TO mauvouevov EGTLV
aAn%sg] TOUTOLQ oTL nepu va ovtwv uEV Tnv
ahn%ebav géondnovv, ta &' Ovia uneAaBov gLvaL
T& auo%nta uovov-é

In relation to Democritus, Aristotle says it wes because the Atomist
believed that voGg was the same as (l)Uxﬁ, the faculty of sense, and

82 was the same as afo&ncbg (a. process caused by

that ppdvnaotg
effluences from sensible cbjects) that "of necessity" he found TO QaLVOUEVOV
16 be aAn9ég. In other words, since Democritus denied the existence

of the Aristotelian VONT& eand did not assign to the VOGS the independent
intellectual activity of discovering what Aristotle himself conceived the
apyal to be, he was forced to take Td Qaivéueva as his sphere of

trﬁth. We can compare also Aristotle's statement that if there were or;ly
aio%m:ci, there would be no von‘rév and no knowledge either unless one

said that sense-perception was knowledge:

eu uev obv un%sv eoru napa Ta ua% enacta,

ou%ev av sLn vontov akha navra auc&nta uaL

enuctnun ou%evog, el uf Tic elvar AéyeL Thv
atodnoLy snuctnunv.

In Aristotle's eyes, the rejection of the vonTtd and the acceptance of the

. 8laristotle, Metaph., 4, 5, 1010 a 1. Cf. Metaph., 1, 8, 988
b 25,

82Ar1stotle is using cppovnm.g to indicate the activity of the
VOUG ; he is not using the word in its narrower sense (most frequently
foynd in Aristotle) in which (ppovncl.g refers only to reflection in
npa&tg. See H, Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus, in Aristotelis Opera, ed.
by Academia Regisa Borussica, Second Edition (Berlin, 1070, reprinted Berlin,
1961), Vol. 5, p. 831; Cf. Weiss, op.cit., p. 55 n. 5. Cf. use of PPOVELV
in De An., 3, 3, 427 a 22,

83aristotle, Metaph., 3, 3, 999 b 1.
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existence of those things alone that fall into the realm of the m’.a&m:(i
made it necessary for one to take TQ cpat.véueva; the sensible objects,
as the sole source of information. Since, however, sensible objects give
conflicting information, Aristotle believed those who accepted T

cPaLvéueva as the sole source of knowledge and consequently as the only

criterion must make truth relative,

We now see on what grounds Aristotle could attribute to Democritus
teachings similar to those of Prota.éoras. Aristotle believed that since
neither philosopher accepted the existence of the vom:o'c, they both must
have taken T QALVOMEVA as their sphere of truth. We must note,
however, that working within this sphere of truth, Democritus and
Protagoras reached different conclusions, The result of accepting TQ
(POCW‘SHEVG as true that Aristotle describes belongs primarily to

8k

Protagoras himself; Democritus treated T& cpal.véueva in a more

subtle fashion, as Aristotle himself indicates.

Within the restricted sphere of T cpawéueva, Democritus
believed there was behind the mere appearances of sensible objects a reality
consisting of atoms and void; these two were his c’xpxaﬁ which in
Aristotle's eyes were still of a nature to belong to the reslm of T
CPOCW6L1€V(1, the sensible objects, (in strict opposition to 7T& vontd).
Aristotle himself makes clear the position of Democritus in a statement in

which he explains the consequences of accepting 7T& QaLvOpeva as true:

8ior, H, Bonitz, Aristotelis Metaphysice Commentarius, (Bonn, 1849
reprinted Hildesheim, 19607, P. 209. Bonitz specifically cites Protagoras.
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1o uev Yip ahn%sg oV nknheu uvaec%aL OLOVTaL
npocnnsuv oudE okuyorntn, TO &’ ad1d Toug UEV quuu
ysuouevoug éousbv ELVQL, ToLC 65 nuupov' wot’ el .
navteg euauvov N TMAVTES napewpovouv, 800 &’ 1§ TPELS
bylavvov n VOouv _eLyov, SOUE LV av rovroug uauvsuv uau
TAPAPPOVELV, | tobg &' ahkoug ov. EtL S& moAhoig va
akkwv wav tavavtua [nspu va aurwv] ?GLV&GSGL uaL
nuuv, nal adt 68 suactw npog aUTOV oV Tavia nara
Thy auo%ncuv ael éoueuv. noLa ovv TOUTwV akn%n n
¢eu§n, aénon~ o9tV yap uahkov Tade n taée aAnan,
akh ououwg. 6LO Anuonputog ye PnNoLy nrou oU9EYV
ELval aAndEc N nuLv y adMAOV .

When different people have different sensations from the same object,
Protagoras' solut:i.on86 was simply to say that all sense-im?ressions were
true. Democritus, however, did not accept sense-impressions as true but
found truth in the reality underlying them, using, nonetheless, the

evidence of the senses as guides for learning the characteristics of the
ultimate realities, the atoms and void ;87 truth for Democritus was &67]}\0\) .
Aristotle further clarifies Democritus' position when he states that the
Atomist advanced a small way to the conception of the ovola

enL utupov yap TL uepog Lune&onkng nal _AnudnpLTog
Tou eldouc ual ToL Tl Av elvail NAdavto.

aLTLOV 85t Tovu un ENBely TOUG TPOYEVESTEPOUG Enl

Tov ‘tponov 1:01)1:0\1 (the (sc1ent1f1c)method of Arlstotle),
oTL 0 TL nv euvau uau TO opuoac&au 1nv ouctav

oun nv, akh n¢ato uev Anuoupbrog TRWTOG we

oun avayuauou 5t tn chung Sewpiaq, 1NN EUQPEPOUEVOC
bn’ alTov ToU mpdyuatocgs

85Aristotle, Metaph., 3, 5, 1009 b 2, Cf. D.A. 112, The fact that
Aristotle says in the sentence immediately following this statement that
Democritus taught Ta cpcxwoueva were true (see above p.33) shows thgt he saw
no contradiction jn stating that Democritus believed that truth was admAov
and that T QaLVOUEVQA were true.

86cr, sextus Empiricus, 7, 60 ff.

87see passages of Aristotle quoted sbove pp. 30-32,

8aristotle, Physica, 2, 2, 194 a 20,

89Aristotle, De Partibus Animalium, 1, 1, 642 a 24; D.A. 36.
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It is clear that Democritus came close to the conception of "beingness" by
stating that the atoms were the T £0T( of existing things; Aristotle
himself terms the atoms al obolaL : T& &toua, tac obolag moiel [6
Anuc’mp vtog] . 90 Democritus, then, within the sphere of truth in which
he worked, T @aiLvOueEva, attempted to explain the reslity which lay
behind the appearance of things end for this reason wins Aristotle's praise

as the first to gain some idea of the concept of obola.91

If we understand Aristotle's statements in the De Anime and the
Metaphysica in the light of his own philosophy, they do not appear to be
inconsistent with his other statements about Democrituﬁ. In these two
passages Aristotle indicates that the Atomist took T cpal.véueva as
his sphere of truth; in the other passages he shows that within this sphere
Democritus believed that there was an objective reality (atoms and void)
underlying appearances and that sensible objects were guides for gaining
an understanding of this reality. This is essentially the teaching

ascribed to Democritus in our- other sources,

The fragment of Democritus quoted in Sextus Empiricus makes it
clear that Democritus believed the ultimate realities were grasped by YVN-—-
cfn Yvu')p.n, but the exact fashion in which he believed this occurred
has remained a problem. Burnet92 believes that the soul could come into
immediate contact with the atoms themselves and in this wey grasp their

nature. Burnet, however, does not state how the soul could grasp the

90Aristotle, Metaph., 6, 13, 1039 a 9, D.A, 42,
9lce, Guthrie, op. cit., p. 45k,

92Burnet, op. cit., p. 198.
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reality of the void, for this clearly could not take place fhrough the
soul's contact with the void which cannot, by its very nature, come into
contact with anything. Scoon93 also misses this point when he states that
the soul could apprehend the atoms and the void immediately as they were.
It is clear from Democritus' statement about the two types of knowledge
that the YVNoim Yvwun does carry on the investigetion Aemtdtepov

at the point at which the ouOT(T YVWun can go no further, but there is
no evidence that the soul at this point can come into direct contact with
the individusl atoms and the void (if this were possible) apart from the

things compounded of them.9h

Another solution has been put forward by Bailey.95 He suggests
that when the senses give information concerning the primary qualities of
things, that is (as Bailey states) the qualities of shape, size and weight,
they can be considered trustworthy snd the perception of these qualities is
the path of YVNoim YvWum since the qualities of the ultimate realities
can be inferred from the primary qualities of compound objects., When, on
the other hend, the senses give information about the remaining secondary
qualities of things, they are to be considered deceptive and in this case
they lead only to OHOTLM YVWHN. In other words sense-impressions can be
divided into two groups, some leeding to "legitimate" knowledge, others to

"bastard cognition." Bailey bases his interpretation on Democritus' teaching

93Robert Scoon, Greek Philosophy Before Plato (Princeton, 1928),
P. 219. Robert English ('Democritus' Theory of Sense Perception,” TAPA
46 (1915), pp. 224-27) perhaps holds this view as well, since he states
that the mind knows reality directly; he does not explain, however, how
this cen happen. '

9”Zeller, Greek Philosophy, Vol. 2, p. 271 n.2. Cf, Bailey,
Greek Atomists, p. 193.

9Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 184-185.
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concerning the primary and secondery qualities of compounds. Bailey states
that Democritus believed that shape, size and weight were the primary
qualities of compound objects Jjust as they were the primary qualities of
the atoms themselves.96 Theophrestus, however, gives evidence that

Democritus attributed a eertain objective reality as well to the qualities

?
of hardness, softness, heaviness, and lightness in Ta alodntd

EneLta _Bapéog usv nal uovwou nal ouAnpov nau
uahauou nad’ aura TOLELY muceug (uays%og usv
yap uau ouuuporng nol TO TUKVOV AL TO UAVOV
oV mpdc Etepdy foti) I

vuv 5t cuhnpov uev uaL uaxanou nal Bapéog ual
woUPOU TOLEL Tuvv’ olotlav.

In one passage Theophrastus does eppear to contrast Democritus' treatment
of these qualities with the way he treats the other sensible qualities:
nepl uev, (ouv)' Bapeog nal uougou naL onxnpou uaL

uahauou £y TOUTOLg a¢opLCsu. Twv 8 AA\wv atc%ntwv
obdevde elvat pUGLY

Hirzel1100 and Goedeckemeyer 101 in the light of these statements
of Theophrastus say that the sensations of hardness, softness, heaviness,
and lightness are objectively true in contrast to the perception of the

other qualities which must be considered purely subjective,  Although

963a11ey, Greek Atomists, pp. 168, 184, 185. For shape and size
being the primary qualities of the atoms, see Aetlus, Pl., 1, 73, 18, D.A.
47, Dox. Gr., pp. 385, 311. For weight being & primary quality of the
atoms, see Aristotle De Gen. et Corr., 1, 326 a 9, D.A. 60 and Theophrastus,
De Sens., 61, D.A. 135, and & full discussion in Bailey, Greek Atomists,
Pp. 128-132 and Guthrie, op. cit., pp. 400-4Ok,

9TTheophrastus, De Sens., 68, D.A. 135. Cf. 69 and Guthrie,
op. cit., p. 4kO,

981vid., T1, D.A. 135. 991bid., 63, D.A. 135.
100Hirzel, op. cit., pp. 116-117.

10lGoedeckemeyer, op. cit., pp. 68-69.
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neither of these scholars relates tﬂis division of sensible qualities to
Democritus' statement on the two types of knowledge, their position is
similar to that of Bailey's in relation to the primary properties of T
alo9ntd  he mentions (shape, size and weight), namely that certain
sensible qualities possess an objective reality and the perception of

these qualities can be accepted as true.

The view of these scholars, however, must be rejected in the
light of other evidence, With reference to Theophrastus, Hirzel and

Goedeckemeyer have not considered his statement:

vuv o6& ouknpov uev uaL uahanou uaL Bapsog nau
uou¢ou moLEL Tiv’ obolav. danep ody MtTtov £60Le
AéyeafaL mpoc huag102

Theophrastus says that even though Democritus assigned some degree of
objective reality to the qualities of hardness, softness, lightness, and
heaviness, nevertheless he appears to count these qualities among those

that are relative to us. In what way then do these qualities have an
dbjectivé reality? Briegerlo3 gives what appears to be the best explanation.
The qualities perceived by the sense of taste come into existence only
during the process of taste; similarly the quality of colour comes into
existence only with Vision.th Hardness, softness, heaviness, and lightness,
however, need no person perceiving them in order to exist, since they owe

their origin to the size and number of the a.toms,lo5 not to the interaction

102Theophrastus, De Sems., Tl, D.A. 135.

103, Brieger, "Demokrlts leugnung der Sinneswshreit," Hermes,
37 (1902), p. 65.

10kcr, Aristotle, De An., 3, 2, 426 a 21. For the fact that
Aristotle is referring to Democritus see Zeller, Greek Philosophy, Vol. 2,
p. W9 n, 1, Hicks, De Anima, p. 440, Ross De Anima,p. 276 and Bonitz,
Index Aristotelicus, p. 175 b 50,

105Theophrastus, De.Sens., 61-63, D.A. 135.
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between the atoms of different shapes and the person perceiving those satoms;
for this reason these four qualities (as well as the qualities of size,
shape and weight) can be said to possess a mﬁcbg. These qualities,
however, can still be perceived in different ways by different people, since
perception involves an interaction betwéen the atoms of the individual
(which may differ from person to person) and the object, and for this reason
these qualities can have different effects on different people. The£éfore
Democritus still called these qualities "relative to us." Thus in other

passages Theophrastus, speaking of T at’.c%n‘l:ti, says that Democritus made

all sense qualities relative:

Anuéup%tog 5t mdvia [ta alodntd] nddn tnc alodfocwg
TOLWV .

ETL 5’ avroug ueraBahkeuv Tn upncsu HATA TA na%n
uaL T&C nxuuuag- ﬁ uau ¢avepov wg N éua%scbg aLTLa
Tng ¢av1acuag. ankwg MEY _OUV TEPL TWV auo%ntwv
oUTw Setv UMOAapBAVELV.

The "sceptical" statements of Democritus himself also made clear that he

considered all sensible qualities "empty affections of the senses."108

Bailey's idea, therefore, that Democritus thought phenomens could
give two types of information, one type based on the primary qualities which
could lead to YVNO(M YVWHT, the other based on the sub jective impressions
of the senses which resulted only in ouorf'n Yvu')p,n,is not supported by the
evidence, The statement of Democritus on the two types of knowledge indicates
simply that ouorfn Yvu')p.n proceeds to a certain point beyond which it cannot

advance; Yvnofn Yvu'Jun then carries on the investigation in a more subtle

l06Theophras’cus, De Sens., 60, D.A. 135.
10Tmwig., 64, D.A, 135.

108gextus Empiricus, 8, 184, See sbove page 17. See also
Natorp, op.cit., p. 165 n. 1.
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fashion and is able to grasp the truth, that is, the nature of the atoms

and void. It is not the sense-impressions which sre divided, some leading
to "genuine knowledge," some to '"bastard knowledge" but all & atodntd

form the subject meterial of ouOTLT yvwun and it is within the whole realm
of the sense-impressions that OUOT l:n Yvu')un must investigste )\en'ré‘l:epov
in order to discover the nature of reality. Democritus expressly states

that "touch" belongs to OHOT () YVlf)uT)109 yet by Bailey's interpretation,
touch would be valid in some cases but not in others. Burnet,llo presumably
with the same ides as Bailey, has gone so far as to state that Democritus

has two meanings for the word "touch," one for what he terms the qualities

of the "special senses" (secondary quelities), and one for the primary

qualities. There is, however, no evidence to support this a.ssumption.lll

How exactly Democritus imagined that Yvncfn Yvu')un did grasp
the ultimate realities must remein unknown, for we simply do not possess
evidence to explain the process, It may well be that Democritus himself did
not explain the process in detail, his strict materialism perhap's making
this impossible. To explain in purely physical terms tﬁe method by which,
for example, one assumes that the atoms are of infinite shapes because T
paLvoueva are of infinite Va.r:i.e’cy,:"]'2 that is, to make & comparison and

draw a conclusion, would be extremely difficult. Yet this is actually the

109sextus Empiricus, 7, 138, D.B. 11. Cf. also 7, 139.
1103yrnet , op.cit., pp. 196-197.

111gurnet is wrong in stating that when Aristotle says that most
of the physicists reduced all sensation to touch, (De Sens., 4, 442 & 29,
D.A. 119) he is using "touch" to indicate the sense that perceives only
the primary qualities,

112pristotle, De Gen. et Corr., 1, 1, 315 b 6, D.A. (Leucippus)
9; see above page 30.
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method Democritus used in determining the characteristics of the atoms and
void, that is, the process of using the sensible objects as guides for
determining the nature of the ultimate realities which the sense themselves
could not perceive. YVNOLM Yvdun erises OL& TNg duvavolag 113
Democritus taught thet thinking was a change in the soul-atoms brought
gbout by the touch of eL8wAa from external objects. It may well be that
‘the:"Atomist thought this was a sufficient explanation of thought, since it
explained the process in strictly physical terms. This is as close as we
come to a description of reasoning from our evidence on Democritus and it

is actually the only notion, however inadequete it be, that we have of how

yvnoin yvdun functioned.llh

113sextus Empiricus, T, 138, D.B. 11,

1kcr, Guthrie, op. cit., pp. L64-L465,



CHAPTER THREE
EPICURUS: THE NATURE OF THE SOUL

Like Democritus, Epicurus taught that the soul was & corporeal
entity composed of very fine particles:
Y Guxh owud €otu Aentoupepig!
The scholiast on Epicurus identifies the shape and quality of the soul

atoms:

[ 'Eninovpoc] Keysu év akkoug nau £E &tbuwv [Thy
¢uxnv] ouyueua&at ksuorarwv uau crpoyyukwtatwv,
TOAAR TLVL éba¢epouowv twv ToU mupdg: 2

Epicurus taught that the atoms of the soul were extremely smooth and round.
Lucretius also states that the soul was composed of very small smooth
particles, round in shape:

principio esse aio persubtilem atque minutis
perquam corporibus factum constare (sc. animum)3

. « o (sc. enimum) constare rotundis 4
perguam seminibus debet perquamque minutis,
nunc igitur quoniam (est) animi natura reperta
mobilis egregie, perquam constare necessest
corporibus parvis et levibus atque rotundis,?

Ep. H., 63.

2y Epicuri, Ep. H Ep. H., 66, Usener, 311,
3Lucretius, 3, 177-178.

5}332,, 3, 186-188,

OIbid., 3, 203-205. Cf. also 3, 216-217, 228-230, and 425,
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Lucretius cites as proofs of these statements on the nature of the soul the
swiftness of thought® (3, 182-207) which must depend on the roundness and
smoothness of the soul particles, and the sbsence of a change of weight in
the body after the soul has departed (3, 208-227) which must be attributable

to the lightness and small size of the soul atoms.

Of what nature then are these tiny perticles that maske up the
soul? BEpicurus describes three components of the soul:

f ¢vxn cwua cos npoceuwspeotatov 6e nvsuuatt
$epuov TLva upacuv exovtu uau - usv rou1m
npoceumepeg, N, ot tovrw. ecru 8t 10 uepog
nohknv wapakkaynv euxn¢og Tn xentouspELq uaL
autwv toutwv, ouvunadtc 8t ToUTW uakxov Ral

tw Aounw &9polouati’
The soul is like wind with an admixture of heat; besides these two components

there is a "much subtler element." ILucretius gives a fuller, though less
exact, account of the composition of the soul. He is less exact in that he
states the components of the soul are particles of breath and heet rather

than particles like those of nvsﬁua and %Epuég. His account is fuller

in that he speaks of the element of the soul, air, which is not mentioned

by Epicurus in the Epistula ad Herodotum:

Nec tamen haec simplex nobis natura putande est.
tenvis enim quaedem moribundos deserit aura

mixta vapore, vapor porro trahit.--aera secum.

nec calor est quisquam, cui non sit mixtus et aer,
rare quod eius enim constat natura, necessest
aeris inter eum primordia multe moveri.

iam triplex animi est igitur natura reperta;

nec tamen haec sat sunt ad sensum cuncta creandum,
nil horum guoniam recipit mens posse creare
sensiferos motus 7 quaedamque mente volutatt .
quarta quoque his igitur quaedam natura necessest

bNote Epicurus' expression aua vonuati ("as quick as thought")
in Ep., H., 48, 61, 83.

TEp. H., 63.
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attribuatur, east omnino nominis expers;

qua neque mobilius quicquam neque tenvius exstat,
nec magis e parvis et levibus ex elementis;
sensiferos motus quae didit prime per artus,

Like Iucretius, Plutarch says the Epicureans believed the soul was composed
of one substance like heat, one like wind, one like air and a fourth neme-

less element:

80 ["Enuvuolperor] uexpu va nEPL capua tng ¢uxng
6uvauewv, ol &apuornta nau uahauornta nol TOVOV
napexet TQ owuatu, Thv ololav ovunnyvUVTLg aurng
en TLVOG %spuov uaL TVEULATLROV nal aepwéoug obu
s&unvou¥tau TP OC - TO uupuwtarov akha anayopauoucu'
TO_YAP W upuveu ol uvnuoveveu oL wuksu uau LLOEL,
uau OAwC TO mpovuuov nal AOYLOTLHOV €M TLvOC Qaocty
‘duatovoudorov’ moildintog Eniyiveodar .9

Aetius also supports Lucretius' statements that the soul was composed of

four elements:

Enuuoupog,[rnv wuxnv] HP AL en rstrapwv, En nouou
nupwbovg, £ TOLOV aepwéoug, €% TOLOU TMVEULATLHOD,
EX TETOPTOL TLVOC AMATOVOUASTOU®

Although he does not mention the "nemeless element" Mecrobius, like Lucretius,

Plutarch and Aetius, includes "air" in his description of Epicurus' teaching:

8Lucretius, 3, 231-245, Cf. also lines 3, 121-129 in which
Lucretius mentions aer, ventus snd vapor. Bailey (Commentary, Vol. 2,
Pp. 1006, 1009, 1026) is correct in pointing out that aer here is used as
a synonym for ventus. That Lucretius mentions only two elements here
(wind and heat), although he adds air later on (231-236) is probably due
to the fact that he is not being technical in this passage (Bailey,
Commentary, Vol. 2, p. 1009) rather than that he is using two different
sources (A. Brieger, Epikurs Lehre von der Seele (Halle, 1893) p. 13) or
is being inconsistent.

9Plutarch, Adv. Col., 20, 1118 4, Usener 31k,

10petius, Pl., 4, 3, 11, Usener 315, Dox. Gr., p. 388.
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Epicurus (animam dixit) speciem ex igne et aere et spiritus mixtem,1ll
In the light of these passages it seems clear that Epicurus taught the soul
was composed of four elements. The reason that the element of air was not
mentioned by Epicurus himself is to be found in the nature of the Epistula

ad Herodotum. This-epistle was intended for those who were fairly well

acquainted with the teachings and terminology of Epicurus and was to serve
only as a summery of the mein principles of the system.l2 The description
of the soul in the letter, therefore, can be thought to be simply a rough
statement, it being very 1ikelyl3 that Epicurus did give an elaborate account

of the soul in another work (the Magna Epitoma? 1h) which may well have been

Lucretius' source.

Lucretius says it is because air, heat, and wind are seen to
leave the dying body that these must be components of the soul. The fourth

element, however, must be present to account for sensation:1>

l]-.Macro'bius, Commentarius.ex Cicerone in Somnium Scipionis, 1, 1k,
20, Usener 315. Cf., Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anime, 1, O, 127 U, Usener
315.

12Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 389 and G. Strodach, The Philosophy
of Epicurus (Northwestern University, 1963), p. 228. De Witt (Epicurus and
His Philosophy (Minnespolis, 1954), p. 198) suggests that Epicurus does not
mention the element of air, since air was the cause of repose (Aetius, .,
4, 3, 11) and Epicurus at this point in the Epistula ad Herodotum was
dwelllng upon the question of motion. This statement is not strictly accursate,
At 63 Epicurus passed to & new topic (the nature of the soul and its functions)
leaving the question of mobility (61-62); this question is not treated in the
description of the soul.

. 13Note Diogenes Laertius' statement (10, 26) that Epicurus was a
prolific writer, exceeding all before him in the number of his works.

lhgee Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 11 n.l, 229, and"Studi Lucreziani,"
in Lucretius, De Rerum Natura, edited by C. Glussani (Torino, 1896) Vol. 1,
P' 9-

15Giassani (op. cit.,p.187) and Bailey (Greek Atomists,p.391) point
out that it 1s likely Epicurus took the idea of thé nameless element from
Aristotle's "quintessence.” (See Cicero, Tusculanse Disputationes, 1, 22,
L4_61; Academica Posteriora, 26-29, De Finibus, %, 12). There is, however,
an esseNftiel difTerence between Aristotle's "fifth“ element and Epicurus’
"fourth" nature. The functions of the two are similer but the nameless
element of Epicurus was strictly material in nature.
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(sc. quarta natura) sensiferos motus quae didit prime per artus.
prima cietur enim, parvis perfecta figuris;l
Epicurus also states that the fourth element was more able to feel in harmony
with the body than the other soul elements:
15 uépoc ... cuumadtc 6t ToOTw mAAAOv nal T@ Aounh &epolouatit 17

Aetius states that the functions of all four elements were as follows:

wv TO uev nveuua nuvncuv, Tov Ot aspa

npsutav, 0 65 %epuov tnv ¢auvousvnv

&epuornta TOU owuarog, 70 &’ auatovouacrov tnv
sv ALV eunoueuv auo%ncuv Ev oVUdevl Yap TWV
dvopalouévwy GTOLYXE Lwv elvau atodnoLv.18

Epicurus taught that the soul and the body were closely united.

The soul grows with the body (Epistula ad Herodotum, 64, T, Lucretius, 3,

34k-49), It lives united with the body (Lucretius, 3, 331-332). It provides

the body with sensation (Epistula ad Herodotum, 63, 10; 64, 7-10). It is

not only the soul present in the body that is capable of sensation, but

the body itself, through the soul's presence, receives the power of

sensation:

Quod superest, sigquis corpus sentire refutat
atque animem credit permixtam corpore toto
suscipere hunc motum quem sensum nominitamus,
vel manifestas res contra verasque repugnat,
quid sit enim corpus sentire quis adferet umquam,
si non ipsa palam quod res dedit-ac docuit nos?
at dimissa anima corpus caret undique sensu;
perdit enim quod non proprium fuit eius in aevo,
multaque praeterea perdit cum expellitur aevol9

16Lucretius, 3, 245-246,
1Tep. H., 63.
18petius, Pl., 4, 3, 11, Usener 315; Dox. Gr., p. 388.

19Lucretius, 3, 350-358.
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The soul renders the body capable of sensation only because it is enclosed
within the body itself; body and soul, therefore, are dependent on each
other for their existence,20 Finally, the soul perishes at the same time
as the body (Lucretius, 3, 437-439). To support this supposition Lucretius
gives twenty-two proofs on the mortality of the soul in which he emphasizes

again and agein the strictly physical and perishable nature of the soul.?l

Epicurus taught that the number of soul particles was smaller
than the number of body particles. He indicates this when he gpeaks of
"the sum of soul atoms, however small it be:"

'co 6& )\omov aepomua o obn exeu 'cnv cxt.o{-mow
euewou ann}\}\ayuevou, ogov noxe ecn 1:0 CUVTELVOV
Twv atéuwv TANSOS £lg Thv TNg GuUXNS QUOLY .22

Similarly Lucretius opposes Democritus' teaching that the soul particles
alternated with the body particles on the ground that the particles of
the soul were far fewer than those of the body:

nam cum multo sunt animae elementa minora

quam quibus e corpus nobis et viscera constant,

tum numero quogue concedunt et rara per artus

dissita sunt dumtexat ;23

Regarding the soul's position in the body Epicurus says simply

that the ¢uxn is a body that is map’ OAov TO A¥poiLoua mapecmap-

uévov .2h Although in the Epistula ad Herodotum Epicurus speaks

20gp ,H,, 64-65,

2lucretius, 3, 417-827. Cf. Ep.H., 65, Sextus Empiricus, 9,
72, Plutarch, Contr. Epic. Beat., 27, 110F e = 1105 b.

22Ep.H., 65. Cf. Lucretius, 3, 121-123 where he speaks of the
few particles of wind snd heat that leave the body at death,

23Lucret1us, 3, 37&—377

2hgp, H,, 63.
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only of the duxn as a whole, there is also evidence that he taught
that this soul, although of one nature, hed two distinct parts, one located
in the breast, the other distributed throughout the whole body. The

scholiast states:

nal o €y TL akoyov aurng, 3 T Aounm napeondpYal
owuaTL TO 8E Aoytuov Ev Ty dpaniL, wc SNAov En
Te Twv @OBwv nal TNC XAPAS .2

lucretius terms <TO AAOYOV, enime, 7TO Aoyiudv, animus:

Nunc animum stque animam dico coniuncta teneri
inter se atque unem naturam conficere ex se,

sed caput esse quasi et dominari in corpore toto
consilium quod nos animum mentemgue vocamus,

idque situm media regione in pectoris haeret.

hic exsultat enim pavor ac metus, haec loca circum
leetitiae mulcent; hic ergo mens animusquest.
cetera pars enimae per totum dissita corpus

paret et ad numen mentis momenque movetur?

Aetius also gives evidence that Epicurus taught there were two parts of
the soul:

Enuuoup9g éuuepn Thv ¢uxfv, TO WiV Koyuuov
exoucav eV TW %wpauu ua%ubpuuevov, 70 6t &Ahoyov
wad’ SAnv thv odyupioLv Tou oduatog 6Lecnapusvov.27

Again the reason that Epicurus himself does not describe the division of

the soul into two parts lies in the nature of the Epistula ad Herodotum.

The advanced students for whom the epistle was intended would probably have

been well acquainted with Epicurus' teachings on the nature of the soul.28

25 ¢ Epicuri, Ep. H., 66, Usener 311.
26Lucretius, 3, 136-14%. Cf. 3, 94-135.

2Tpetius, Pl., 4, 46, Usener 312, Dox. Gr., p. 390. Cf. Aetius,
Pl., 4, 5, 5, Usener 312 and Tertullian,De Anima, 15, Usener, 312.

28cyri1 Bailey, Epicurus, The Extant Remains (Oxford, 1926),

p. 226.
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From these passages one can conclude that Epicurus taught that
the mind (animus) was a concentration of pure soul particles located in
the chest and that the soul (EEEEE) was distributed throughout the body
and was chiefly responsible for sensation.29 Lucretius mekes clear that
the animus was the more important pert of the soul.30 Tt was the seat of

emotion, will and thought; the anima was subordinate to the momen of the

mind (3, 144), The animus was also dominentior ad vitem quam vis animei;3l

when the mind left the body, the anima followed instantly.

We come now to the question of how the four elements of the soul
were placed in the body. Scholars have reached different conclusions on
this point. Tohte,32 Woltjer,33 Munro,3% and Taylor35'believe that the
animus was composed of the nameless element and the other three ctmponents

but that the enima was composed only of the three, wind, heat and air.

Brieger,36 De Witt37 and Farrington38 believe the four elements formed the

29Bailey, Commentary, Vol. 2, p. 1006,
"30see 1ines 3, 136-14k quoted above on p. 52.
31Lucretius, 3, 397.

327, Tohte, Epikurs Kriterien der Wahrheit (Clausthal, 1874),

p. 4, fF.

33J. WoltJjer, Lucretii Philosophia Cum Fontibus Comparata
(Groningen, 1877), pp. 62 ff., 69 ff.

3hLucretius, De Rerum Natura, edited by H.Munro (London, 1900),
Fourth Edition, pp. 187-188.

35A.E.Taylor, Epicurus (London,1911), pp. 72-T3. Taylor does not
make clesr whether he beTigVes the enimus was composed of all four soul
elements or only the fourth element .

36Brieger, Epikurs Lehre von der Seele, p. 11. Brdiéger says,
however, that the fourth element (= the mind) moves among the other three
elements which are also present in the breast.

3Tpe Witt, Epicurus and His Philosophy, pp. 201-202, 211. De Witt
says the atoms of the soul are situated in the body, graded in relation to
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animus, the other three the anima. 1In contrast to these scholars,

Giussani39, Goedeckemeyer,l*o and BaL:i,leylLl believe that both the anima and

animus were composed of the four soul elements and that both were identical
in composition, although they differed in respect to location and function.
This question of the distribution of the soul elements is an important one

since the placement of the quarta natura indicates how Epicurus believed

sensation took place, whether it srose in the sense-orgens themselves or
whether it also involved the participation of the animus located in the

breast.h2

Epicurus himself gives us little evidence on this point, since
he does not speak of the division of the soul into its two parts. He does
say of the fourth element, however, that it was "more capeble of feeling
in harmony. with the rest of the body"h3 than the other soul elements; this
statement suggests that the nameless element was distributed throughout the
body. Similarly he states that the ¢Uxﬁ, which he subsequently describes

as being composed of a substance like wind, one like heat and 2 much finer

their mdbility. The particles of the fourth element are located at the
centre of the body; the particles of the other three are located nearer to
or further from the surface depending upon their mobility.

38, Farrington, The Faith of Epicurus (London, 1967), pp. 115-116.
39Giussani, op.cit., pp. 183-217. '
hOGoedeckemeyer, op.cit., p. 57 ff.

blBailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 392, 580-87; Commentary, Vol. 2,
Pp. 1027 £f.

haWe are discussing here only the question of the participation of
the snimus in the process by which the body becomes aware of objects stimu-
lating it (sensation); the interpretation of sensation did take place in the
mind. (See Chapters 4 and 5 below; cf. Bailey, Commentary, p. 1052.)

h3See sbove p. 50,
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substance (the nameless element), was spread throughout the body;** this

again seems to indicate that Epicurus believed the quarta natura was

present in the snima which was distributed throughout the body.

Lucretius gives full evidence on this question. He emphasizes

that'the mind and the soul have the same nature:

Nam enimum atque animam dico coniuncta teneri
inter se atque unam naturam conficere ex se,“>

atque animam verbi cause cum dicere pergam,
mortalem esse docens, animum quogue dicere credasé
quatenus est unum inter se conlunctaque res est b

He describes the relstionship of the four soul elements as follows:

inter enim cursant primordia principiorum

motibus inter se, nil ut secernier unum

possit nec spatio fieri divisa potestas,

sed quasi multae vis unius corporis exstant.

quod genus in quovis animentum viscere vulgo

est odor et quidam calor et sapor, et tamen ex his
omnibus est unum perfectum corporis augmen.

sic calor atque aer et venti caeca potestas

mixta creant unam naturam et mobilis illa

vis, initum motus ab se quae dividit ollis,
sensifer unde oritur primum per viscera motus.

nam penitus prorsum latet haec natura subestque
nec magis hac infra quicquem est in corpore nostro
atque anima est animae proporro totius ipsa.

quod genus in nostris membris et corpore toto
mixte latens animi vis est aminaeque potestas,
corporibus quia de parvis paucisque creatast,

sic tibi nominis haec expers vis facta minutis
corporibus latet atque animae quasi totius ipsa
proporrost anime et dominatur corpore toto.*T

The four elements form a whole; none of them can be separated from the

others nor can any one element exert its power independently of any other

element., The particles of all four elements are constantly moving among

Y51ucretius, 3, 136-137. 461014, 3, he2-kok,

4T1bia,, 3, 262-281.
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one another; all four make up "one nature." Spesking specifically sbout
the fourth nature, Lucretius states that it is present within the soul
itself in a manner analogous to how the mind and soul are present in the
body. By this statement Lucretius does not mean that the atoms of the
fourth nature are hidden deep aemong the particles of the other three
elements, that is, Lucretius is not describing & local arrangement of the
atoms of the soul, since he plainly states (3, 262-265) that the atoms of
all four elements move freely among one anofher.h8 By the terms EEEEE’

subest and infra Lucretius is expressing what can be called a scale of

perceptibility.h9 Because of the nature of the atoms composing them, the
particles of the body are such that they are nearer to perception by the
senses than the particles of the soul which, owing to the nature of the
atoms composing them, are too fine to be able to be perceived by the
senses at 211.°0 Thus in relation to a scale of perceptibility the atoms
of the soul are less perceptible than those of the body. In a similar

fashion, of the elements of the soul the quarta natura, because of the

nature of its atoms, can be said to be less perceptibledl than the other

hBIn Greek Atomists (pp. 392, 585) Bailey states that the fourth
nature was placed beneath the other three soul elements, that is, he
believes that Lucretius was expressing a local relationship of the elements.
It is clear, however, from his-Commentary, Vol.2, pp. 1038-1039 that Bailey
had come (rightly) to reject this view. Cf. P. Lucretius Carus, De Rerum
Natura, edited by W.E.Leonard and S.B.Smith (Medison, 194k2), p. VB,

49see Bailey, Commentary, Vol.2, pp.1033, 1036-39. Woltjer (op.cit.,
p.69) takes lines 273-27F as a reference to the restricted position of The
fourth element in the breast; however the free movement of all four elements
in the nature of the soul as a whole (262-265) refutes this interpretation.
oltjer emends the resding of infra to intra (274) which is unnecessary
égailey, Commentary, Vol.2, p.1039); infra conveys the same idea as penitus
latet, namely, the distance of the fourth element from perception by the
senses, that is, the position of the element on the scale of perceptibility.

50cr, Lucretius, 4,110 ff, See Bailey, Commentary,Vol.2, p.1039.

5lNote that the fourth element is the least perceptible of the
elements of the soul but is the most perceptive of the four. (ILucretius,

3, 246-248,)
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three components and to be the element furthest from perception by the
senses, In reletion to the scale of perceptibility, therefore, the atoms
of the fourth element are the least perceptible atoms in the body. 1In
this sense there is "nothing below the fourth nature" (274) in the body

and the nameless element can be called the anima animae. The passages of

Lucretius makes clear that all four elements of the soul form one nsture,

that is, the composition of the anime and enimus is identical, both

containing the fourth element. In the united nature of the mind and soul,
the particles of all four elements move freely among one another, although
in relation to perceptibility, those of the fourth nature are "below" the

other three.

The views of those who believe that the fourth element was
restricted to the mind (either in union with the other three elements or
by itself) are based in part on & statement of Plutarch:

TO yap w anvEL nal uvnuovsuet uaL wtkEL uat uLceL,

uau SAwe TO ¢povuuov nol Aoytctunov €xn_tLvig pacLv
‘auatovoudotou’ moLETNTOS Envylveodar .2

Plutarch is mentioning some of the functions of the quartsa natura which

are also the functions Lucretius attributes to the mind (3, 139-1k4%).
One cannot, however, conclude on the basis of the similarity of these
functions that the mind and the fourth element are identical.?3 The name-
less element is also the cause of sensation,sh a function not mentioned by
Plutarch. The statement of Plutarch is an incomplete list of the functions

of the fourth element and though it makes clear that the quarta natura was

52pP1utarch, Adv. Col., 20, 1118 ¢, Usener 31k.

53as Brieger, Epikurs Lehre von der Seele, p. 13.

Sigee above pp. 49-50,
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certainly a part of the mind, it does not exclude the possibility that the

fourth nature was present in the rest of the soul (anime) as well, >

The misunderstanding concerning the nature of the soul, namely
that the fourth element is not present in the anima, results also from a
misinterpretation of the following lines of Lucretius:

(sc. quarta nstura) prims cietur enim, paervis perfecta figuris;
inde calor motus et venti caeca potestas -

eccipit, inde aser; inde omnia mobilitantur,

concutitur sanguis, tum viscera persentiscunt

omnia, postremis datur ossibus atque medullis

sive voluptas est sive est contrarius ardor.

nec temere huc dolor usque potest penetrare neque acre
permanare malum, quin omnia perturbentur

usque adeo (ut) vitae desit locus atque animai
diffugisnt partes per caulas corporis omnis.

sed plerumgue fit in summo quasi corpore finis
motibus: hanc ob rem vitam retinere valemus.56

Zeller,57 Munro,58 and Woltjer59 take huc (252) as a reference to the

fourth nature, In the light of this interpretation Woltjer60 takes these
lines very closely with the passage 3, 396-401, in which Lucretius states
that if the mind departs from the body, the anima follows closely upon it

and life comes to an end. Woltjer concludes from these two passages that

55Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 582. In a similar manner Brieger
(Epikurs Iehre von der Seele, p. 14t) says that since Lucretius states that
both the mind (3, 138) and the quarte natura (3, 281) are predominant (dominare)
in the body, these two must be identical, Both statements of Lucretius are
true but are no reason for identifying the mind and the fourth element
(Beiley, Greek Atomists, p. 583): Iucretius is simply seying that the mind is
predominant as the seat of thought and emotion, the fourth nature, as the
cause of sensation in the body.

56Lucretius, 3, 246-257.

5Tg. zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen (Ieipzig, 1880), Third
Edition, Vol. 3, p. 419 n. 2.

58Munro, op.cit., p. 188.
>Holtjer, op.cit., p. 69. Bailey in his Greek Atomists (p. 583)
accepted this interpretation but rejected it in his Commentary (Vol. 2,p.1031).

6OWol't:jer, loc.cit,
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the minid and the fourth nature must be identical, since the destruction of
either of them causes death. Woltjer's interpretation (Zeller's and Munro's
glso) that huc refers to the fourth element can be questioned. It is far
more likely that huc refers to the "bones and marrow."6l Huc could hardly

mean the quarta matura since the latter is the first element of the soul

to be moved during the process of sensation (3, 246-256)., If a violent
pain did penetrate to the bones and marrow, a disruption would occur,
causing the soul to leave the body; usually, however, the blow is checked
at the surface of the body. This passage of Lucretius, therefore, cannot

be taken as proof that the fourth element was not present in the anima.

The evidence of Lucretius and Epicurus himself supports the view
that Epicurus taught that both the animus and.EEiﬂE were composed of all
four soul elements. If, however, Epicurﬁs did believe that the fourth
element was restricted to the mind, the process of sensation would have to
involve the animus, since the fourth nature was the cause of sensation.
Thus Tohte,62 Woltjer,63 Brieger,6h Munro,65 Ta.ylor,66 and De Witt67 state

that the atoms of the anima are moved by idols but it is not until the

61Bailey, Commentary, Vol. 2, p. 103L.
62Tohte, op.cit., pp. 5-6.
63401t er, op.cit., p. 68.

643rieger, Epikurs Lehre von der Seele, p. 17.

65Munro, op.cit., p. 191.
66Taylor, op.cit., p. T3.

67De Witt, Epicurus end His Philosophy, p. 201.
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mind-stoms (that is, the fourth nature) are also struck in some rashion®8

and the effect transmitted agein to the atoms of the enima which had been

first moved, that sensation arises, A statement of ILucretius, however,
does make it plain that it is the fourth nature, present in whatever portion -

of the anims that is found in the sense-organs, that gives rise to

sensation:

Dicere porro oculos nullem rem cernere posse,

sed per eos animum ut foribus spectare reclusis,
difficilest, contra cum sensus ducat eorum;

sensus enim trahit atque acies detrudit ad ipsas;
fulgida praesertim cum cernere ssepe neguimus,
lumina luminibus quia nobis praepediuntur.

quod foribus non fit; neque enim, qua cernimus ipsi,
ostia suscipiunt ullum recluss lsborem.09

In this passage Lucretius denies that the mind participates in the act of
vision. The sensation of the eyes themselves makes this clear, since we
cannot see blazing lights; if it were the mind that was responsibie for
vision, blazing lights would have no effect on the ebility to see.

Moreover, the feeling in the eyes "draw us to the very pupils (acies),"

68Taylor (op.cit., p. T73) and Zeller (Die Philosophie der
Griechen, Vol. 3, p. L2I) suggest the idols themselves must pass through
the body and strike the mind. (Taylor is not referring to those fine
- idols which, being too subtle to stir the sense-organs, do strike the mind
directly (Lucretius, 4, TU9-T76) but the idols thet stir the senses). Lines
3, 359-366 of Lucretius refute Taylor's view. In this passage Lucretius
rejects the teaching that the eyes themselves do not see but the mind looks
through them as though through open portals. If, as Taylor suggests, the
idols pass through the sense-orgens to the mind itself, the sense-organs
would play no role but merely be passages to the mind. It is Jjust such a
view of the mind and the senses that Lucretius opposes. ‘Tohte (op.cit.,
pp. 4-5) suggests that the idols causing sensation come only as far as
the sense-organs but a picture of the object travels to the mind "ohne
Materie." Bailey (Greek Atomists, p. 418), however, points out that in
the purely material system of Epicurus, an image of "immeterial form" is
an impossibility.

69Lucretius, 3, 359-366.
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that is, it leads us to believe that the eyes themselves see, not the mind
through them. 0 Just as the body as a whole possesses sensation because
of the presence of the anima (Lucretius, 3, 350-358), so the eyes too in
particular have the power of sensation because of the enima present in
them; it is not merely the mind, looking through the eyes, that is able
to see. It is clear, moreover, that if the eyes are able to perceive, the

soul particles which the eyes contain must possess atoms of the fourth

element.

Finally in relation to this question of the involvement of the

animus in sensation a passaege of Aetius has caused some difficulty:

OL Z-cwt.nOL T& utv na&p ev 'tot.g nsnov%ocl. 'ronou,g,
Tag ot auo%noeug ev TW nyeuovumf Emuoupog nal
'ca na{‘)n nol 'tag oct.o%ncsta Ev 1oL memov¥dotL témMOLG,
TO 8t Tyepovindv anadéc.

It is the interpretation of this last statement , 70 88 ﬁyeuov LUOV c'moc%ég,
that has posed a problem in interpretation. Goedeckemeyer'72 and TohteT3
say that the statement is wrong since Lucretius (3, 141) points out that

the mind is the seat of emotion, that is, the mind is the seat of feeling

TO%o1tjer (op.cit., p. 68) and Munro (op.cit., p. 193) assume as
the object of trahit (362) the word "animum": the feeling in the eyes
also brings about some effect upon the mind and after the mind has been
stirred in this way, vision results. This interpretation must be rejected
since Woltjer and Munro, by ssying that the animus must participate in
sight, are stating exactly the view which Lucretius is rejecting. Cf.
Bailey, Commentary, Vol. 2, p. 1055.

Taetius, P1., b4, 23, 1-2, Dox. Gr., p. 4lk. Cf. Usener 317.
T2Goedeckemeyer, op.cit., p. 58.

T3Tohte, op.cit., p. 6.
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and consequently cannot be called &na%ég- These scholars refer

also to the scholium on Epicurus' Epistula ad Herodotum (66) which states

that the mind must reside in the breast since the latter is the seat of
fear and joy, Usener7h brackets this passage of Aetius following DielsT?
who says the statement is clearly false. Diels agrees with Zeller76 and
Munro 7 who suggest that in this statement Aetius is attempting to express
the ideas found in Lucretius 3, 252—257.78‘ Bailey79 and Giussani,so
however, take the statement as support of the view that Epicurus believed
sensation took place in the sense-organs, not the mind. This certainly
appears to be the point Aetius is making. The mind is &na%ég in
the sense that it is not the place in which sensation takes place. In this
passage (ina%ég must be thought to have & very restricted meaningsl
twith no reference to the mind as the seat of emotion nor to the mind's

sbility to perceive idols that are too fine to affect the senses. Taken

in this light the passage does support Epicurus' view of sensation as
expressed by Lucretius: sensation takes place in the sense-orgesns themselves

after the particles of the fourth element present there in the anima have

e dan

been stirred.

ThUsener, op.cit., #317, p. 220.

5Diels, Doxographi Graeci, p. 414, "Prolegomens," pp. 219-220.

Tézeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, Vol.3, p. 419 n.2.

TMunro, op.cit., p.188.

T8zeller and Munro, however, are misled in this interpretation since
they believe huc (see above pp.58-59) refers to the fourth nature which they
believe was restricted to the mind. -Thus they believe Lucretius is spesking
of the mind in this passage and stating that, if pain penetrates to the mind,
death must follow. The scholars think that Aetius, expressing this ides,
stated that the mind must be anadeg.

T9Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 586-87.  S0Giussani, op.cit.,p. 195.

81Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 586,




CHAPTER FOUR
THE TWO CRITERIA: SENSATION AND PROIEPSIS

Having esteblished Epicurus' teaching on the nature of the soul
we can now discuss the question of how the mind was made aware of the
-external world end how it dealt with the data provided by the senses,
This will lead to a discussion of the nature of two criteria of truth
thet Epicurus mentions,l nemely alo®noiLs and mpdANdLS , and of the

importent role these played in his theory of knowledge.

Although sensation occurred in the sense-organs,2 Epicurus
believed the interpretation of the nature of the sense-impression was a
function of the mind.3 How then did the mind become aware of the ob jects
impinging upon the sense-organs? Epicurus himself gives us no evidence
on this point. It is unlikely that the idols causing sensation passed

right through the body to the mind.h Bailey5 suggests the stimulation of

lThe ma¥n, +the feelings of pleasure and pain that Epicurus
believed attended each sensation,were also called a criterion of truth
(Diogenes Laertius, 10, 31). These play an importent role in Epicurus'
ethics, See Tohte, op.cit., p. 19, and Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp.248-59, 485 ff.

23ee previous chapter.
3How this occurs will be discussed below.
bgee sbove footnote 67, p. 59.

SBeiley, Greek Atomists, pp. 24k, 417-418.
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the sense-organs caused a movement to take place along e chain of soul-
atoms leading directly to the mind. In absence of direct evidence we can
only imagine that in some fashion, through a strictly physical process,
the mind was stirred with each sense-impression and stimulated to perform

the act of interpreting the sensation.

According to Epicurus' teaching, the mind in eddition to being
stirred in some way with each impression mede upon the senses also acted
itself like an orgen of sense. It was directly stimulated by idols to0
fine to affect the sense-orgens:

quae cum mobiliter summa levitate feruntur,

. . . facile uno commovet ictu 6

quaelibet una animum nobis subtilis imago;
nunc igitur quoniam docui me forte leonem
cernere per simulacra, oculos quaecumgue lacessunt,
scire licet mentem simile ratione moveri,

per simulacra leonem et) cetera quae videt aeque

nec minus atque oculi, nisi quod mage tenvia cernit.’

One instance of the idols that can affect the mind directly is

the oboTdoeELS , compound idols formed by eldwAha  which have

6Lucretius , 4, T45-T47. The mind can be struck by a single idol
(uno ictu) unlike the eyes which can only perceive the impression made by
a series of idols. See Bailey, Commentary, Vol. 3, pp. 1268, 1270. See
also below on cpavraofa.

TLucretius , by, 752-756. ZLucretius is emphasizing here that the
process by which the mind is stirred by finer idols is the same as that
by which the senses are stirred. He is not saying that the mind is moved
by exactly the same idols as the senses; it is only the mage tenvia idols
that strike the mind. Cf. R. English, "The Lucretisn Theory of oense
Perception," CW 14 (1911), p. 105.
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Jjoined together in the air:

Y \

nal ovotdoelc £v T mepLfyovtL OEetal dLd TO wh
~ . ’ LY ” I'd
dewv nata BaBog TO CUUTATPWHA YLVECSDOL

The visions of Centaurs and Scyllas can be attributed to such combinations
of idols; these are too fine to stimulate the eyes but are able to move
the mind.9 The idols causing dreams and also the visions of madmen form:
another example of the direct' stimulation of the mind:

'Evinvia ouu skaxs ¢uch %euav oudE HLOVT LUV
SVvapiv, AA\ yivetaL natd EunTwoly €L8wAwy . !

enL youv Toﬁ Opsotou, ors séousu BAETELY rag
Eptvua ’ N utEv auc%ncug un euéwkwv HLVOUREVT
AANINC nv (Unénerto yap T euéwka)

Similarly the e LSwha that flow from the bodies of the gods are
directly perceived by the mind:

nec de corpore quae sancto simulacra feruntur
in mentis hominum divinse nuntia formae,l2

Epicurus . . . docet eam esse vim et naturam deorum ut
primum non sensu sed mente cernanturl3

[ "Eninoupbc] gnoL tolg Heobg Adyyw Secwpntovglé
Finally the mind can be stirred by subtle idols that have
remained in existence after the people from whom they arose either have

died or are absent:

8gp. H., 18.

9Lucretius, 4, 131, T724-33, T38.

10kpicurus, Sent. Vat., 24, Cf. Lucretius, L, 26-U41,
Llgextus Empiricus, 8, 63, Usener 253,

12rucretius, 6, 76-77. Cf. 5, 1169-1171.

13cicero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 19, 49, Usener 352. Cf. Sextus
Empiricus, 9, 25, Usener 353.

1% 3 Epicuri, K.D., 1, Usener 355. Cf. also Aetius, Pl., 1, 7,
34, Dox.Gr., p. 306, Usener 355. Here the same phrase Kqua-&ewprrcoug
is used.
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nec ratione alia, cum somnus membra profudit,

mens enimi vigilat, nisi quod simulacra lacessunt

haec eadem nostros animos quae cum vigilamus,

usque adeo, certe ut videamur cernere eum quem

relicte vita iam mors et terra potitast.ld
Not only do idols of people who are no longer present stir the mind but
also the eldwia from events and activities that have taken place in
the past:

et quicumgue dies multos ex ordine ludis

assiduas dederunt operas, plerumque videmus,

cum iem destiterunt ea sensibus usurpare,

reliquas tamen esse vias in mente pa.tentis6

qua possint eadem rerum simulacra venire 1
In the case of these past events, "passages" (along which presumsbly the
imege was carried to the mind efter the simulacra stimulated the senses)17
remained open through which the finer ELOwAQ could travel. From
this statement of Lucretius we can assume that in the case of the other

idols which affect the mind directly some "passages" to the mind existed

as well.18

It is important to note that before the mind can perceive any

of these mage tenvia idols, it must direct its attention to them.19 1t

15Lucretius, L, T57-T61. See also Cicero's ironical statement
in Epistulae ad Familiares, 15, 16, 1.

WLucretius, b, 973-977. Cf. 4, 26-41,
1TRailey, Commentary, Vol. 3, p. 1297.

18Note also Plutarch's statement (Quaestiones Convivales, 8,
10, 2, 735 A) that Epicurus acgepted Democritus’ belléf’that the 1dols
causing dreams E£YMATABUOOOUCHAL TA €LOWAX SLd TWV nopwv EiLg

TA CWUATA . « .

19The technical term for this is €mLBoAh tng Siavolag.
This will be discussed more fully in the following chapter.
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is precisely the presence of innumberable images in every place and the
ability of the mind to direct its attention to these images that enable
the mind to think of whatever it wishes:

propterea fit uti quovis in tempore guaeque
praesto sint simulacra locis in quisque parata;

et quia tenvia sunt, nisi quese contendit, acute

cernere non potis est animus; proinde omnia quae sunt

praetereea. pereunt, nisi ¢{si ad) quae se ipse paravit.zo

cum meximis voluptatibus in eas imagines mentem intentam

infixamque nostram intellegentiam capere quee sit et

beata natura et aeterna.2l
Epicurus gives no evidence on how the mind turns its attention to the
idols which strike it. Imcretius does point out, however, that such
visions of the mind occur when the senses and the memory are at rest
(4, 763 ££). When the mind is free from being stirred by the images

arising from the stimulation of the sense-organs, it can turn its attention

to the type of idol that can strike it directly,

We have now seen in what way Epicurus believed the mind became
aware of the exte;nal world, How then did he view the information pro-
vided by the senses? Did he consider it trustworthy in presenting a.true
picture of sensible obJjects or did he, like Democritus, consider sense-
impressions deceptive? There is abundant evidence for Epicurus' views on

this point. He states in the Epistula ad Herodotum:

Meza 6% Tavta 6EL Guvopav avamspovta Enl tag alo9noeLc
. (oVtw Yap 0 BeBaiLotTdatn nioTLg gotaL )22

20Lucretius, 4, 797-798, 802-80k, See also 4, T77-795.
2lgicero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 19, 49-50, Usener 352.
22gp, H Ep. H., 63.
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1L te natd tac alodoeic Sel mdvia TnPeLvld

The Epistula ad Pythoclem also states:

ou ap HATY aéuwuata neva nal vopodeoiag @uoiLohoyntéov,
AN B¢ Th palvéueva EunalerTale 2

Lucretius strongly asserts the truth of sensation:

nam contra sensus ab sensibus ipse (sc. Heraclitus) repugnat
et lsbefactat eos, unde omnia credita pendent,2>

quid nobis certius ipsis
sensibus esse potest, qui vera ac falsa notemus?26

invenies primis 8b sensibus esse creatam
notitiem veri neque sensus posse refelli.
nam maiore fide debet reperirier illud,
sponte sua veris quod possit vincere falsa,
quid maiore fide porro quam sensus heberi
debet?27

Plutarch and Sextus Empiricus give similar evidence about Epicurus' views:
det 8t alo9ficeL pEv undeprq pdyeodar 28

5t 'Enlunouvpoc Eicye ptv mdvro Tt altodntd eivatr &Andn29

O~

S 6t Enuuoupog navra eksye ta alo¥ntd toivalta unoueuo&au
dnota ¢atverau nal nat' alodnoilv mpoonimter, undénote
pevdopévne tne atlodioewe30

23gp. H., 38. Cf. also 68 and 82.

ZhEp. P., 86. This letter is probably not by Epicurus himself
but is rather an abridged compilation of some longer work of Epicurus,
Nonetheless the letter appesrs to contain teachings that are strictly in
accord with Epicuresn tradition, See Usener, Epicurea, XXAVII-XXXIX,
Bailey, Epicurus, pp. 275-276, Greek Atomists, p. 228.

25Lucretius, 1, 693-69k. ~ 26mid., 1, 699-700.
27;319., L, 478-483; cf, also 1, 422-425,

28p1ytarch, Adv. Col., 5, 1109 d, Usener 250.
29sextus Empiricus, 8, 63, Usener 253.

301mia., 8, 185, Usener 2L7T.
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ot Fuuuoupog Ta usv auc&nta navta exeysv ahnﬁn nal
vid. ob Sunveyue yop aAndtc etval Ti Aéyewv 7 unapxov~51

o

”

0
Epicurus believed that each sense-impression gave a true picture of the
sensible object in the particular conditions in which that object was
present. For example, the sense-impression that shows an oar bent in
water is true since it reveals the actual appearance of a straight oar in
wa,ter.32 Similerly the sense-impression that shows a square tower at a
distance as round is true since it presents a true picture of how a square
tower actually appears in these particular circumstances, that is, at some
distance away. Epicurus taught thet one should accept the evidence of the
senses as &Kn%ﬁ end OvTQ s the senses give a true picture of

objects which really exist. For this reason Epicurus called the senses a

standard of truth:

Ev TOLVUV Tm Kavovu Aeywv ¢otlv 6 'Eniumovpoc
UPLTNPLE TNS akn%suag TaG auc%noeug33

In the passages quoted so far, the terms used for "sensation"
have been alodnoig, T aloSntd and T& QaLvSueva. There is
also evidence that Epicurus taught that ‘every QGVTaGCa was true.

It seems clear that Epicurus himself used this term to refer to the image

3lgextus Empiricus, 8, 9, Usener 24k, Other passages in which
Epicurus is said to have asserted the truth of sensation are Sextus
Empiricus, T, 369; Olympiodorus, In Platonis Phasedo, 80,T, Tertullien,
De Anima, 17; Augustine, De Civitate Dei, 8, 7, (a&ll in Usener 247), Cicero,
Academica Priora, 2, 26, B2 (Usener 2547), 2, T, 19 (Usener 252) and Cicero,
De Finibus, I, 9, 30 (Usener 256).

32see Plutarch, Adv. Col., 25, 1121 A, Usener 252,

" 33piogenes Laertius, 10, 31. Cf, Cicero,Academice Priorsa, 2,
46, " 142 where thé’sénses are called a iudicium and Dlogenes Laertius, 9,
106 where the senses are once again called a Mp L‘cnpl.ov.
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cregted in the eye as a result of a swift succession of idols;3l‘ the eye
is only &able to perceive an image formed by many idols since it cannot
perceive the idols individually.

sunt igitur jiam formarum vestigia certa
quae vulgo volitant subtili praedita filo
nec singillatim possunt secreta videri.35

mxt. nv cxv Mwauev rpcxvrcxcl.av E‘IT.LB)\T]‘L'L'N.(.OQ 2 ét.avou;
n tot.g’mc«‘)mnpn.oug elTe nopyng eLte ouuBeBnuorwv,
LORYPN E0TLY aUTT TOU ctepeuvuou, Yuvouev UOATH TO
£Enc niuvwua N eynatakuuua ToV £L8wAov.

The @aviacia is "the shape of the solid object" that is, it is a
true representation of the sensible object. When Aetius, Sextus Empiricus,
and Plutarch, however, report that Epicurus taught every @Q&VIiIQJ ta wes
true, they use the term to signify any sense-impression and qmvracfa

is used simply as a synonym for atodnorg ;37

’ -~ ” , ”~
"En{uovpog macav alo9nolv wal nacav gavtaciav &Anén38

r?

tnv ¢avracuav eee OLO TAVTOC ahn%n pnoiv | Eniuovpog]
UNAPYELY »

hnunoupeum boyuatL uexpntat 18 ‘ndoug elvat Tag &u'
auc&no&wg paviaciag akn%sug.

34Bailey, Epicurus, p. 196, Greek Atomists, p. 410 n.3. The
evidence tn Epicurus’' views of QaVTHOLX is slight since the word occurs
only twice in his extant works (Ep.H., 50, 80). That the term was an
importent one in Epicurus’ system is shown by the fact that one of his
works was called llepl Qavtaciog (Diogenes Lsertius, 10, 28).

35Lucretius, 4, 87-89. cf. 4, 256-258.  36Ep.H., 50.

3Trohte, op.cit., p. 6, Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen,

Vol, 3, p. 388 n.3, and W.A. Heidel, "Epicurea,"” AJP 23 (1902), p. 1987,
38petius, P1., %, 95, Usener 248, Dox.Gr., p. 396.
39sextus Empiricus, 7, 203, Usener 247, Cf. also 8, 63.

hoPlu‘t;arch, Adv. Col,, 4, 1109 a, Usener 250, Cf. 25, 1121 4,
Usener 252,
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Epicurus accepted the truth of a’ﬂo%nobg because it was
&hoyog H the senses neither add to nor detract from the impression

made by an external object:

naca yop pnoiv, aua%noug ahoySg Eotu uaL uvnung ouéeuuag
Sentiny) oute yap Yo' avtng nuveutau, ovte U’ erepou
uuvnSELca 6uvatau TL mpogdetval N dperetv. olSE EoTL

10 Suvduevov adbtlc SieréyEar .4

Tnv _TE auc%ncuv avruhnntuunv ouoav TV UﬂOﬂLRTOVTmV
adtn, nau unTe awaupoucav T unre npocru%euoav unrs
usmaru%eucav Tw akoyov vaaL, 6La navrog TE akn%euauv
uaL ovTw TO ov Kauﬁaveuv TS euxe PUTEWS alTO eusuvo.
ndvtwy OF TV auo%nrwv aAn%wv ovtwv42

Furthermore Epicurus supports his belief in the truth of sensation through
the following three points:h3 a sensation arising in one sense-organ
cannot refute another sensation arising in the same sense-organ since both
have equal validity; sensations arising in different sense-organs cannot
refute one another (for example, taste cannot refute sight); reason cannot

refute sensation since its origin lies in sensation itself.

Not only did Epicurus believe that every sensation was true but
glso that, if the truth of one sensation was rejected, no standerd of
truth could exist.

€0 enim rem demittit Epicurus, si unus sensus semel in
vite mentitus sit, nulli umquem esse credendum.

Mpiogenes Laertius, 10, 32. Cf. Lucretius, 4, 480 frf.
b2gextus Empiricus, 8, 9, Usener 247; cf. Lucretius, L4, 486-98,
43pjogenes Leertius, 10, 32. Cf. Lucretius, X, 480 ff,

thicero, Academica Priora, 2, 25, 79, Usener 251. Cf, also
2, 32, 101.
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timuit Bpicurus ne si unum visum esset falsum nullum
esset verum: omnis sensus veri nuntios dixit esse.'D
Furthermore not only the sense-impressionsmade upon the sense-organs vere
true but also the impressions made directly upon the mind by the idols

causing dreams, the delusions of madmen and the visions of the gods:

ta TE TWV uauvouevwv ¢avtaauata wal (T nat’ dvap
&An9M, uiLvel ydp*® TO St uh Ov ol ULVEL .

elc To auro cuveveyuovreg En va evunvuwv nau TV
napauonwv oL8EV euvaL pactL naoopaua rourwv oU8E ¢ev60g
ouée acucratov, ahka wavracuag akn%etg anacag nal
OWHATE UXL LOPPAS é€n TOU TMEPLEXOVTOC awuuouuevag.

Epicurus believed all abox‘)ncs LS were ahn%e Lg H how
then did he explain that people often hold incorrect notions of sensible
objects as a result of sense-impressions? Before we can discuss Epicurus’
solution of this problem, the nature of fhe npéknwtg must be made

clear.

Epicurus taught that the prolepsis, like sensation, was a
criterion of trutﬁ.h8 Its nature is described by Diogenes laertius as
follows:

Tnv o} npoAn¢Lv Ksyououv ouoveu uataxn¢tv n éogav op&nv
f svv0Lav n uaaokuunv vonoLyv evanouebusvnv, to0t’ &otL
uvnunv TOU nohxautg siw%ev ?GVEVTOQ, oLtov TO Touovrov
EGTLV avepwnog' aua Yap tw pn&nvau av%pwnog eu%ug

uata npohn¢uv nal .o tunog aurou VOELT&L nponyouuevwv

va aucansswv. TavTL ouv ovouaru TO TMPWTWS unoretay—
uévov évapyés égti. nal obn Av éCnthoapev 10 Cntoluevov,

45¢icero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 25, TO.

hGDiogenes Leertius, 10, 32. Cf. also Sextus Empiricus, 8, 63
quoted on page 65 concerning the truth of Orestes' visions of the
Furies,

4Tpiutarch, Adv., Col., 28, 1123 b-c, Usener 25L.

hBDlogenes Laertlus, 10, 31. Cf. Cicero, Academica Priora, 2, 46,

142 (notltlls)
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eu uh npomepov ewinsuuev adbté- olov To noppw EGng
Lnnog EGTLV n Boug- det yap uata npohnwuv avauevau
nore Lnnou uau Boog uoanv. ovd’ av wvouacauev TL

un nporspo¥ aurou uata npohn¢uv tov tUmov paddvteg.
EVAPYELS OLV €LOLV al MPOANYPELS.

Epicurus taught that the prolepsis was a general or universal concept of a
class of objects; it wes an "universel idee stored in the mind," "a
recollection of what has often been presented from without." Our sources
give no detailed explanstion of how Epicurus believed prolepseis were
formed by the mind. We can, however, form some idea of the process by
using Diogenes Laertius' description of the prolepsis and keeping in mind
Epicurus' belief in the strictly physical nature of the mind and its
activities., It appears that the mind stores up both the individual images
conveyed to it each time the senses are stimulated and those images it
perceives directly, plecing similar images together. When several similar
images have been stored together, in some fashion -- we must imagine a
strictly fhysical process —- the mind joins together these similar images,
placing aside the individuel differences, and forms & "concept" or generai
picture of what 211 the imeges represent. Thus, for example, the mind,
having received several images of different men, combines these imsges,
selecting out what is common to all of them and sllowing the individual
differences to disappear and in this way forms s prolepsis, a concept of
"man." The prolepsis once formed can be usea by the mind to classify new
sense-impressions. The concepts act as "antiéipations" of future sense-
impressions of the same nature; thus they can be termed‘npokﬁ¢€Lg )

"enticipations." Moreover, since the concepts are built from previous

49piogenes Laertius, 10, 33.
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sensations, they themselves can be called true,’9 Because they;represeﬁt
composite pictures of individual sense-impressions, their velidity can

be thought to be equal to the validity of sensation itself and thus the
prolepseis act as criteria of truth. Not only are prolepseis true but
also "clear," ( Evapyels ) ; they present a distinct and well-defined

picture of some object to the mind,>1

Epicﬁrus believed the prolepsis was a necessary requirement if
one was to make any inquiry or be sble to gain an understending of the
nature of enything. Thus Diogenes Laertius in his description of prolepsis
said that "we could not seek the object of our investigation unless we had
known it beforehand." Prolepsis makes investigation possible, Cicero and
Clement also emphasize this feature of the concept:

sine qua (sc. prolepsis) nec intellegi quicquam nec
queeri nec disputari possit.o2

un 6uvaa$au 5t unbeva punTe Cntncau unte
anopnoau und& uhv dofaoal, AA" oUdE EAEvEaL

XWPLS TPOAAGEWS O3

5OZeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, Vol. 3, p. 390, Teylor,

op.cit., 48, 50 and Ritter and Preller, op.cit., p, 379. Bailey (Greek
Atomists, p. 246) states that the prolepseis are EVAPYELS but AOE
aAndeLg since they do not correspond to "one external existence." Tt

is true that Epicurus used the term aAn9nig to indicate what was real
(Sextus Empiricus, 8, 9, Usener 2hk) but he certainly did not use the term
exclu51vely in this sense; aAnong also is used by Epicurus to mean
"not false" (see Ep.H., 62). With this meening of GAM$Ng (not false),
the prolepseis mde—E—Ve been true since they were themselves a criterion of
truth, Again taking the second meaning of AANHNC (real), there is no
evidence that Epicurus' idea of "real" was limited to external objects.
Prolepseis, although invisible and present within the individuals' mind, were
Just &s real ( aAnSeig ) as external objects since they were, in Eplcurus'
eyes, physical in nature. The fact that Epicurus does not specificaily call
the prolepseis aANYELS . is not conclusive since this term is found only
four times in his extant works and in the passages in which npokn¢ug

does occur, there is no definition of the term.

51F. Merbach, De Epicuri Canonica (Weida, 1909), p. 18.

o2Cicero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 16, 43, Usener 255.

53Clement of Alexandris, Stromateis, 2, 4, Usener 255,
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To recognize an object one must have a prolepsis to which the sensible
object can be referred; to carry on an investigation, one must know by
meens of a concept the object which is sought. The prolepsis is also
closely linked with the use of language: each word is & symbol of some
concept and the task of the word is to represent the npékn¢bg 50
exactly that there is no need of further definition to illustrate the

meaning of the concept.sh

The evidence of Clement supports the interpretation of the
prolepsis that Diogenes Laertius gives, Clement shows that the term
prolepsis was used not only in the passive sense of the general concept
existing in the mind but also in the active sense of the actual act of
grasping the clear image formed from a "generalization" of several similar

sense—impressions:55

npoxn¢uv 65 anoétb»cbv [o Entuoupog] enLBOAnv énl 1L
évapyes nal €nl thv évapyn 1ol npdypatog émivoiave

Lucretius uses the word notitia (notities) to indicate the

TPpOANGLS of Epicurus.57 The manner in which he uses the term also
lends support to the interpretation of the prolepsis that Diogenes Laertius

gives.

Shsee Ep. H., 37-38. For Epicurus' use of words see Bailey,
Epicurus, pp. 173, L177.

50Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 247.

56Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2, L, Usener 255, Cf.
Theodoretus, Graecorum affectionum Curatio, 1, 90.

5TTohte, op.cit., p. 17; Munro, op.cit,, p. 182; Leonard end
Smith, op.cit., p. 566; Bailey, Commentary, Vol. 2, p. 823, Vol. 3, p.
1345; ¥, Peters, T. Lucretius et M. Cicero Quo Modo Vocabula Graeca
Epicuri Disciplinae Propria Latine Verterint (Westfalia, 1926), p. 19.
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exemplum porro gignundis rebus et ipsa

notities divis hominum unde est insita primum,

quid vellent facere ut scirent animoque viderent,58

praeterea si non alii quoque vocibus usi

inter se fuerant, unde insite notities sat

utilitatis et unde date est huic prima potestas,

quid vellet facere ut sciret snimoque videret?29
In these two passages Lucretius indicates the impossibility of creating
anything unless a concept of that object is alfeady present in the mind.
Lucretius' meaning is clearly that neither the gads could have created
mankind nor eny individual, lenguage without notitiae of these obJjects end
since the possession of these concepts was dependent upon experience'with
the objects themselves already in existence (whether it be mankind or
language), neither the gods nor some individusl could have created them,

notitiam veri quae res falsique crearit

et dubium certo quae res differre probarit.

invenies primis ab sensibus esse creatam

notitiem veri neque sensus posse refelli,b0
It is from the information provided by the senses thet one gains a concept
of what is true and this forms an "enticipation" by which one can judge

!

truth and falsehood. The senses are the source of the prolepsis.

illa quidem sorsum sunt omnia quase prius ipsa

nata dedere suae post notitiam utilitatis.

quo genere in primis sensus et membra videmus;6l
It was only after the parts of the body had been created (and used) that a
concept of their usefulness could have arisen, This passage, like the
others, supports Diogenes Laertius' definition of the prolepsis as a

"recollection of something which has often been presented before from

without ."

58Lucretius, 5, 181-183. 59Tbid., 5, 1046-1049.

601pid., Lk, 476-479. 6l1pid., b, 853-855.



7

In two further passages Lucretius indicates that the mind can
combine existing prolepseis to form new concepts. These new concepts are
still true since they arise from prolepseis which originated directly from
- sensation.

quae procul usque adeo divino a numine distent,

inque deum numero quae sint indigne videri,

notitiam potius praebere ut posse putentur

quid sit vitali motu sensuque remotum.62
In these lines Lucretius states that the mind, grouping together the
concepts it possesses of the sun, moon and other heavenly phenomena and
picking out the elements common to these concepts, can form a new prolepsis

of an object that lacks both motion and feeling.

scire licet nostrae quoque menti corpora gosse
verti in notitiam nullo circumlite fuco.6

The mind is also able to combine the concept of "body" and the concept of

the "absence of colour" to form a new notitia of bodies without colour.

In Epicurus' extant writings the word npéhn¢tg occurs only
four times and unfortunately the passages in which the term occurs cast

little light on the nature of the prolepsis. In Kuriai Doxai 37 and 38,

Epicurus speaks of the concept of justice; according to Diogenes ILaertius'
definition this would be the prolepsis"formed by the mind after several
Jjust acts had been perceived. In relation to the beliefs concerning the
gods Epicurus states:

Ol:) Ydp mpoAnders eloly &}’\7\' 1'31;0%1’)%&:1@ GeUdELS
al twv MoANwv UmEp Sewv anopdoeigb4

621 ucretius, 5, 122-125.

6310id., 2, TWl-T45. CFf. also 2, 124 where Lucretius states that
concepts of important principles can be formed from the example of small
things.

6igp. M., 12k,
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Again, according to Diogenes Laertius' description of the prolepsis,
Epicurus is saying that what the common people believe about the gods are
not concepts formed when their minds unified several of the individual
images of the gods which had struck their minds.directly, but inferences
incorrectly drawn, as Lucretius states,65afrom observation of the universe,
Finally speaking of "time" Epicurus says:

TOV yap &n xpovov oU Cntnteov wonep naL Ta AoLTd,
doa ev vnoustuevw Cntouuev avayovtsg EmL TOC
BAenouévag map’ TuLv adToLc TPOARbELS

In the case of all objects (except time), concepts of their nature and
qualities can exist in the mind, to which new sense-impressions can be
referred. According to Diogenes Laertiu§ definition of the concept, these

prolepseis would exist as a result of freqﬁent experience with the objects

themselves.

The interpretation of the evidence which Cicero gives sbout the
nature of the prolepsis of Epicurus poses a serious problem. Cicero states
as follows:

Tta fit ut deus ille quem mente noscimus atque in animi
notione tamquam in vestigio volumus reponere nusquam
prorsus appereat.

Solus (sc, Epicurus) enim vidit primum esse deos, quod in
omnium animis eorum notionem impressisset ipse natura.

Quae est enim gens aut quod genus hominum, quod non hebeat

sine doctrina anticipationem quandam deorum: quam appellat
TPOANLY Epicurus, id est anteceptam animo rei quandam
informationem, sine qua nec intellegi quicquam nec quaeri

nec disputari possit . . . . 1intellegi necesse est esse deos
quoniam insitas eorum vel potius innatas cognitiones habemus;é7

658p. H., 72. 65 8 5, 1183-1193.

66C:’Lce1f-o, De Nat, Deor., 1, 1k, 37.

6T1oid., 1, 16, U3-bb.
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fateamur constare illud etiem, hanc nos habere sive
anticipationem ut ante dixi sive praenotionem deorum
(sunt enim rebus novis nova ponenda nomina, ut Epicurus
ipse npokn¢bv appellavit, gquam entea nemo eo verbo
nominarat )

primum queod ita sit informetum enticipatumque mentibus
nostris ut homini, cum de deo cogitet, forma occurrat humana;69

"Habemus" inquis "in animo insitam informationem quandem dei."TO

The most difficult phrase to deal with is insitas . . . vel potius innstes

cognitiones (44). These words seem to indicate that the prolepsis was an
innate idea present in the individual at birth and not obtained through
sensation. Thus it would appeer that man was provided by nature with idess
necessary for thought just as he was provided with feelings of pleasure and

pain which he could use as "moral guid.es."'-{l

This interpretation of Cicero's words has its difficulties.’2

68Cicefo, De Nat. Deor., 1, 17, ik,

69101id., 1, 27, T6. T0Ibid., 1, 36, 100.

TlFor the feelings of pleasure and pain being provided by nature,
see Ep.M., 129, 137 and K.D., 7. Strodach (op.cit., p. 225 n.29) says that
if prolepseis are innate ideas provided by nature in order to eneble man to
classify his sensations, nature would be a "purposeful agent" but Epicurus
clearly rejected the idea of purpose in nature (ILucretius, 4, 823 ff).

This objection is not valid, In the same way as Epicurus taught that men
was endowed with feelings of pleasure and pain, these being given by no
"purposeful agent" but merely being parts of man's state of being (as much
as eyes and ears) so, if Epicurus believed prolepseis were innate ideas,
he could explain their presence by simply calling them parts of man's
constitution, given him "by nature."

T2Most scholars reject the evidence of Cicero: Ritter and
Preller, op.cit.,.p. 379, Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, Vol. 3,
pP. 390, woltjer, op.cit., p. 92 n.2, Tohte, op.cit., p. 1, Brieger, op.cit.,
p. 19, Merbach, op.cit., p. 51, and Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 557. —
De Witt ("The Goa of Epicurus and the Canon,"” Transactions of the Royal
Society of Canada, Ser. 3, Sect, 2, Vol. 36 (1942}, pp. 33-U9 and Epicurus
and His Philosophy, pp. 142-150) accepts Cicero's evidence, rejecting
Diogenes Laertius' definition.




80

Tt is true that the term WPOANGLS, "anticipation," seems to support
this interpretation, thet is, the term appears to indicate that the
prolepseis are anticipations Of.Eil sensation., However we must still ask:
is the prolepsis an anticipation of E&E sensation or only of those sense-
impressions that follow after the prolepsis has been formed in the mind as
a result of sensation?T3 Secondly, the statement of Epicurus that all
reasoning was derived from the senses7h conflicts with the presence in the
mind at birth of innate ideas not derived from sensation.l? Furthermore

the non-physical character of the notion of "innate ideas" seems to be at

variance with the strictly physical system of Epicurus.76

In the works of Epicurus himself it is difficult to confirm or
refute Cicero’'s definition since. the references to prolepsis are so few
and especially since three of the passages in which the word does occur 71

' However when

offer good sense with either meaning given to "prolepsis.'
Epicurus states that the suppositions of the common people concerning the
nature of the gods are not TPOATNYELG but  UmMoAfigeLg, O it is

difficult to see, if prolepseis are innate ideas, why the people should not

- have had the proper concepts of the gods straight from birth,

T3Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 245.

ThDiogenes Laertius, 10, 32, ILucretius, 4, 48k,
TOWolt jer, op.cit., p. 92 n.2.

76Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 557.

TTNemely K.D., 37 and 38, Ep. H., 72. See sbove pp. T7-T8.

T8ep. M., 12k,
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In the passages of Lucretius in which notitia (notities)T9 occurs,

difficulties arise when the meaning of "innate idea" is assigned to notitia.
In lines 5, 181-183 in which Lucretius asks where the gods could have
obtained a concept of menkind in order that they could create men, the
implication is certainly that the only source of such a conceft was actual
experience with menkind who were already in existence. Similarly in 5, 1046-
h9, the meaning is clearly that & man could not have invented speech unless
he had received a notitia of speech from hearing those who were already
using it., If notitia was an innete idea not derived from sense-perception,
there was certainly no point to Imcretius' questions, since direct experience
with menkind and speech would not have been necessary for the presence of
notitiae of them.80 In 4%, W476-479 where Lucretius states that the concept

of truth is derived from the senses, there is a clear contradi¢tion«oefi the
idea that the notitia was inborn. Similarly in L4, 853-855 ene can ask why
the concept of the usefulness of the parts of the body could only result

from actual use of these parts if this concept was inmborn. Also in 5, 12k
Lucretius states that the heavenly phenomensa can be thought to provide a
concept of something that is lacking in sensation and feeling; here again the
concept certainly is said to be derived from sensation. Only in lines 2, Thl-45,

where Lucretius states it is'possible for a concept of bodies without colour to

T9De Witt (Epicurus and His Philosophy, p. 100) denies that this
term represents the Epicurean prolepsis. In "The Gods of Epicurus and the
Canon," however, he identifies the two terms, pointing out that Cicero
(Academica Priora, 2, 10, 30) specifically identifies the two words.

80pe witt's explanation ("The Epicurean Gods and the Canon," pp.
39-40) that the prolepsis of mankind. or speech could not be present unless
it was caused by an actual experience with them is certainly inconsistent
with his assertion that the prolepsis is en innate idea. Unfortunately,
De Witt only deals with these two passages of Lucretius,
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exist in the mind, can either meaning of prolepsis be applied to notitia

with equal sense.

In the light of the evidence of both Epicurus and Iucretius,
doubt can be cast upon Cicero's statement that the prolepseis were innatas
cognitiones. Bailey81 in treating the evidence of Cicero says that the
term innatas does not necessarily mean "born in" but that the word is being
used by Cicero with the meaning of "be implanted, grow up in." Tohte82
also says that the word innatas indicates merely that concepts were
implanted in the mind. Mayor83 notes that the two words insitus and innatus
were used together by Cicero to indicate something which was a "natural
growth" rather then the result of "artificial training." He says that

Cicero's description of prolepseis as insitas vel potius innatas cognitiones

means simply that the prolepseis were not "arbitrarily imposed from without"
but were the natural result of experience. He cites as support for this
s tatement the following three passages:

(sc. nos) hebere etiam insitam quandam vel potius innatem
cupiditatem scientiae

insulam Siciliam totam esse Cereri et Liberae consecratam
. « » 1psis Siculis ita persuasum est ut in animis eorum
insitum atque innatum esse videatur.85

ut eanteponentur . . . innate atque insite assumptis et
adventiciisS

8lpailey, Greek Atomists, p. 557.

82ronte, op.cit., p. 17.

83M. Tullius Cicero, De Natura Deorum, edited by I. H., Msyor
(Canbridge, 1880), vol. 1, pp. I37-138.

8%cicero, De Finibus, 4, 2, L.

85Cicero, Aetio in Verrem, 2, 4, 106.

86Cicero, Topica, 18, 69,
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Surely, however, innatus in these passages has the meaning of that which

non

is "inborn," "present from birth" with no reference to a result of exper-

ience? Pease87 suggests it is safest to take innatas cognitiones as ideas

"implanted by nature sine doctrine at some time subsequent to birth." He

also points out88 that if all people must form prolepseis at an early age,
it is only slightly incorrect (though not strictly asccurate) to speak of

prolepseis as innatas. The interpretation of innatas as meaning "implanted

as a result of experience,"

appears to gein some support from the fact that
Cicero, after saying the existence of the gods was known by & prolepsis
(41-45), states:

Nam a natura habemus omnes omnium gentium speciem nullam

aliam nisi humanam deorum; quae enim forma alia occurrit

umquam aut vigilanti cuiquam eut dormienti789
The gods were believed to have human shape since this was the only form
in which visions of them came to men whether they were aweke or asleep.
Cicero is certainly speaking of a knowledge of the gods gained through

sensation.90 Nonetheless one eannot ignore the basic mesning of innatas

("inborn") and the possibility that Cicero did intend innatas cognitiones

to mean "innate ideas." Because of the scantiness of evidence on the nature
of prolepsis in Epicurus' works, it is impossible to reach a definite con-
clusion to this problem, although the description of the prolepsis given

by Diogenes Laertius seems most in accord with the material nature of

Epicurus' system.

8TM. Tullius Cicero, De Nature Deorum, edited by H, S. Pease
(Cambridge, Mass., 1955), pp. 298-299.

88quoting Cicero, Academica, edited by J. S. Reid (London, 1885),
2, 30.

89Cicero, De Nat. Deor,, 1, 18, U6,

9y, p. Elder, "Review of N. De Witt's Epicurus and His
Philosophy," AJP 77 (1956), p. 80.




8l

We can now discuss how Epicurus explained the apparent falsity
of some sensations, Epicurus' expleanstion was a simple one: the senses
themselves do not deceive but the mind in making inferences sbout
"jrrational” ( &AOYOS ) sensation cen give rise to error, since the

opinion ( 80Ea ) it forms sbout sensation can be true or false:

ro 65 6Lnuap1nuevov ouu,av unnpxev, el uh ElauBdvouev
nal GAAMY TuLvd wlvnouv év huiv adtole

thy 6 84Eav nal UnéAngiv Aéyouvoiv, dAnsn 1€ gaot
nal ¢eudn*92

atc%ncewg 65 L5LOV umnpxs tou napdvtoc uovov nal
ULVOUVTOG abThv avruhauﬁaveo&at, oLoy xpmuarog, obxu
58 10 6L&KDLV€LV dtL ario pév EGTL TO £v9dde arlo &t
10 sv%aée unoueuuevov. 6Lonep al utv mavraouab 6La
TavTa nacau euctv ahn%eug, (aL 8¢ 6oEaL ov nacaL noav
ahn%sbg,) axx etxov TLVa 6Lawopav rovrwv Ydp atl usv
noav ahn%eug al 68 ¢eu6€tg, ensunep npucsug ua%ecracuv
nuwv Enl TaLS ¢avracuaug, upuvouev 5t Tl uev op%wg T
o5& uox%npwg nrou napa to npooru%evau TL uaL npocveusuv
TaLg wavtacuatg n napa 10 awatpetv TL rou TWV naL HOL VWS
uara¢eu650&au Tng axoyou auc&ncewg. ouuouv Twv S0EWvV

HATA TOV Enunoupov at usv ahn&eug elolv al &t ¢€U6£Lg93

’

As soon as the mind becomes aware of some object stimulating the eyes (for
exemple) it spontaneously makes some inference ( fméhn(bt,g, 86Ea )
about the nature of the object by referring the sense-impression of the
object to one of the concepts present in the mind itself:

nau 10 6oaaotov &nd npotepou TLVOQ svapyoug innTaL,

EQ ) avawspovre AEyouev* olov Mé%ev louev ei 1TOLTH
EOTLY av%pwnog-

91Ep. H., 51.

92Diogenes Laertius, 10, 34. Cf, Aetius, Pl., 4, 8, 2, Usener
248; Dox.Gr., p. 396.

93sextus Empiricus, 7, 210, Usener 247, Cf. Iucretius, b4, 386,
462-68 end Tertullisn, De Anima, 17, Usener 247,

9uDiogenes Laertius, 10, 33.
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Whatever interpretation the mind gives to the sense-impression is called

the "sddition of opinion" (MP0CSOLaLOUEVOV). For example, a square
tower at a disteance appears to be round. If a person concludes the

tower is round, his mind has added information (npoudoEalduevov) to
the simple sensation and formed a judgement (’f‘mC’J}\TNJLQ) which in

‘this case is incorrect since the tower is not round. The original sensation,

however, was still true since it showed how a square tower appears st a

dista.nce.95

To determine whether en opinion is true or false, one must
examine the object in question é:b close hand in the medium of air ;96 he
must gain a clear well-defined view of the object (E’:vo'LpYnurx, évdpye La) .

'}‘o vcpz—:crnnog 551. Texog ETLL}\OYLCEG\‘}OLL wal maoav THy
EVAPYELQV, sm v Tt Sdokaldueva avayouEV'

The opinions about ’chose objects that do present a distinct view can be
accepted as true. In the case of these 60faiL, the mind correctly selects
the concept to which the object corresponds and a recognition of the object

(énaﬁo%nua) occurs, .Thus concerning the Enalodnua Diogenes
Laertius states:

nm. 'co T snmm}nuara 5’ bcpecto’cvat. TLGTOUTOL THV
TV aw\‘}noewv a)\n%emv.

95For other common examples of false O0&al mede by the
mind, see Lucretius, Y4, 379-461.

96Eplcurus never mentlons the necessity of a medium of air but
it was perhaps a feature of the evapYnua that he took for granted.
An oar in water seen at very close hand will still look bent; placed in
the air the oar will present a clear view of its real nature.

97K.D., 22, Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 243 ff., and Merbach,
op.cit., p. 18.

98Diogenes Leertius, 10. 32.
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That the sense-impression exactly fits an existing concept gives proof that

the sense-impression in true.99

It is not possible, however, to cobtain a clear view (éVO’CDYYW-OC)
of every sensible object., The object may be a great distance awey or the
light too dim to allow one to0 see it clearly. The sense-impressions one
receives of these objects are true (they give a true picture of what the
object appeers to be at a certain distance) but they sre not clear (e’:vapyﬁg) .
Stimulation of the senses by these objects does not give rise to en

100..

enalodnua. Before one's opinion sbout these "unclear" objects

99The understanding of the term &nalodnua (€énalodnoig)
is difficult because the evidence on the Epicurean use of the term is so
slight. ETO Lc\‘mcbg occurs twice in the works of Epicurus (Ep.H., 52,
53) and appears to indicate the act of comprehension o recognition of the
nature of the sensation (in these passages, the understanding of the words
of the spesker), For this comprehension to have taken place, the mind
clearly must have assigned the sense-impression tb the correct concept.
(Cf. De Witt, Epicurus and His Philosophy, pp. 140, 205.) Besides the use of
enalodnua in the passage of Diogenes Laertlus Just quot?d (a
passage which sheds little light on the nature of an enaw%nua there
is only one other use of the word in relation to Epicurus (Aetius, P1. 1., L,
8, 2, Usener 249, Dox.Gr., p. 394):

Imt,uoupog 1:0 1:8 uopLbv em:l.v n OLLO"9T]GL§, 'r) TLG EotTlv n
éuvaubg, oL TO emxl.o%nuon, ) TEP €otl TO t-':vepvmmt.
Here E:'mxl.m‘}np.a refers to the passive impression received by the senses
(See Bailey, Greek Atomists, P, 238 n.3.) The word is certainly, in its
meaning, equivalent to pavtacia (sense-impression) and perhaps its use
may be accounted for by aegeribing it to a failure on the part of Aetius to
keep CPOW’IIOLGLOL and en«xbm‘)nua, passive sensation and cognition, distinct.

Bailey's account of énalodnual(énalodnoic)is rather confusing.
In Epicurus (p. 415 n.5) and Greek Atomists (pp. 420, 558) he describes it
as tThe act of cognition, thet is, the method by which the mind interprets
the sense-impression and performs an "act of comprehension," by which it
grasps the nature of the object, Nonetheless, he also describes it (Greek
Atomists, p. 240 n.6) as the process by which & serijes of idols following
quickly upon one another forms a sense-impression (<P0CVTOCG La) wh1ch
the eye can grasp., It is difficult to see, however, in this case how enmo%nctg
would differ from alod9noLg.

100pe witt ("Epicurus: All Sensations Are True," TAPA T4 (1943),
p. 20) is wrong in supposing that Diogenes Laertius' statement that the
occurrence of EmaiLcINuaTa conflrms the truth of sensation also implies
a negative that the non-~occurrence of enabc\‘}nua’ca reveals the falsity
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can be accepted as true, it must be confirmed by further evidence, that
is, & close view of the sensible object must be obtained. A sensible
object whose exact nature has not been ascertained by attention to the
close view must be regerded as an "object awaiting confirmation"

)}Ol

(npbouévov If the close view of the object does not confirm the

opinion one held about its nature, the 86Ea is false:

DY

naya ot 1au1nv [uuvncuv], eqv HEV ub‘énuyaptupnan .
n avtuuapruon%n TO ¢eubog ygvsrau' v 8 EmipapTupnd
A uh &vtipaptupndn, TO dAnSég.102

3
3
-

av utv yap enuuaptupntab n uh avruuaptvpntau, [thv
66Eav] akn%n glvaiL® eav b€ un sntuaptupntau n
avruuaptupntau, ¢eu6n TUYYAVELV . 0%ev (TO) npoouévov

elonydm-105

%
rd
’
-

Y

EL Ty’ euﬁaheug anxwg auc%ncuv nal un OLaLpncng

TO éoEaCouevov HOTX ro npoousvov naL TO TAPOV n&n
uata rnv auo%nctv naL T TASN nal nacav wavtaotuunv
enuBoXnv ng ouavouag, cuvrapaLELg nol 1ag Kounag
aucanceug ™, poTolw éoan, Wote TO npurnpuov anav
euBakeug. el 8t BEBALWOELS HAL TO TPOOHEVOV nav &v

of the sensations. If an énafc%np,a does not take place it shows
simply that the object was not seen clearly enough for recognition to occur
or that a concept of that particular sensible object had not yet been
formed. The sense-impressions are still true.

101y 1., 38 and K. K.D., 24, Diogenes Laertius (10,34) is misled
in interpreting the term . npocuevov as the individual's act of waiting
to confirm his sense-impression. See Tohte, op.cit., p. 1¥ n.l, Zeller,
Die Philosophie der Griechen, Vol. 3, p. 430 0.2, and Bailey, Greek Atomists,
P. 254 n. 3.

102gp.H., 51. Cf. also 50,

1O3D10genes Laertius, 10, 34k. See also the description of Avti-
uapTUpnoLg and EMLPAPTUPNOLS  in Sextus Eppiricus, T, 212-216,
Usener 247, Note especially the prominence of &:vapyel.a.
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taug 6o£aorunaug evvonaug uat T0 un tnv snuuaptupncuv, obn
Enhe {geLg TO 6Ls¢suousvov, wg rsrnpnnwg EOEL _Taoq au¢uc—
BATNOLY MATA TACAV HPLOLV TOV op%wg N uh op&wg

In the act of confirming or contradicting the npocuevov ’ one
purposely directs the attention of the senses to the év&pvnua H the

technical term for this action is t':m.ﬁo}\}) TV (xf.c%n‘mp Cwv . 105

In some cases one can perceive objects with the senses but
cannot receive a clear view (&vdpynua) of them (for example, the
heavenly phenomensa). Since it is impossible to confirm one's 56t
sbout these objects, Epicurus introduced the principle of non-contradiction (obu
&vttuabtﬁpnctg) . eny explanation that is not contradicted by the
evidence of the senses can be accepted as true. In the case of heavenly
phenomena several explanations can be given but one explanation must not
be preferred over another since definite confirmation of one view is not
possible:

nol navra Ta TOLaUTa bn boa uovaxnv €¥€L ToLg ?auvoueVOLg
cuu¢wvuav' dmep gnl [ TWV uerewpwv ovx UTApXEL s ahka

tavta YE nkeovaxnv EXEL HaAl TNC ysvacewg attlav nal ng
obglag tatg alodhoeolr oduguwvov natnyopiav.

10k .p., 2U4; K.D., 23 must be taken closely with 2k:

EL uaxn nacaug Taug aucancecuv, ovx eEeug ov6 ac av
¢n§ altov SLedelodal npog Tl moiLoUuevoc Thy avaywynv nplvng.

Epicurus is speaking of the consequences of two different positions: if all
sensations are rejected, no standard by which to judge any sensation can
exist; if one sensation is rejected, again no stendard of judgement can exist.
De Witt (EpicUrus and His Philosophy, p. 141) is incorrect in assuming that
Kuria Doxa 23 indicetes Epicurus did not affirm the truth of ell sensations.

105gp.H., 38, 50, 51, and 62. This expression will be discussed
at greater length in the following chapter.

106gp.P., 86, For other statements sbout Epicurus' belief in
several explanations to account for heavenly phenomena, see Ep. Ep.P., 94, 95,
98 and 173, Lucretius 5, 526-33 end Seneca, Naturales Quaestiomes, 6, 20,
For examples of explenations by non-contradiction see Ep. P., oo, 92, 93 and
Lucretius, Bks, 5 and 6.
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Epicurus also used the principle of non-contradietionto support his views
about the ultimate realities of the universe which were by nature
imperceptible .107

ovn cxvuuap‘wpnmg ot sc'cw auohou{)m OV U‘Jl:OO"I:fY.%EV‘I:Og

uaL éoaam“)ev‘cog rxén}\ou 'cw cpawouevq), oLov o L.muovpog

)\eywv ewal. uavov, onsp sm:w a&n}\ov, migtovtatr &u’
Evapyovs npdyuatos TOUTO, TNS HLVNCEWS®

In the case of objects of which an evapvnua could not be gained and
also in the case of those realities which could not be perceived at all,
the evidence of the senses was still in Epicﬁrus' view all important; it
did not give definite confirmetion of one's 56Ea but still it ruled

out error by contradicting what was definitely false.

In addition to explaining error by meens of the false OOEal
formed by the mind, Epicuruslo9 appears to have held the view (although
fhere is no mention of it in his extant works) that the idols coming from
an object at a distance could be altered in some way during their flight
through the air.110 The sense-impression is true in that it records the
shape of the £ Ldwha but opinion errs in assuming that the idols are

the same shape as the object from which they came. The supposition that the

10TThe reason Epicurus was sble to assert the truth of the theory
of atoms and void even though these were not perceptibidé to the senses will
be discussed in the following chapter.

108gextus Empiricus, 7, 213, Usener 247. See also Ep.H., 47-48
in reference to the existence of €lOwW\«. -

109Bailey (Greek Atomists, pp. 256-257) suggests that this
teaching did not originete with Epicurus himself but only with the later
Epicureans. Even though there is no mention of the teaching in the extant
works of Epicurus, it is still not possible to state the origin of the
doctrine since we have no evidence on this point.

110gextus Empiricus s, T, 209, Usener 247. ILucretius, 4, 353-363.
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idols can be altered gives rise to a serious problem: how can one
distinguish £ lSwha that do correspond to the object from those that
do not? Epicurus' probsble answer would be that idols coming from an
object 'close at hand 'd_o correspond exactly to the sensible object and one
should, therefore, always try to gain a clear view (&vdpynua) ~ of
each object.lll Nonetheless the teaching that the idols could be altered
strikes at the very root of Epicurus' system, since the assertion that é.ll
sensation is true would hold no weight if the idols did not correspond

exactly to the concrete objects from which they a.rise.112

The importance Epicurus attached to t»’:vo'tpye La, the clear
view of an object obtained by turning the attention of the senses to it ,113
cannot be overemphasized. Again and agein Epicurus points out that it is

the clear evidence presented by objects which one must consider in carrying

on an investigation of the phenomena of nature:

ou%e:v y&p Tourwv avnuaprupewau 'mt.g mo%nceow,
av BAEnn TLS twa 'l:ponov TAS evapysuag, 'l:t.va nal
Tag oupnadelac ano Twv EEwdev TP OG nuag avoloetr . 14

L'}
nou. 'cav‘cnv ouv ccpoépa YE det Thv 00§av mx'rexew, ;. o

v
ufte T& wprtfpia dvaipntar th xatd tag Evapyeiacl!d

N lllSee Ep.H., 20 where he states that every image obtained EML-
BANTLMWG TN éugmffq 7l ToLs alo¥nTnploLs is the shape of the object.
As noted sbove, ETLBOAT TwV alodntnplwv is used in the process of
confirming an opinion by means of a close view (evapynua

llECf Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, Vol. 3, pp. 393-
394 and Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 2506-257.

113 2niBorh tov alodntnpiwv.
1lkgp,H,, 48.

151pid., . s52.
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u , ’ ~ ’ ‘) w
O9EV ... TPOCEUTEOV ...1¥gcn TN |aPovoY Kad EnacTov

Twy upLTnplwv evapyeiq.

wal mav 8t elg TolTO TO gépog’gvctnua 6q6€wg SLa-—
AuvdnoceTal, Edv TLS TOLS EvapyYNUacL npooexn117-

’ . ~ ’ ~ 3
TV Yap T& ToLauTa ual T& ToUtoLg ouyyevn obLfevi
TWY EVAPYNUATWY 6La¢wvau118

-~ .

?b bwectnubs §sf Térog énuhoyCCeg&aL nal Tagav THY
eEvapyeilav, €9 Tv t& Sofafdueva dvdyopev- 119

Scholars have failed to make clear the importance of évo’cpyt—: La because

they have identified aLo9MoLg snd €vdpyera 120 This identi-
fication can be questioned. Nowhere in the extant work of Epicurus is
alofnolg  declared to be identical to E&vdpyeia; novhere is all
a’fo%ncbg termed E':VOLDYT')Q- Epicurus' teaching seems rather
that all sensations were true but not all were E':vapYT’)G ’ that is, they
did not all present a distinct view of the real nature of the sensible

object 121

Those who have identified a't.'o-&nol.g and évépve La have
done so on the hasis of two pessages, one in Sextus Empiricus, the other

in Plutarch,

I ’ LY ~ ~ ” -~ ’ 2 ’
Enituoupog 6e duolv Oviwv Twv gufuYOUVTwY GAANAOLS
npayuéswv, ?aVTagf?g’nal ng 86Eng, 1961wv ?hv' .
paviactav, Ty ual evapyeiav HAAEL, OLA TavTOog aAndn

PNOLV UTAPXELV. '

116gp 1., 82 : 1Tgp,p., 91
1181p1a., 93. Cf. also 96 119 p., 22. cf. also Ep.H., Tl
120ze11er, Die Philosophie der Griechen, Vol. 3, p. 388, For

this identification see Ritter end Preller, op.cit., p. 378, Taylor, op.cit.,
p. 44, Wallace, op.cit., p. 416,

121For Epicurus' use of &vapyng see Bailey, Epicurus, pp.
194, 256; Greek Atomists, p. 243 ff, and Merbach, op.cit., . 18.

1225extus Empiricus, T, 203, Usener 21+.7.
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One objection that can be made to Sextus Empiricus' identification of
paviacia (sense-perception) and EVAPYEL®  is that the whole
principle of confirmetion or contradiction of a ﬂpocuévov would be
unnecessary if all sense-impressions were f’:vapYﬁs end thus equally
valuable in relation to giving a distinct view of the nature of a sensible
object without the circumstances in which the object was placed (distance,

light) pleying a significant role.

De Witt123 accepts this statement of Sextus Empiricus, but on
the basis of the identification of évo'Lst La and q)(ZV‘I:aGCa, he
gives a special interpretation to the term cpozvrao_fa. He defines
this word as & clear image coming from en object close at hand; the

cpav'ccxcfa ’ he says, is true, He states that cpav*tacfa was
used by Epicurus in opposition to cptivracua, the term he used, to
indicate dreams, the visions of madmen and the heavenly phenomena.
De Witt also says that cpavtécu.a‘l:a are all false, This last statement
is certainly incorrect since Diogenés Laertius explicitly states that
Epicurus believed all cpavtécuom:a (referring to the visions of madmen

124 De Witt is incorrect also in restricting

and dreams) were true.
Epicurus' use of cpdvracp.oc to dreams, hallucinations and heavenly
phenomens (although the word is used most often in this sense125) since the

term is found in the Epistula ad Herodortum126 referring simply to sense-

123pe witt » Epicurus and His Philosophy, p. 137; "Epicurus,

Nepl davtaclag," TAPE 70 (1939), Dp. LIL-EIT.

12hkpiogenes’ 1aertius, 10, 32. (See quote on page T2.)
125Namely in Ep.H., 51; Ep.P., 88, 102 and 110,

126EP-H- 3 75 .
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impressions in general., Again De Witt's view that ¢avtacto can
come only from an object near at hand is not supported by any direct
evidence, Tt is true that‘Epicuru5127 speaks of & ¢avracCa which is
"the exact shape of the sensible object" but he defines this ogaviaoia
as one obtained by an EMLBOAT of the SidvoLa or the alodnthipia;
the EMLBOAT of the alo9nTAoLa has been shown to be connédted:
with the confirmation of one's opinion of the nature of an cbject by a
close view, Furthermore Epicurus does use the term (pavtacfa in
relation to objects which can only be seen at a distance.128 De Witt, on
the basis of Sextus Empiricus' identification of cpocv'l:aolfa and
évdpyeLa, has attempted to show that @avtacia  was in fact a
term used only to indicate objects observéd close at hand; the evidence
does not support his view and it seems better to question the statement of
Sextus Empiricus rather than to assign this restricted meaning to (pavtaofa,

e term which Sextus Empiricus clearly uses simply as a synonym for afa%WK7L§-129

Pluterch's statement is as follows:

el 65 yuverau 6La¢opa TOU naeoug anootacb nol _MPOg-
ek&oucu, ¢eu60g EaTL TO unte mavtaouav uhte alodnouy
£tépagc etépav evapyeotépav UndpyeLv

Plutarch states that if one affirms that an object seen at close hand is

12TEp.H., 50,

1235p H., 80. I have followed the text of Bailey (see Eplcurus
pp. 50 and 25%) and Arrighetti (Eplcurus, Opere (Torlno, 1960), p. 71) i
this difficult passage.

1295ee above page TO.

130p1uterch, Adv.Col., 25, 121 d-e, Usener 252,
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of the nature it appears to be but says that an cbject seen at a distance
appears to be of such and such a nature but does not state that it .}i of
such a nature, it is false for this person to say one sensation is not
évapyeotépav  than snother. How is Plutarch using the term E&vapynig ?
The context of the passage immediately preceding the words Jjust quoted
makes it clear that Plutaerch is using EVaPYNS as a synonym for GANSMg
(true); he is not preserving the distinction Epicurus drew between what is
true (not false, real) and what is clear (distinct, seen at close hand).l31
Einarson and De Lacyl32 translate the passage containing évapyeotépav
as "no impression and no sensation has . . . a better warrant of truth
than another." Plutarch is arguing that if a person accepts some sense-
impressions as trustworthy in showing the nature of an object, that is,
accepts them as true (objects tlose at hend) but not others (cbjects at a
distance), he should not say that all sensations are equally true.
Epicurus' answer to this objection would be that all sensations are equally
true since they show the nature of an object as it exists in certain
conditions; the clear view, however, is more valuable for ascertaining the

objective nature of the object.

Despite the passages in Sextus Empiricus and Plutarch, it appears
likely that Epicurus believed that a'lfc%nmg was not identical to évo’cpye La
but évépve La referred only to the evidence of objects perceived

distinctly at close range. It was not every sensation which Epicurus believed

131ce, Merbach's definition of Evapyfg snd  &ANSHc ,
op.cit., p. 20.

132p1utarch, "Reply to Colotes" in Moralia, Vol. 1k, edited by
B. Einarson and P. De Lacy (Loeb Classical Library, London and Cambridge,
Mass., 1967), p. 277.
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to be of equal valuel33 for obtaining scientific accurascy and knowledge

but only the Evapynuata 131F

In his attitude to sensation we see that Epicurus differed
greatly from Democritus,.135 Democritus believed that sensible qualities
did not exist in themselves but were merely subjective nadmn of
the senses. Epicurus maintained that all sensible qualities were real and
the perception of them true. It is possible to suppose that Epicurus’
teaching that all sensations were true would place him in the same position
as Protagoras, that is, if all sensations are true, even contradictory
sense-impressions from the same object, truth becomes strictly relative
end the real nature of any object cannot be known. Epicurus believed
sensation gave a true picture of the effect of an object in certain cir-
cumstances. If the same object appeared different to different people,
this was the result of the interreaction of the €l8wAa from the
object and the particular stete of the person. Epicurus emphasizesg,
however, that one should pay attention to the clear view (évépynua)
of an object; such a view was more valuable, though no more true, than

another view for discovering the real nature of an object., Also in the

133pe wWitt (Epicurus and His Philospphy, p. 138 ff.) is right in
pointing out that Epicurus did not ascribe the same value (for ascertaining
the real nature of an object) to all sensations; he is wrong to conclude
that Epicurus did not treat all sensation as true.

13)4Merba.ch op.cit., p. 18; Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 243, 252
and Farrington, op. c1ﬁ77"fﬁ-108 Note also the frequent use by Lucretius
of the expression manifests res as clear proof of some assertion: 1, 803,
893, 2 565, 3, 353, 686; 6, 139, 249, That menifestus is the equlvalent
of evapyng séa Peters, op.cit., p..13. —

135Natprp op.cit., p. 220. Cf. Sextus Empiricus, 7, 369:
TWV QUOLUDY Ol UEV TOVTQ avnpnnacu Ta ¢aLvoueva wg ol mepl

AnudupiLtov, ol 6t mdvta £9ecocav, wWe Ol MEPL TOV ' ENLHOUPOC ...
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cases in which people received different sense-impressionsfrom the same
object; he urged them to pay attention not only to their individual
sensations but_glso to the experiences of others in order, presumably,
that they could determine how much the nature of their personal sensations
was dependent upon their own individual condition.136 This emphasis
Epicurus lays upon both évépyaua end common experience shows he
believed that some sense-impressions could be relied upon to present a
view of en object that was clearer than the view given by other objects
and that consequently these impressions could be thought to give a picture

of the real nature of the object itself.

136Ep.H., 82. See Beiley, Epicurus, p. 256 n.5.



CHAPTER FIVE
KNCWIEDGE OF THE IMPERCEPTIBIE

In the previous chapter four instances of the functioning of the
mind were mentioned., First of all the mind treats the very subtle idols
which strike it directly. Secondly the mind with each sense-impression
mede upon the sense-orgens receives in some manﬁer 8 related stimulus.
Closely allied with reception of & stimulus from the sense-organs is the
subsequent classification of the sense-impression by the mind (the action
of O606Ea ) through reference to the prolepseis. Finally the mind,
after storing up individual impressions, can form a general picture or
concept (prolepsis) of some object by selecting out the essential features
from the images it has stored up.of that object. We have no information
concerning exactly how the atoms of the mind can, for example, assign en
image to the correct prolepsis or form a general concept. It is possible
to supposel that the stimulation of the mind involved the rearrangement of
the atoms into new patterns and that these patterns couid be stored in the
mind (as material for the formation of prolepseis). The difficulty connected
with this suppqéition, however, is that.the atoms of all four elements of
the mind are in constant motion, intermingling among themselves? and the
storage of patterns would certainly involve a permanent arrangement of

atoms., The lack of evidence makes it impossible for us to understand how

1p, J. Furley, Two Studies in the Greek Atomists (Princeton,
1967), p. 200.

2Lucretius, 3, 263-26k.
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Epicurus, if he did give a detailed explanation of this difficult question,

believed the mind as a striectly physical structure performed its operations.

Two points, however, do become clear from these four activities
of the mind., First, in 8ll cases thought is caused by idols;3 the mind is
either directly stimulated by these or receives images that result from
the impression of idols made upon the senses., Second,in all cases thought
takes place by meens of images. Tt can, therefore, be described as a

process of visual:lzation.l‘L

In addition to these four types of thought, all caused by
sensation, Epicurus believed the mind was capable of independent thought,
thet is, logical activity or reasoning. Even here the meterisl the mind
used was provided only by idols striking the mind or the senses. Reasoning
was wholly dependent upon sensation:

obbt scru TO 6vvausvov autag [atc&nceug] étexayiau
s oUTE uhv Aoyog, mag yap Adyocg ATO TWV atlodhcewv
fotntal’

In the process of reasoning the mind simply manipulates and rearranges
images already present within it; this is why Epicurus believed there could
be no thought or inquiry without the prolepseis.6 All independent thought

must begin with the concepts the mind has alreedy formed and by arranging

3¢f. Cicero, De Finibus, 1, 6, 21, and Aetius, Pl., L4, 8, 10,
Usener 317, Dox. Gr., P. 395.

Ypeiley, Greek Atomists, pp. 42h-L25. Note also Ep.H., 38 where
Epicurus states the® the mind must "look (Bhenec&ab) at the
TPWTOV EVVOT]IJ-Q- .

SDiogenes Laertius, 10, 32. Cf. Lucretius, 4, 483-485,

6clement of Alexandria, Strometeis, 2, 4 (Usener 255) and Cicero,
De Nat. Deor., 1, 16, 43,
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and rearranging these give rise 10 new ideas.7

The process of reasoning played a chief role in the problem. ' we
must now discuss. How did Epicurus believe one could gain & knowledge of
the (’ién)\a, things not immediately perceptible? These included both
the exact nature of heavenly phenomena and the ultimate reelities underlying
all sensible objects (the atoms snd void). It was stated afbove8 that in the
case of heavenly phenomena Epicurus accepted as true any explanation that
wvas not contradicted by the senses. How then were such éxplanations formed
and, in particular, how did Epicurus teach that a knowledge of the atoms and

void could be obtained? Epicurus states:

cwp,a'ra BEV Yap wg EO’TLV, am:n n auc%nmg gnl
nav‘cwv HOPTUPEL, uwad’ fly dvaynatov tO aAdnAov
-c(p koyl.cutp Tenpalpeodal

On the basis of sensation one can make inferences about the &én)\ov

with the help of ressoning. Aoy Lopdglo (and its compoundsll)
eppears to be the term Epicurus employed to indicate the process of reasoning
based on the material provided by sensation.l? It is difficult to define

exactly the meaning of the terms related to thought that occur in Epicurus’

Tcf. pp. 76-77 @bove for the evidence of Lucretius concerning
the conbination of prolepseis to form new ideas, 5, 123-125 and 2, Thli-Th45,

Bsee pp. 88-89.
."9EP.H0, 39.

10mhis term is found also in Ep.H., 75, 76; Ep. M., 132; K.D.,
16 19 and Fr T4 with the general meaning of "reason.,”

Unamely éta}\oywua (Ep.H., 68; Ep P., 85), SLoAoyLoudg
(Ep.P., 84, sent, Vat,, 10, Fr,, 30 T‘)"and ERUKGY Londs (Ep.H., T3,
K.D., 20, Fr,, (29.16]) 1, 10—(‘31 16) 8, and (31.32) 9 (ArrighettI).

12¢f, Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 423 n.3, R. Philippson, "Zur
Epikureischen G&tterlehre,” Hermes 5L (1916), p. 572, Merbach, op.cit., p. 22.
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exteant works since each occurs so infrequently end often then in a context
that does not help to define the meaning of the term. In addition to

Aoy Loudg and its compounds, Otavénoigl3 seems also to refer
to the process of reasoning. Abyog is used in a wide sense by

1k

Epicurus with these meanings: account or discourse,” reason i't:self,:LS
and rea.son:'mgs.l6 Philippsonl7 says Epicurus used the term only to refer
to the faculty of mind thet deslt with the adénia. One statement of
Epicurus certainly supports this interpretation:

] -~

ETL TE T e)\axw-l:a oL apLym nepara et voullZeLy

) N

-c'n S Adyov Pewplq enl Twv ocopa'cwv.

However, it is best not to define Aoyo; so strictly, since other
passages in which MSYOQ appears show that Epicurus did not use the
term in one restricted sense., Bailey's contentionl? that Epicurus is making
no reference to the process of reasoning when he uses the expression
Sewpn‘rbg AéY‘P 20 is agein too precise, Epicurus uses this ekpression
to indicate ideas that are formed ("seen") by the mind and that are of such
a nature to indicate they result from the manipulation of concepts by the
mind itself, that is, that they result from what Epicurus conceived the

process of reasoning to be.2l

13gp.H., 63, Fr.,(31.23) 4 (Arrighetti).

lhEp.H., 83, Sent. Vat., 26.

15Ep.H., 47 b, 59, 62 (tw:.ce), .,(29 15) 3 (Arrighetti).
16Epp.., 86, K.D., 25.

1TPnilippson, "Zur Epikureischen G8tterlehre,” pp. 571-T2.
18533._1_-1_., 59 19Bailey, Greek Atomists; pp. 423 n.3, 591.

20see Ep.H., 47 b, 62 (twice), 59: (Sewpla).

2lThe Latin equivelent of AOY Londg is ratio: Cicero, De
Finibus, 1, 9, 30, and Lucretius passim especially 4, T83 ff. and T96.
Cf. Phi llppson, "Zur Epikureischen GOtterlehre," p. 571L Bailey, Greek
Atomists, p. 423 n.3 and Commentary, Vol. 2, 605.
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Further evidence of how Epicurus believed knowledge of

imperceptible things was established is given in the Epistula ad Bythoclem:

-

’

EQV TLG nakﬁ; TOC% paLvouévoLg anohoudwv nepl Twv
APAVWY OMUELWTAL »

cnuaba o gni va ev Tolg uerewpoug guvTteAovuévwy
PEpPELV Twv map’ NULV TLVA PaLVOUEVWY

’ ~ ~ g,
. t& gaiviueva a SeL gnueia anoéexeo%au24

wal nat’ akhoug 5t nkeuovag tponoug TOUTO 6vva10v
cuvreheuo&au, £V TLS d0vntaL TO oupwvov Tolg
paLvopévoLg curloylCeodal .

The phenomena of earth provide “signs" on the basis of which explanations
of the heavenly phenomens can be formed (ouAhoy(Lleabar). That it is
sensation that must act as the source of material for the understanding of
both heavenly phenomena end the atoms and void is made clear also by

Epicurus' statement:

ETL TE uata TUC ato%ncsug 6EL navTa TNPELY +.. ONWS
&v ual TO TMpooufvov HAL TO ASNAOV EXWHEV OLG
ONUE LWoSuESa . 26

This same fact is stated explicitly by Sextus Empiricus, Diogenes Leertius

and ILucretius:

eeo OLA @abvsuavou yp o¢euxeu 10 adnhov &mo-
Selnvuadal .2

(74 LY . ~ | B4 IR Y ”~ : '1 LY
O%ev uaiL mepl _Twv adNhwv ANO Twyv PALVOUEVWY XPN
onueLovodaL .2

22Ep.P., 10k, 231mia., 87.
2h1vig,, 97 25Tbid., 112.

26Ep.H., 38. The sentence immediately following indicetes that
Epicurus has in mind in particular at this point the atoms and void.

2Tsextus Empiricus, 8, 64, Usemer 253,

28piogenes Laertius, 10, 32.
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. « . enim per se communis dedicat esse
sensus; cui nisi prime fides fundata valebit,
haud erit occultis de rebus quo referentes
confirmare animi guicquam ratione queamus.29
The &Gnka are explained by reasoning from the perceptible

to the imperceptible, that is, by analogy. There is a clear example of

this process in the Epistula ad Herodotum in which Epicurus makes inferences

gbout the structure of the atoms from the nature of sensible bodies.

taurn Tn avaAoILq vouuotsov nal ro sv tn atouw

ekaxbotov uexpna%aL' uLMpOTnTL Yap éxetvo dniov
wg 6»a¢epeu ToU uata tnv auo&nctv %ewpouuevou,

avahoyuq 5¢ tn aurn usxpnrau. enel _TEp uaL oru
ueys%og exeu 1 atouog, HOTO tnv ~<1wv)' evrau%a
mvahoyuav natayopnoauev, uLupdv TL pdvov panpiv
suﬁakhovteg.

This anelogy, we must believe, is followed by the
minimum in the atom; for in its smallness, clearly,
it differs from that which is percepfible, but it
follows the same analogy. For we have alreedy
stated that the atom has magnitude, in virtue of
its analogy with the things of this world, Jjust
projecting something smell on & large scale.3l

From this example we can see how Epicurus used what he terms in another
- I ’ 2 ~ ’
passage Thv avahloylav thv uatd t& gaivéuevlia €lv toig &opdtoig

r 7T ’, Ly ~ » ’
ofvoalv 32 and TNV cupguviav THv Talg alodfoeoiy Unépyovaav

29Tucretius, 1, L22-425,
3%p.H., 58-59.

311 nave given here the translation of Furley (op.cit., p. 22)
because of the difficulty in interpretation of the final phrase, Bailey's
translation of this ("only we placed it far below them (sensible bodies) in
smallness") is forced . and does not make clear the point Epicurus is making,
namely that in compering atoms to a sensible object one is in effect magni-
fying the atoms themselves (Furley, op.cit., p. 23) Bailey's 1ns1stence
also on the strict meaning of the term QvVaAoy ta , namely "proportion"

"relation" (Epicurus, ppy 210-211) is perhaps unnecessary. Aristotle used.
the term in both senses (LSJ s.v.) and Epicurus clearly uses it with the
meaning of analogy" in Fragment .49 (ISJ 8.v.).

32Fr., %9,
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npde t& hopdra.33

Lucretius by his sbundant use of analogy makes quite plain that
Epicurus believed the nature of the t’ién)\a was to be discovered
through informetion given by the senses. Two clear examples of analogy

found in the De Rerum Natura are the proofs given for the existence of the

a‘l:oms31L and for the nature of the movement of the atoms in the voic1.35

There is evidence that the conclusions the mind reaches after
it has combined and rearranged concepts on the basis of the "signs" provided
by nature were termed by Epicurus énivoLat. 36 Diogenes Laertius
gives specific information concerning the nature of these "ideas." It is
importent to note that Diogenes Leertius' description of énlvorat
follows immediately upon his statement that we must make inferences about
the &51’)7\& from phenomena.37 and acts as an explanation of this
statement (as the Ydp makes clear):
wal yap xal &émlvoiLaL macar &moO t@v alo¥noewy
eybvaoiL uatd Te mepimiwoLv ual avaloylav ral

ouotétnta ual_givdeoiv, ocupBallopévou TiL nal
OV Koytouou.3

’

’ .
ETNLVOLAL all find their source in sensation and arise in four ways. An

observation made quite by chance of the signs provided by sensation

33Loc . cit.

31‘1, 265-328. ILucretius uses the analogy of wind, scents, garments
losing their moisture, and objects being invisibly worn away,

352, 112-24. He uses the analogy of the motes in the sunbeam.

360pperma.n, op.cit., p. 197, Merbach, op.cit., p. 22, Tohte,
op.cit., p. 11,

3Tsee page 101 above,

38Diogenes Laertius, 10, 32,



10k

(nepinTwoLc) can result in the formation of an Enivoia .39 The
mind cen form Emivoiai by (purposely) comparing one experience
with another and becoming aware of ﬁhe similarity between them (&va)\oyf (44
and c'>u01.6"cng).. Finally the mind cen form ETmivoial by
combining several of the cnuefa provided by experience (C‘éV%EO’Lg) .
The logical activity of the mind (Aoyioudg) also has a part to play
in the formation of ideas but its role is only éeconda.ry. Sensation
furnishes all the material for &mnivoiat; AoyiLouds  simply aids the

mind in meking use of this material.

In a statement on the nature of thought, Epicurus gives a .
description of the way in which he believed ideas (&mnlvoiaL) were

formed.

ou&ev o0d’ smvog%nv(xu 6uvoc'cal. olte nepmnnuuwg
oUTe &valdywg toLg nept.)\mmoug

"Nothing can be thought of either by mental apprehension or by analogy
with what has been apprehended by the mind." TEP LANTT L UWG indicates
the process by which the mind grasps (meEpLAauBdverv) the images that

result from the stimuletion of the sense-organs, the direct striking of the

39Tonte, op.cit., p. 12; Bailey, Epicurus, p. 413,

4Ogp.H., bO. cf. Lucretius, 1, 445-4L48, gniLvoéw (for
example, Ep.H., 56, 68), {,)Lavo&:w (for- example, Ep.H., 49,60), Evvoéw
(for example, Ep.H., T3), enLAoylfouatr (for exampie, Ep.H., 73) and

voéw (for example, Ep. H., 60, 66, 67) were all used by Epicurus with
the meanings of "think,": cons:Lder, " a.nd refer to the (material) process

of thinking he postula.ted. The term EnivoLa occurs also in Ep.H., 45,
Fr., 13 and 169 (Usener). In these last two passages the term means
simply "thought." In 45 it is likely the word is used simply with the
meaning of "understending,'" not in the technical sense as auresult:of
reasoning on basis of sensation (as Bailey, Epicurus, p. 187, supposes).
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mind by subtle idols and the formation by the mind of prolepseis.
avarbyws tolg TEP LANTTOLS indicates the process by which the mind

forms new ideas by combining the images it has alreedy a.pprehended.hl

Thus it seems clear that Epicurus taught that ideas formed as
a result of logical activity basing its conclusions on the experience of
the senses were called Emnivoial.lk2 The notion, therefore, of the

existence of atoms and all other scientific principles that lie at the

basis of Epicurus' system are ¢nivoiat. How then can one know that
these EmivoLal are true? Epicurus taught that g¢nlvorat Just
like 665.(11.’*3 must be checked by sensation since error could arise

in their formation and they must therefore either be confirmed or not
contradicted by the evidence of the senses before they are accepted as

true. Thus Epicurus states concerning the sizes existing among the atoms:

AM\a p.nv ouée Setb voul.(,su.v AV ueye%os gv Tatg .
&téuoig unapxew, tva uph ':a PaLVOUEVQ avTiLpaptupn *
napaiaydc 8€ TiLvag ueys%wv VOULOTEOV ELVOL .

L‘lBailey, Epicurus, p. 182.

, . 42pe Witt (Epicurus and His Philosophy, pp. 113, 136) interprets
ENLVOLAL as ideas logically derived, not built up from sensation with
the aid of reasoning. This view, however s 18 clearly refuted by Diogenes
Laertius' description of the nature of ERWOLOLL (32). De witt (Ibid.,
pp. 135-136) also seys Epicurus used the term EVVOLOL (ewonua) To Tefer
to the basic scientific concepts of his system. evvoux ’ however, is
not found with this meaning in the passages in which it occurs in the works
of Epicurus (nemely Ep.H., 57, 69, "{7, X.D. 24) where it means simply
"thought" or "mental comprehension,”

43mme distinction between 868 and g¢nivoLa  seems

to be that the former is an opinion formed by the mind in the classification
of sense-impressions, the latter, an idea formed by the mind as it reasons
sbout the nature of the aénAa (cf. Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 259 n.2).
There is, however, some overlapping in usage of the terms (see below on Ep.

H., 62). Tohte (op.cit., p. 12 n.1) and Zeller (Die Philosophie der Griechen,
Vol. 3, p. 390), are incorrect in identifying OOEQ and  ERLVOLQ,
since Diogenes Laertius (10,32) makes clear the terms had distinct meanings.

l*b'EpP.‘H'-'a., 55. Cf. 63 and especially 68 where Epicurus mentions
the referral of Gl.a}\oylfcua'l:cx sbout the soul to the criteria of the
perception,
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Similerly Epicurus’ assertion that the idols exist is made on the grounds

that nothing in nature contradicts a belief in their existence:

EL% dtL T stéwka TdLg ks1tornouv avvnekanTOLg
HEXPMTOL , oUBEV AVTLLAPTUPEL TWV cpawoux—:vwv'

In the same fashion Lucretius asserts that nothing in nature contradicts
the existence of the swerve of the atoms (2, 249-250) nor the principle
that bodies possessing sensation are formed of atoms lacking feeling:
neque id manifesta refutant

nec contra pugnant, in promptu cognita quae sunt,

sed magis ipsa manu ducunt et credere cogunt

ex insensilibus, quod dico, animalia gigni.”6
It eppears that Epicurus believed that éRCVOLaL, especially scientific
concepts, Jjust like prolepseis, could be stored in the mind and used in the
process of reasoning sbout other problems (see Epistula ad Herodotum 62)."‘7

.

Presumably, however, it would only be "proven" énivorat that were

stored in the intellect, that is, those not contradicted by the senses.

From the evidence we possess it seems clear that Epicurus believed
the nature of the &énka was discovered by the mind drewing conclusions
from information provided by sensation and checking that these conclusions
were not contradicted by the evidence of the senses. The results of
Epicurus' investigations of the two types of &5'07\(1, namely the nature
of the heavenly phenomena and the imperceptible realities underlying sensible

objects (atoms end void), show one distinct difference:h8 he offered

YSpp.H., 47a.
h6Lucretius, 2, 867-870.
h7This passage will be discussed in full below.

Y8ce. 7. M. Cornford, Principium Sapientiae (Cambridge, 1952),

pp. 26-27.
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several explanations of the same heavenly phenomenon but only one
explenation of the nature of the imperceptible realities underlying

gensible objects,

unts 10 a&uvatov nol napaBLaCecSaL unts ououav

nata navta tnv Sewpuav sxetv n ToLg TEPL Buwv xoyoug
nttoug uara tnv TWVY AAAWY  PUoLUWY npoBAnuatwv ua%apotv,
oLov OTL TO TAY CWULTA naL avamng ¢uch scer 1

OTL aroua (Ta) UTOLXELG, nau ndvia To rouaura 51

ooa uovaxnv EXEL Toug.¢auvouev0Lg GUHQMVLQV’ORED

enL TWV uerewpwv ,0UX UTapyEeL, ahha tauta JYE nheovaxnv
exeu nal g YEVECEWS autuav norl, tng oucuag TOLS
alo$fseot oYWV OV narnyopLav.

Ba11ey5o lays great emphasis upon this difference in r'esults and believes
that Epicurus could dogmatically affirm the truth of a single solution to
the problem of the ultimate constituents of the universe (a problem to
which, perhaps, since the realities were wholly imperceptible, one would
expect Epicurus to give only a tentative solution or several possible
answers ) because this solution was formed by an énLBo}\h tﬁg dvavoiag oL
Tt is clear that this EmLBOAY Tng Siavolag did have an important
role in Epicurean thought, for Diogenes Laertius records that the later
Epicureans added it as the fourth criterion of truth,?2 TIts significance,

however, in esteblishing the one true explenation of nature can be questioned.

To understand what Epicurus meant by the phrase éTtLBO')\h Tﬁg

Stavolag, we must first determine the meaning of EMLBOATR since it

k9Ep.p., 86.

50Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 264-265.

5lgee 1bid., Appendix 3, pp. 559-570.

52Epicurus' three criteria were the sensations, feelings and
prolepseis. Diogenes Leertius, 10, 31,
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was an aim of Epicurus, even if he was not entirely successful,53 that

each word be employed in its most cbvious meaning.’* The term ETLBOAT
does not appear in the works of Hc::mer,55 Pinda.r,56 Bacchylides ,57
Aesch;)rlus,58 Sophocles,59 Euripides,6o Herodotus,él Pla.to,62 or Aristotle.63

The word is not listed in the Wortindex to Dielsf-'_.; Die Fraegmente der

Vorsokratiker 64 €NLBOAN  occurs in the work of Thucydides, both

in the active meaning of iniectio, "a casting upon'?65 and in the passive

meaning of "that which is cast upon."66 In Aristophanes ,67 Xenophon,68

Iysias,®9 AndocidesTO and AeschinesTl the word is found with the meaning of
"penalty" or "fine;" thus the word again has & passive sense of "that which
has been laid upon." The verb &TLBAANAW, which is of more frequent

occurrence in the suthors who proceeded Epicurus than the noun, hes the

basic meaning of "throw upon,” "cast upon" or “"impose."T2 This meaning of

53cf. Bailey, Epicurus, p. 117. 51"Ep. H., 38.

55R.J.Cunliffe, A Lexicon of the Homeric Dialect (London, 1924).

565 .Rumpel, Lexicon Pindaricum (leipzig, 1883).

5TR.C.Jebb, Becchylides, The Poems and Fragments(Cembridge, 1905).

58¢. Italie, Index Aeschylus (Leiden, 1955).

598 .W.Beatson, Index Graecitatis Sophoclese (London, 1830).

60C.D.Becl«:io, Index Graecitatis Euripideae (London, 1829).

61H.Cary, lexicon to Herodotus (Oxford, 1843).

62p,Astius, Lexicon Platonicum (Leipzig, 1835).

63Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus.

61'W.K:r'ea.nz , Wortindex in Die Fragmente der Vorsokretiker, Vol, 3,

652, 49 (clothes) and T, 62, 65 (grappling iroms).
663, 20 (layers of bricks). 67Vespa.e, T69.

68For example Historia Graeca, 1.7.2.

690rationes, 20, 1k4; 6, 21. TOOrationes, 1, T3.
710rationes, 2, 93.

T2see, for exemple, Homer, Iliad, 23, 135, Pinder, Pythian Ode,
11, 14 (tmesis),Aeschylus, Choephori, 395 (tmesis), Herodotus,7,
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t’:nuBo’c}\N» appears in the statement of Aetius about Epicurus:

Emuovpog 'rnv alodnolv ual TT)V voncrw ywec«‘)ou. £ L SWAwY
&:F,w%ev npootovrwv undevli yap em%oﬁ\}\ew undetTEpav
YWPLS TOU MPOCTLNTOVTOC elddrov.’

"Neither thought nor sensation can grasp anything apart from the idol

that falls upon it."

Therefore it is possible for us to expect that Epicurus, if he
did actually follow his principle of using each term in its most literal
sense, used the term t-’:mﬁokﬁ with the meaning of "throwing upon"
or "projection towards." In fact the passages in which Epicurus refers to
the &muBorl t@v alo9ntnplwy T* indicate he employed ETLBOAR
in its most obvious meaning. By this "projection of the senses" toward

some object, one purposely examines closely the nature of that object; it

is clear that this EnLBOAT by its very nature plays an important
role in Epicurus' process of émuap'tﬁpnots . Two other instances
of s’:nLBoM'] in Epicurus' works also appeer to have an active

meaning of “projection" or “apprehension." In Epistula ad Herodotum

Epicurus speaks of properties as having E’:nLBO}\(‘xg oo f.élfag76
and accidents being perceived Hat’ EmMLBOAAC ... TLVAS.'!  In both
instances Epicurus appears to be referring to the process by which the

senses can project themselves upon these qua.lities.78

107, Thucydides, 2, 52, Plato, Theaetetus, 173 A and Aristotle, Metaeph.,
1053 a 35. .

T3petius, P1., 4, 8, 10, Usener 317, Dox.Gr., p. 395.

T4ep.H., 38, 50 and 51. T>See above page. 88.
TéEp.H., 69. TTmid., 70.

) T8ce. Balley, Epicurus, pp. 238 21+O and A. Brieger, Epikurs
Brief an Herodot,68-83 g, 2), p. .
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Again taking ém.BoM”] in its literal sense, we can translate
t—':nLBoM'] Tng dravolag as "a casting of the mind onto" or "an appre-
hension by the mind of" some object. That Epicurus did indicate by the
phrase EnLBOAN Tng Siavolag an active projection of the mind onto
some object is shown by certain expressions in the works of Lucretius and
Cicero that sppear to translate the activity of énLBO)\h Tﬁg SiLavoiag
or thié phrase itself. 9

si inmensam et interminatem in omnis partis ma'gnitudinem
regionum videretis, in quam se iniciens animus et intendens

ita late longeque peregrinatur ut nullam temen oram ultimi
videat in que possit insistere.80

Epicurus . . . docet ., . . in eas imagines mentem intentam
infixamgue nostram intellegentiam capere quae sit et beata
netura et acterna, ol

et quia tenvia sunt (sc. simulacra), nisi quae contendit, acute
cernere non potis est animus; proinde omnia quae sunt
praeterea pereunt, nisi <si ad) quae se ipse paravit.

et temen in rebus quogue apertis noscere possis,
si non advertas animum, proinde esse quasi omni
tempore semotum fuerit longeque remotum,83

queerit enim rationem snimus, cum summe loci sit
infinita foris haec extra moenia mundi,

quid sit ibi porro quo prospicere usque velit mens
atque animi diactus liber quo pervolet ipse.81L

T9Peters, op.cit., p. 41; Munro, op.cit., p. 156; Leonard and
Smith, op. cit., pp. 5T, 38?5 Ba1ley, Commentary, vol, 2, p. 920. De Witt
(Epicurus, Il pl. @avractag,‘ PP. héE—EE'?) agrees that Cicero and Lucretius
are translating e:1u.|30)\'r) Tng Siavolag but states that their interpreta-
tion of the phrase is incorrect because Epicurus never had the notion of the
"free flight of the soul." De Witt is taking the meaning of iactus animi
far too literally. When, for example, Lucretius speaks of the mind
travelling beyond the moenia mundi (1, T2-74) » he is simply referring to
the activity of the mind in fturning its attention to the subject of the
whole universe.

80cicero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 20, 54,  8lTbid.,1,19,49. Cf.also 1,37,105

82rucretius, 4, 802-80k. 831pia., 4, 811-813.
8h1hia,, 2, 1044-1047.
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in quae corpora si nullus tibi forte videtur
posse animi iniectus fieri, procul avius erras.

scire licet mostrae quogue menti corpora posse
verti in notitiam nullo circumlita fuco.85

Clement's statement that Epicurus taught the prolepsis was an éT“-BOM'W

Eni 1t évapytc wal &nl thv évapyn Tou TPpdyuaTog tnivoray %6
also supports the interpretation of EMLBOA) TN Siavolag as an

active process .87

There is evidence that Epicurus also used the term ETLBOAT

in a passive sense to indicate the result of some projection or apprehension.

In the following passages of Epicurus' works in which the simple term
E’:TILBOKT') " is used, the word clearly bears the passive meaning of "grasp,"
"view" or "comprehension."

'cng Yap a%poag emgokng nunvov dedueda, rng 8t nata
uépoc olx ouolwg.

BabLO'TEOV utv ovv &n’ e:uei:va ual, GUVEXWS &V 1:'n uvnun

TO TOJOUTOV nountsov, a¢ ou n TE nvpuwtatn entﬁoxn

enL T npayuata sctau oo sneu ual Tou tetsxsouovpynuevou
TOUTO KUprTaTOV TOU TAVTOS anpuﬁwuarog yivetaiL, T0

ToLe enLBo}\aLg OEéwec SUvaoHal xpnc%au

elc TXC 'couau'cag ava}\uovtcxg emBo}\ag 'l:ag nAelotag TWV
TEPLOSELWY UMEP TNS OANC PUOEWS TOLE LTdOL®

85Lucretius, 2, T39-T40, Thb-Th5,
86Clement of Alexa.ndria, Stromateis, 2, 4, Usener 255.

8FfSee also Farrington, op.cit., p. 108, Opperman, op.cit., p. 195,
and Merbach, op.cit., p. 31.

88gp.u., 35. 891vi4., 36.
901b4id., 83.
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The expression ETMLBOAY TNg duavolag with EmLBOAR having a
pessive meaning would mean the comprehension or grasp by ’t;,he mind of

some subject as a result of the mind projecting itself upon it. TohteIl
believes Epicurus uses the phrase émﬂo?\h T'FIC duvavoliag strictly in
this passive sense but he also states that Lucretius and Cicero, who
clearly refer to an active meaning of the phrase, translate the expression
but use it in a different sense. Giussenid? seems correct in pointing out,
however, that Lucretius and Cicero are certainly attempting to reproduce
precisely both the wording and meaning of Epicurus' expression, It is the

active sense of t’:'ru.BOM'] that occurs in the phrase EMLBOAT Tﬁg dtavolacg.

The expression ETLBOAR.'ING. S LOVOUWXS oceurs in six passages of
the extent works of Epicurus. One meaning of the phrase is made clear by

the following passeges in the Epistule ad Herodotum:

N Te yup ououorng '::wv «pavracuwv ou.ov El. ev ELKOVL
)\auﬁavouevwv 7 u(x% unvoug onuevwv n nat’ a)\)\ag ,

uvag enLBo)\ag 'l:ng o:.avouxg n TWV komwv ®PLTTP Lwv

OUR av TOTE mmpxe 'cogg obol Te nal a)\nx‘}sau TPoo—
ayopevouévorg, el uh NV TLva nal ToLavTA npooBaM\oueva 93

Epicurus speaks of the images that arise either "

in sleep or in any g’glle_{
apprehensions of the mind or the rest of the Mp L'l:'r']p v, He is using

the phrase EMLBOAR TN SiLavolag to refer to the perception by the mind
of idols too fine to strike the senses, Some of these idols cause dreams;

others bring the visions of the gods, cause the hallucinations of madmen or

help form the compound images that arise in the air (such as, for example,

rohte, op.cit., p. 24.

92¢jussani, op.cit., p. 17l. Cf. Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 576.

93Ep. H., 51.
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Centaurs*). The phrase TWV AOLTOV upLTNPlwv?? is significant since
it indicates that Epicurus is referring to the mind as an organ of sense,

" Tt was in the perception of

that is, as one of the "means of judgement.
fine idols that the mind acted as a sense-organ,
wal fjv Gy AdBwuev gaviaciav e’:ELB?\nuu&}g 0 Sravolq
n roug,auo%ntgpioug“éwe uopgng eite ovuBefnudTwy,
LOPPN EOTLV aUTN TOU OTEPEUVLOY, YLVOUEVD HaTE TO
£Eng nonvwua N EYHATANELppa TOU €iLdwAov .96

The image obtained by an 5'17“'(307\}1 Tng Svavolag is "the shape of the
solid object." Again Epicurus is using this expression to refer to the
apprehension’ by “the. mind of subtle idols, since only these idols. can
strike the mind directly and give rise to a (POLVTOCGCOL within it.
There is the prcdblem that one class of these fine idols, namely the
CUGTACE Lg the compound images that arise from idols uniting in

the air, cannot be said to correspond to the shape of the solid object.

We can only suppose that Epicurus when making this statement was not
referring to this pa.rticula.r_ class of the finer idols.97 Iucretius'
statement that the mind could only perceive those idols that it strained
itself to perce:i.ve98 shows that Epicurus used the expression é‘m.BoK’r] 'cﬁg

SiLavolag to indicate the apprehension by the mind of subtle idols.

Msee beginning of Chapter k4,

95 upLtipLa is here used in the sense of the'means of
judgement" and refers to the individual senses (See Bailey, Epicurus,
pp. 178, 198). The word certainly does not mean "standerds of judgements"
that is, the sensations, feelings and prolepseis,.for we have no reference
to, if such a reference is even possible, an ENLBOAN of the madn
or the TPOANPELS.

9Ep.H., 50.

9TTohte, op.cit., p. 23 and Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 566 .

98i, 802-804. Cf. 4, 811-813 and Cicero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 19,
49, See quoted on page 110,
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In fact Lucretius shows that it was only by an EWLBOANH Tng Siavoiag

thet -the mind could perceive such idols,

The passage in Epistula ad Herodotum 38 that contains a reference

to E&miBoAn Tng Siavolag also supports this interpretation of the
phrase.

ETL . TE uom:a TaG aw%nceug Set ncxvta tnpsw naL ozn)\wg
(uara) ThC napoucag emBoMzg ette Guxvouag eu&

dtov 5'01101.‘6 TWV upvrnpl.wv, ououwg 8E uamx o unapxov*ca
nadn, Onwg av ual TO Npoopévov ual TO AOGMAOV ExXwpEV
ol¢ anuelwocdueda.

It is especially important to note the expression "of the mind or of any

of the ®pLThpra.' As in Epistula ad Herodotum 51, M“pLINpLQ
100

refers to the individual senses and here the mind appears to be identified
with one of these "means of judgement," that is, Epicurus is referring to the
mind as an orgen of sense. In this case Epicurus clearly is making reference

to the perception of fine idols by the intellect.

In addition to this meaning of ETMLBOAT tng Svavolac, we
have in Clement, Cicero, and Lucretius evidence for another interpretation
of the expression. When Clement describes a prolepsis as an &':nLBOKT')

"of something cleer or the clear notion of the thing,"10l the term ETLBOAT
is being used to express the grasp made by the mind of some concept that

exists in the mind itself.102 Cicero is clearly using éﬂLB‘)}\’ﬂ T'?)G

99Ep.H., 38.

100 ubl.'cr'\p Lta does not refer to Epicurus' “"standards of
judgement,"” that is, his criteria of truth since both atodnorg
and na&n are mentioned separately.

101c1ement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 2, 4, Usener 255. See
quoted sbove on page 111,

102pailey, Greek Atomists, p. 568.
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6Lav()fag in this same sense when he speaks of the mind projecting

itself onto the measureless region of space ;103 the mind casts itself

onto, that is, grasps the concept of space (énCV<>ba) existing in
itself. This meaning of énLBO')\’rj ‘tﬁg 5Lavofag is also found 'l:w:lcelolL

in Lucretius when he speaks of the "projection of the mind" into space and
the "casting of the mind" onto bodies without colour.1® The mind is turning
its attention to, that is, selecting out the notions of space and colourless

bodies stored within itself.

We come now to deal with the very difficult passage in the

Epistula ad Herodotum 62 and the important statement of Epicurus in 51 on

the basis of which Bailey assigns a special role to t-':nl.ﬁo)\’n ‘cﬁg Svavolag

in the formation of the scientific concepts of Epicurus' system:

aAXa uhv nau nara T&g ouynpucsug %attwv erepa srspag
pn%ncetat va atoumv iooraxwv oucwv, TQ s¢' Eva tonov
wepsoeau T év toL; a%poucuacuv atououg nal uata
TOV eAaxucrov TUVEXT xpovov, el un e? eva HATA TOUG
Xoyw %swpnroug xpovoug, akxa nuuvov avtuuontouotv,
ewg av Und Thy aLcSnoLv to ovvexeg g ¢opag yuvnrau.
TO yap npooéoEaCouevov nepu TOV aopatou, &g apa uau
ol Sua hoyou &ewpnrou xpovou 10 cuvexeg Tng ?opag
E€EOUGLY, oUX akn&sg EGTLV snL Twv TOLOUTWV® EMEL TO
YE &ewpouusvov Tav A nat’ &nuBoAhv AauBavopevov T
dravolig dAn9éc éotuv.

103¢icero, De Nat. Deor., 1, 20, 54. See quoted on page 110.

lob’If the reading of Lipsius be adopted (as it has by Giussani,
Bailey and Rouse) in 2, 1080 (in primia anima}ibus inice mentem), we find
another reference to the mind projecting itself upon a concept (namely of
animals)., See Bailey, Commentary, Vol. 2, p. 970.

1051ucretius, 2, 1044-1047, 739-Thk. See quoted on pages 110
end 111.

106gp.H., 62.
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70 6 6Lnuaptnuevov ouu av unnpxev, EL un shau-
Bavouev nal akknv tuva uuvncuv £v nuLv auroug
cuvnuuevnv ue¥ (In Qavractuun enuBohTf), SLaingLv
St Exouoay.

In 62, Epicurus.states that some people may think that one compound body
moves more quickly than another because the atoms of the one compound are
moving more gquickly in one direction than those in the other body. They
come to this conclusion because they see thet even in the smallest periods
of "continuous time" compounds have movement in one direction. Therefore
they conclude that in the periods of time conceived only by thought the
atoms of a compound also move in one direction only. This is a false
inference made by 8GEa (MPoodofalOuevov).  The true concept of the
movement of atoms in a compound is that they are all travelling at equal
speed, constantly colliding and moving in tiny trajects in all directions.
The speed and direction in which a compound body moves will be an
expression of the number of atoms that happen to be moving in the same

direction over a continuous period of time.lo8

The last clause in 62 is especially difficult to interpret.
Epicurus states that the analogy drawn by O60&a that the nature of
the movement of atoms in & compound is the same as the movement of the
compound itself, that is, that the atoms move only in one direction, is
felse. Why? because T0 Ye SewpoUpevov nav 7 nat’ EnLBoAlv AaufavSuevov
Tﬁ Suavolq is true. Hicks translates this clause "Our canon is that direct

observation by sense and direct apprehension by the.mind are alone invarisbly

107Ep.H., 51. The missing dative was supplied by Usener from a
gloss on 50, _TEEE'Usener, op.cit,, p. 11 and Bailey, Epicurus, pp. 28,
198.) The wuivnoig is the movement of &0Ea (see above
chapter L ).

108pyriey, op.cit., pp. 123-125.
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true."109 StrodachllO translates the clause "since 'true' means either

that which is empirically observed or that which is mentally sapprehended."
Gigonlll renders the clause by "Denn wahr ist das wirklich Geschaute oder

auf Grund der Beobachtung mit dem Denken begriffene.” Finally Philippson112
translates the clause "denn das Geschaute und das nach einer ETLBOAT

durch die &iavoia Erfasste ist wahr," All these scholars take 7TO

YE Yewpovuevov nav as a8 reference to that which is perceived by
the senses., They all appear to take the whole clause as a statement by
Epicurus of his belief in the complete trustworthiness of sensation, whether
of the sense-organs themselves (76 ye Sewpolpevov mav) of of the
mind functioning as an orgen of sense (in the case of the fine idols).ll3
This intérpretation of the first half of the clause is open to question.
Epicurus has just stated that the TpoocdoEalduevoy based on an
anslogy drewn from sensation is false, for 16 ye Yewpoluevov nav 1 wat’ E&me-
BoAhv AauPavdpevov TN Siavolq is true. If 1T6 YE Sewpoluevov mav
refers to sensation, the last clause hardly makes sense as an explanation .

of why the analogy drawn from sensation itself is false,

Ba.iley:'-llL translates the last clause of 62 "for we must remember

that it is what we observe with the senses or grasp with the mind by an

109Diogenes Laertius, Book 10, translated by R.D.Hicks (Loeb
Classical Library, London and New York, 1925), p. 593.

110strodach, op.cit., pp. 125-126.
1lgpikur translated by O. Gigon (Zurich, 1949), p. 21.

112r, Philippson, "Review of C. Bailey, The Greek Atomists and
Epicurus,” Gnomon 6 (1930), p. L4T1.

1131bid., pp. W70-LTL.

lll*Ba.iley, Epicurus, p. 39.
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apprehension that is true." He takes 716 YE Jewpoluevov mav as a

reference to "that which is grasped by the senses when 'looking' at the

close view, i.e., by an E’:RLBO?\ﬁ ."115 This interpretation, however,
can be questioned. The passages in which %ewpéw occursll6 indicate
that Epicurus used the word simply as a synonym for 690'“0- Epicurus'

use of the term in reference to heavenly phenomens (Epistuls ad Herodotum

78, Epistula ad Pythoclem 112, 113 and 114) and objects on earth seen at &

distance (Epistula ad Pythoclem 91, 103) make questionsble Bailey's inter-

. pretation of 16 Ye SewpoluEVOV as a reference to the process of
énLBo)\’n TV m’.c%n'rnﬂ twv that is, the purposeful examination
of an object at close view. Again we must ask: why should Epicurus be
saying in this causal cleuse that sense-perceptions are true (whether per-
ceived by close sttention of the senses or not) when he has just stated the

analogy drawn from sensation is false?

Bailey's interpretation of EmLBOAN Tng Siavolag in the
passages in 62 is as follows., He tekes the first half of the final clsause
(e’:nsl ce. £0T Lv) as a general statement by Epicurus of the truth

of sensation; he lays upon the last half of the clause (B uat’ EmtBoAhv

o 6L0cv0|:q) the weight of the gnel :117 the conclusion of
86Ea is false, for the conclusion reached by an ETLBOAN TNg
dLavoiag is true, Bailey, bearing in mind Epicurus' other statement

115Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 569. Cf. also pp. 429 and
Epicurus, p. 223.

W6gp.H., 41, 56, 58, 59, 71, T3, Th, 78; Ep.P., 87, 91, ok
(twice), 95, 96, 98 (twice), 103, 109, 110, 112, 113; I11% and 116.

l17Ba.:i.ley, Greek Atomists, pp. 568-572.
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in the Epistula ad Herodotum 51 that 565(1 is different from the

énLBo?\’n Tﬁg Svavolag 118 believes the Atomist in 62 is con-
trasting 66Ea with &mLBoAh tng Siavolag. He takes

the clause (&':nel cee t—':c‘l:w) as the statement of two parallel

cases: Jjust as the nature of sense-perception is confirmed by the close
view (t6 YE \‘)ewpoﬁuevov) s 50 the characteristies of the imperceptible
reslities of the universe, the atoms and void, are established by an
énLBoAh Tng Sravolag. Bailey says that O0&a forming the
theory that the atoms in compound bodies move only in one direction refers
this theory to what is grasped by an ém.Bo)\?} Tﬁg dravoiag, namely
the image of atoms in compound bodies moving in tiny trajects. Bailey says
the &':nl.Bo}\h Tﬁg 51.05\)0!:(1; grasped this vision by the juxtaposition of
previously conceived clear scientific concepts of the movement of atoms,
these concepts themselves having been grasped by an EnLBOAT of

the mind. Such a juxtaposition results in only one clear vision, that is,

in a scientific truth. Thus Bailey states that an éTN—BO)\}! Tﬁg Stavoiag
is "the immediste, or 'intuitive' apprehension of concepts, and in perticular

of the 'clear,' i.e. self-evident concepts of scientific thought."l19

First of all Bailey's assertion that it is the second half of
the final clause that contains the force of the EnEl ’ that is, that
the mnpogdofalduevov is false because the EMLBOAN _ of the
mind is true, is open to question., Would it not be more natural to take

both T8 YE Ycwpoluevov Tav and ®at' EmiBoAlv AauBavducvov

118pailey, Greek Atomists, p. 569.

1191p3a., p. 561.
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with Tﬁ 8 WNOCQ ? The translation would then be:"everything that
is examined by the mind or received as a result of an apprehension by the
mind is true." This meening of Yewpéw , "to study" or "examine"
(with the mind) is found both in Platol20 and Aristotle.l2l We now have

a new problem: what does Epicurus mean by this statement? We must examine

the passage in its strict context in order to discover the mnswer.

The reasoning in 62 if explained strictly in Epicurean terms
will proceed as follows, The mind is faced with the problem of the move-
ment of atoms in a compound body. 565‘1 working from the signs
given by sensation assigns this problem of atomic movement to the concept
(prolepsis) the mind possesses of the movement of compound bodies. O0Ea
forms the mpocdofalduevov that the atoms move only in one direction
in times conceived by thought Jjust as compound bodies even in the smallest
periods of continuous time have movement in one direction. However, the
mind performs an act of memory, tﬂat is, it chooses out the ideas (énfvouxl.)
of the motion of the atoms that it possesses and in light of these rejects
the conclusion of &6&a . 122 Where did the mind obtain these
én{voLaL of the motion of atoms? Epicurus believed that the atoms,
since they possessed weight,123 mov-ed downward, for sensible objects were

seen always to have a downward movement because of their weight.le’+

Similarly Epicurus believed the stoms swerved because the very existence of

120aAstius, op.cit., s.v. Sewpfw.

1218onitz, Index Aristotelicus, s.v. SEwpéw.

1224e nave here an overlapping in usage of b56Ea end AOYLouOg.

123This is clear since obJjects composed of atoms possess weight.
Lucretius, 1, 358-67.

12h1y34,, 2, 184-215.
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created objects showed the atoms must have swerved as they fell downward
at equal speed through the void and also because nothing in nature con-
tradicted this suppos:‘ﬂ::i.on.l25 Both these énfvoual., therefore, can
be said to be derived from sensation itself, 86k made a hasty
(in the sense that it did not pay attention to principles already
established on the basis of sensation) and incorrect comparison of the
motion of compound bodies and the atoms of those bodies; the careful
attention of the mind to the proper énivoLat resulted in the correct
conclusion. In the last clause of 62 Epicurus appears -to be stating the
two activities of the mind that are true as opposed to the incorrect (in
this particular case) action of O&6Ea . It is the careful attention
- of the mind to princ¢iples already estsblished (in this case the principles
of the motion of atoms) that is true end also "what is grasped by an
EnLBOAR of the mind," that is, images perceived directly by the
mind acting as an orgen of sense, This is probsbly the sense in which
Epicurus is using EmLBOAY Tng Siavolag in 62, although he may
be referring to the second meaning of the phrase, namely the grasping or
selecting out by the mind of some concept or image already existing within
it. This action can be called true since the objects of the action are
true, namely the prolepseis and "proven" gnlvoiat (those not

contradicted by sensation).

Besides Bailey's questionable interpretation of 6 Ye
%ewpoéusvov n&v' and his overemphesis on the phrase nat’ éTCl-BOK’ﬂV

AapBavopevov ‘cﬁ dLavoiq, there sre difficulties involved in his

1251ucretius, 2, 216-250.
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interpretation of ém.BOM') tng Sravoiag. The ﬁost important problem
is that Bailey's notion of the éT“oBO}\T'] of the mind is inconsistent
with the emphesis Epicurus laid upon sensation as the criterion of truth.
Bailey states that the results of an €mnLBoAh Tng Sravolag

are true simply because they arise from an EMLBOAR of the mind, not
because they are confirmed or not contradicted by the evidence of the
senses; Bailey is in fact asserting the validity of thought that is
independent of sensation.126 The result of what Bailey conceives an
"apprehension of the mind" to be is simply a new idea and if this is true
simply beceuse of the way it was i'grasped," the validity of independent

thought is being asserted.

Another problem of Bailey's interpretation of ém.[:io?\?)
Tﬁg Siavolag is that there is no evidence to support it (except

Bailey's questioneble understanding of Epistula ad Herodotum 62), Although

the phrase EmLBOAY) 17Mg Siavolag was used to indicate the selection
or apprehension of a concept or idea, nowhere is the term used in reference
to the process of reasoning, that is, the actual menipulation of concepts.
Perhaps it would not be incorrect to say that the énLBo}\ﬁ of the
mind formed a _133._113_ of the process of reasoning in as much as it performed
the function of selecting out concepts for consideration, but it did not
involve the sasrranging and rearranging of these notions. Furthermore apart
from 62 and 38 (where the use of gnLBorh Tng Sravolag almost

certainly refers to apprehension of fine idols by the mind), there is no

126Be.iley seems to be aware of the difficulty here for in
Epicurus (pp. 177, 223) he states that the results of the"apprehension of
the mind" are verified by reference to sensation, although in his Appendix
he clearly states (pp. 57(,)-571) that the results are true simply because
they are grasped by an ETNLBOAN of the mind.
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mention of the E'Zm'ﬂOM’) of the mind in reference to the problem of
the &5'0}\(1 (in particular the nature of the atoms and void). If
Bailey's interpretation of t’:nLBOX}) ‘C'F)S 5LaVOl:G§ were correct,

we would expect perhaps some mention of the term when Diogenes Laertius
describes the method by which one can gain knowledge of the nature of the
adnia (32), especially since he has just mentioned (31) that the

Epicureans added the "apprehension of the mind" as a criterion of truth.

Bailey supports his interpretation of 62 that Epicurus is
contrasting EmLBoAh Tng Sravolag with 66Ea (= Aoyioude)

by reference to the statement in the Epistula ad Herodotum 51 that 868

is a movement within us "closely connected with the é‘mBOM'] of

the mind but differing from it."27 gince the discussion in 50 and 51
concerns the errors that occur in vision, it is more than likely that the
reference to S6Ea in 51 is to the term's more usual function of
classifying sense-impressions, by selecting the concepts to which they
correspond. Similarly the émﬁo)&ﬁ of the mind may refer to the
apprehension of subtle idols. This passage makes clear sense with the
terms given these meanings: E’:TCLBO?\’O TFIS dravolag is the pessive
reception of idols, 80a is connected with this ETMLBOAT) in
that it is also & movement concerned with idols, but differs in that it is
not the process that perceives idols but classifies them.128 Or agein with
the terms used in this same sense, Epicurus mey not have in mind, the

difference in the actual processes of ©64&a and £mLBOAT 50

12TSee quote on page 115.

128Merbach, op.cit,, p. 22 and Furley, op.cit., p. 125.
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much as the nature of the processes themselves: &':TILBO}\ﬁ Tﬁg dravolag
is true because it is a form of sensation, 50Ea on the other hand,

can be true or false since it can apply the sense-impression to the correct

or incorrect concept.l29 The reference to 646Ea in 51 is not to a
faculty that solves problems about the unknown (&én)\a) by use of
concepts existing in the mind itself (Aoy vouds) . Beiley's state-

ment ,130 therefore s that the difference mentioned in 51 lies in the way
86Ea (= Aoyioudg) and E£miLBOAh Tnc Siavolacg use

concepts is highly questionsgble.

Bailey131 also feels thet the reference to the t—’:nLBoM')
of the mind in 38 supports the wider interpretation he gives the phrase.
It is more likely that the term here refers simply to the apprehension of
fine idols by the mind 132 Epicurus is mentioning the criterion one must
use in investigating problems; the éﬂLBOKT'). of the mind is a part
of the most important criterion, sensation itself. Similarly Bailey says
the extended meaning of the expression is found in Kurie Doxa 24, the sixth
~ pessage in which the phrase occurs:
E.L Ty’ euBaxug om)\wg auo%ncw nol p,n éuapnosug
10 00§aCouevov HOTO 'co npoouevov nau TO MAPOV nén
uara 1:nv atcsnow nal T modn ual mxoav cpavraounnv
e:mBo}\nv TNg 6LCXVOI.(X§, cvvrapa&eug nal 'mg Komag

auo%nceug tg patalw 668D, Wote TO MpLThpLov aAnav
enBakeug.

129pe witt, "Epicurus, lepl ®avtaciag,”  p. 416.

13OBa.iley, Greek Atomists, p. 571.

131mpid., pp. 567, 57L.
1325ee above page 11k.

133K.D., ok,
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Here again, however, Epicurus is simply meking reference to the criteria
that must be used, The passage itself does not shed light on the nature
of the £nLBoAl Tng Siavolag but Epicurus appears to be referring

again to the apprehension of idols by the mind.

It seems best in the light of the evidence we possess to limit
the meaning of énbﬁo)\h Tﬁg 6Lavofag to the perception by the
mind of subtle idols and the apprehension of concepts already existing
within the mind itself.}3% Two problems still remain with the phrase
énLBorh tng Siavolag. In Kurie Doxa 24 and the Epistule ad
Herodotum 51, &nLBOAY  is modified by the epithet  QavTacTinds;
the equivalent of this term seems to occur in 38 in the form of napovoag .
Giussanil3S and Baileyl36 deny that the word has a special significance
since all thought was QAVTXOT U‘lég ’ that is, it was caused by
mentel images. De Witt137 (who takes éﬂLBOK}] tng Svavolag simply
as the operations of the mind) states that if an E’:TH.BOM'] was
true, it was termed cpavT(chLuﬁ. This distinction, however, is
réfuted by the fact that in 62 the ENLBOAR of the mind (without
PAVTUOT LvHn ) is specifically called true. Since the epithet occurs

only once (Kuria Doxa 24) where the text is sure ,138 it is resally impossible

134In this sense €mLBOAR of the mind is equivalent, as
Clement says (see sbove page 114 ), to a prolepsis in its active sense.
Cf. Brieger, Epikurs Lehre von der Seele, p. 19, Heidel, op.cit., p. 188,
and Bailey, Greek Atomists, p. 5(2. -

135¢iussani, op.cit., p. 176.

136Bailey, Greek Atomists, pp. 572-573.

13Tpe witt "Epicurus: All Sensations Are True," p. 21.

138The reference to = &MLBOAR in 51 is an sddition of
Usener. See sbove page 116.
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to determine the real significance of the word. Finally we can ask why
the later Epicuresns added the &mLBoA}h) Tng Siavolag as the
fourth criterion of truth. Epicurus clearly used the expression and since
he appears to have indicated by the term principally the apprehension by
the mind of subtle idols, it is likely he considered the E£nLBOA}

‘rﬁg 6LavoCag simply a part of sensation itself. The later Epicureans
merely made the E':TEI.BOM'] of the mind a separate criterion, perhaps,
as Tohtel39 suggests, to esteblish firmly théir teachings on the gods (in
order to refute charges of @atheism) by meking the process by which the

gods became known & criterion of truth.

It does not appear, therefore, that the phrase E':TELBOK’r)
‘cﬁg 6LavoCa§ was used by Epicurus to indicate a special process by
which scientific concepts were apprehended so clearly that Epicurus could
confidently assert the truth of his (one) explanation of the nature of the
ultimate realities of the universe. Epicurus' confidence in his belief in
the atoms and void was based simply on the fact that this was in his view

the only explanation that was in accord with phenomena..lho

139Tohte, op.cit., p. 2k,

140gee Ep.P., 86 (quoted on page 107).
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